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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.

Switzerland, like many other leading trading nations, is constantly looking for ways to

reduce global trade barriers, and trade costs more generally. In light of a lack of palpable
progress in the multilateral realm on that front Switzerland may consider pursuing a strategy of
unilateral tariff liberalization (or dismantlement) of industrial goods, capital inputs, and, possibly,
certain agricultural goods over the coming years.
2.

Several advanced and open economies have autonomously lowered their import duties, or

are in the process of doing so. Singapore, Hong Kong, Norway, Canada, Chile, New Zealand,
and Australia successfully implemented a strategy of partial or full tariff reductions for a wide
range of products, including agricultural goods.
3.

Obvious questions for Swiss policymakers contemplating a similar move towards

XQLODWHUDO WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ KHQFHIRUWK ³87/´ are what level of ambition was pursued by the
RWKHU ³XQLODWHUDO OLEHUDOL]HUV´ KRZ 87/ ZDV RUJDQL]HG DQG H[HFXWHG whether the tariff
liberalization experiments have reaped the expected results, and, if so, whether these results were
sustainable and can easily be replicated. Answers to these questions can yield important ³OHVVRQV
OHDUQHG´ IRU WKH 6ZLVV FRQWH[W and inform Swiss policymakers contemplating UTL action in the
future.
4.

To that end, the Economic Policy Directorate of the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic

$IIDLUV ³6(&2´ KDV FRPPLVVLRQHG 6LGOH\ $XVWLQ //3 WR conduct various case studies. This
report contains three independent case studies of countries that have lived through the UTL
experience at different times in the past and under different circumstances. These countries are:
New Zealand, Canada, and Norway.
5.

In our effort to answer the diverse set of research questions relating to expectations that

UTL has set, the experiences it has reaped, and to how the implementation process was
communicated and organized, we divided the work into three separate work streams, each
employing a different study method: a quantitative/ empirical work stream; a desk research work
stream; and a work stream in which we conducted expert interviews with decision-makers
involved in the UTL process in each of the three countries.
6.

The following sections summarize our findings. First, we provide a short summary of the

historical context in which UTL occurred in each of the three case study countries, the approach
that the respective governments took, and the experiences that ensued. Second, we summarize the
1
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results of our empirical research on the economic effects of UTL in the liberalizing countries.
Third, we sum up the implications of UTL for the international standing of the three case study
countries. Finally ZH GLVWLOO VRPH ³EHVW SUDFWLFH´ FRQFHUQLQJ LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ RI UTL for the
Swiss context.
A.
7.

Summary of the UTL experience in the three countries at issue

New Zealand ³1=´ ZDV IDFLQJ insolvency in the early 1980s. According to former

officials and commentators, this was a result of domestic issues ± decades of excessive
government involvement in the economy and excessive federal spending ± as well as international
issues, such as losing the UK as a key export market. Upon its election into office in 1984, the
new Labour Government immediately embarked on massive economic liberalization and a wideranging and deep economic reform package that notably included the decision to enact wideranging UTL.
8.

The UTL cuts were deep, prompt, far-reaching, and implemented in two consecutive

waves of tariff liberalization (1988-1992 and 1993-1996). Not eYHQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V VHQVLWLYH
agricultural sector was spared from UTL. The vast majority of tariff chapters underwent
significant tariff liberalization. Before UTL, the simple average across HS chapters was 15.5%.
By 1996, at the conclusion of the second wave of UTL the average tariff was 5.7%, largely in line
with OECD averages prevalent at the time.
9.

Aided by a shared sense of urgency, the NZ *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\

leading up to the UTL was a key success factor. Led by the Treasury Department, the NZ
Government was able to garner domestic and international support for its reform efforts by
inviting stakeholders to speak up, by asking the opinion of trade associations and domestic think
tanks, and by inviting academics to help explain the need for the drastic, and occasionally painful,
policy reforms to the public.
10.

In hindsight, commentators and poOLWLFLDQV DJUHH WKDW 1=¶V UHIRUP SDFNDJH LQFOXGLQJ

notably, the decision to open up trade to global competition, was a resounding success that
continues to pay dividends.
11.

During the time of its UTL, Canada was in solid economic shape and never in existential

danger. Nonetheless, the Government of Canada took the 2008/2009 Global Financial Crisis as
an occasion to engage in political reforms in order to stay ahead of the game and to enact

2
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important public policy reforms. By its own account, &DQDGD¶V 87/ DFWLRQ ZDV ³SULPDULO\ DLPHG
DW HQKDQFLQJ WKH FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV DQG SURGXFWLYLW\ RI &DQDGLDQ PDQXIDFWXUHUV´ DQG VHHQ DV
³FRQFUHWH DFWLRQV WR RSHQ JOREDO PDUNHWV DQG NHHS WKHP RSHQ´ UTL was thereby part of a
broader policy effort to reduce government red tape, boosting competitiveness, and improving the
productivity of Canadian manufacturers.
12.

&DQDGD¶V 87/ RFFXUUHG LQ WKUHH ZDYHV  -2014; and 2015.1 Canada did not

pursue an across-the-board liberalization, but instead undertook an à la carte approach, in which
it focused on eliminating (mostly nuisance) tariffs of certain capital goods (industrial
manufacturing inputs, machinery and equipment, etc.) and intermediate inputs (including raw
materials) that were increasingly coming from non-FTA partners. The UTL reform notably
excluded agricultural commodities and consumer goods. All in all, Canada liberalized more than
1,900 tariff lines. Overall, the simple average most-IDYRUHG QDWLRQ ³MFN´ applied tariff on
non-agricultural products decreased from 3.76% pre-UTL to 2.59% post-UTL ± this corresponds
to a 30% decline.
13.

The Government of Canada pursued a crafty communication and outreach strategy that

VXFFHVVIXOO\ VHFXUHG WKH SULYDWH VHFWRU¶V EX\-in into its liberalization package. Together with its
LQFUHPHQWDO DSSURDFK WR WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ LQ PXOWLSOH ZDYHV WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ
strategy minimized domestic opposition and nurtured the confidence of Canadian businesses in
the tariff reforms. Canadian businesses were actively supSRUWLQJ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V 87/ HIIRUWV
throughout the process.
14.

1RUZD\¶V UTL was not an ongoing process but rather a single reform act that took place

sometime in between 2006 and 2007. After its UTL was concluded 94% of chapters were duty
free after UTL (up from 74% prior to UTL). Pre-UTL, 1RUZD\¶V simple average tariff on nonagricultural products was already low at 2.29%. The simple average came further down to 0.54%
after its UTL ± a 76% decrease.
15.

1RUZD\¶V case differs from that of NZ and Canada in a number of ways. First, there does

not seem to have been DQ H[RJHQRXV HYHQW WKDW WULJJHUHG 1RUZD\¶V 87/; rather, the Government
of Norway seemed to have seen UTL as a logical extension of the WTO Uruguay Round and its
generally liberal trade stance. Second, UTL in Norway was not an ongoing process, but a singular
event. With the exception of one or two small tariff adjustments, UTL was conducted in one go
1

A fourth wave is currently underway but does not form part of this study.
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over the course of less than 12 months. Finally, best we can tell, the entire UTL reform largely
³IOew under the radar´ WKDW LV RFFXUUHG ZLWK PLQLPDO SXEOLF GLVFXVVLRQ OHW DORQH DQ\ SXEOLFO\
DLUHG FRQWURYHUV\ 7KH DEVHQFH RI SXEOLF GHEDWH PD\ EH RZHG WR WKH QDUURZ VFRSH RI 1RUZD\¶V
UTL. Tariff elimination was focused on manufacturing goods and generally did not affect the
PRUH FRQWHQWLRXV DUHDV RI DJULFXOWXUH ILVKHULHV DQG FHUWDLQ WH[WLOH SURGXFWV $OVR 1RUZD\¶V
UTL was mainly geared towards eliminating nuisance tariffs ± tariffs so low that it costs the
Government more to collect them than the revenue they generate, and does not have any
protective effect for to import-FRPSHWLQJ GRPHVWLF LQGXVWULHV ,Q WKDW VHQVH 1RUZD\¶V UTL was
less about reducing protection, and more about eliminating compliance costs and making
international trade with other countries more efficient.
B.
16.

Summary of economic effects of UTL

In the absence of relevant publicly available empirical research on this topic, we

performed our own original research on the economic effects of UTL. Our findings indicate that
UTL in NZ, Canada, and Norway reaped significant positive economic effects, thus confirming
current economic theory.
17.

Regarding the effect of UTL on exports, economic theory predicts that tariff liberalization

implies lower input costs, greater quality, and/or greater variety of intermediate products for
downstream businesses, including exporters. Overall, lower import tariffs lead to more efficient
resource allocation that particularly benefits exporters who tend to be among the most efficient
firms.
18.

In the case of NZ we found a statistically significant impact of UTL, at least during the

implementation of the more ambitious second wave of UTL (starting in 1993). We estimate that
for the 1993-1996 forecasting period UTL has had a measurable average annual effect of 2.4% on
1=¶V H[SRUW growth ± an export boost that constitutes 43% of the overall year-on-year growth in
exports achieved in NZ during the same period of analysis.
19.

A similar picture emerges when we study the impact of UTL on &DQDGD¶V export

performance. After controlling for a catch-up effect that potentially spilled over from the Great
Trade Collapse into the forecasting period we calculate that yearly export growth on average was
between 0.36% and 0.75% higher than forecasted on account of UTL for the 2010-2014 period.
This effect corresponds to a contribution of between 8% and 16.7% to total year-on-year export
growth over the same period.

4
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20.

For Norway, we found a positive, but statistically insignificant impact of UTL on

³WUDGLWLRQDO´ (non-oil) exports when using a longer forecasting period that encompassed an entire
business cycle (2007-2010). Specifically, we measured a UTL-induced annual effect on export
growth of 1.2%. However, when using a shorter forecasting period that stopped right before the
Great Trade Collapse (2007-2008), we found that yearly export growth on average was 3.5%
higher thanks to UTL, thus contributing  WR 1RUZD\¶V traditional annual export growth over
the same time period. Together, these results indicate a measurable, but potentially short-term,
HIIHFW RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ RQ H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH.
21.

When it comes to the effect of UTL on productivity, economic literature recognizes trade

liberalization as one of the potential avenues for countries to increase productivity levels.2 For
NZ, we observe a measurable impact of UTL on productivity growth. Specifically, we calculated
a UTL-induced annual productivity growth effect of 0.27 percentage points, a contribution of
 RI 1HZ =HDODQG¶V RYHUDOO SURGXFWLYLW\ JDLQ LQ WKH SHULRG RI DQDO\VLV For Canada, we
HVWLPDWH WKDW DW OHDVW  RI WKH FRXQWU\¶V RYHUDOO SURGXFWLYLW\ JDLQV EHWZHHQ  DQG  FDQ
be explained by UTL. This converts into an averaJH DQQXDO FRQWULEXWLRQ RI 87/ WR &DQDGD¶V
productivity growth of 0.2 percentage points. Only for the case of Norway, were we unable to
detect an effect of UTL on productivity.
22.

When it comes to the effect of tariff liberalization on employment economic theory is

more ambiguous: while higher productivity and higher exports resulting from UTL may well
improve employment in the long run, the competitive pressures that UTL imposes on domestic
import-competing sectors may depress employment, particularly in the short term.3 Our own
empirical results on the effect of UTL on employment are mixed. For the case of NZ, we
estimate that following the first wave of UTL (1989-1992) employment decreased by 1.2% as a
result of policy events taken by the NZ Government. In the second phase of UTL (1993-1996),
the estimated annual effects were statistically significant and positive (0.83%). However, our
quantitative findings are exacerbated by the confounding effect of other policy reforms that
ocFXUUHG DW RU DURXQG WKH VDPH WLPH DV 1=¶V WZR 87/ ZDYHV <HW UHVRUWLQJ WR HFRQRPLF WKHRU\
2

The economic mechanism through which UTL affects productivity include: better allocation of resources across
sectors; stronger competition in domestic import-competing industries; decrease in prices of, improvements in quality
of, and increase in variety for important intermediate goods; and shift in resource allocation towards more productive
sectors, notably in the export sector.
3
Also, any impact by UTL is likely overshadowed by general business cycles (e.g., the Global Financial Crisis) and
other types of domestic policy reforms, notably dedicated labor market, tax, or capital market reforms. This means
that UTL, while unlikely to significantly affect employment rates on its own, may amplify and accelerate ongoing
dynamics in labor markets.
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we conclude that it may well be that UTL had an indirect positive effect on employment via its
proven effect on export and productivity. Examining Canada, we also find some evidence that
increased export performance and productivity growth after the UTL had some positive spillover
effects on the Canadian labor market. These effects would be expected to lead to employment
growing faster than it otherwise would have, thus contributing to D VSHHG\ UHFRYHU\ RI &DQDGD¶V
unemployment rate. Regarding Norway, our empirical model indicates a rather large and
statistically significant annual effect on employment. However, this is probably owed to a largescale labor market reform that come into force at or around the same time as 1RUZD\¶V UTL. We
surmise that UTL helped to facilitate and expedite the employment trends triggered by the larger
labor reform, leading us to conclude that the contribution of UTL to employment growth in
Norway was small but positive.
C.
23.

Summary of political implications of UTL for the international standing of the
liberalizing countries

Did UTL may result in political blowback in the international trade realm? Our research

suggests that this is not the case. First, few of the trade policymakers whom we interviewed
VKRZHG FRQFHUQ WKDW 87/ PD\ ZHDNHQ D FRXQWU\¶V KDQG LQ ELODWHUDO DQG PXOWLODWHUDO WUDGH
negotiations. Countries concerned about loss of so-FDOOHG ³policy spaces´ may wish to think
creatively about offering interesting bargaining chips beyond tariffs ± and potentially even
beyond trade measures, such as access to natural resources, training/capacity building, teacher or
student exchanges, visa exemptions, and other issues that are of value to trading partners.
According to our interviewees there is a general misconception that trade is synonymous with
trade in goods when in fact modern-day FTAs give much more prominence to trade in services,
trade-related intellectual property rights, investment issues, e-commerce, de minimis thresholds,
and other so-FDOOHG ³WUDGH-DQG´ WRSLFV
24.

At any rate, a large subset of our interview partners opined that a successful conclusion of

an FTA is more a matter of political resolve by trade policymakers than the remaining policy
spaces after UTL. Also, a country that is negotiating FTAs together with other countries may be
able to dissociate itself from its previous UTL decisions by conducting FTA negotiations as part
of a larger trade bloc (EFTA in the case of Norway). Canadian officials we interviewed even felt
that by engaging in UTL ± rather than in binding tariff liberalization ± the country actually
retained policy spaces in the multilateral (and bilateral/regional) trade realm. According to one

6
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interYLHZ SDUWQHU 87/ DOVR KHOSHG IRVWHU &DQDGD¶V SUR-FTA stance by winning over domestic
VWDNHKROGHUV DQG PDNLQJ WKHP ³KXQJU\´ IRU PRUH WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ
25.

Second UHJDUGLQJ D FRXQWU\¶V reputation in the international trade community, all three

FRXQWULHV¶ decisions to unilaterally liberalize appear to have improved their standing in the
international community.
26.

However, low import tariffs are only one, but by no means the determining, factor that

LQIOXHQFHV D 0HPEHU¶V VWDQGLQJ DQG UHSXWDWLRQ LQ WKH LQWHUnational trade arena. Other factors that
SOD\ D YLWDO UROH LQ D FRXQWU\¶V UHSXWDWLRQ LQFOXGH WKH SHUFHLYHG QHXWUDOLW\ DQG QRQ-interest in the
subject matter, as well as the caliber of its trade officials. For this reason, small countries like
New Zealand, Hong Kong, and Singapore continue to send their most experienced diplomats as
WTO ambassadors, place world-class trade experts on the roster of WTO Dispute Settlement
%RG\ ³'6%´ SDQHOLVWV, and make attempts at attaining chairmanships of pivotal WTO
committees at the WTO.
D.
27.

Best practice concerning implementation of UTL

If Swiss trade policymakers were to FRQVLGHU WKDW 87/ LV JRLQJ WR EH LQ WKH QDWLRQ¶V

enlightened self-LQWHUHVW WKH ORJLFDO QH[W TXHVWLRQ LV WKH ³KRZ WR´ WKDW LV KRZ WR EHVW LPSOHPHQW
the policy reform so as to maximize stakeholder support and minimize domestic opposition. Here
are some lessons that we distilled from the three case studies and that we think are relevant to the
Swiss context:
x

x

'RQ¶W ZDLW IRU WKH FULVLV ,Q FRQWUDVW WR ERWK &DQDGD DQG 1HZ =HDODQG 1RUZD\¶V 87/
was not triggered by any outside event and was not part of a larger policy reform package.
This shows that a successful UTL reform can be implemented on its own and neither
needs an external triggHU HYHQW WKDW VHUYHV DV ³KRRN´ QRU PXVW SLJJ\EDFN DV SDUW RI D
larger policy reform agenda.
A less ambitious scale and scope (at least initially) may create momentum: Canada
and Norway both took an à la carte approach to UTL whereby each country carefully
calibrated the tariff lines to be liberalized. Both countries liberalized the import of
intermediate inputs, which secured applause and support from local producers. Both
countries eliminated nuisance tariffs (that, by their very nature, have little domestic
advocates) and spared sensitive import-competing industries, particularly agriculture,
textile, and footwear. Doing so enabled the governments to forge a strong domestic
coalition in favor of UTL, without alienating many domestic groups. All of this helped
minimize domestic resistance to UTL and to gather pro-trade momentum.
Overall, by devising a strategy of least resistance both countries maximized domestic
support from tariff liberalization, which also enabled them to avoid having to work out
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x

x

x

assistance plans to compensate the losers of liberalization (mainly workers in importcompeting industries).4
Gradual phase-outs: &DQDGD¶V WDULIIV DQG WR VRPH H[WHQW 1=¶V as well) were phased out
through a gradual process spanning several years and in multiple waves of UTL. This
step-by-step process increased predictability, created confidence on the part of domestic
VWDNHKROGHUV LQ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V DFWLRQV DQG VHFXUHG EX\-in from private sector and the
general public alike. As confidence increased, certain domestic industries were soon
requesting the Government to engage in more, rather than less, UTL (as was the case with
the Canadian retail sector that led to the latest wave of UTL, starting in January 2017).
Communicate early, listen, and be flexible: &DQDGD DQG 1=¶V H[SHULHQFHV LOOXVWUDWH WKH
benefit of communicating well and early. Both countries were up-front and transparent
about their objectives, and communicated their intentions well ahead of time. Through
summits, conferences, and inclusive committee work, the Administrations of both
countries engaged key stakeholders throughout the UTL process ± and in the case of
Canada continues to involve them. In both cases, this helped to shape a broad pro-trade
coalition consisting of think tanks, trade associations, private sector groups, and labor
unions.
Listen to experts and follow an evidence-based approach: Successful UTL appears to
EH EDVHG LQ SDUW RQ DQ DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V ZLOOLQJQHVV WR OLVWHQ WR LQWHUQDO DQG H[WHUQDO
experts, and to follow an evidence-based approach. In the case of Canada and NZ,
credible analyses by seasoned government economists, think tanks, and trade associations
prior to the UTL decision seemed to have been a key factor for the success of the reforms.

4

At any rate, both countries had in place robust social safety nets that provided affected workers with essential
services, such as healthcare and re-training opportunities. These safety net were able to mitigate potential negative
consequences suffered by individuals affected by UTL reform (namely workers in import-competing firms unable to
compete against international imports).
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I.

INTRODUCTION, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, METHODOLOGY APPLIED, AND ³5OADMAP´ OF
THIS REPORT

28.

For decades, Switzerland has been a champion of an open, rules-based international

trading order.5 As a small, independent, and open economy without abundant natural resources
and with a strong focus on high-end manufacturing and services, a liberalized flow of goods and
services has been a key success factor for the Swiss economy and a hallmark of Swiss foreign
economic policy.
29.

Switzerland, like many of the leading trading nations, is looking for ways to reduce global

trade barriers and trade costs more generally. In light of a lack of palpable progress in that respect
in the multilateral Doha Development Round DW WKH :RUOG 7UDGH 2UJDQL]DWLRQ ³:72´ , and to
avoid, or at the very least to reduce, WKH ³VSDJKHWWL ERZO´ SUREOpPDWLTXH ± the regulatory
heterogeneity resulting from an increasingly dense network of bilateral and plurilateral free trade
DJUHHPHQWV ³)7$V´ 6 ± Switzerland may consider pursuing a strategy of unilateral tariff
liberalization (or dismantlement) of industrial goods, capital inputs, and, possibly, certain
agricultural goods over the coming years.7
30.

Switzerland is hardly the first country to contemplate autonomous tariff dismantling or

XQLODWHUDO WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ KHQFHIRUWK ³87/´ 8 Several advanced and open economies have
autonomously lowered their import duties, or are in the process of doing so. Singapore and Hong
Kong are prominent examples: for many decades these economies have levied virtually no duties
on any imports. Norway decided to abolish a large share of industrial tariffs and to get rid of soFDOOHG ³QXLVDQFH WDULIIV´ in 2006, as did Canada three years later in 2009. Chile, New Zealand,
and Australia successfully implemented a strategy of partial or full tariff reductions for a wide
range of products, including agricultural goods, in the 1980s and 1990s. Other countries,
including Iceland, are currently contemplating similar moves for industrial products.

5

WTO (2013).
See, e.g., Bhagwati (2002).
In addition to avoiding the headaches of regulatory heterogeneity there are further strategic and economic
motivations for unilaterally removing import tariffs. The rationale for keeping most-IDYRUHG QDWLRQ ³0)1´ GXWLHV
in place decreases in importance the more FTAs a country already has in place. For a country that has concluded
FTAs with its most important trading partners already, tariff reduction is no longer a powerful bargaining chip in
negotiations with new FTA partners (because existing FTA partners already have preferential access). At the same
time, with more FTAs in place the gains from removing MFN tariffs become increasingly attractive due to ample
administrative cost savings.
8
:H XVH WKH WHUPV ³DXWRQRPRXV WDULII GLVPDQWOLQJ´ DQG 87/ V\Qonymously in this report.
6
7
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31.

The Economic Policy Directorate of the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs

³6(&2´ KDV FRPPLVVLRQHG 6LGOH\ $XVWLQ //3 WR FRQGXFW YDULRXV FDVH VWXGLHV RQ UTL,9 in an
effort to help the Swiss Government learn from the UTL experienced by other countries in the
past.
32.

Obvious questions for Swiss policymakers contemplating a similar move are whether the

WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ H[SHULPHQWV E\ RWKHU ³XQLODWHUDO OLEHUDOL]HUV´ Kave reaped the expected results,
and, if so, whether these results were sustainable and can easily be replicated.
33.

To that end, this report conducts three independent case studies of countries that have

lived through the UTL experience at different times in the past and under different circumstances.
These countries are: New Zealand, Canada, and Norway. For each of these countries, we aim at
answering questions relating to expectations and experiences that UTL has reaped, and to how the
implementation process was communicated and organized. We do so by applying a mix of
qualitative and quantitative methods.
34.

The objective of this introductory chapter is to (i) lay out the research questions

motivating this report (Section A), (ii) explain the rationale behind our selection of case study
countries (Section B), (iii) discuss the methodology we applied in pursuit of the research
questions (Section C), and (iv) provide a roadmap of this report (Section D).
A.
35.

Research questions addressed in this report

The following pertinent research questions are driving each of the case studies that we are

conducting:
x

What was the scale and scope (or, level of ambition) of the UTL reform package enacted
by the unilateral liberalizer? Specifically, we are interested in the following topics:
R Which sectors/industries were unilaterally liberalized?
R Did tariff liberalization occur gradually or in one step?
R Was the UTL phased in ± tariff line by tariff line ± or was UTL enacted across the
board?
R How deep were the tariff cuts? Were these cuts substantial or merely a reduction of
³QXLVDQFH WDULIIV´10?
R What was the effective tariff liberalization effect, i.e., the access granted to trade
SDUWQHUV WKDW GLGQ¶W DOUHDG\ KDYH SUHIHUUHG DFFHVV WR WKH UHVSHFWLYH PDUNHW WKURXJK
free-trade agreements or other preferential systems?

9

Project 5 in the suite of studies on the potentials and economic impact of the unilateral easing of import restrictions
E\ 6ZLW]HUODQG 7KH SURMHFW¶V RULJLQDO WLWOH LV ³&DVH VWXGLHV ]X HLQHP DXWRQRPHQ =ROODEEDX´
10
³1XLVDQFH WDULIIV´ DUH VPDOO EXW SRVLWLYH WDULIIV WKDW FDXVH DGPLQLVWUDWLYH EXUGHQ EXW QHLWKHU JHQHUDWH PXFK
revenue for the government, nor yield substantial protection for domestic import-competing industries.
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x

Prior to the UTL:
R Was the UTL policy reform part of a larger, more comprehensive, reform package?
R Were UTL measures flanked by other (unilateral) trade liberalization measures, such
as reduction of subsidies or elimination of non-tariff barriers (quotas, import controls,
technical barriers, customs valuation procedures, etc.)?
R Who were domestic backers and opponents of the tariff reform policy?
R What was the process with which policymakers announced, enacted, and implemented
the tariff reform, and what communication strategies did policymakers apply to garner
domestic support and overcome domestic opposition?

x

After the UTL:
R What were empirically measurable economic effects of the UTL efforts in terms of
trade activity, overall productivity, and employment?
R +RZ GLG WKH FRXQWU\¶V HFRQRP\ IDUH DV FRPSDUHG WR FRPSDUDEOH ³QRQ-OLEHUDOL]HUV´"
R How well did efforts and programs aimed at compensating the potential losers of tariff
liberalization fare?11
R Which non-economic (social, political, demographic, societal, technological)
consequences were ascribed to the UTL measures, and how was the domestic
discourse between different stakeholders and the government affected by the measures
at issue?
R How has the experience affected the trade policy stance of the country at issue?

x

Leaving aside the domestic effects, how has the decision to liberalize unilaterally affected
the international relations of the case study country at issue? Specifically:
R How did the decision to unilaterally liberalize affect the general foreign (trade) policy
of the country at issue?
R Has the decision to unilaterally liberalize helped or harmed its international standing
(e.g., in international fora such as the WTO)?
R Did the country see fewer or more FTAs after its decision to unilaterally liberalize?

x

$OO WKLV OHDGV WR WKH LPSRUWDQW TXHVWLRQ RI ³lessons learned´ IRU WKH 6ZLVV FRQtext,
particularly:
R What are parallels and differences with the current Swiss context in terms of basic
economic structure (e.g., structure of industry, presence of foreign direct investment,
integrated supply chains, etc.) and political circumstances that must be taken into
consideration and need to be accounted for?
R What are the take-aways for WKH 6ZLVV *RYHUQPHQW IURP WKH FRXQWU\¶V 87/
experience?

11

According to economic theory, import-competing industries may suffer economic losses from UTL, because they
lose tariff protection and are more strongly exposed to international competition, which may put them out of business.
Economic research has long recognized that it is particularly declining industries that benefit from (and vie for) trade
protection (see, e.g., Brainard and Verdier 1994). Compensatory payments may help these ailing import-competing
FRPSDQLHV DQG WKHLU HPSOR\HHV WR ³VRIWHQ WKH EORZ´ VXIIHUHG IURP 87/ DQG WR IDFLOLWDWH D WUDQVLWLRQ LQto other fields
of operation. Having said that, increased international competition may also help domestic import-competing
producer streamline their operations and become more efficient, and therefore more competitive in domestic and
world markets.
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B.
36.

Selection of case studies

Switzerland is a small, independent, advanced, and open economy with relatively low

MFN tariff levels on industrial products. Its economy, while resource-poor, boasts a strong
competitive advantage in high-tech manufacturing, pharmaceuticals, luxury goods, and services.
To draw useful inferences of UTL for the Swiss case, the ideal case study country should have
similar country characteristics.
37.

While the Swiss Government has not yet decided on concrete UTL action, let alone settled

on any specific menu of industries to be liberalized or on implementation details, it can be
assumed WKDW 6ZLW]HUODQG¶V 87/ IRFXV ZLOO PRUH OLNHO\ WKDQ QRW EH RQ industrial and capital
goods imports, given the high import content of these products in Swiss production and exports,
and given protectionist sensitivities in other goods sectors (mainly food and agriculture). Again,
the ideal case study would usefully reflect these sensitivities. Yet, at the same time, we feel that it
would be instructive for the Swiss Government to be exposed to a certain variety in UTL
experiences, especially concerning process, timing, pacing, and level of ambition of UTL policy
reforms in different countries. Hence, we strive to present heterogeneity when it comes to scale
and scope, implementation process, and timing of the UTL experience in case study countries.
38.

To guide our selection of case study countries, we ± in close cooperation with SECO ±

defined four objective groups of selection criteria, which we explain in turn below:
x
x
x
x
39.

Dimension 1: country anatomy;
Dimension 2: scale and scope of UTL;
Dimension 3: entry into force of UTL experience; and
Dimension 4: evidence and data available.

First UHJDUGLQJ WKH GLPHQVLRQ ³FRXQWU\ DQDWRP\´ RU FRXQWU\ FKDUDFWHULVWLFV ZH EHOLHYH

that for the case studies to be relevant and pertinent to the Swiss Government one ought to select
countries that are as similar as possible to Switzerland with respect to regime type, population
size, developmental stage, industry make-up and natural resource endowment, climate, and trade
policy stance. This dimension makes Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Norway and Iceland
natural contestants, while developing countries like Chile, and city-states like Hong Kong and
Singapore are less ideal case study countries.
40.

For the second dimension ± ³VFDOH DQG VFRSH RI 87/´ ± we strive for diversity, in order to

provide the Swiss Government with insights as to how different UTL processes have worked in
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the past and in which contexts. Concretely, we were looking for diversity when it comes to: the
selection of liberalized industries, the size of tariff cuts, and details concerning the
implementation tactics of the UTL in terms of timing, sequencing of liberalized industries and
sequencing of tariff cuts over time. Importantly, we wanted to include instances in which the
country at issue engaged in a complete dismantling of import tariffs (i.e., liberalization down to a
zero tariff), both from a higher base and from a relatively low base (in order to get rid of
³QXLVDQFH WDULIIV´ 
41.

Third, with respect to the date that of the UTL experience occurred, we equally looked for

diversity, in the hope to find instances in which the UTL has been concluded over a decade ago,
which enables us to draw inferences about long-term effects of UTL. Yet, we were also interested
in cases in which UTL has been enacted relatively UHFHQWO\ DQG WKHUHZLWK FORVHU WR WRGD\¶V ZRUOG
economy). We ruled out countries, in which UTL reform is ongoing (e.g., Iceland), since that
would exacerbate, if not render impossible, quantitative and qualitative analyses of the post-UTL
experience.
42.

Finally, available and reliable data and evidence for any case study needs to be sufficient.

Our modelers require publicly available data on relevant macroeconomic metrics that reach back
at least five years prior to the UTL experience. These data requirements rule out a number of
developing countries, for which reliable data is unavailable, inconsistent in its sources, or of
dubitable quality. They also rule out countries whose UTL lies back too far in the past (e.g.,
Hong Kong or Singapore).
43.

Considering these four dimensions in concert and applying them to the circle of countries

that have ever engaged in UTL, our choice of case study countries was ultimately relatively
straightforward. Together with SECO, we settled on the following three countries for our case
studies: New Zealand, Canada, and Norway.12
C.
44.

Methods applied

The research questions raised above are relevant, if diverse, and thus require us to employ

a mixture of methods and approaches. We found it useful to divide the work into three separate
(but overlapping) work streams, each employing a different study method: a quantitative/
empirical work stream; a desk research work stream; and a work stream in which we conducted
12

The choice between New Zealand and Australia was discussed with the SECO project team. In the end, it was
GHFLGHG WR JR ZLWK 1HZ =HDODQG EHFDXVH RI $XVWUDOLD¶V KHDY\ UHOLDQFH RQ QDWXUDO UHVRXUFH DQG FRPPRGLW\ H[SRUWV
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expert interviews with decision-makers involved in the UTL process in each of the three
countries. Each work stream was staffed with team members with specific expertise in the
respective area.
45.

For the quantitative work stream, we reviewed the available empirical literature dealing

with the economic effects of UTL on important macroeconomic indicators. Where no relevant
literature was available, we designed our own models, using publicly available time-series data.
The economic effects of a policy change can be measured in a number of ways ± in terms of its
implications on prices, employment, output, consumption, GDP per capita, investment,
productivity, trade, migration, government (fiscal) revenue, and economic welfare (consumer and
producer surplus), etc. For reasons explained further in Technical Appendix A,13 we focus on
three important economic metrics: exports,14 labor productivity,15 and employment.16
46.

As Technical Appendix A also explains in more detail, we employed a combination of

three empirical methods to examine the economic effects of UTL on export activity, productivity
growth, and employment in each of the three case study countries. These three empirical methods
are: (i) descriptive statistics; (ii) D EHIRUHDIWHU DSSURDFK WHUPHG ³HYHQWV VWXGLHV´17 and (iii) soFDOOHG ³GLIIHUHQFH-in-GLIIHUHQFH´ ³','´ DSSURDFKHV LQ ZKLFK we compare the evolution of

13

Technical Appendix A ³0HWKRGV DQG (PSLULFDO $SSURDFKHV´ LV attached to this report.
The assumption here is that lower import tariffs generate benefits for upstream and downstream industries in the
importing country through linkages across sectors. In particular, lower tariffs mean lower input costs for downstream
businesses. As many exporters depend on imported intermediate goods and commodities, exporters are among the
key beneficiaries of lower import tariffs. Furthermore, since exporters tend to be among the most efficient firms, the
benefit of a policy reform like UTL to the entire economy is particularly pronounced. See Technical Appendix A
for details.
15
The economic literature recognizes trade liberalization as one of the potential avenues for countries to boost labor
productivity levels (IMF, 2016). The economic mechanism through which UTL affects productivity include: better
allocation of resources across sectors; stronger competition in domestic import-competing industries; decrease in
prices, improvement of quality; increase in variety for important intermediate goods; and shift in resource allocation
towards more productive sectors, including the export sector. See Technical Appendix A for details.
16
The effect of UTL on employment is somewhat ambiguous: while higher productivity and higher exports resulting
from UTL could improve employment, the competitive pressure that UTL unfolds on domestic import-competing
sectors may depress employment, at least in the short- to medium term. See Technical Appendix A for details.
17
$Q HYHQW DQDO\VLV HFRQRPHWULFDOO\ FRPSDUHV WKH WLPH SHULRG EHIRUH DQG DIWHU D FHUWDLQ SROLF\ HYHQW RU ³VKRFN´
(here: UTL). For our purposes, any event study consists of (1) estimating an accurate model of economic
performance in the pre-UTL period; (2) FRQVWUXFWLQJ D ³FRXQWHUIDFWXDO´ E\ IRUHFDVWLQJ WKH HFRQRPLF SHUIRUPDQFH WKDW
ZRXOG KDYH SUHYDLOHG LQ WKH DEVHQFH RI WKH 87/ H[SHULHQFH XVLQJ WKH HVWLPDWHG PRGHO¶V SDUDPHWHUV LQ WKH SRVWimplementation period; and (3) determining whether the difference between the observed (actual) economic
performance and the estimated (counterfactual) economic performance is statistically different from zero. As
Technical Appendix A reports in more detail, to implement event studies for the respective case study countries and
various economic performance metrics, we rely on a commonly used event-study technique, the autoregressive
GLVWULEXWHG ODJ ³$5'/´ model.
14
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specific economic metrics in each case study country that in a comparator country, that is, a
country in which UTL has not occurred.18
47.

For the desk research work stream, we took a deep dive into the existing literature on

domestic (trade) policy in each case study market. We reviewed government reports, newspaper
articles, recorded speeches, as well as publications by academics, think tanks, and other
commentators. We studied the public record concerning political and economic motivation
driving the decision to liberalize unilaterally, the domestic discourse that ensued, and how UTL
measures have changed the political, social, demographic, societal, and technological agenda in
each country at issue. Furthermore, to get a fulsome picture of the timing, scale, and scope of
tariff liberalization, we also reviewed the evolution of tariff schedules applied by the three case
VWXG\ FRXQWULHV RYHU WLPH :H WKHUHE\ GRYH LQWR HDFK FRXQWU\¶V WDULII FRPPLWPHQWV RQ the 2-, 4-,
and 6-GLJLW OHYHO RI WKH +DUPRQL]HG 6\VWHP ³+6´ SULRU WR DQG DIWHU WKH 87/ SROLF\ UHIRUP
While generally this information is readily available, in the case of New Zealand, where the first
wave of UTL occurred in the late 1980s, this required in-depth research of hard-copy material and
a good deal of manual coding.
48.

Finally, in addition to the desk research, we conducted 12 background interviews with

trade negotiators, economists and trade policymakers from each case study country. 19 All
interviewees were high-level trade officials with an in-depth knowledge of the UTL experience
that occurred in their respective home country. The majority of our interview partners were
personally involved in the decisions and/or implementation of the UTL reforms in their countries.
These interviews proved essential for our understanding of the internal dynamics and conflicts
that occurred prior to, during, and after the decision to liberalize unilaterally. Among others, we
asked our interviewees how the deciVLRQ WR XQLODWHUDOO\ OLEHUDOL]H ILWWHG ZLWK WKH FRXQWU\¶V RYHUDOO
foreign (trade) policy stance, how the execution of the UTL may have impacted its negotiating
power, including vis-à-vis FTA partners, and how UTL may have impacted its standing and
reputation, in particular in multilateral fora.

18

$ ³GLIIHUHQFH-in-GLIIHUHQFH´ DSSURDFK FRPSDUHV D FDVH VWXG\ FRXQWU\ LQ ZKLFK 87/ RFFXUUHG WKH ³WUHDWPHQW
JURXS´ ZLWK D ³FRQWURO JURXS´ WKDW LV DQ HFRQRP\ ZKLFK LV DV VLPLODU DV SRVVLEOH LGHDOO\ LGHQWLFDO WR WKH WUHDWPHQW
country in all economic aspects (size of the economy, population, economic development, trade outlook, etc.), except
for the decision to liberalize unilaterally at the time the treatment country employed its UTL. Comparing differences
in economic performance between the treatment and the control group enables us to learn more about the true effects
that the decision to unilaterally liberalize has had on the case study country at issue.
19
All interviews were conducted off the record. Many pieces of information were given to us in confidence. To
protect the identity of these helpful individuals, we provide no further information or minutes of the interviews.
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D.
49.

Roadmap of the report

This report is structured as follows: Chapters II-IV contain individual case studies

reviewing the UTL experience of New Zealand, Canada and Norway, respectively. Every case
study is thereby structured as follows: First, we provide a timeline of events, and report on the
VFDOH VFRSH DQG WLPLQJ RI WKH FRXQWU\¶V UHVSHFWLYH 87/ H[SHULHQFH Second, we provide
background and context to the UTL experience, since in some cases UTL was but one aspect of a
larger policy reform, and since the global economic outlook generally had an influence on the
decision to liberalize as well. Third, we conduct an analysis of the domestic process leading up to
the implementation of the UTL, including objectives communicated by the government; discourse
with, opposition from, and support by certain domestic stakeholders; and the implementation
strategy opted for by the government. Fourth, we provide an assessment of the UTL experience
ex post, including: the domestic economic effects of the UTL experience on important
macroeconomic indicators (exports, productivity, and employment);20 domestic social and
political effects; and international political and diplomatic implications, especially in the tradepolicy realm. Finally, we summarize some ³OHVVRQV OHDUQHG´ WKDW LV LPSOLFDWLRQV DQG
recommendations of the case study for the Swiss context.21
50.

Following the three case studies, Chapter V contains a summary of lessons learned from

the three case studies, bearing in mind parallels and differences with the current Swiss context.
7KH FKDSWHU SURYLGHV WKH UHDGHU ZLWK ³GR¶V DQG GRQ¶WV´ IRU WKH 6ZLVV *RYHUQPHQW ZHUH
Switzerland to decide to unilaterally liberalize its own tariffs in the future.

20

Further information on our economic modeling exercises is contained in Technical Appendix B (New Zealand),
Technical Appendix C (Canada), and Technical Appendix D (Norway).
We note that we are not making any explicit recommendations to SECO or the Swiss Government as to whether,
and, if so, how to pursue its own UTL strategy. This is neither our mandate, nor our intention. Rather, we merely
SURYLGH VRPH ³OHVVRQV OHDUQHG´ What the SECO and the Swiss Government may find useful when contemplating its
own UTL actions.
21
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II.

CASE STUDY 1: NEW ZEALAND AND ITS EXPERIENCE WITH UNILATERAL TARIFF
LIBERALIZATION

51.

New Zealand (hencHIRUWK ³1=´ ZDV RQH RI WKH ULFKHVW FRXQWULHV LQ WKH PLG-20th

century,22 but the country was facing bankruptcy by the early 1980s. According to former
officials and commentators, this was a result of domestic issues ± decades of excessive
government involvement in the economy including state ownership of assets, price and wage
controls, and extensive import controls, and excessive federal spending23 ± as well as international
issues, such as losing the UK as a key export market. The newly elected Labour Government
took control in 1984 and was forced to act to save the country from insolvency. The Labour
Administration immediately embarked on massive economic liberalization and a wide-ranging
and deep economic reform package that notably included the decision to enact wide-ranging
XQLODWHUDO WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ ³87/´ 
52.

The NZ Government saw UTL as a key component of its broader economic liberalization

reform plan, and as a way to open the domestic tradeable sector by removing price distortions and
exposiQJ 1=¶V IDUPHUV DQG PDQXIDFWXUHUV WR JOREDO SULFHV DQG FRPSHWLWLRQ 3ROLF\PDNHUV
believed that the increased competition would boost incentives to innovate and create new, lower
cost, and more productive ways of doing business.24 The UTL cuts were deep, prompt, farreaching, and implemented relatively rapidly in two consecutive waves of tariff liberalization
(1988-1992 and 1993-  (YHQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V VHQVLWLYH DJULFXOWXUDO VHFWRU ZDV QRW VSDUHG
Few, if any, government resources were redirected towards alleviating adjustment costs.
53.

$LGHG E\ D VKDUHG VHQVH RI XUJHQF\ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ OHDGLQJ XS

to the UTL was a key success factor. Led by the Treasury Department, the Government was able
to garner domestic and international support for its reform efforts by inviting stakeholders to
speak up, by asking the opinion of trade associations and domestic think tanks, and by inviting
academics to help explain the need for the drastic, and occasionally painful, policy reforms to the
public.25

22

NZ had one of the highest income levels in the 1950s, according to the Penn World Tables; only Luxembourg,
Switzerland, and the United States had higher real levels of GDP per capita at the time. See Penn World Tables;
available online at http://cid.econ.ucdavis.edu/pwt.html.
23
See Bollard (1994) and Wood (1995).
24
As will be discussed below in more detail, in addition to UTL, this meant exposing tradable sectors to import
competition by reducing agriculture and industrial subsidies, easing import costs, and increasing market access
abroad.
25
On the international front, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development ³OECD´ viewed NZ as
D WHVW FDVH IRU HFRQRPLF UHIRUP LQ D :HVWHUQ GHYHORSHG FRXQWU\ DQG WKH ,QWHUQDWLRQDO 0RQHWDU\ )XQG ³,0)´ ZDV
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54.

The UTL experience, as part of a larger trade policy reform triggered some adjustment

pain and set off a certain ³UHIRUP IDWLJXH´ LQ SULYDWH VHFWRU DQG EURDGHU SRSXODWLRQ DOLNH EXW WKH
economic and social payoffs were reaped relatively early into the reform period, and ultimately
OHG WR D GUDPDWLF LQFUHDVH LQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV DQG HFRQRPLF JURZWK
55.

,Q KLQGVLJKW FRPPHQWDWRUV DQG SROLWLFLDQV DJUHH WKDW 1=¶V UHIRUP SDFNDJH LQFOXGLQJ

notably, the decision to open up trade to global competition, was a resounding success that
FRQWLQXHV WR SD\ GLYLGHQGV ,QWHUQDWLRQDOO\ WKH FRXQWU\¶V WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ DQG WKHUHZLWK LWV
UTL, was equally considered a success, as highlighted by comments from the World Trade
2UJDQL]DWLRQ ³:72´ LQ  and the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative in 1997.26
56.

In what follows we present an overview of the UTL experience that NZ went through as

part of its larger economic reform package from 1984 to 1996. We proceed as follows: Section A
provides a timeline of events, and summarizes the scale, scope, and timing of the UTL
experience, including the degree to which New Zealand has utilized its liberalization potential and
to which it has engaged in full tariff elimination (zero tariffs). Section B offers background and
FRQWH[W WR WKH 87/ H[SHULHQFH SXWWLQJ 1=¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI WKH PDVVLYH SROLF\
reform that the country was forced to undergo in the 1980s and 1990s. Section C conducts an
analysis of the domestic process prior to the implementation of the UTL, including objectives
communicated by the government; discourse with, opposition from, and support by certain
domestic stakeholders; and the UTL implementation process chosen by the Government.
Section D provides an ex-post assessment of the UTL experience after the UTL was enacted.
More specifically, we report on the results of our genuine quantitative analysis of the domestic
economic effects of the UTL experience on exports, productivity, and employment. Furthermore,
we analyze the domestic social and political repercussions that followed the UTL, and report on
international political and diplomatic implications in the trade-policy realm, as conveyed to us by
NZ trade policymakers close to the file. Finally, Section E draws lessons learned from the NZ
case study for the Swiss context.

interested in debt reduction and helped pave the way with international relationships. See OECD (2005), Bollard and
Hunt (2005).
26
See WTO (1996) VWDWLQJ ³New Zealand has transformed its economy from among the most heavily protected and
regulated into one of the most market-oriented and open in the world´ and USTR (1997) RSLQLQJ ³New ZHDODQG¶s
open trade and investment policy continues to be a bellwether for regional and global trade and investment
liberalization´.
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A.
57.

Scale and scope of unilateral tariff liberalization

Figure 1 VXPPDUL]HV WKH WLPHOLQH RI NH\ HYHQWV UHODWHG WR 1HZ =HDODQG¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH

starting with the new Labour Government taking office in 1984.27
58.

The Labour Administration began its economic overhaul by announcing that it was

planning to massively liberalize foreign trade in 1985. Trade liberalization was one part of a
comprehensive package of economic reforms aimed at creating a more market-oriented economy.
The Government started its trade overhaul by dismantling distortive agricultural subsidies and in
1986 announced a decision to reduce tariffs across a set of industries,28 and to convert all specific
tariffs to ad valorem equivalents.29
59.

The new Government began its trade liberalization agenda in earnest in 1988 after the

HVWDEOLVKPHQW RI D ZRUNLQJ SDUW\ WKH ³7DULII :RUNLQJ 3DUW\´ D \HDU SULRU 30 Over the next few
years, the NZ Government implemented UTL in two waves ± the first one between 1988 and
1992, and the second between 1993 and 1996.31
60.

Under the first wave, many of the industrial tariffs were cut by half.32 This resulted in

two-thirds of the duties reduced to an ad valorem rate of less than 10%. This wave was flanked
by the transformation of compound tariffs, mixed tariffs and specific tariffs into simple ad
valorem rates,33 and a dismantling of quotas, tariff-rate quotas, and import licensing.34
61.

The second wave of UTL completed tariff reductions on industries flagged by an earlier

government report as needing major reform.35 While the first wave was a hybrid consisting of

27

See Evans and Richardson (1998), p. 11, for more details.
The Industry Development Commission (an independent government agency) formulated special plans for 15
industries that it deemed as receiving excessive government support: textiles, motor vehicles, carpets, tires, general
rubber, shipbuilding, plastics, electronics, packing, wine, tobacco, writing instruments, fruit growing, eggs and milk.
Other industries came first for tariff liberalization. See Evans and Richardson (1998), pp. 10-11, for more details.
29
To recall, ad valorem taxes are imposed on the basis of the monetary value of the taxed item. A specific tariff is
levied as a fixed fee based on the type of item (e.g., $1,000 on any car), whereby the tax base was defined in terms of
physical units such as gallons, pounds, or individual items. Switzerland uses specific tariffs.
30
The Tariff Working Party was composed of Customs and Commerce Ministry officials, and tasked with developing
a tariff reduction plan. See Ministry of Commerce (1987).
31
See Evans and Richardson (1998), p. 11.
32
See IMF (1996).
33
In general, simple ad valorem rates are more transparent and less restrictive. Mixed tariffs are expressed as either a
specific or an ad valorem rate, depending on which generates the most (or sometimes least) revenue. Compound
tariffs include both ad valorem and a specific component. Specific tariff rates may conceal tariff peaks and lead to
complexity, opacity, and unpredictability in the tariff schedule. See Evans and Richardson (1998); Vangelis and
Vitalis (2007); and Nagel (1998).
34
See Winkelmann and Winkelmann (1998).
35
See footnote 28, above.
28
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were five HS2 chapters with zero percent average duty (live animals, vegetable plaiting materials,
art collections, ores/slag/ash, worn textiles and clothing). Also pre-UTL, there were 31 HS2
chapters with an average tariff of 20% or higher; post-UTL, only three HS2 chapters show tariffs
as high as 20% ad valorem or higher (these tariff lines are apparel and clothing knitted and not
knitted, and carpets, respectively).
65.

The interested reader is further directed to Appendix 1 DQ ([FHO ILOH HQWLWOHG ³)LQDO WUDGH

DQG WDULII WDEV IRU 6(&2´  ZRUNVKHHW ³1= +6 WDE´ 7KHUH ZH SURYLGH IXUWKHU HYLGHQFH RI WKH
sizable tariff reductions effectuated across all HS chapters over the course of 8 years (1988-1996).
7R VHH KRZ WR XVH WKLV VSUHDGVKHHW IRU H[DPSOH FRQVLGHU YHKLFOHV +6 :RUNVKHHW ³1= +6
WDE´ RI Appendix 1 shows:
x
x

66.

%HIRUH 87/ WKHUH ZHUH  WDULII OLQHV LQ ³YHKLFOHV´ +6 FKDSWHU   with a simple
average duty of 32.95% and a maximum of 55%. 82.35% of imports came from nonFTA partners. Only 6% of the lines were duty free;
After UTL, there were 170 lines in that chapter, with a simple average duty of 9.7%
and a maximum of 27.5%. 81% of imports came from non-FTA partners. 37.5% of
lines were duty free.43

To take a closer look at the actual tariff cuts resulting from the UTL reform, Table 1 lists

the 25 HS2 chapters with the broadest and deepest cuts for sectors with at least 50% imports from
non-FTA partners. In other words, we report on those tariff lines that experienced the largest
increase in duty-free access, and that experienced the largest overall decrease in ad valorem duty,
as compared to the pre-UTL period (1984). The table lists the HS2 code; the increase in the share
of duty-free tariff lines over the UTL period (in percentage points); the ad valorem ³$9´ duty
cut over the UTL period (in percentage points); and the share of imports from non-FTA partners
(in %); DQG WKH +6 FKDSWHU¶V VKDUH RI LPSRUWV LQ 1= EHIRUH 87/ (in %).
67.

The HS lines in Table 1 are sorted by the size of overall decrease in ad valorem duty, with

the largest cuts at the top.44 For instance, looking at vehicles (HS87), we can report that 31.5% of
tariff lines became duty free over the period 1984-1996, while the average ad valorem duty
decreased by 23.28 percentage points over the same period. In addition, 82% of imports were

43

Overall, the average tariff rate in every HS2 chapter decreased with five exceptions ± sectors in which the average
tariff actually increased (ores; tobacco; printed books; albuminoidal substances; and worn clothing). However, this
tariff increase coincided with the elimination of specific duties, subsidies, quotas, and import licenses, all of which
were replaced with simple ad valorem rates (reforms that our numerical tariff analysis cannot take into account).
This means that overall, even in those sectors the effective rate of protection declined. See Table 4, below.
44
We note that HS chapters HS1-24 (agricultural sectors) are not contained in this table, because they fall short of the
50% non-FTA threshold.

22

Case study 1: New Zealand
from non-FTA partners in 1988, which shows the liberalization potential pre-UTL (more on that,
below).
Table 1. HS chapters representing the broadest and deepest tariff cuts, New Zealand

,^ ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
,^ ĐŽĚĞ
DĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƚƌĂǁ͕ ŽĨ ĞƐƉĂƌƚŽ Žƌ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉůĂŝƚŝŶŐ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͖ ďĂƐŬĞƚǁ
ϰϲ
<ŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ
ϲϬ
sĞŚŝĐůĞƐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƌĂŝůǁĂǇ Žƌ ƚƌĂŵǁĂǇ ƌŽůůŝŶŐͲ ƐƚŽĐŬ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞ
ϴϳ
/ŵƉƌĞŐŶĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐŽĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐŽǀĞƌĞĚ Žƌ ůĂŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͖ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
ϱϵ
^ƉĞĐŝĂů ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͖ ƚƵĨƚĞĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͖ ůĂĐĞ͖ ƚĂƉĞƐƚƌŝĞƐ͖ ƚƌŝŵŵŝŶŐƐ͖
ϱϴ
ƌŵƐ ĂŶĚ ĂŵŵƵŶŝƚŝŽŶ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϵϯ
ůŽĐŬƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƚĐŚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϵϭ
EĂƚƵƌĂů Žƌ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞĚ ƉĞĂƌůƐ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ Žƌ ƐĞŵŝͲ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ ƐƚŽŶĞƐ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ ŵ
ϳϭ
ůĞĐƚƌŝĐĂů ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ͖ ƐŽƵŶĚ ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞƌƐ
ϴϱ
ƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ŽŝůƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŝŶŽŝĚƐ͖ ƉĞƌĨƵŵĞƌǇ͕ ĐŽƐŵĞƚŝĐ Žƌ ƚŽŝůĞƚ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ϯϯ
tŽŽů͕ ĨŝŶĞ Žƌ ĐŽĂƌƐĞ ĂŶŝŵĂů ŚĂŝƌ͖ ŚŽƌƐĞŚĂŝƌ ǇĂƌŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐ
ϱϭ
ŽƚƚŽŶ
ϱϮ
&ŽŽƚǁĞĂƌ͕ ŐĂŝƚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůŝŬĞ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
ϲϰ
DƵƐŝĐĂů ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
ϵϮ
'ůĂƐƐ ĂŶĚ ŐůĂƐƐǁĂƌĞ
ϳϬ
&ŝƐŚ ĂŶĚ ĐƌƵƐƚĂĐĞĂŶƐ͕ ŵŽůůƵƐĐƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĂƋƵĂƚŝĐ ŝŶǀĞƌƚĞďƌĂƚĞƐ
ϯ
WŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ Žƌ ĐŝŶĞŵĂƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ ŐŽŽĚƐ
ϯϳ
ǆƉůŽƐŝǀĞƐ͖ ƉǇƌŽƚĞĐŚŶŝĐ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ͖ ŵĂƚĐŚĞƐ͖ ƉǇƌŽƉŚŽƌŝĐ ĂůůŽǇƐ͖ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ĐŽ
ϯϲ
^ŝůŬ
ϱϬ
/ƌŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƐƚĞĞů
ϳϮ
dĂŶŶŝŶŐ Žƌ ĚǇĞŝŶŐ ĞǆƚƌĂĐƚƐ͖ ƚĂŶŶŝŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĚĞƌŝǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ͖ ĚǇĞƐ͕ ƉŝŐŵĞŶƚƐ
ϯϮ
DĂŶͲ ŵĂĚĞ ĨŝůĂŵĞŶƚƐ
ϱϰ
dŽŽůƐ͕ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ĐƵƚůĞƌǇ͕ ƐƉŽŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĨŽƌŬƐ͕ ŽĨ ďĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂů͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞ
ϴϮ
DĂŶͲ ŵĂĚĞ ƐƚĂƉůĞ ĨŝďƌĞƐ
ϱϱ
KƉƚŝĐĂů͕ ƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ͕ ĐŝŶĞŵĂƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ͕ ŵĞĂƐƵƌŝŶŐ͕ ĐŚĞĐŬŝŶŐ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͕
ϵϬ

/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ
ƚŚĞ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ĚƵƚǇ ĨƌĞĞ s ĚƵƚǇ ĐƵƚ ^ŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ
ůŝŶĞƐ ;ŝŶ
;ŝŶ
ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ&d
^ŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͕ ƉƌĞͲ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ͕ ƉƌĞͲhd>
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
hd> ;йͿ
;йͿ
ϴϯ͘ϯϯ
Ϯϴ͘ϬϬ
ϵϵ͘ϴϮ
Ϭ͘Ϭϰ
ϯϭ͘ϰϭ
Ϯϳ͘Ϭϳ
ϲϱ͘ϬϬ
Ϭ͘ϯϵ
ϯϭ͘ϱϬ
Ϯϯ͘Ϯϴ
ϴϮ͘ϯϱ
ϵ͘ϭϭ
ϰϰ͘ϰϴ
Ϯϭ͘ϳϲ
ϲϵ͘ϯϰ
Ϭ͘ϱϯ
ϱϬ͘ϰϱ
Ϯϭ͘ϯϲ
ϵϭ͘ϯϵ
Ϭ͘ϭϳ
ϰϮ͘ϵϮ
ϭϵ͘ϳϬ
ϴϭ͘ϯϯ
Ϭ͘ϰϮ
ϴϰ͘ϱϱ
ϭϵ͘ϲϲ
ϵϯ͘ϲϭ
Ϭ͘ϯϭ
ϰϮ͘ϴϱ
ϭϳ͘ϱϱ
ϳϳ͘ϭϰ
Ϭ͘ϰϴ
Ϯϵ͘ϳϵ
ϭϱ͘ϴϰ
ϴϳ͘ϴϴ
ϭϬ͘ϱϵ
ϯϮ͘Ϭϱ
ϭϱ͘ϭϯ
ϱϮ͘ϴϳ
Ϭ͘ϱϲ
ϯϯ͘ϭϰ
ϭϰ͘ϯϬ
ϲϰ͘ϲϯ
Ϭ͘ϭϴ
ϴϵ͘ϲϲ
ϭϰ͘Ϭϳ
ϵϰ͘ϳϰ
Ϭ͘ϵϳ
ϯϯ͘ϯϮ
ϭϯ͘ϴϱ
ϴϲ͘ϱϰ
Ϭ͘ϰϵ
ϴϰ͘ϲϮ
ϭϯ͘ϳϱ
ϵϳ͘ϵϲ
Ϭ͘ϭϱ
ϱϰ͘ϱϳ
ϭϯ͘ϳϬ
ϳϴ͘ϲϯ
Ϭ͘ϴϰ
ϲϵ͘ϰϳ
ϭϯ͘ϮϮ
ϳϰ͘ϯϱ
Ϭ͘Ϭϳ
ϳϱ͘ϲϯ
ϭϮ͘ϲϲ
ϴϮ͘ϲϯ
Ϭ͘ϳϲ
ϯϲ͘ϱϲ
ϭϮ͘ϰϭ
ϳϵ͘ϵϳ
Ϭ͘ϭϭ
ϳϬ͘ϬϬ
ϭϭ͘ϳϱ
ϵϳ͘ϳϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭϯ
ϰϯ͘ϴϴ
ϭϭ͘Ϯϰ
ϳϰ͘Ϯϯ
Ϯ͘ϱϴ
ϱϯ͘ϳϬ
ϭϭ͘Ϯϭ
ϲϲ͘ϱϳ
Ϭ͘ϳϮ
ϲϱ͘ϲϴ
ϭϬ͘ϳϴ
ϴϮ͘ϭϳ
Ϭ͘ϲϱ
ϯϳ͘ϰϮ
ϭϬ͘ϰϬ
ϴϰ͘ϯϳ
Ϭ͘ϳϳ
ϱϯ͘Ϭϵ
ϭϬ͘ϯϭ
ϵϬ͘ϴϯ
ϭ͘ϭϬ
ϰϵ͘Ϯϭ
ϭϬ͘Ϭϵ
ϴϵ͘Ϭϰ
ϯ͘ϴϰ

EŽƚĞ͗ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ ĚƵƚǇ ĨƌĞĞ ůŝŶĞƐ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ďǇ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ Ϯϵ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ͕ s ĚƵƚǇ ĐƵƚ ŽĨ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ϵ͘ϴ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ
Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ϱϬй ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ&d ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͘ dŚĞ ůĂƐƚ ĐŽůƵŵŶ͕ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ͕ ŝƐ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝǀĞ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ ŽŶůǇ͕ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ƵƐĞĚ ĂƐ Ă
ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ͘ dŚĞƐĞ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ϯϲй ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ͘

Source: Authors based on Appendix 1 ZRUNVKHHW ³1= +6 WDE´

68.

The main inferences to take form Table 1 is that (i) the broadest and deepest cuts covered

a broad range of consumer goods and industrial goods and were not concentrated in any one
particular area; (ii) the sectors were relatively exposed to imports from non-FTA partners; and
(iii) most of the chapters represented small trade volumes, although there were a few outliers
(e.g., electrical machinery was 10.59% of imports); together, these chapters represented 36% of
NZ imports.
69.

Table 2 analyzes the dynamics of duty-free WDULII OLQHV SULRU WR DQG DIWHU 1=¶V 87/

experience. The table differentiates between three groups of products: (i) those chapters that were
initially duty-free and remained duty-free after the UTL,45 (ii) HS chapters that provided duty-free
45

Three HS chapters were 100% duty-free before UTL and remained duty-free, namely live animals, vegetable
products, and art and antiques.
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71.

Figure 3 plots the potential IRU WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ SULRU WR 1=¶V 87/ UHIRUPV 7KH

horizontal axis shows ad valorem tariffs (in %), while the vertical axis depicts the fraction of
imports originating in non-FTA countries (in %). The greater the initial tariff and the greater the
share of imports from non-FTA countries that faced the tariff, the greater the potential for
effective tariff liberalization. These are the products in which tariff cuts would lead to a high
impact, since most imports are sourced from non-)7$ SDUWQHUV 7KH FKDUW WKXV LOOXVWUDWHV 1=¶V
initial potential for effective UTL action. The chapters with the greatest potential are in the upper
right quadrant (for convenience these HS chapters are marked as orange dots; all other HS
chapters are denoted by blue dots).
72.

As Figure 3 shows, before the UTL, there were 34 HS2 chapters with a simple ad valorem

average higher than the median ad valorem tariff, and a 50% or greater share of imports from
non-FTA partners.48 These 34 chapters in the upper right quadrant of Figure 3 had the greatest
liberalization potential, and include electrical machinery, vehicles, paper and paperboard,
footwear, apparel, clothing, and fabrics.

48

We opted for the median pre-UTL tariff (here 14.2%) as the dividing line between what constitutes a higher and a
lower tariff rate. We prefer the median to the mean, because the sample size was not large and included outliers;
hence we consider the median more representative of the pre-UTL tariff. Similarly, we chose 50% as the benchmark
import share as there was no particular reason to choose a number above or below the half-way point. Ocular
scrutiny of the figures reveals that different criteria would affect the number of chapters in the upper right quadrant,
albeit only slightly.
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criteria for the greatest potential for effective tariff liberalization. Sorted by HS2 code, the table
reports the simple ad valorem duty (in %) pre-UTL for each HS2 chapter that is above the median
tariff rate, as well as the percentage of imports originating in non-FTA countries, as long as that
percentage is above 50%. As reported above, with the exception of a few HS codes in the
clothing and footwear sectors, NZ seized on its effective liberalization potential (as reported in
Figure 4), cutting ad valorem tariffs by up to 40%.
Table 3. HS chapters with the greatest potential for effective tariff liberalization (pre-UTL),
New Zealand

,^ ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
,^ ĐŽĚĞ
ŽĐŽĂ ĂŶĚ ĐŽĐŽĂ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ϭϴ
ƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ŽŝůƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŝŶŽŝĚƐ͖ ƉĞƌĨƵŵĞƌǇ͕ ĐŽƐŵĞƚŝĐ Žƌ ƚŽŝůĞƚ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ϯϯ
^ŽĂƉ͕ ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞͲĂĐƚŝǀĞ ĂŐĞŶƚƐ͕ ǁĂƐŚŝŶŐ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ůƵďƌŝĐĂƚŝŶŐ Ɖ
ϯϰ
ǆƉůŽƐŝǀĞƐ͖ ƉǇƌŽƚĞĐŚŶŝĐ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ͖ ŵĂƚĐŚĞƐ͖ ƉǇƌŽƉŚŽƌŝĐ ĂůůŽǇƐ͖ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ĐŽ
ϯϲ
WůĂƐƚŝĐƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϯϵ
ZƵďďĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϰϬ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ůĞĂƚŚĞƌ͖ ƐĂĚĚůĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ ŚĂƌŶĞƐƐ͖ ƚƌĂǀĞů ŐŽŽĚƐ͕ ŚĂŶĚďĂŐƐ ĂŶĚ Ɛŝŵ
ϰϮ
DĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƚƌĂǁ͕ ŽĨ ĞƐƉĂƌƚŽ Žƌ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉůĂŝƚŝŶŐ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͖ ďĂƐŬĞƚǁ
ϰϲ
WĂƉĞƌ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƉĞƌďŽĂƌĚ͖ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ƉĂƉĞƌ ƉƵůƉ͕ ŽĨ ƉĂƉĞƌ Žƌ ŽĨ ƉĂƉĞƌďŽĂƌ
ϰϴ
tŽŽů͕ ĨŝŶĞ Žƌ ĐŽĂƌƐĞ ĂŶŝŵĂů ŚĂŝƌ͖ ŚŽƌƐĞŚĂŝƌ ǇĂƌŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐ
ϱϭ
tĂĚĚŝŶŐ͕ ĨĞůƚ ĂŶĚ ŶŽŶǁŽǀĞŶƐ͖ ƐƉĞĐŝĂů ǇĂƌŶƐ͖ ƚǁŝŶĞ͕ ĐŽƌĚĂŐĞ͕ ƌŽƉĞƐ ĂŶĚ
ϱϲ
^ƉĞĐŝĂů ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͖ ƚƵĨƚĞĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͖ ůĂĐĞ͖ ƚĂƉĞƐƚƌŝĞƐ͖ ƚƌŝŵŵŝŶŐƐ͖
ϱϴ
/ŵƉƌĞŐŶĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐŽĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐŽǀĞƌĞĚ Žƌ ůĂŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͖ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
ϱϵ
<ŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ
ϲϬ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ĂƉƉĂƌĞů ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ͕ ŬŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ
ϲϭ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ĂƉƉĂƌĞů ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ͕ ŶŽƚ ŬŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ
ϲϮ
&ŽŽƚǁĞĂƌ͕ ŐĂŝƚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůŝŬĞ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
ϲϰ
,ĞĂĚŐĞĂƌ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϲϱ
hŵďƌĞůůĂƐ͕ ƐƵŶ ƵŵďƌĞůůĂƐ͕ ǁĂůŬŝŶŐͲ ƐƚŝĐŬƐ͕ ƐĞĂƚͲ ƐƚŝĐŬƐ͕ ǁŚŝƉƐ͕ ƌŝĚŝŶŐͲ ĐƌŽƉ
ϲϲ
WƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ ĨĞĂƚŚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĚŽǁŶ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŵĂĚĞ ŽĨ ĨĞĂƚŚĞƌƐ Žƌ ŽĨ ĚŽǁŶ͖
ϲϳ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƚŽŶĞ͕ ƉůĂƐƚĞƌ͕ ĐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ ĂƐďĞƐƚŽƐ͕ ŵŝĐĂ Žƌ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ
ϲϴ
ĞƌĂŵŝĐ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ
ϲϵ
'ůĂƐƐ ĂŶĚ ŐůĂƐƐǁĂƌĞ
ϳϬ
EĂƚƵƌĂů Žƌ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞĚ ƉĞĂƌůƐ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ Žƌ ƐĞŵŝͲ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ ƐƚŽŶĞƐ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ ŵ
ϳϭ
dŽŽůƐ͕ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ĐƵƚůĞƌǇ͕ ƐƉŽŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĨŽƌŬƐ͕ ŽĨ ďĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂů͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞ
ϴϮ
DŝƐĐĞůůĂŶĞŽƵƐ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ďĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂů
ϴϯ
EƵĐůĞĂƌ ƌĞĂĐƚŽƌƐ͕ ďŽŝůĞƌƐ͕ ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝĐĂů ĂƉƉůŝĂŶĐĞƐ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚ
ϴϰ
ůĞĐƚƌŝĐĂů ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ͖ ƐŽƵŶĚ ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞƌƐ
ϴϱ
ZĂŝůǁĂǇ Žƌ ƚƌĂŵǁĂǇ ůŽĐŽŵŽƚŝǀĞƐ͕ ƌŽůůŝŶŐͲ ƐƚŽĐŬ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ͖ ƌĂŝůǁĂ
ϴϲ
sĞŚŝĐůĞƐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƌĂŝůǁĂǇ Žƌ ƚƌĂŵǁĂǇ ƌŽůůŝŶŐͲ ƐƚŽĐŬ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞ
ϴϳ
^ŚŝƉƐ͕ ďŽĂƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĨůŽĂƚŝŶŐ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ
ϴϵ
ůŽĐŬƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƚĐŚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϵϭ
ƌŵƐ ĂŶĚ ĂŵŵƵŶŝƚŝŽŶ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϵϯ
&ƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞ͖ ďĞĚĚŝŶŐ͕ ŵĂƚƚƌĞƐƐĞƐ͕ ŵĂƚƚƌĞƐƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ͕ ĐƵƐŚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ
ϵϰ
dŽǇƐ͕ ŐĂŵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƉŽƌƚƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƐŝƚĞƐ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϵϱ
DŝƐĐĞůůĂŶĞŽƵƐ ŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
ϵϲ

^ŝŵƉůĞ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ й ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ
s ĚƵƚŝĞƐ
ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ
;йͿ
&d ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ
ϭϳ͘ϱ
ϱϴ͘ϰ
ϮϮ͘ϯ
ϱϮ͘ϵ
ϭϳ͘ϳ
ϱϴ͘ϯ
ϭϱ͘ϴ
ϴϬ͘Ϭ
ϭϴ͘ϯ
ϳϱ͘ϰ
ϮϬ͘ϭ
ϴϭ͘ϳ
Ϯϵ͘ϰ
ϴϵ͘ϲ
ϯϬ͘Ϭ
ϵϵ͘ϴ
ϮϮ͘ϱ
ϳϭ͘ϯ
ϮϬ͘ϯ
ϲϰ͘ϲ
Ϯϯ͘ϭ
ϱϴ͘ϳ
Ϯϲ͘ϱ
ϵϭ͘ϰ
Ϯϲ͘ϱ
ϲϵ͘ϯ
ϯϵ͘ϳ
ϲϱ͘Ϭ
ϯϵ͘ϳ
ϴϯ͘ϰ
ϱϰ͘ϵ
ϴϮ͘ϵ
ϯϮ͘ϱ
ϴϲ͘ϱ
ϮϬ͘Ϭ
ϳϴ͘ϵ
ϭϱ͘ϴ
ϵϮ͘ϯ
ϯϰ͘ϰ
ϵϱ͘ϯ
ϭϲ͘Ϭ
ϲϴ͘Ϭ
ϯϭ͘Ϭ
ϴϲ͘ϴ
ϭϳ͘ϰ
ϳϴ͘ϲ
ϮϬ͘ϭ
ϳϳ͘ϭ
ϭϲ͘ϵ
ϴϰ͘ϰ
ϮϬ͘ϴ
ϲϯ͘ϭ
ϭϵ͘ϲ
ϴϳ͘ϯ
Ϯϯ͘ϲ
ϴϳ͘ϵ
ϭϳ͘ϳ
ϴϱ͘ϱ
ϯϯ͘Ϭ
ϴϮ͘ϰ
ϭϲ͘Ϭ
ϴϵ͘Ϯ
ϮϬ͘ϲ
ϵϯ͘ϲ
ϮϮ͘ϵ
ϴϭ͘ϯ
ϯϰ͘Ϯ
ϲϱ͘Ϯ
ϯϯ͘ϴ
ϳϴ͘ϴ
Ϯϭ͘ϴ
ϴϯ͘Ϯ

EŽƚĞ͗ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶ s ĚƵƚǇ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ĂďŽǀĞ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĚŝĂŶ ;ϭϱйͿ ĂŶĚ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ&d
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ ĂďŽǀĞ ϱϬй͘
Source: Authors, based on Appendix 1 ZRUNVKHHW ³1= +6 WDE´
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77.

Finally, we review the effective rate of assistance for selected products in NZ over time.50

Tariffs are only one component of assistance and import protection. Other government provisions
that provide industries with assistance and protection from import competition include
quantitative restrictions (quotas), import licensing regimes, subsidies, specific duties, and price
supports.
78.

While UTL certainly resulted in sharp tariff cuts, tariffs did not go to zero across the

board. NZ maintained tariff peaks even after its UTL reform, mostly in apparel, textiles, and
clothing.51 However, even in these sectors, the overall effective rate of assistance RU ³(5$´ 
Table 4 lists the ERA for certain industries over time, citing to scores calculated by Syntec (1988)
and Lloyd (1989). Take for instance, leather gloves and clothing (HS42), an industry for which
the average ad valorem duty decreased from 29.4% pre-UTL to 11.8% post-UTL,52 the same time
in which the estimated overall ERA declined significantly from a score of 363 in 1985/1986 to
145 in 1987/1988.53 Also, for industry other made-up textile goods (row 5 in Table 4), the ad
valorem duty actually increased by 12 percentage points, while the overall ERA declined. In
sum, the conversion of specific and compound rates to more transparent simple ad valorem
duties, the dismantling the quantitative restrictions, import licensing regime, subsidies, and other
provisions by the NZ Government, all led to a decline in ERA, even in cases where the UTL
reduced tariff rates only lightly or not at all.

50

Typically, domestic import-competing industries receive import protection from more than tariffs alone (including
LPSRUW TXRWDV VXEVLGLHV UXOHV RI RULJLQ HWF  7KH ³HIIHFWLYH UDWH RI DVVLVWDQFH´ ³(5$´ is helpful to quantify the
actual effective support that particular industries are receiving at any point in time. The ERA is an ad valorem
equivalent metric that subsumes all forms of import protection that an industry receives, including subsidies, price
supports, and other forms of assistance. For example, suppose an industry has a 10% tariff and various other import
protections such that the ERA was 105%. Suppose further that following liberalization, all of those non-tariff barriers
were eliminated, but the tariff rate increased to, say, 20%. Then the tariff rate increased from 10% to 20%, while the
ERA decreased from 105 to 20 percent.
51
See para 74, above.
52
See Appendix 1 ZRUNVKHHW ³1= +6 WDE´
53
Lloyd (1989) reports ERA estimates for textiles and clothing items, which shows that the effective rate of
protection declined on all but one area. Note that these figures suggest the largest non-tariff reforms occurred
between 1985/86 and 1987/88. Syntec (1988) reported that in the case of agriculture, reductions in assistance at all
levels ± input, output, and value added ± led to an overall reduction of 63% in assistance between 1984 and 1988.
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Table 4. Effective rates of assistance for assorted products in textiles and clothing sector
over time and changes in ad valorem duties, selected industries, New Zealand
ĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƌĂƚĞƐ ŽĨ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ
/ŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ
tŽŽůůĞŶ ĨŝďƌĞƐ
DĂŶͲŵĂĚĞ ĨŝďƌĞƐ
ǇĞŝŶŐ͕ ƉƌŝŶƚŝŶŐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨŝŶŝƐŚŝŶŐ ǇĂƌŶ ĂŶĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞƐ
ĂŶǀĂƐ ŐŽŽĚƐ
KƚŚĞƌ ŵĂĚĞͲƵƉ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ŐŽŽĚƐ
<ŶŝƚƚŝŶŐ ŵŝůůƐ
ĂƌƉĞƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƌƵŐƐ
KƚŚĞƌ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞƐ
>ĞĂƚŚĞƌ ŐůŽǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ
ůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ůĞĂƚŚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĨƵƌ

ϭϵϴϭͲϴϮ
ϱϬ
Ϯϵ
ϴϳ
ϭϯϵ
ϯϱ
Ϯϰϵ
ϱϯ
ϯϯ
ϮϬϱ
ϭϱϰ

ϭϵϴϱͲϴϲ
ϰϭ
Ϯϴ
ϴϳ
Ϯϭϵ
ϯϳ
ϮϮϬ
ϯϮϭ
ϲϭ
ϯϲϯ
ϭϰϱ

ϭϵϴϳͲϴϴ
ϯϱ
ϯϮ
ϴϴ
ϵϱ
ϭϲ
ϭϵϳ
ϰϰ
ϯϲ
ϭϰϱ
ϭϮϴ

WĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝŶ
s ĚƵƚǇ ŽǀĞƌ
hd> ƉĞƌŝŽĚ
Ͳϭϰ͘ϯ
ͲϭϬ͘ϯ
Ͳϭϭ͘Ϯ
ͲϮϭ͘ϰ
ϭϮ͘Ϭ
ͲϮϳ͘ϭ
Ͳϳ͘ϯ
Ͳϴ͘ϲ
Ͳϭϳ͘ϱ
Ͳϭϲ͘ϯ

WŽƐƚ hd> s
ĚƵƚǇ ƌĂƚĞ ;йͿ
ϲ͘Ϭ
ϯ͘ϰ
Ϯ͘Ϭ
ϱ͘ϭ
ϭϮ͘Ϭ
ϭϮ͘ϲ
Ϯϰ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϭϭ͘ϴ
ϯϭ͘Ϭ

^ŽƵƌĐĞ͗ ĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƌĂƚĞƐ ŽĨ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĂƌĞ ĨƌŽŵ ^ǇŶƚĞĐ ;ϭϵϴϴͿ ĂŶĚ WĞƚĞƌ >ůŽǇĚ ;ϭϵϴϵͿ͕ ΗdĞǆƚŝůĞƐ͕ ůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ &ŝďƌĞƐ ŝŶ ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĂŶĚ EĞǁ ĞĂůĂŶĚ͕Η
ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐ͕ hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ŽĨ DĞůďŽƵƌŶĞ͕ ^ĞŵŝŶĂƌ WĂƉĞƌ͕ ϴϵͲϭϭ͘ dŚĞ ůĂƐƚ ƚǁŽ ĐŽůƵŵŶƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐΖ ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ EĞǁ
ĞĂůĂŶĚΖƐ ƚĂƌŝĨĨ ƐĐŚĞĚƵůĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĂƌĞƐƚ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ͘

B.

%DFNJURXQG DQG FRQWH[W RI 1HZ =HDODQG¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH54

Country profile: New Zealand
New Zealand ³1=´ is a highly developed country. In 2016, it ranked 31st in terms of GDP per
capita.* Between 2010 and 2016, the real GDP of NZ grew at an annual rate of 2.63%; growth in
2016 was 3.95%.**
Back in the 1970s and 1980s though, NZ was in crisis. 7KH FRXQWU\¶V GDP growth between 1970
and 1985 averaged around 2.5%, with wild fluctuations: annual GDP growth was 11.3% in 1974
and -6.4% in 1978.§ There were several factors which negatively affected the NZ economy. In
1973, as the UK joined the European Community, NZ¶V SUHIHUHQWLDO DFFHVV WR LWV ELJJHVW H[SRUW
market was negatively affected. At the time, all of NZ¶V RLO VXSSO\ ZDV LPSRUWHG DQG WKH RLO FULVLV
in 1973 and 1979 led to severe disruptions in the economy. Living standards in NZ fell behind
those of Australia and Western Europe, and by 1982 NZ had the lowest per-capita income of all the
developed nations surveyed by the World Bank. All this had a confounding impact on the
direction of economic policy in the country, with successive Administrations focusing on
macroeconomic reforms and restructuring and moving towards a more liberalized economy starting
at around 1984.
Today, NZ is heavily integrated into international trade, and especially on exports of its agricultural
products, which accounted for 69% of its exports in 2015. This has been a consistent feature of the
FRXQWU\¶V WUDGH SURILOH LQ  SDVWRUDO SURGXFWV FKHHVH EXWWHU PHDW ZRRO DQG RWKHU DJULFXOWXUDO
commodities) accounted for 78% of total exports, while in 1981, they only made up 58% of total
exports.¥ In terms of export partners, in the 1980s Australia, Japan, the UK, and the United States
accounted for majority of exports. Today, around 50% of its exports in 2015 went to Australia,
China, and the United States. ,Q  1=¶V Vimple MFN ad valorem tariff was 17.14%, in
addition to a protectionist structure comprising of import licensing, quotas, and specific duties.#
Today, NZ¶V WDULII VWUXFWXUH LV OLEHUDO ZLWK VLPSOH DSSOLHG WDULIIV of 2% (1.4% for agricultural and
2.2% for non-agricultural) in 2015.±
*

World Economic Outlook Database, April 2016, International Monetary Fund.

54

This sections draws heavily on Bollard (1994), Evans and Richardson (1998), and Vitalis (2007).
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**

In contrast, GDP of OECD countries during the same time period was 2%, with 1.78% in 2016.
For contrast, in the same period, OECD countries grew at 3.3% on average.

See Evans (1994).
¥
Data from NZ official yearbook collection available at: http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/snapshots-ofnz/digital-yearbook-collection.aspx.
Á
NZ trade profile at the WTO; available at: http://stat.wto.org/CountryProfiles/NZ_e.htm.
#
Data from Appendix 1 WKH DXWKRU¶V own excel tool for tariff analysis (NZ).
±
NZ tariff profile at the WTO; available at: http://stat.wto.org/TariffProfiles/NZ_e.htm.
§

79.

Historically, NZ has been an important dairy and agricultural products exporter. The

fertile land and climate enabled the country to be a major primary producer of dairy and a range
of temperament agricultural products such as wool, sheep, beef, horticulture, and forestry. A
comparative advantage in these areas, combined with preferential access to the large
&RPPRQZHDOWK PDUNHW ZHUH WZR GULYLQJ IDFWRUV IRU WKH VWURQJ GHPDQG IRU 1=¶V H[Sorts, and, in
turn, high standard of living.55
80.

:HOO LQWR WKH V 1HZ =HDODQG¶V DJULFXOWXUDO VHFWRU KDG GHYHORSHG D KHDY\ UHOLDQFH RQ

WKH 8QLWHG .LQJGRP ³8.´ DV DQ H[SRUW PDUNHW 2QFH WKH 8. KDG MRLQHG WKH (XURSHDQ
&RPPXQLW\ ³(&´ LQ  1= QRW Rnly lost its preferential access to its prized export market
but also faced EC-level tariffs. To add insult to injury, the EC heavily subsidized its own
DJULFXOWXUH ZKLFK FRPSOLFDWHG 1=¶V HIIRUWV WR DFFHVV WKLUG PDUNHWV
81.

Despite some transitional measures in place over 1973-1977, NZ had failed to diversify

sufficiently to other export markets or products. Government support and price controls had
further insulated farmers and producers from market forces, making them ill-prepared for global
competition.
82.

Around this time, the 1973 energy crisis hit NZ with full force, which was followed by

rampant inflation. The NZ Government responded with attempts to insulate the economy from
world oil prices, for example by instituting wage and price freezes, as well as capital and financial
market tightening. In addition, a large-scale state-funded investment program in energy and
UHODWHG LQGXVWULHV DLPHG DW GHFUHDVLQJ WKH FRXQWU\¶V GHSHQGHQFH RQ SHWURO E\ FRQYHUWLQJ GRPHVWLF
natural gas to produce synthetic petrol. Once oil prices reverted, however, the NZ$7 billion
SURMHFW 1= ELOOLRQ LQ WRGD\¶V GROODUV ZDV UHQGHUHG XQHFRQRPLF DQG HVVHQWLDOO\ DEDQGRQHG 56
Meanwhile, the Government continued giving out the generous social provisions, further adding

55
56

See Bollard (1994).
See Hembry (2011).
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to the already large fiscal deficit. In 1984, Central Bank devalued the NZ$ in an attempt to
improve trade competitiveness, but the NZ economy continued its sharp decline.
83.

When the new Labour Government came to power in mid-1984 following a snap general

election, LW ZDV TXLFNO\ FRQIURQWHG E\ WKH FRXQWU\¶V KDUVK HFRQRPLF UHDOLWLHV 7KH QHZ
Government was literally forced to reform or face insolvency.57
84.

The new Government immediately embarked on a major economic liberalization agenda,

and trade liberalization was a key component of that plan. The reform agenda followed what is
WRGD\ NQRZQ DV ³:DVKLQJWRQ FRQVHQVXV´ DQG LQFOXGHG GHUHJXODWLRQ SULYDWL]DWLRQ DQG RSHQ
markets.58 Being competitive in the global market place was thereby seen essential for an
economy that exported the vast majority of its production. In its quest towards pro-market
reforms and competitiveness, the new Labour Administration sought to lift price controls for both
domestic goods and services, and facilitate imports and exports alike. Broad economic
liberalization occurred across product markets. There were sharp reductions or eliminations of
ownership restrictions and price controls. The Government also cut back its role in a wide range
of domestic services, including utilities and health care. As part of the reforms, domestic nontradeable sectors were privatized and modernized, including telecommunication services, gas and
electricity. Competition law was introduced in 1986. Reorganization and efficiency reforms
occurred in public sectors in which privatization was not possible.59
85.

All these reforms were implemented in what one of our interview partners has termed a

³ELJ EDQJ´ ± introduced in 1984 and largely concluded by 1993 (which coincides with the
beginning of the second wave of UTL). Reform action was swift, comprehensive and widely
regarded as radical.60 2QH SROLWLFDO FRPPHQWDWRU GHVFULEHG 1=¶V HFRQRPLF UHIRUP SDFNDJH DV
follows:
Between 1984 and 1993, New Zealand underwent radical economic reform,
moving from what had probably been the most protected, regulated and state57

This perspective comes to us from an interview we led with a NZ policymaker.
The finance and capital markets were also liberalized, which eliminated ownership controls, price controls, market
entry restrictions, and deregulation. Restrictions on foreign direct investment were relaxed. The Labour Government
decided to allow the NZ$ to float and to be determined by market forces. Another major change was tax reform,
which included broadening the base, lowering the personal income tax rate, and promoting earning incentives.
59
*RYHUQPHQW DJHQFLHV LQ DOO VHFWRUV ZHUH VXEMHFW WR ³QHZ SXEOLF PDQDJHPHQW´ DLPHG DW LQFUHDVLQJ WKHLU HIILFLHQF\
Services were either privatized or spun off into independent agencies. For agencies to which the reforms did not
apply, most notably the export marketing organizations, efforts were made to increase their efficiency and
accountability to stakeholders.
60
:KHQHYHU JRYHUQPHQWV XQGHUJR FRPSUHKHQVLYH HFRQRPLF UHIRUPV LW LV FXVWRPDU\ WR VWDJJHU RU ³VHTXHQFH´ WKH
reforms, whereby in a first wave of reforms real markets are reformed (labor market reform, trade liberalization, tax
reform), while in a second wave fiscal stabilization (exchange rates, opening of capital account, financial
58
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dominated system of any capitalist democracy to an extreme position at the open,
competitive, free-market end of the spectrum.61
86.

Internationally, the Labour Government was able to reap the benefits sowed by the

previous Administration. In 1983, the year before Labor was swept into office, the NZ had
HVWDEOLVKHG VWURQJHU WLHV ZLWK LWV PDMRU WUDGLQJ SDUWQHU $XVWUDOLD LQ WKH IRUP RI WKH ³&ORVHU
(FRQRPLF 5HODWLRQVKLS´ $FFRUG ³&(5´ 62 The CER helped bring about the Protocol on the
³$FFHOHUDWLRQ RI )UHH 7UDGH LQ *RRGV´ ZKLFK UHVXOWHG LQ WKH WRWDO HOLPLQDWLRQ RI WDULIIV DQG
quantitative restrictions between the two countries by 1 July 1990, five years ahead of schedule.
NZ (and Australia) were able to use the conclusion of the CER as a platform for combating
agricultural protectionism, promoting free trade in goods and services, and enabling easier
PRYHPHQW RI ODERU DQG FDSLWDO DFURVV ERUGHUV WKXV DEHWWLQJ /DERXU¶V 87/ DJHQGD ZKLFK ZLOO EH
the topic of the next section.
C.
87.

Analysis of domestic discourse prior to the implementation of UTL63

In this section, we briefly review the domestic discourse and the communication tactics

the Government applied in its efforts to lay the groundwork for the UTL reform prior to its
implementation. In particular, we review the contextual factors that facilitated the communication
of reform needs, the motivation and objectives driving the UTL, as communicated by the
Government (including redistributive efforts aimed at compensating losers of the UTL reform64),
and positions held by backers and opponents of the UTL reform, as well as their involvement in
the process.
88.

As mentioned, the Labour Party was swept into office by an overwhelming electoral win

in 1984. While this provided the new Administration with a deal of political goodwill from the
electorate, the Labour Government was skillful in preparing its ambitious reform program and
liberalization) is tackled. NZ, however, undertook all these major reforms in a short period and with no sequencing.
This decision may have been driven by the fact that there was simply no time for sequencing. Without implementing
major reforms the country would soon face insolvency. Also, the Labour Administration may have figured that its
³KRQH\PRRQ SKDVH´ ZLWK WKH HOHFWRUDWH ZRXOG QRW ODVW IRUHYHU DQG WKDW LW ZDV XS IRU UH-election in 1987. In addition,
the Labour Party had been out of office for so long, it had no political favors to repay or special interests to carve out.
Yet, the longer it waited to conduct reform, the less likely that would been the case. Another reason for foregoing
sequencing of reforms may have been that the Government needed to urgently enact anti-inflationary monetary
policy, which required a switch to a flexible exchange rate regime ± another circumstance counseling for rapid, nonsequenced action.
61
This perspective comes to us from an interview we conducted with a NZ policymaker.
62
At the time, Australia was the largest import source and fourth largest export market for NZ, representing 11% of
exports and 19% of imports at the time.
63
This section draws heavily on the interviews we conducted with people closely involved in the domestic reform
and on our reading of the relevant literature.
64
See footnote 11, above.
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managing to get domestic stakeholders on board. To our mind, the following contextual factors
contributed to Labour laying a successful groundwork for enacting and implementing its tariff
liberalization reform:
89.

First, there was a real sense of urgency in the country at the time the Labour

Administration announced its reform agenda. As mentioned, the country was teetering on the
brink of financial collapse, which made political and economic reforms both inevitable and
acceptable to the broader public. The public appeared to grasp the severity of the situation and
was willing to undergo an adjustment period, with an eye towards emerging as a stronger
economy and country.65
90.

Second, as mentioned, UTL was only a small part of a much larger economic reform

package that included deregulation, privatization, labor market reforms, trade liberalization,
monetary and tax reforms, elimination of price controls, support schemes and subsidies. Also
notably, all these reforms were enacted in a very short timeframe, with multiple reforms occurring
at the same time. This may have helped to deflect attention away from the UTL reforms, which,
DOO WKLQJV FRQVLGHUHG ZHUH DEOH WR ³IO\ XQGHU WKH UDGDU´ VHHLQJ WKDW WKHLU LPSRUWDQFH SDOHG LQ
comparison to other reform policies taken.
91.

Third, the incoming Labour Administration enjoyed a great deal of legitimacy with the

electorate and important stakeholder groups: not only had the Labour Party won in a landslide by
recruiting a large majority that was not just composed of its traditional working class supporters,
but also of higher-income voters that realized the need for important reforms (including tax and
labor market reforms).66 Also, having been out of power for over nine years, Labour had few
existing ties to special interest groups and lobbyists, and so was seen as relatively untainted by
LQWHUHVW JURXS HQFXPEUDQFHV ,Q D VHQVH /DERXU ZDV VHHQ DV D ³VWUDLJKW VKRRWHU´ WKDW RZHG
QRWKLQJ WR DQ\RQH DQG WKHUHIRUH ZDV QRW ³RZQHG´ E\ DQ\ VSHFLDO LQWHUHVW JURXS HLWKHU
92.

Equally important for its legitimacy, the economic reforms instigated by the Labour

$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ VSDUHG QR RQH IURP SDLQIXO PHDVXUHV /DERXU¶V UHIRUPV ± including notably its

65
66

See Easton (1994).
This comes to us from an interview we conducted with a NZ policymaker.
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UTL reforms ± affected every economic sector, including traditional Labour strongholds.67 One
commentator basked in the irony that:
« OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ ZDV EHJXQ DQG ODUJHO\ DFFRPSOLVKHG E\ D ODERXU SDUW\ ZKLFK
had a socialist heritage, trade-union organization base, and poor and working-class
electoral constituency.68
93.

+RZHYHU WKLV ³LURQ\´ DOVR FRQWULEXWHG WR /DERXU¶V attempt at being an honest broker that

does not play favors, but is focused on the task at hand.
94.

Finally LW PD\ KDYH SURYHQ KHOSIXO WKDW $XVWUDOLD 1=¶V ODUJH QH[W-door neighbor, was

taking similar action to opening up its markets to establish freer trade. According to Sims (2013)
and Garnaut (2002), Australia began pursuing market liberalization efforts (that notably included
UTL measures) at nearly the same time as NZ.69 The fact that a close neighbor was going
through something simiODU PXVW VXUHO\ KDYH KHOSHG HYHQ LI LQGLUHFWO\ WR JDUQHU VXSSRUW IRU 1=¶V
own trade reform agenda.
95.

:KLOH WKHVH FRQWH[WXDO IDFWRUV ZHUH IDYRUDEOH IRU SXVKLQJ WKURXJK /DERXU¶V UHIRUP

package, the new Administration proved exceptionally skillful in shaping the domestic discourse
regarding the UTL reform and in devising its communication tactics in a highly effective manner.
:H GLVFXVV WKH VXEVWDQFH DQG WKH PDQQHU RI WKH $GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ LQ WXUQ
96.

First, on substance, the new AdministraWLRQ ³VXJDU-FRDWHG´ QHLWKHU WKH XUJHQF\ ZLWK

which reforms were needed, nor the adjustment pain that such reforms would cause. Every major
stakeholder group realized that the fiscal situation was indeed grim, and in consequence no one
was willing to endure insolvency. As a result, the Administration, while keenly aware that there
would be losers of the adjustments caused by the economic reforms,70 did not promise certain
outcomes, nor provide for special adjustment assistance for those import-competing industries
67

As reviewed in Subsection II.A, above, the Administration, in its efforts to liberalize trade, did not spare laborintensive and politically influential sectors, such as textiles and apparel, footwear, carpets, and vehicles. While
import tariffs on these sectors were partially left intact, the effective rate of protection for these sectors declined
substantially, as numerous non-tariff measures, including import quotas and licenses, subsidies, and price controls,
were dismantled by the Government (as summarized in Table 4, above).
68
Nagel (1994), p. 6.
69
Australia and New Zealand embarked on UTL more or less simultaneously. The decisive push to end protection in
Australia began soon after the election in 1983. In 1988, the Australian Government announced that nearly all tariffs
above 15% would be reduced in annual steps to 15% in 1992. A second round of UTL followed seamlessly after the
first UTL. However, the second round of UTL was more limited in scope and focused on manufacturing goods only.
For all manufactured goods, with the exception of textiles, clothing and footwear, the maximum tariff rate was to be
UHGXFHG WR  E\  )RU PRUH GHWDLOV DERXW $XVWUDOLD¶V XQLODWHUDO WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ see Garnaut (2002).
70
'DYLG /DQJH 1=¶V 3ULPH 0LQLVWHU GXULQJ WKH FULWLFDO \HDUV -1989) has been quoted as saying that at the time
he knew what NZ was going to be enduring hardship as a consequence of the economic reforms, and he expected
about a fifth of farmers would not survive (economically) the reform process. See Nagel (1998), p. 37.
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expected to be hurt by the UTL.71 6LQFH WKH $GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V UHIRUP SODQ DIIHFWHG QHDUO\ HYHU\
sector of the NZ economy, any adjustment assistance would have been for nearly all sectors of the
economy. There simply was neither extra budget nor the political capital for increased fiscal
spending for further social or industry assistance programs.72
97.

In sum, from the interviews we conducted, our reading of the literature, and our analysis

of speeches and interviews given by NZ decision-makers, we conclude that the Government was
aware of the potential adjustment pains that reforms would likely bring about. It just seems that
the Administration weighed the risks and, by its calculations, the benefits outweighed the
adjustment costs.
98.

Second, substance aside, the Administration also proved skillful in the way it framed the

domestic discourse on UTL. Once in office, Labour devised a communication strategy aimed at
garnering broad support for its economic reform plan. In September of 1984, the Administration
held a national economic summit conference, and the invitation list was long and inclusive.73
Party leaders laid out the sobering fiscal situation and proposals laying out the plans ahead. The
conference institutionalized the informal communication channels between cabinet ministers and
key trade union officials, which naturally led to a consultative style of government.74 Soon
thereafter, the Administration set up the  ³7DULII :RUNLQJ 3DUW\´ WR GUDIW WKH WDULII UHGXFWLRQ
schedules and liaison between industry and government officials.
99.

What distinguished the new Administration from the previous was its willingness of

policymakers to listen to and work with policy experts, and to subsequently implement the
suggested reforms.75 Labour also relied heavily on a group of ivy league-educated, pro-reform
HFRQRPLVWV WKDW ZRUNHG DW 1=¶V 7UHDVXU\ 'HSDUWPHQW 7KHVH HFRQRPLVWV authored a detailed
briefing on the economic situation and outlook for the incoming Government. This paper

71

See The Economist (2005) and Cullen (2004).
It should be noted that NZ already had a strong social safety net in place, which provided New Zealanders with
healthcare and worker re-training. This safety net, in a way, was able to ³VRIWHQ the blow´ from UTL ± at least for
individuals affected by the reforms (namely workers in import-competing firms unable to compete against
international imports).
73
The Economic Summit Conference was held in Wellington. Prime Minister David Lange delivered the opening
address. Conference participants included a wide cross-section of interests, including Ministers of the Crown,
employer organizations, trade unions, professional associations, business sectors, and people who had been long-term
unemployed. See Dalziel and Saunders (2014), p. 1.
74
See Easton and Gerritsen (1996).
75
This perspective comes to us from an interview we led with a NZ policymaker.
72
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contained an array of economic policy options and the consequences for the fiscal situation.76
Regarding tariff liberalization, the relevant chapter entitled ³0DFUR (IIHFWV RI )LVFDO 3ROLF\´
QRWHG WKDW ³lower, more uniform tariff rates will improve resource allocation´ and cautioned
against seeing tariffs as a sustainable source of revenue.77
100.

Next, the Administration also involved domestic think tanks and private-sector interests,

such as the NZ Business Roundtable, early on into its decision processes. The NZ Business
Roundtable was headed by a former Treasury economist, and this helped to communicate the
*RYHUQPHQW¶V REMHFWLYHV WR WKH SXEOLF78
101.

1=¶V HFRQRPLF UHIRUPV LQFOXGLQJ WKH 87/ UHIRUP GLG QRW RQO\ KDYH EDFNHUV EXW

predictably, also faced considerable domestic opposition. Next to two minor political parties,79
the main opposition against the UTL came from import-competing sectors and labor
organizations. Manufacturers and labor groups, the latter being the natural clientele of the Labour
party, opposed the tariff cuts and pleaded against tariff cuts in a submission to the Tariff Working
Party.80 The Administration, however, determined to carry out the reforms, was able to convince
WKHVH JURXSV WR HYHQWXDOO\ ³DJUHH WR D UHVROXWLRQ WR FXW PRVW WDULIIV LQ KDOI RYHU D IRXr-year period
IURP ´81
102.

The agricultural sector, not a natural supporter of Labour, was another group initially

opposed to tariff reforms. However, when the agricultural lobby realized early on that cuts to
subsidies and tariff protection were inevitable,82 it turned into an unexpected ally of the Labour
Administration. As Graham Scott (Secretary of Treasury in 1986) recalls, when NZ farmers

76

7KLV EULHILQJ HQWLWOHG ³Economic Management´ DSSHDUV WR KDYH EHHQ WKH EDVLV DQG SHUKDSV WKH EOXHSULQW IRU WKH
so-called ³(FRQRPLF 3ROLF\ 3DFNDJH´ WKDW SURSRVHG D PDUNHW-led restructuring of the economy. See Treasury (1984);
McKonnon (2003); and Easton, (1989).
77
Treasury (1984), section on ³0DFUR (IIHFWV RI )LVFDO 3ROLF\´, p. 201. We note that this document does not contain
empirical forecasts of the economic effects of UTL.
78
A collection of speeches and articles given around the time of the reform debates is published by New Zealand
Business Roundtable (1994).
79
At the time of the 1983 elections, there were two relatively small political parties under the mixed-member
proportional system that opposed the larger reform package (presumably including trade liberalization and UTL).
See Nagel (1998), p. 7.
80
See New Zealand Manufacturers (1987).
81
Bollard (1991), p. 176. In 2004, looking back, Roger Douglas, former NZ Finance Minister, underscored the
LPSRUWDQFH RI ZLGH DJUHHPHQW DFURVV &DELQHW EXVLQHVV DQG VLJQLILFDQW LQGXVWU\ JURXSV $OVR WKH 3ULPH 0LQLVWHU¶V
remarkable ability to communicate with Labour voters proved vital in the public discourse. See Douglas (2004).
82
$V VWDWHG DJULFXOWXUH ZDV DPRQJ WKH ILUVW VHFWRUV RQ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V UHIRUP DJHQGD 3ROLWLFDO PRWLYDWLRQV PD\
have been part of the rationale ± farmers were the typical voters of the National 3DUW\ /DERXU¶V RSSRVLWLRQ 0RUH
importantly, perhaps, was that agricultural subsidies were estimated at roughly 4% of GDP and accounted for 30% of
the value of agricultural production at the time, so any serious attempt at fiscal reform would have had to target
agriculture subsidies. See Edwards and DeHaven (2002).
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UHDOL]HG WKH DJULFXOWXUH ZDV DPRQJ WKH ILUVW RQ WKH UHIRUP DJHQGD WKH IDUP OREE\¶V UHDFWLRQ ZDV
³,I \RX¶UH JRLQJ WR WDNH RXU VXEVLGLHV DZD\ ZH¶UH JRLQJ WR PDNH EORRG\ VXUH \RX WDNH HYHU\ERG\
HOVH¶V DZD\ WRR´83 With this kind of jiu-jitsu move, the new Government was actually able to
turn a critic into an unassuming champion of its reform agenda.
D.
103.

Assessment of UTL experience

The UTL reform in NZ was implemented by a series of Customs Amendment Acts in the

period between 1984 and 1989. The Labour Government drafted the acts as government bills,
and then introduced the bills to Parliament. As best as we can tell, there was minimal debate in
Parliament over these bills, which seems to reflect wide-ranging support for the UTL. The bills
passed through the necessary stages in Parliament in a timely manner, and, by Royal Assent,
quickly became enshrined into law.84
104.

In WKLV VHFWLRQ ZH SURYLGH DQ DVVHVVPHQW RI WKH HFRQRPLF HIIHFWV RI 1=¶V 87/ $OWKRXJK

it is at times difficult to disentangle the effects generated by the UTL from those generated by the
larger reform package that NZ enacted at or around the same time, we try to isolate the
implications of the UTL experience to the best of our abilities using the appropriate empirical
tools. We proceed as follows: Subsection 1 examines the domestic economic, social, and
political effects that the UTL brought about in the years following the reform. Subsection 2
DVVHVVHV WKH LQWHUQDWLRQDO SROLWLFDO DQG GLSORPDWLF LPSOLFDWLRQV RI 1=¶V 87/ UHIRUP HVSHFLDOO\ LQ
the trade-policy realm.
1.
105.

Domestic effects

$ QXPEHU RI VWXGLHV DVVHVV WKH VRFLDO SROLWLFDO DQG HFRQRPLF HIIHFWV RI 1=¶V overall

reform package that started in 1984.85 However, we are unaware of any study that focuses solely
on the quantitative effects of trade liberalization aspect of the FRXQWU\¶V larger reform package, let
DORQH RQ WKH UROH WKDW 1=¶V UTL reform, as a subset of the trade liberalization, has played.
106.

In this subsection, we take an attempt at doing exactly that. In the following, we make

HIIRUWV WR LVRODWH WKH HFRQRPLF VRFLDO DQG SROLWLFDO HIIHFWV WKDW 1=¶V 87/ KDV EURXJKW DERXW IRU
the domestic economy. We start with the genuine quantitative work that we performed on the
economic effects of the UTL (subsection a). Specifically, we apply different modeling techniques
83

Nagel (1998), p. 37.
See ³3DUOLDPHQW %ULHI 7KH OHJLVODWLYH SURFHVV´; available at: https://www.parliament.nz/en/visit-and-learn/howparliament-works/fact-sheets/pbrief6/.
85
See Bollard (1991, 1994, 2005), Dalzeil (2002), Easton (1994), Nagel (1998), and Scobie and Janssen (1993).
84
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to assess the effect that UTL has had on important macroeconomic indicators ± exports,
productivity, and employment. This is followed by an assessment of the social and domestic
SROLWLFDO LPSOLFDWLRQV WKDW UHVXOWHG LQ WKH DIWHUPDWK RI 1=¶V 87/ UHIRrm (subsections b and c,
respectively).
a.
107.

Economic effects of UTL on the NZ economy86

We apply three individual quantitative methods in our effort to quantify the impact of

UTL on the NZ economy, specifically on exports, productivity, and employment. We apply
(i) descriptive statistics; (ii) a Before/After approach in the form RI DQ ³HYHQW VWXG\´ DQG LLL a
difference-in-GLIIHUHQFH ³','´ DSSURDFK LQ ZKLFK ZH XVH WKH DYHUDJH HFRQRPLF SHUIRUPDQFH RI
the G7 countries as a control market to the treatment market NZ.87
The effect of UTL on NZ exports
108.

We start our analysis of the eIIHFW WKDW 87/ KDG RQ 1=¶V H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH ZLWK ZKDW LV

FRPPRQO\ UHIHUUHG WR DV DQ ³RFXODU VFUXWLQ\´ WHVW QDPHO\ GHVFULSWLYH VWDWLVWLFV RI 1=¶V H[SRUW
performance over time. Figure 5 depicts the time series of real exports (red line),88 and its trend
(blue line) over time.89 The two vertical lines mark the beginning of the first wave (first quarter,
RU ³Q1´ of 1988) and the second wave of UTL (Q1 of 1993).90

86

For more details on the empirical analysis pertaining to the effect of UTL on NZ, please see Technical Appendix
B (New Zealand).
87
We apply the descriptive statistics approach for all three variables, the Before/After approach for exports and
employment, and a DID analysis for productivity. The reasons for these modeling choices are described in detail in
Technical Appendix A. That appendix also provides a more technical introduction into each of these modeling
approaches.
88
The vertical axis is indexed at Q1 (the first quarter) of 1971 (Q1/1971 = 100). As explained in more detail in
Technical Appendix B (New Zealand), real export data for NZ was not available, so we constructed this metric
using quarterly export data at market prices (nominal exports) and the export price index for NZ exports. We arrived
at the real value of exports by dividing nominal exports by the export price index of any given quarter. We then
seasonally adjusted the data using the seasonal package in R.
89
For constructing the trend, we use a Hodrick-3UHVFRWW ³+3´ ILOWHU ZKLFK Uemoves the cyclical- and seasonal
components of the data.
90
As discussed in paras. 60 and 61, above, the first wave of UTL occurred simultaneously to a number of other nontariff trade policies (conversion of specific tariffs, dismantling of agricultural and export subsidies, phase-out of
import licensing regime tariff-rate quotas), while the second wave was fairly uniquely focused on tariff liberalization.
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Figure 5. Seasonally adjusted real exports of NZ over time ± before and after UTL
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Source: Authors, based on data by Statistics New Zealand.

109.

As Figure 5 illustrates, the slope of the trend line flattens shortly after the beginning of the

first wave of UTL and ticks up in the early 1990s, suggesting that real exports started growing at a
significantly higher rate than before and kept its momentum during the second wave of UTL. It is
not evident from the raw data, however, whether the second wave of UTL brought about any
further acceleration of export growth over and above the one achieved in the early 1990s. We
thus need to resort to a more rigorous approach to identify the relationship between UTL and its
impact on export volumes.
110.

:H SURFHHG WR DQDO\]H WKH HIIHFWV RI 1=¶V 87/ RQ H[SRUWV XVLQJ D %HIRUH$IWHU DSSURDFK

more specifically an event study in the form of an ARDL model. As stated before (and as
discussed in more detail in Technical Appendix A), the basic idea of any event study is to use
time-series techniques to detect changes in the underlying data and to assess whether such
changes can be attributed to the policy shock at issue (here, the UTL policy reform). The
conclusions are premised on the construction of a forecast of what the world would have looked
like without WKH SROLF\ FKDQJH DW LVVXH ³FRXQWHUIDFWXDO´ 91 This counterfactual is then compared
91

Typically, the assumption is that without the policy shock at issue the world (or, more specifically, the evolution of
the specific variable of interest ± here: export growth) would have evolved along the same trajectory as it had been
evolving before the policy shock.
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with the actual outcome, that is, the outcome as it occurred in the presence of the policy shock at
issue. The difference between the actual and predicted values is a measure of the effect of the
policy change.
111.

Figure 6 graphically reports the outcome of the event analysis using the ARDL model, as

specified and explained in Technical Appendix B (New Zealand).92 The chart depicts the actual
and predicted quarterly exports growth (in percent, vertical axis) in the 10 years following the
first wave of UTL. The solid black vertical lines represent the start of two UTL waves (Q1/1988
and Q1/1993, respectively). The actual export growth (with UTL) is pictured as a red line, while
the predicted (counterfactual) export growth (without UTL) is pictured as a blue line. The dashed
vertical black line (Q1/1989) marks the HQG RI WKH ³HYHQW ZLQGRZ´ DQG WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI the
³period RI DQDO\VLV´ IRUHFDVWLQJ SHULRG of the model.93

.2

Figure 6. Actual and counterfactual export growth in NZ, 1988-1996, ARDL model
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92
Technical Appendix B (New Zealand) also contains information about the data sources used and the results of
robustness check performed.
93
The period immediately following the first wave of the UTL (the period between the solid grey vertical and the
dashed grey vertical) is the so-FDOOHG ³event window´, which is followed by WKH ³SHULRG RI DQDO\VLV´ or forecasting
period). The period of analysis starts four quarters after the implementation of the first wave of UTL. Export
volumes tend to react to favorable economic environment with a certain time lag. It takes time for cheaper inputs to
be absorbed by the export sector, for the inventory to be built up, and for exporters to capture foreign markets.
Hence, we start analyzing the growth in exports from Q1/1989 onwards.
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Source: Authors.

112.

The graphical analysis in Figure 6 is not suggestive of a policy impact on exports during

the first wave of UTL. For much of the four-year period following the event (the 1989-1992
portion of the IRUHFDVW SHULRG WHUPHG ³3HULRG RI DQDO\VLV ,´ LQ Figure 6), the blue line, i.e., the
predicted export growth (which, recall, presents a world without UTL), and the red line, i.e., the
actual export growth, move together. This implies that UTL did not have a significant impact on
export volumes during the first wave.94 However, this results must be seen in the context of other
major macroeconomic adjustments that occurred at the same time and that may have negatively
affected the capacity of firms to export and therefore countervailed any potential effect of the first
UTL wave. Take for example the move from a fixed to a flexible exchange rate regime, which
increases uncertainty for exporters as they adjust to the new regime and may thus hamper their
growth prospects in the short run. Thus, even though there might have been some positive impact
from UTL, this effect may have been nullified on account of other reforms in the economy, whose
adjustments resulted in countervailing effects on exports in the short-run.
113.

Turning to the period after the second wave of UTL was initiated (the 1993-1996 portion

of the IRUHFDVW SHULRG WHUPHG ³3HULRG RI DQDO\VLV ,,´ LQ Figure 6), we see a different picture. The
actual export growth (red line) is consistently higher than that predicted by the model (blue line).
As discussed in more detail in Technical Appendix B, this difference is statistically significant.
114.

More specifically. tKH &XPXODWLYH $YHUDJH 5HVLGXDO ³&$5´95), which is the empirical

difference between actual and predicted export growth in the analysis period, produces a policy
effect of 2.4%.96 This means that actual annual export growth with UTL was 2.4% higher than
predicted by the model without UTL over the four-year period of 1993-1996.97 This result is
statistically significant on the 1% level. Since the average annual increase in total exports in NZ
during the same period was 5.5%, UTL is thus responsible for 43% of the overall annual growth

94

As reported in Technical Appendix B (New Zealand), empirical evidence accompanying Figure 6 corroborates
this finding. The difference between actual and predicted export growth between 1988 and 1993 is not statistically
different from zero.
95
See Technical Appendix A for a description of CAR.
96
As a general convention we round estimates to one decimal digit if the estimate takes a value of 1 and higher. If
the estimate is below one, we round to two decimals.
97
More precisely, over the period of analysis II (1993-1996), the CAR was 2.4%, which means that the actual export
growth (with UTL in place) was higher than predicted export growth (blue line) by 2.4% on average.
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in exports during 1993-1996.98,99 This export growth is all the more impressive if one considers
that over the same time period, WKH FRXQWU\¶V FXUUHQF\ WKH 1= appreciated by 26%.100
115.

An important issue to broach at this point is whether the effect that we were able to

estimate using our ARDL model can be fully attributed WR 1=¶V 87/ HIIRUWV RU WR RWKHU UHIRUP
elements that happened at or around the same time as the UTL. While it is econometrically
challenging, if not impossible,101 to isolate the effects generated by different types of reforms that
happened at or around the same time, we believe that a large portion, if not the majority, of the
UHJLVWHUHG HIIHFW RQ H[SRUW JURZWK UDWHV FDQ EH DWWULEXWHG WR 1=¶V 87/ UHIRUP. Consider the
following reasons: First, ever since Lerner (1936)¶V VHPLQDO ZRUN, economic theory has
established that there is a direct effect between lower import prices and higher exports.102 Second,
as mentioned,103 1=¶V VHFRQG ZDYH RI 87/ IRU which we register effects) did not coincide with
other big trade-related reform items, and as such was a period not contaminated by other trade
reform measures.104 Therefore, the link between UTL and exports is particularly clear for the
second wave of UTL. Third, ocular scrutiny of Figure 6 confirms what economic theory and
practice predicts, namely that tariff liberalization affects exports with a latency of roughly 12
PRQWKV 1=¶V actual export growth (compared to the non-UTL counterfactual) peaked roughly 12
months after the beginning of the second wave of UTL.
116.

These factors give us comfort in our conclusion drawn from the initial ocular scrutiny test

that there indeed occurred an exogenous shock to the system which increased the export growth

98

This is calculated by taking the ratio of 2.4% and 5.5%, which is 43%.
To examine the robustness of our findings, we performed an alternative ARDL model run based on the second
wave of UTL only. As we explain in more detail in Technical Appendix B (New Zealand), we thereby treat the
first wave of UTL as part of the historical period, and shorten the forecasting period to include only 1993-1996.
While doing so makes the model results more robust by using more data points, it does not significantly alter the size
of the estimated coefficients.
100
See Technical Appendix B (New Zealand) for details. As is well-known, currency appreciation makes domestic
exports more expensive which leads to less, not more, export growth, all other things equal.
101
As we discuss in Technical Appendix A in more detail, whenever multiple policy interventions occur at or
around the same time as the policy of interest, it is difficult to unambiguously assign effect sizes to specific policies
taken at or around the same time. When this happens, the researcher has limited options. A feasible option is to rely
on inferences drawn based on those specific time periods that can be uniquely assigned to the policy under study.
Another option is to adduce economic theory to parse the (timing of) effects generated by different policy
interventions.
102
See Technical Appendix A for details.
103
See para. 61, above.
104
Other ongoing reforms, including deregulation, privatization, labor market reforms, monetary and tax reforms, and
elimination of price controls, (see paras. 83-84, above) were focused on domestic issues, and therefore would not be
expected to have immediate impact on export growth rates. To the contrary: as mentioned in para. 113 1=¶V
monetary reforms resulted in an appreciation of the NZ$, which counteracts, rather than supports any UTL effects.
99
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rates of exports in the early 1990s and the momentum continued through the better part of the
decade.
117.

In sum, we find a statistically significant impact of UTL during the implementation of the

second UTL wave, but not for the first wave.105 Based on our event study, we can say that UTL
has had a measurable effect of 2.4% on NZ¶V H[SRUW growth, which constitutes 43% of the overall
growth in exports.106
The effect of UTL on productivity in NZ
118.

We next analyze the effect of UTL on productivity ± first, by using descriptive statistics,

and, second, by applying a DID approach,107 LQ ZKLFK ZH FRPSDUH 1HZ =HDODQG¶V SHUIRUPDQFH
against that of that of the G7 countries, which together act as a non-UTL control market.108
119.

Figure 7 depicts the evolution of labor productivity levels in NZ over time (horizontal
109

axis).

The level of productivity in Q4/1987 has been indexed to 100 (i.e., the end of the pre-

UTL period). The red line reports productivity as real output per employed worker, which we
define as productivity, while the blue line delineates its trend.110 The two black vertical lines
represent the beginning of the first and second wave of UTL, respectively.

105

Having said that, it is unclear to what extent the established positive policy effect can be solely ascribed to the
policy reforms contained in the second UTL wave; the first UTL might have had a positive spillover impact on export
performance during the post-1993 phase.
106
See footnote 98, above.
107
The reason why we opt for a DID approach, rather than an event study, for analyzing productivity is discussed in
Technical Appendix A. In short, our decision is driven by the fact that productivity depends on a host of factors,
including policy shocks, R&D, investment, etc. with complex (and oftentimes unstable) relationships and
interactions 7KLV PDNHV ³PRGHOOLQJ´ SURGXFWLYLW\ DQ DOPRVW LPSRVVLEOH WDVN +RZHYHU SURGXFWLYLW\ G\Qamics tend
to be familiar across countries over time, thus making DID an ideal approach for analyzing productivity.
108
7KH REYLRXV FKRLFH IRU 1=¶V FRQWURO PDUNHW ZRXOG KDYH EHHQ $XVWUDOLD +RZHYHU DV UHSRUWHG DERYH see para.
94), Australia had implemented its own set of reforms, which notably included UTL, around the same time as NZ.
This renders Australia infeasible as a control group for the purposes of a DID analysis. We thus selected an average
across the G7 countries, because these countries together represent the average productivity in industrialized
economies. Taking the average across G7 countries also controls for underlying policy changes which may have
occurred in any specific country. The G7 include US, UK, Germany, Japan, France, Canada, and Italy. The
PRWLYDWLRQ IRU XVLQJ WKH * DYHUDJH DV 1=¶V FRQWURO PDUNHW IRU RXU FRPSDUDWLYH DQDO\VLV LV IXUWKHU GHVFULEHG LQ
Technical Appendix B (New Zealand).
109
For the purposes of this section, we define productivity as labor productivity, i.e., the ratio of GDP to total
employment. We use labor productivity over hourly productivity, because quarterly data is available for the former
but not the latter. However, as discussed further below and in Technical Appendix B (New Zealand), as a
robustness check we look into hourly productivity as well. Doing so is without loss of generality.
110
As before, a HP filter is used to extract the trend component of the time series.
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140

Figure 7. Productivity levels in New Zealand, (un)trended, 1980-2000
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Source: Authors calculations based on relevant GDP and employment data sourced from OECD database.

120.

As Figure 7 shows, immediately prior to the UTL, productivity growth was rather flat.

Although the actual productivity (red line) shows spurts of growth after the first (1988) and a
somewhat less pronounced spurt after the second UTL wave (1993), we cannot state conclusively
that UTL had a lasting impact on productivity in New Zealand. Therefore, we supplement these
descriptive statistics with a more scientifically rigorous DID analysis.
121.

As previously stated, the idea of a DID approach is to use another country or region as a

control market to the treatment market.111 The greater the similarity between two markets, the
better ± except for the policy shock at issue; the policy shock should only occur in the treatment
market during the period of analysis. If the policy shock is confined to the treatment market as
and when it happens, and the variable of interest (here: labor productivity) of the control market
has undergone no such policy shock, we can conclude that any measurable effects are due to the
policy at issue. The size of the policy effect is measured by comparing the difference in outcomes
between the treatment and control markets.

111

The presumption hereby is that the treatment market and the control market that have previously behaved similarly
would continue to do so over time, were it not for the policy shock at issue.
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122.

Figure 8 compares the evolution of productivity in the G7 countries (red line) with that of

NZ (blue line) from 1982 onwards, whereby the data is trended using a HP filter, which removes
the cyclical and seasonal components of the data. Productivity is again indexed at the fourth
quarter of 1987 (Q4 1987 = 100), just before the first wave of UTL occurred in NZ. The two
YHUWLFDO OLQHV PDUN WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI WKH ILUVW DQG VHFRQG ZDYH RI 1=¶V 87/

120

Figure 8. G7 and New Zealand productivity levels, 1980-1997, HP filter
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123.

As Figure 8 illustrates, throughout most of the 1980s, the evolution of productivity levels

in NZ and the G7 countries was fairly similar.112 Starting from the first UTL wave, however, we
see an acceleration in the level productivity in NZ compared to that of G7. This difference in
productivity levels progressively widens until some point in the early 1990s, yielding a constant
productivity gap between NZ and G7 that remains for nearly 7 years.
124.

We calculate the UTL policy effect by comparing the average difference in productivity

levels before the first wave of UTL with the average difference in productivity levels after the
first wave of UTL.113 :KLOH LQ WKH  \HDUV OHDGLQJ XS WR 1=¶V 87/ WKH DYHrage difference in
112

Notice that productivity levels intersect three times over the span of six years prior to the UTL.
For the purpose of assessing the effects of UTL on productivity, we combine our analysis for the two UTL waves.
This stands in contrast to our analysis of the effects of UTL on exports and employment (see above), where we
113

46

Case study 1: New Zealand
productivity levels between NZ and the G7 average was 2.7 percentage points, in the 10 years
following the first UTL wave, the average difference between the two markets more than doubled
to 5.5 percentage points.114 This is suggestive that the level of productivity would have been
2.8 percentage points lower in the post- SHULRG KDG LW QRW EHHQ IRU 1=¶V 87/ UHIRUP 7KLV
converts to an UTL-induced annual productivity growth effect of 0.27 percentage points.115,116
Since annual productivity growth in New Zealand during those 10 years was 1.8% per annum on
average 87/ FRQWULEXWHG WR  RI 1HZ =HDODQG¶V annual productivity gain in the given
period.117
125.

It seems pertinent to address here once again the question of how much of the detected

effect on productivity is owed to NZ¶V 87/ HIIRUWV DV RSSRVHG WR RWKHU market-oriented policy
reforms that the Labour Administration enacted around the same time.118 While it is difficult, if
not impossible, to isolate the UTL effects from those of other reforms, we think that UTL had a
considerable impact on 1=¶V productivity growth, particularly the second wave of UTL, for a
number of reasons. First, theory: economic theory and recent academic research have shown that
trade liberalization (including UTL) can have strong effects on productivity levels ± effects that
can be expected to commence in the medium term. Tariff liberalization may accelerate exit of
inefficient firms and increased competitiveness of the remaining export-oriented firms
(benefitting from cheaper inputs and a more talented pool of workers).119 This was the case with
analyze the two phases separately. We combine UTL waves her, because productivity shocks are self-reinforcing (a
shock in one period has an impact on productivity in future periods) and more permanent in nature. We thus focus on
overall productivity gains attributable to both waves of UTL.
114
The increases in productivity are expressed here in percentage points rather than percent, because productivity is
measured in levels, rather than growth rates (as was the case for export growth, above).
115
This is calculated by using the formula (1+r)10 = 1.028, which we then solve for r.
116
To examine the robustness of our findings, we performed a robustness check (presented in more detail in
Technical Appendix B (New Zealand)) in which we made two modifications to the model described above. First,
we replaced the G7 with the US as the control market. Second, we replaced labor productivity with hourly
productivity. The result from the robustness check remain broadly the same, and so corroborate our initial model
results.
117
We calculate this by dividing 0.27%/1.8% = 15%.
118
We recall our discussion above (see Section B), in which we explained that apart from UTL, NZ had implemented
a whole host of economic reforms to avoid insolvency and to promote economic growth, which may also have
impacted the productivity positively. Specifically, the Government fostered deregulation, privatization,
modernization, labor market reforms, monetary and tax reforms, and elimination of price controls, support schemes
and subsidies deregulation, privatization, and modernization (see paras. 83-85, above). Some ± but not all ± such
measures are in principle also able to increase productivity.
119
As discussed in more detail in Technical Appendix A, economic theory and recent academic research lay out the
degree to which trade liberalization impacts productivity levels (IMF, 2016). Trade liberalization (including UTL)
allows domestic firms easier access to key inputs from abroad (see Topalova and Khandelwal, 2011; Fernandes,
2007). Cheaper access to foreign technology is thereby especially useful for firms that not at the frontier of
innovation (Aghion et al., 2005). Competition felt by import-competing firms fosters productivity growth: as
previously protected sectors are facing increasing import competition, the least productive firms are forced to exit the
market. This frees up resources that subsequently get put to more productivity used. The remaining incumbent firms
become more efficient, which allows them to exploit economies of scale and scope (Helpman and Krugman, 1985).
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NZ, where productivity gains took effect between 12 and 18 months after the beginning of UTL
(i.e., shortly before Q1/1990) and persist for the entire duration of the two waves of UTL (i.e.,
well into the second half of the 1990s; see Figure 8).
126.

Second, the link between exports and productivity: as we discussed above, NZ¶V second

wave of UTL exerted a significant effect on the FRXQWU\¶V export sector.120 Since the export sector
is an important driver of efficiency and innovation,121 it is thus exceedingly likely that UTL,
through export growth, carried through into productivity growth over the medium term.
127.

Third, timing: during the second wave of UTL (1993-1996), many of the major economic

reforms had been concluded. Next to UTL, only labor reform and some privatization were still
ongoing.122 However, labor reform may actually have a negative productivity impact.123
Therefore, only UTL DQG WR OHVVHU GHJUHH 1=¶V SULYDWL]DWLRQ HIIorts, were responsible for the
visible uptick in productivity that occurred over the course of 1993/1994 (see Figure 8) and
further increased the productivity gap between NZ and the G7 control market.
128.

,Q VXP RXU DQDO\VLV VXJJHVWV WKDW 1=¶V HFRQRP\ H[SHULHQFHG significantly higher

productivity gains, as compared to the G7 countries. While it is challenging to clinically isolate
the effects generated by UTL IURP WKRVH FDXVHG E\ RWKHU HOHPHQWV RI 1=¶V UHIRUP DJHQGD ±
particularly when a DID approach is the only feasible empirical method124 ± we resort to
theoretical and empirical evidence and find that 1=¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ gains are at least partially owed
to its UTL action.
The effect of UTL on employment in NZ
129.

As a final step in our quantitative analysis, we examine the impact of UTL on employment

levels in NZ. As before, we start with simple descriptive statistics. Figure 9 plots the level of
HPSOR\PHQW DQG ODERU IRUFH YHUWLFDO D[LV LQ µ SHUVRQV LQ 1= IURP  WR  KRUL]RQWDO

120

In fact, a closer look at Figure 7 reveals three spurts in productivity: a first in 1984, when major urgent
macroeconomic reforms were implemented; a second, right after the introduction of the first UTL; and, third, a small
but persistent increase after the introduction of the second UTL in 1993.
121
See for example IMF (2004) or Melitz (2003).
122
See para. 61, above.
123
Economic theory dictates that marginal productivity of labor is equal to its cost. If labor reforms result in lower
labor costs, the former may influence aggregate productivity negatively. Lower labor costs induces firms to hire
more marginal workers that previously have been excluded from the labor market as their marginal productivity was
below cost.
124
See footnote 107, above.
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axis).125 The blue line represents the number of employed persons, while the red line represents
the labor force (which is the number of people employed plus the ones looking for a job). The
difference between the blue and the red line thus represents the number of unemployed persons at
any given point in time. The two waves of UTL are represented by black vertical lines.

2000

Figure 9. Level of employment and labor force in NZ, 1970 to 2000
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Source: OECD data on New Zealand.

130.

Figure 10 represents the yearly unemployment rate (vertical axis) between 1970 to 2017.

125
As we explain in more detail in Technical Appendix A ZH SUHIHU ³DFWLYH SRSXODWLRQ´ (the number of 15-64 year
olds) RYHU ³ODERU IRUFH´ WR SUR[\ WKH OHYHO RI unemployment. However, for NZ, data on active population was
unavailable.
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Figure 10. Unemployment rates in NZ, 1970-2017

1988q1

0

1993q1

1970

1980

1990

year

2000

2010

2020

Source: OECD data on New Zealand.

131.

As Figure 9 and Figure 10 together indicate, both the labor participation rates and

employment levels decreased sharply after the implementation of the first wave of UTL in 1988.
Also, the wedge between labor force and employment increased continuously and substantially
during the first UTL wave (1988-1992), representing increasing unemployment. At the beginning
of the second UTL wave in 1993, labor force and employment levels increased, while the wedge
between these two lines decreased, marking a healthy reduction in unemployment. The overall
employment dynamics during the UTL period (1988-1996) seem to indicate that the NZ economy
underwent an adjustment period which saw falling employment levels (and consequently rising
unemployment rates), followed by a period of high economic and export growth during which
unemployment fell and employment grew faster than total labor force participation (Figure 9).
132.

Ocular scrutiny, thus, may seem to suggest that the two UTL waves indeed had a

perceptible effect on employment levels in NZ. However, any attempt to make sense of possible
employment effects of UTL needs to be prefaced with a brief background on the dynamics and
policy reforms that were occurring contemporaneously in the NZ labor market:126 throughout the
1970s, NZ had a highly centralized labor market. The Government was directly involved in
sectors ranging from hotel chains to financial institutions. Union membership was compulsory,
and wages and working conditions were determined at the industry or national level with no scope
126

See generally Evans and Grimes (1996) on that topic.
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for opt-outs. Strikes were endemic during that period.127 7KH REMHFWLYH RI 1=¶V 'HSDUWPHQW RI
Labour throughout the 1970s and early 1980s was to maintain a policy of full employment at the
highest productive level ± essentially, everyone who wanted a job got one.128 This can be seen in
Figure 9: in the 1970s and the early 1980s, the total labor force was equal to number of employed
persons, suggesting that unemployment hovered at around zero percent.
133.

When the Labour Government started enacting its battery of reform packages, the

disguised and under-employment of previous decades was slowly brought out into the open and
increased unemployment rates from the mid-1980s onwards.129 Structural reforms, along with a
wage shock in 1990, led to a spike in unemployment in the first quarter of 1991. As part of the
/DERXU $GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V FRPSUHKHQVLYH UHIRUP SDFNDJH WKH ELJJHVW ODERU PDUNHW UHIRUP ZDV
LQLWLDWHG ZLWK WKH (PSOR\PHQW &RQWUDFWV $FW RI  ³(&$´ 130 As Figure 10 demonstrates, as
soon as the ECA of 1991 was put in place, the unemployment rate began to decrease
considerably.
134.

To analyze the potential of UTL on employment, we apply an event study in the form of

DQ $5'/ PRGHO VLPLODU WR WKH RQH XVHG WR GHWHFW FKDQJHV LQ 1=¶V H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH For
reasons of data availability, we use labor force as the explanatory variable to determine growth in
employment and create counterfactual outcomes (forecasts) for employment growth after Q1 of
1988.131 We then compare the counterfactual with the actual growth in employment to identify
the impact of the intermittent policy changes.
135.

Figure 11 graphically depicts the results of our ARDL model on employment. The

vertical axis represents growth of employment in percent. The two grey lines represent the
beginning of the two UTL waves, while the vertical green line represents the enacting of the ECA
in 1991. The figure shows the difference between the predicted growth in employment without

127

Speech by Roger Kerr, executive director of New Zealand Business Roundtable, March 21, 2005; available at:
http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/BU0503/S00236/kerr-lessons-from-labour-market-reform-in-nz.htm.
128
However, the flipside of this expansive employment policy was that labor force participation rate was low at 39%
on average in 1970s (calculations performed using the labor force participation data from New Zealand Official
Yearbook, 1975 and 1979; available online at http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/snapshots-of-nz/digitalyearbook-collection.aspx).
129
In this context, see Don Brash, Reserve Bank of New Zealand governor (1988-2002), address to Chatham House
in London, 1998 available at http://www.rbnz.govt.nz/research-and-publications/speeches/1998/speech1998-06-03.
130
Among others, this policy reform included deregulation of employment contracting and replacing compulsory
unionization by freedom of association (Epstein, 2001).
131
For technical details of the ARDL event study applied to employment in NZ, see Technical Appendix B (New
Zealand).
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policy reforms (blue line), as predicted by the ARDL model, and its actual growth pattern with
policy reforms (red line).
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Figure 11. Predicted vs. actual employment growth in NZ, ARDL model
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Source: Authors, based on relevant GDP and employment data sourced from OECD.

136.

We observe that during the first wave of UTL between 1988 and 1992, actual employment

growth (with UTL) was substantially below its predicted levels (without UTL). However, around
1992, the situation reversed and actual employment was growing faster than the predicted growth
of employment.132 ,QGHHG WKH &XPXODWLYH $YHUDJH 5HVLGXDO ³&$5´  ZKLFK FDOFXODWHV WKH
average difference between the actual and predicted employment growth over time, yields
significantly negative results (-1.2%) during the first wave of UTL (1988-1992), but significantly
positive (0.83%) results in the second phase of UTL (1993-1996).133
137.

While it is difficult to clinically isolate the effect of the two waves of UTL from that of the

1991 ECA labor reform and other market-oriented reforms that occurred during the same period,
we have reasons to believe that the first UTL wave had a negative effect on employment levels, in
particular during the 1988 to 1989 leg of this wave. Since this two-year period occurred prior to

132

As Figure 10 reports, the initially high unemployment rate of 11% in 1991 dropped to 6% by the end of 1996.
The CAR for the two phases combined (1988-1996) was -0.33%, marginally negative, but statistically
insignificant. This underscores the role of trade liberalization on employment found in the economic literature (see,
e.g., OECD, 2012) according to which there is continued reallocation of resources from less to more productive
sectors. Please refer to Technical Appendix B (New Zealand) for details.
133
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the 1991 ECA labor reform (and hence is not contaminated by the latter), we can attribute some
of the increase in unemployment to UTL. The extent to which the second large dip in
employment (1990 to 1992) can be attributed to UTL is more difficult to say since the 1991 ECA
labor reform and this period of the first wave of UTL overlap. Economically, it is reasonable that
during the first phase of UTL in NZ (1988 to 1992) unemployment increased as importcompeting industries that previously enjoyed high levels of protection were forced to lay off
workers and to streamline their production to adjust to increased foreign competition.134
138.

Looking at the period at or around the second wave of UTL (1992-1996), we see a

dramatic decrease in unemployment. Again, the effect of the ECA makes it difficult, if not
impossible, to isolate the impact of UTL on employment. However, we know from our
discussion of export performance and productivity growth, above, that the turnaround in the labor
market coincides with the noticeable acceleration of export growth and productivity increases
during the second phase of UTL. Economically, it is reasonable to assume that once the
economic adjustment took place, increased competitiveness, higher exports, and higher overall
productivity enabled by UTL helped to create employment and therefore further reduce
unemployment during the second wave of UTL.135
Summary: the effect of UTL on exports, productivity, and employment in NZ
139.

:KHQ LW FRPHV WR WKH HFRQRPLF HIIHFWV WKDW 1=¶V WZR ZDYHV RI 87/ KDG RQ H[SRUWV

productivity, and employment, our results suggest the following:
140.

First 1=¶V 87/ KDG D VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW SRVLWLYH LPpact on exports after 1992. Both

graphic and econometric evidence suggest a considerable effect on export performance during the
1993 to 1996 period, a period in which few economic reforms other than UTL occurred. We
estimate an annual effect of UTL on export growth of 2.4% for the period between 1993 and
1996. This constitutes 43% of the overall annual growth in exports.136 However, we fail to
demonstrate any significant impact of the first wave of UTL (1988-1992) on export performance,
potentially on account of a countervailing effect that other contemporaneously enacted policy

134

At the same time, labor reforms made the market more flexible, also contributing to the short-term rise in
unemployment.
135
See generally OECD (2012).
136
See footnote 98, above.
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reforms had on exportation. We are also unable to disentangle the potential cumulative effect that
the first UTL wave may have had on the export performance during the second UTL wave.
141.

Second, when it comes to productivity, we observe a measurable impact of policy reforms

on productivity growth in NZ, as compared to G7 countries, which acted as our control market for
the DID analysis. We have reason to believe that UTL played a significant role in productivity
gains, particularly after the second wave of UTL (1993-1996). Empirically, we calculate a UTLinduced productivity boost of roughly 2.8 percentage points over the period from 1988-1998,
which converts to a non-trivial productivity growth effect of 0.27 percentage points year-onyear.137
142.

Finally, changes in employment seem to be driven by a variety of factors, particularly by

labor market reforms of the early 1990s, but also partially by the implementation of UTL. We
find that employment was statistically below forecasted levels during the first UTL wave, but
increased appreciably during the second UTL wave. While our quantitative findings perforce
remain speculative due to confounding policy reforms that occurred in between the two UTL
waves, we have reason to believe that increased export performance after 1993 ultimately had
positive spillover effects on the NZ labor market, leading to employment growing faster than
ODERU IRUFH SDUWLFLSDWLRQ WKXV UHVXOWLQJ LQ D VKDUS GHFOLQH LQ 1=¶V XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH
b.
143.

6RFLDO LPSOLFDWLRQV RI 1=¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH

7KH VRFLDO LPSOLFDWLRQV RI 1=¶V UHIRUP SDFNDJH DQG DV D IXQGDPHQtal part of that, the

UTL) can be summarized as four (partly overlapping) phases: adjustment pain; acceptance;
adaptation; and advantage. We explain in turn.
144.

First 1=¶V UHIRUP SDFNDJH PXFK OLNH DQ\ SROLF\ UHIRUP FDXVHG adjustment pain. The

adjustment pain felt in NZ was particularly pronounced, given the decade-long reform backlog
EULQJLQJ WKH FRXQWU\ WR WKH EULQN RI EDQNUXSWF\ SULRU WR 1=¶V UHIRUP SDFNDJH138 the breadth and
GHSWK RI WKH VXEVHTXHQW UHIRUP DQG LWV UDSLG ³ELJ-EDQJ´ QRQ-sequenced) introduction. After the
reforms, farmers and industry not only had to survive without help from the Government, they

137

See footnote 115, above.
$V 6FRELH DQG -DQVVHQ   VXJJHVWHG 1=¶V DGMXVWPHQW SDLQ ZDV DV PXFK D IXQFWLRQ RI LQDSSURSULDWH SROLFLHV
prior to the reforms, as the reforms themselves. Tradable sectors had long been shielded from global competition by
quotas and high tariffs. Many industries were even protected from domestic competition with entry barriers, price
controls, and various assistance programs.
138
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also faced increased competition both domestically and internationally. The changes were widely
seen as painful, but ultimately inevitable.139
145.

While there are many ways to measure adjustment pain, we highlight two metrics. As

previously shown in Figure 10, above, unemployment shot up from below 4% to 11% over the
course of the early years of policy reform, before it decreased by 5 percentage points by the mid1990s.
146.

Similarly, in terms of distributive equality, NZ became less egalitarian during the time of

1=¶V HFRQRPLF UHIRUP &RQVLGHU Whe well-known Gini coefficient, the most commonly used
measure of inequality, over time. Figure 12 reports income inequality, measured as the so-called
³33 UDWLR´ ZKLFK GHSLFWV WKH UDWLR RI IXQGV DYDLODEOH E\ KLJK-income households (those in
the 80th percentile) and low-income households (those in the 20th percentile). As Figure 12
shows, income inequality increased during the late 1980s (marked by an upwards movement of
the lines).140

139

Take, for example, the adjustment pains suffered by the agricultural sector, as reported by a consortium of
agricultural research organizations:
In the first year, 1984-85, the effects of [subsidy] cuts were offset by the benefits from exchange rate
GHYDOXDWLRQ FRPELQHG ZLWK KLJK LQWHUQDWLRQDO FRPPRGLW\ SULFHV « ,Q WKH PHDQWLPH KLJK UHDO LQWHUHVW UDWHV
caused the exchange rate to appreciate again and this, combined with two years of lower international
FRPPRGLW\ SULFHV PDGH WKH DGMXVWPHQW IRU 1HZ =HDODQG¶V IDUPHUV WR WKHLU ORVV RI SROLF\ VXSSRUW PXFK
more painful than would otherwise have been the case. Land prices fell when support was withdrawn,
leaving some farmers severely indebted, whilst farmers in marginal areas found it hard to compete in the
undistorted market (Cabral et al., 2006).
140
That said, income inequality in New Zealand has consistently remained well below OECD averages. Compare
NZ Social Indicators (http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/snapshots-of-nz/nz-socialindicators/Home/Standard%20of%20living/income-inequality.aspx) with and OECD Income Inequality database
(http://www.oecd.org/social/inequality.htm).
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149.

Third, in the years following the economic reforms, New Zealanders learned to adapt to

the new, global challenges. In the pre-reform years, NZ high school graduates preferred not to
pursue further education at colleges or universities, because they could get an unskilled job at
textiles or automobile factories, sectors that were heavily protected. Yet, once labor laws and
health, education and welfare rules were reformed, immigration controls relaxed, and markets
opened to cheaper and higher-quality foreign imports, New Zealanders realized that they also
needed to improve their human capital. This lead to substantial skill development in tradeable
sectors that became more and more competitive in international comparison.143
150.

Domestic industries also managed to adapt. Take the NZ agricultural sector as an

example: Farmers resumed growth in the early 1990s by switching out of sheep meat, and wool
towards, and focusing more on dairy and horticulture. Overall, farmers managed to raise total
factor productivity, to maintain overall output levels with reduced inputs, and eventually restore
profit levels after the initial shock.144
151.

Overall, NZ adapted by diversifying its economy. Figure 13 shows how the NZ goods

exports evolved over the years. The change in composition of exports between 1983 and 1992 is
thereby particularly striking: NZ developed from a heavy reliance on meat and raw materials to a
much more balanced export portfolio, including a healthy, and more equitable, mix of agricultural
commodities (meat, dairy, other crops) and manufactured goods.

143

This perspective comes to us from an interview we led with a NZ policymaker.
See 9LWDOLV   )DUPHUV¶ adaptation process was thereby aided by government reforms of sectors, such as
ports and transport, whose inefficiencies previously had impaired the competitiveness of export agriculture.
144
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Figure 13. &RPSRVLWLRQ RI 1=¶V H[SRUWV RI PHUFKDQGLVH RYHU WLPH -2002)

Source: Vitalis (2007), based on Boston Consulting Group (2004).

152.

Finally LQ WKH GHFDGH IROORZLQJ 1=¶V HFRQRPLF UHIRUPV WKH FRXQWU\ EHJDQ WR GHYHORS D

comparative advantage in a number of industries, including dairy and agricultural commodities.145
153.

A case in point is the NZ wine industry:146 Historically, NZ wine had a 40 percent import

tax to protect its domestic industry. NZ wine was ± E\ RQH RI RXU LQWHUYLHZHHV¶ RZQ GHVFULSWLRQ ±
³XQGULQNDEOH´ $V SDUW RI WKH QHZ $GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V ODUJHU UHIRUPV 1= GUDPDWLFDOO\ DQG
unilaterally lowered its tariffs on wine, while at the same time providing a relatively modest NZ$
10 million price support to its wine industry in exchange for which the wine industry discarded its
annual production. Lower tariffs resulted in increased external competition, which, in turn, led to
more innovation in NZ winemaking. NZ winemakers embarked on exploring better and more
sustainable geographies for growing grapes in the country (in close collaboration with the
Ministry of Research, Science and Technology that undertook chemical analyses of the soil to
ensure optimum growing conditions). In other words, UTL resulted in exposing the sector to
increased competition. NZ winemakers were forced to innovate or perish. Indeed, New
=HDODQG¶V VXFFHVVIXO ZLQH LQGXVWU\ LV WHVWDPHQW WR WKH SRWHQWial of market forces: when producers
are faced with the true costs of production, they tend to make smarter choices.

145

Take the horticultural industry, for example. In 1980, NZ farmers were exporting horticultural products to 10
countries, and by 2002, their reach expanded to 102 countries. See Sayre (2003).
146
This anecdote comes to us from an interview we led with a NZ policymaker.

58

Case study 1: New Zealand
154.

Overall, consumer confidence and business confidence indices indicate that outlooks in

NZ have been in line with other OECD countries from the mid-1990s onwards.147
c.
155.

Domestic political implications

The UTL intervention eventually achieved the objectives set by policymakers. Governor

Brash of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand, in his speech to Chatham House in 1998, discussed
thoroughly how the reforms induced dramatic changes, and mostly for the better. As for tariff
liberalization, Governor Brash noted how the substantial reductions in tariffs contributed to
³JHWWLQJ WKH VLJQDOV ULJKW´ LQ DGGLWLRQ WR WKH PDQ\ RWKHU WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ PHDVures that were
taken such as eliminating quantitative import restrictions and abolishing export subsidies. He also
QRWHG ³policymakers in almost all political parties support most of the reforms which have been
XQGHUWDNHQ´148
156.

The Labor Party was re-elected in the 1987 general election, albeit with a slightly lower

voter turnout than in the 1984 snap general election.149 The country had undergone a great deal of
UHIRUP EXW VRPH GHJUHH RI ZKDW PD\ EH WHUPHG ³UHIRUP IDWLJXH´ KDG VHW LQ E\ WKH ODWH V %\
this time, a few years into the reform period, internal Labour Party divisions were emerging over
the scope of the reforms and whether and to what extent to continue with them. Prime Minister
David Lange, who led one major faction, became alarmed at the extent and speed of the reforms
and wanted to pause. The other was the pro-UHIRUP ³'RXJODV´ IDFWLRQ OHG E\ )LQDQFH 0LQLVWHU
5RJHU 'RXJODV 'DYLG &D\JLOO DQG 5LFKDUG 3UHEEOH 7KHVH WKUHH EHFDPH NQRZQ DV WKH ³7UHDVXU\
7URLND´ WKDW GRPLQDWHG WKH &DELQHW
157.

The division in the Labour Party eventually led to a change in leadership. David Lange

was replaced by Mike Moore who was Prime Minister for three months until the next general
election. The Labor Party lost the 1990 general election to the National Party.
158.

However, the new National Party Administration continued with many of the economic

reforms including privatization of state assets, trade liberalization (including UTL) and the
dismantling of subsidies.

147

Westpac-McDermott Miller Consumer Confidence Index, New Zealand; available at
http://www.tradingeconomics.com/new-zealand/consumer-confidence.
148
See Brash (1998).
149
1DJHO   S  RIIHUV D GHWDLOHG DFFRXQW RI WKH SROLWLFV WKDW OHG WR /DERU¶V UH-election. According to the
DXWKRU XQGHUQHDWK DOO WKH PHVV\ GRPHVWLF SROLWLFV WKH ³SLYRWDO IUHH-PDUNHW FRQVWLWXHQF\´ played a key role in that
election.
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159.

Notwithstanding the debate about the timing, SDFLQJ DQG KDUVKQHVV RI 1=¶V RYHUDOO

reform package, the general consensus that developed in the following years and which stands to
this day is that the reforms created a climate for renewed and sustainable growth. Indeed, the
growth that followed for the country achieved a period of economic growth unmatched in
decades.
160.

As Scobie and Janssen (1993) concluded:
>1HZ =HDODQG¶V@ UHIRUPV FRQVWLWXWHG RQH RI WKH PRVW FRPSUHKHQVLYH DWWHPSWV WR
restructure an economy that has ever been undertaken in a modern democracy
during peacetime. As a consequence, New Zealand has become an international
case study for countries undertaking liberalization and structural adjustment.150
2.

161.

International political implications and impact on FTAs

%\ 1=¶V RZQ DFFRXQW LWV 87/ H[SHULHQFH KDV KDG SRVLWLYH LPSOLFDWLRQV IRU WKH FRXQWU\¶V

international standing in the trade policy realm.151 Through the above case study and in-depth
interviews we conducted, a number of insights have transpired as to the international implications
RI 1=¶V own UTL experience.
162.

First UHJDUGLQJ WKH TXHVWLRQ ZKHWKHU 87/ KDV LQ DQ\ ZD\ FXUEHG 1=¶V SRWHQWLDO WR

conclude further FTAs, some of the (former) NZ officials we spoke to cautioned that UTL may
ZHDNHQ D VPDOO FRXQWU\¶V KDQG LQ ELODWHUDO WUDGH QHJRWLDWLRQV VLQFH LW UHGXFHV D FRXQWU\¶V SROLF\
space.152 Consequently, countries like NZ may be forced to think creatively about offering
bargaining chips beside tariffs ± and potentially even besides trade measures ± with which they
can sweeten the deal vis-à-vis potential FTA partners. Such bargaining chips may include, for
example, access to fishing grounds, training/capacity building in relationship-based farming,
teacher exchanges and other issues that are of value to trading partners.153
163.

Having saiG WKLV WKH 87/ H[SHULHQFH FDQQRW KDYH EHHQ KDPSHULQJ 1=¶V DELOLW\ WR

conclude FTAs that much: at the time of its UTL, New Zealand did not have a single FTA in

150

See Scobie, G. and J. Janssen (1993), p.5.
See also commendations by sources cited in footnote 26, above.
For this reason, many unilaterally liberalizing countries, including NZ, have not officially bound their tariffs at the
WTO. However, from a purely economic standpoint, the size of an economy may limit the advantage afforded by
existing tariffs anyway. A tariff cut RIIHUHG E\ D ³VPDOO´ FRXQWU\ LQ DQ )7$ QHJRWLDWLRQ PD\ QRW EH RI VLJQLILFDQW
value in the overall FTA negotiation. See, e.g., Bagwell and Staiger (2002).
153
We note that these alternative FTA provisions have not been generally viewed favorably by the NZ public, and
thus have not been widely, and certainly not publicly, discussed by NZ policymakers.
151
152
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place. Since then, New Zealand has successfully concluded a number of FTAs, some of them
containing the aforementioned creative bargaining chips.154
164.

Second, with respect to the impact of UTL on the political standing of the liberalizing

country within the wider trade community, our interview partners opined that low tariffs are seen
as laudable, but are ultimately only one IDFWRU WKDW LQIOXHQFHV D 0HPEHU¶V VWDQGLQJ DQG UHSXWDWLRQ
ZLWKLQ WUDGH IRUXPV VXFK DV WKH :72 2WKHU IDFWRUV WKDW SOD\ D YLWDO UROH LQ D FRXQWU\¶V
reputation include perceived neutrality and non-interest in the subject matter and the caliber of its
trade officials. For this reason, countries like NZ continued to be well-respected and their WTO
Ambassadors have held various chairmanships in pivotal WTO committees, including the
Committee on Agriculture.
165.

Third, pertaining the 1HZ =HDODQG¶V JHQHUDO IRUHLJQ WUDGH SROLF\ WKH RIILFLDOV ZH VSRNH

with noted that smaller economies generally needed to do more than larger economies: the
former need to be seen as taking a strong interest in open markets in order to be taken serious and
to bring influence to bear within the multilateral trade community.
E.
166.

Lessons learned for the Swiss context

7KH FRQWH[W LQ ZKLFK 1=¶V 87/ WRRN SODFH ZDV DGPLWWHGO\ XQLTXH 87/ RFFXUUHG DV D

small part of a major economic overhaul during the time of a cRXQWU\¶V H[LVWHQWLDO FULVLV $OVR
1=¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH WRRN SODFH QHDUO\ WKUHH GHFDGHV DJR ZKHQ WKH ZRUOG ZDV a different place
and the world economy seemingly followed different patterns.
167.

Nevertheless, we now aim at distilling some lessons that Switzerland may wish to

consider when contemplating its own UTL reform.155
x

Never let a good crises go to waste: This aphorism attributed to Winston Churchill may
VHUYH DV WKH ILUVW OHVVRQ OHDUQHG IURP 1=¶V H[SHULHQFH :LWK LWV EDFN WR WKH ZDOO DQG WKH
country at the brink of bankruptcy, the Labour Administration took a plunge and initiated
a far-UHDFKLQJ GHHS UHIRUP DJHQGD ,W WKHUHE\ PDQDJHG WR ³WDFN RQ´ D QXPEHU RI SROLF\
reforms that may not have been strictly speaking necessary to save the country, but overall

154

Since its UTL, New Zealand has negotiated FTAs with 16 WTO Members, eight of which are in force today.
These are: Singapore ± New Zealand Closer Economic Partnership (2001); Thailand ± New Zealand Closer
Economic Partnership (2005); Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership (P4) between Brunei Darussalam, Chile,
Singapore and New Zealand (2006); China ± New Zealand FTA (2008); Malaysia ± New Zealand FTA (2010); Hong
Kong, China ± New Zealand Closer Economic Partnership (2011); and ASEAN ± Australia ± New Zealand FTA
(2012). See 1HZ =HDODQG )RUHLJQ $IIDLUV DQG 7UDGH ³)UHH 7UDGH $JUHHPHQWV LQ IRUFH´ DYDLODEOH RQOLQH DW
(https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/free-trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements-in-force/).
155
We emphasize that we are not in a position to make any explicit recommendations to the Swiss Government as to
whether, and, if so, how to pursue its own UTL strategy. Rather, we merely provide VRPH ³OHVVRQV OHDUQHG´ WKDW WKH
SECO and the Swiss Government may find useful when contemplating its own UTL actions.
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helped to make the country more competitive in the long run. Arguably, the NZ economy
ZRXOG KDYH VXUYLYHG ZLWKRXW WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V GHFLVLRQ WR OLEHUDOL]H WDULIIV XQLODWHUDOO\
DQG ZLWK LPSOHPHQWLQJ ³RQO\´ WKH ILQDQFLDO PDUNHW FXUUHQF\ privatization, labor-market
and tax reforms). However, as our economic analysis showed, the country was certainly
better off with the UTL reform in place.

156
157

x

6SDUH QR RQH GRQ¶W SOD\ IDYRUV  A second lesson learned to us was that the Labour
Government enacted UTL across the board, neither favoring the industries of its
traditional constituency (manufacturing, textiles, automotive) nor any other special interest
group. This way, Labour was seen as an honest broker trying to improve the economy for
the sake of the entire country. This role as a straight shooter may also have enabled the
Administration to get way with not promising any extra hand-outs to compensate the
losers of its UTL reform.156

x

Shape a broad coalition: The Labour Administration probably fuelled by a true sense of
urgency, reached out across the aisle in an effort to shape a broad pro-trade coalition.
Ultimately, Labour was even able to win support for its reform agenda by its political
opposition (the National Party), manufacturers, labor unions, and the public at large.

x

/RRN IRU ³IUHQHPLHV´:157 The role of NZ farmers in the reform process was interesting.
)DUPHUV ZHUH TXLWH RSSRVHG WR 1=¶V WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ IURP WKH VWDUW +RZHYHU DV VRRQ
as they realized that the Government was serious about cutting off support to the sector,
they turned into an unexpected ally, because farmers felt it was only fair that other importcompeting sectors would have to ³suffer´ equally from UTL reforms. So, farmers started
rooting in favor of a more expansive UTL. In that sense, enemies, while not exactly
tXUQLQJ LQWR IULHQGV DW OHDVW EHFDPH ³IUHQHPLHV´

x

Communicate before you act: 7KH *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ WDFWLFV PD\ KDYH EHHQ
a key to the success of the ambitious reform agenda. The Administration set up the
³7DULII :RUNLQJ 3DUW\´ DQG RUJDQL]HG Qational economic summits in its efforts to
communicate its reform objectives, and reached out to unions, trade associations, and
think tanks early on in the process.

x

'RQ¶W RYHUSURPLVH 2XU DQDO\VLV RI HFRQRPLF HIIHFWV RI 1=¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH VXJJHVWV
that the results of UTL ± while generally positive ± have not resulted in dramatic changes
LQ DQ\ RI WKH PDFURHFRQRPLF LQGLFDWRUV ZH KDYH H[DPLQHG :KLOH 87/¶V LPSDFW RQ
H[SRUWV DQG SURGXFWLYLW\ ZDV PHDVXUDEOH ZKHQ LW FDPH WR HPSOR\PHQW 1=¶V 87/ UHIRUP
overall seemed to neither have reduced, nor increased, employment rates, and was
generally overshadowed by other labor market reforms. In its communication outreach to
domestic stakeholder, NZ seems to have heeded this advice by not making overblown
promises regarding the expected outcomes of the UTL reforms, nor regarding special
adjustment assistance for those import industries expected to be hurt by the UTL.

But see footnote 72, above.
See http://www.dictionary.com/browse/frenemy.
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III.

CASE STUDY 2: CANADA AND ITS EXPERIENCE WITH UNILATERAL TARIFF
LIBERALIZATION

168.

By its own account, &DQDGD¶V unilateral tariff liberalization (UTL) DFWLRQ ZDV ³SULPDULO\

DLPHG DW HQKDQFLQJ WKH FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV DQG SURGXFWLYLW\ RI &DQDGLDQ PDQXIDFWXUHUV´ DQG VHHQ DV
³FRQcrete actions to open global markets and NHHS WKHP RSHQ´158 While the reform was largely
instigated by the Global Financial Crisis of 2008/2009, UTL was part of a broader policy effort to
reduce government red tape, boosting competitiveness, and improving the productivity of
Canadian manufacturers.
169.

&DQDGD¶V 87/ RFFXUUHG LQ WKUHH ZDYHV  -2014; and 2015.159 Canada did not

pursue an across-the-board liberalization, but instead undertook an à la carte approach, in which
it focused on eliminating (mostly nuisance) tariffs of certain capital goods (industrial
manufacturing inputs, machinery and equipment, etc.) and intermediate inputs (including raw
materials) that were increasingly coming from non-FTA partners. The UTL reform notably
excluded agricultural commodities and consumer goods. All in all, Canada liberalized more than
1,900 tariff lines. The share of duty-free lines increased from 54% to 72% over the course of the
three waves of UTL.
170.

The Government of Canada pursued a crafty communication and outreach strategy that

VXFFHVVIXOO\ VHFXUHG WKH SULYDWH VHFWRU¶V EX\-in into its liberalization package. Together with its
LQFUHPHQWDO DSSURDFK WR WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ LQ PXOWLSOH ZDYHV WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ
strategy minimized domestic opposition and nurtured the confidence of Canadian businesses in
WKH WDULII UHIRUPV &DQDGLDQ EXVLQHVVHV ZHUH DFWLYHO\ VXSSRUWLQJ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V 87/ HIIRUWV
throughout the process.
171.

There are very few empirical studies on the economic effectV RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ 2XU RZQ

DQDO\VHV LQ WKDW UHVSHFW UHYHDO WKDW &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUP KDG D VLJQLILFDQW HIIHFW RQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V
export performance, a measurable effect on labor productivity, and a small impact on
unemployment.
172.

In what follows we present an overview of the UTL reform that Canada experienced

between 2009 and 2016. We proceed as follows: Section A provides a snapshot of scale, scope,
and timing of the UTL experience in Canada. Section B offers background and context, putting
158
159

WTO (2010) and WTO (2011b).
A fourth wave is currently underway but does not form part of our analysis in this chapter.
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175.

In three consecutive waves of UTL (2009-2015), the Government of Canada focused on

capital goods (industrial manufacturing inputs, machinery and equipment, etc.) and intermediate
inputs (including chemicals and raw materials). Its plans notably excluded agricultural goods and
commodities.160 By 2015, Canada had successfully completed tariff elimination on as many as
1,900 individual tariff lines. All combined, the UTL actions between 2009 and 2015 provided
C$525 million in annual tariff savings and made Canada the first tariff-free manufacturing zone in
the G20.161 In 2017, in a fourth wave of UTL and at the request of domestic stakeholders, the
Government added retail and food items on its list of liberalized products. We provide details on
scale and scope below.
176.

In 2009, the Government of Canada announced plans in its federal budget to permanently

eliminate tariffs on a range of industrial machinery and equipment over five coming years. 162 The
same year, Canada started by eliminating tariffs on 214 lines of imported machinery and
equipment, from a simple average most-IDYRUHG QDWLRQ ³0)1´ UDWH RI  SHUFHQW WR D UDWH RI
zero. The Department of Finance stated that these tariff eliminations would provide average
annual savings of C$88 million to the private sector.163 One expert we interviewed characterized
the 2009 UTL as a ³ZDUPLQJ XS´ H[HUFLVH WR WKH PRUH LQ-depth liberalizations that followed the
next year.
177.

In 2010, Canada announced further plans to liberalize an additional 1,541 tariff lines,

again mainly imported manufacturing equipment, machinery, and intermediate inputs, while again
excluding agricultural commodities and consumer goods.164 The majority of these items, with a
simple average MFN rate of 7.2 percent, became duty-free as of 5 March 2010, with the
remainder scheduled to be gradually eliminated by January 2015.165
178.

In 2014, Canada permanently eliminated duties on mobile offshore drilling units used in

offshore oil and gas exploration and development. The duty-free status of these units was
H[SHFWHG WR ³ORZHU EXVLQHVV Fosts, improves the global competitiveness of Canadian energy
SURMHFWV DQG LQFUHDVH WKH SRWHQWLDO IRU YDOXDEOH UHVRXUFH GLVFRYHULHV LQ &DQDGD¶V $WODQWLF DQG

160

We note here that Canada is a competitive agricultural exporter. However, like other agricultural exporters (like
the United States), Canada tends to be highly protective of its agricultural sector, for example through supply
management systems, import quotas and import protection.
161
Government of Canada (2015), Chapter 3.1.
162
Government of Canada (2009).
163
Government of Canada (2010a).
164
Government of Canada (2010a), pp. 88-89.
165
WTO (2010).
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$UFWLF RIIVKRUH DUHDV´ DQG ³SURYLGH LPSRUWDQW PDLQWHQDQFH DQG UHSDLU RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU &DQDGD
shipyDUGV´166
179.

A third wave of UTL occurred in 2015, when tariffs were eliminated on the remaining

tariff lines in manufacturing and machinery. This 2015 action essentially completed the UTL that
was initially proposed in the 2009 Budget. According to the Government of Canada, the three
UTL waves that occurred between 2010 and 2015 eliminated tariffs on C$5 billion in imports and
provided an additional C$300 million in annual duty savings for Canadian businesses.167
180.

A final wave of UTL occurred in the beginning 2017 when Canada announced its plans to

eliminate tariffs on a number of goods used mainly in the production of food, valued at C$700
million in dutiable imports.168 We do not provide an empirical assessment of these tariff cuts,
because important data and information pertaining to this very recent event are not yet available.
7KHUHIRUH ZKHQHYHU ZH UHIHU WR ³SRVW-87/´ EHORZ ZH PHDQ WKH HQG RI WKH WKLUG 87/ ZDYH
181.

Figure 15 VXPPDUL]HV WKH VFDOH RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ 7KH ILJXUH VKRZV WKH SHUFHQW

distribution of average ad valorem tariffs for non-agricultural products by HS2 chapter before the
UTL in 2008 (left panel) and after the UTL in 2016 (right panel). The vertical axis denotes the
proportion of tariff lines and the horizontal axis denotes the average ad valorem tariff rate.169

166
Government of Canada (2014a), CKDSWHU  ³5HVSRQVLEOH 5HVRXUFH 'HYHORSPHQW &RQVHUYLQJ &DQDGD¶V 1DWXUDO
+HULWDJH DQG ,QYHVWLQJ LQ ,QIUDVWUXFWXUH DQG 7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ´ see also and Government of Canada (2014b), Part 4
overview: customs tariff. The tariff items covered were 8905.20.10 and 8905.90.10, see Mobile Offshore Drilling
Units Remission Order (2004).
167
Government of Canada (2010a), p. 88.
168
WTO (2017).
169
7KHVH WDULII GDWD DUH WDNHQ IURP WKH DFFRPSDQ\LQJ ([FHO ILOH HQWLWOHG ³)LQDO WUDGH DQG WDULII WDEV IRU 6(&2´
(Appendix 1) which contains an overview of pre- and post- liberalization tariff data for New Zealand, Canada, and
Norway on the HS-2, HS-4, and HS-6 digit level. This file is accompanied by a user manual (see Appendix 2 ³8VHU
0DQXDO IRU 7DULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ ILOH´ 
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decreased from 3.76% in 2008 to 2.59% in 2016 ± this corresponds to a 1.17 percentage point
decrease (or a 30% decline, since the initial base was fairly low).173
184.

To take a closer look at the actual tariff cuts resulting from the UTL reform, Table 5 lists

the HS4 chapters that experienced the broadest and deepest tariff cuts over 2008 to 2016. The
table reports those tariff lines that experienced the largest increase in duty-free access, and the
largest overall decrease in ad valorem ³$9´ GXW\ 7KH +6 OLQHV LQ Table 5 are sorted by the
size of overall cut in ad valorem duty, with the largest decreases at the top.174
Table 5. HS chapters representing the broadest and deepest cuts, Canada (2008-2016)

,^ ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
,^ ĐŽĚĞ
ĂďŝĞƐΖ ŐĂƌŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ͕ ŬŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ͘
ϲϭϭϭ
ĂďŝĞƐΖ ŐĂƌŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ͘
ϲϮϬϵ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĐŽƚƚŽŶ͕ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ϴϱ й ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ĐŽƚƚŽŶ͕ ŵŝǆĞĚ ŵĂŝŶůǇ Ž
ϱϮϭϬ
YƵŝůƚĞĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŝĞĐĞ͕ ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞĚ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ Žƌ ŵŽƌĞ ůĂǇĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ŵĂƚĞƌ
ϱϴϭϭ
WŝůĞ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ͞ůŽŶŐ ƉŝůĞ͟ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ĂŶĚ ƚĞƌƌǇ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͕ ŬŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ͘
ϲϬϬϭ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĐŽƚƚŽŶ͕ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ϴϱ й ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ĐŽƚƚŽŶ͕ ŵŝǆĞĚ ŵĂŝŶůǇ Ž
ϱϮϭϭ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂů ƐƚĂƉůĞ ĨŝďƌĞƐ͘
ϱϱϭϲ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƐǇŶƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƐƚĂƉůĞ ĨŝďƌĞƐ͕ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ϴϱ й ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ Ĩŝ
ϱϱϭϰ
dǇƌĞ ĐŽƌĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐ ŽĨ ŚŝŐŚ ƚĞŶĂĐŝƚǇ ǇĂƌŶ ŽĨ ŶǇůŽŶ Žƌ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉŽůǇĂŵŝĚĞƐ͕ ƉŽůǇĞƐƚĞƌƐ Žƌ ǀŝƐĐŽ
ϱϵϬϮ
<ŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ Ă ǁŝĚƚŚ ŶŽƚ ĞǆĐĞĞĚŝŶŐ ϯϬ Đŵ͕ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ϱ й
ϲϬϬϮ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƐǇŶƚŚĞƚŝĐ ĨŝůĂŵĞŶƚ ǇĂƌŶ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ŵĂƚĞ
ϱϰϬϳ
KƚŚĞƌ ŬŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͘
ϲϬϬϲ
&Ğůƚ͕ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ Žƌ ŶŽƚ ŝŵƉƌĞŐŶĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐŽĂƚĞĚ͕ ĐŽǀĞƌĞĚ Žƌ ůĂŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ͘
ϱϲϬϮ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƐǇŶƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƐƚĂƉůĞ ĨŝďƌĞƐ͕ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ϴϱ й ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ Ĩŝ
ϱϱϭϯ
dĞǆƚŝůĞ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ĐŽĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŐƵŵ Žƌ ĂŵǇůĂĐĞŽƵƐ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͕ ŽĨ Ă ŬŝŶĚ ƵƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŽƵƚĞ
ϱϵϬϭ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĐŽĂƌƐĞ ĂŶŝŵĂů ŚĂŝƌ Žƌ ŽĨ ŚŽƌƐĞŚĂŝƌ͘
ϱϭϭϯ
KƚŚĞƌ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĐŽƚƚŽŶ͘
ϱϮϭϮ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŵĞƚĂů ƚŚƌĞĂĚ ĂŶĚ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŵĞƚĂůůŝƐĞĚ ǇĂƌŶ ŽĨ ŚĞĂĚŝŶŐ ϱϲ͘Ϭϱ͕
ϱϴϬϵ
<ŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ ĐƌŽĐŚĞƚĞĚ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ Ă ǁŝĚƚŚ ĞǆĐĞĞĚŝŶŐ ϯϬ Đŵ͕ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ϱ й Žƌ ŵ
ϲϬϬϰ
dĞƌƌǇ ƚŽǁĞůůŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ǁŽǀĞŶ ƚĞƌƌǇ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ͕ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ŶĂƌƌŽǁ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ŚĞĂĚŝŶŐ ϱ
ϱϴϬϮ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŵďĞĚ ǁŽŽů Žƌ ŽĨ ĐŽŵďĞĚ ĨŝŶĞ ĂŶŝŵĂů ŚĂŝƌ͘
ϱϭϭϮ
tŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂů ĨŝůĂŵĞŶƚ ǇĂƌŶ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽďƚĂŝŶĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ŵĂƚĞƌ
ϱϰϬϴ
KƚŚĞƌ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨĂďƌŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƐǇŶƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƐƚĂƉůĞ ĨŝďƌĞƐ͘
ϱϱϭϱ
ŽĂů ŐĂƐ͕ ǁĂƚĞƌ ŐĂƐ͕ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌ ŐĂƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ŐĂƐĞƐ͕ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƉĞƚƌŽůĞƵŵ ŐĂƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ Žƚ
ϮϳϬϱ
ŽůŽƵƌ ůĂŬĞƐ͖ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƐ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĞĚ ŝŶ EŽƚĞ ϯ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ĐŽůŽƵƌ ůĂŬĞƐ
ϯϮϬϱ

/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ
ƚŚĞ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ĚƵƚǇ ĨƌĞĞ
ůŝŶĞƐ
;ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
ϭϬϬ
ϭϬϬ
ϵϳ
ϳϱ
ϳϭ͘ϰ
ϲϵ
ϲϳ͘ϱ
ϱϵ͘ϳ
ϭϬϬ
ϲϲ͘ϳ
ϱϲ͘ϳ
ϱϰ͘ϴ
ϱϰ͘Ϯ
ϱϭ͘ϱ
ϱϬ
ϱϬ
ϲϲ͘ϳ
ϱϬ
ϱϴ͘ϯ
ϱϬ
ϲϮ͘ϯ
ϰϴ͘ϭ
ϰϴ͘ϭ
ϭϬϬ
ϭϬϬ

s ĚƵƚǇ ĐƵƚ
;ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
ϭϴ͘Ϭ
ϭϳ͘ϳ
ϭϯ͘ϲ
ϭϬ͘ϱ
ϭϬ͘Ϭ
ϵ͘ϳ
ϵ͘ϱ
ϴ͘ϰ
ϴ͘Ϭ
ϴ͘Ϭ
ϳ͘ϴ
ϳ͘ϳ
ϳ͘ϰ
ϳ͘Ϯ
ϳ͘Ϭ
ϳ͘Ϭ
ϳ͘Ϭ
ϳ͘Ϭ
ϳ͘Ϭ
ϲ͘ϴ
ϲ͘ϳ
ϲ͘ϳ
ϲ͘ϳ
ϲ͘ϱ
ϲ͘ϱ

^ŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ
ŶŽŶͲ&d
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͕ ϮϬϬϴ
;йͿ
ϵϴ͘ϵ
ϵϴ͘ϭ
ϴϭ͘ϭ
ϯϬ͘ϳ
ϰϭ͘ϭ
ϲϯ͘ϱ
ϱϯ͘ϵ
Ϯϳ͘ϵ
ϲ͘ϲ
ϯϱ͘ϱ
ϰϱ͘ϲ
ϱϳ͘Ϯ
ϭϬ͘ϱ
ϲϰ͘ϳ
ϲϮ͘ϴ
ϵϴ͘ϵ
ϴϯ͘ϯ
ϴϱ͘ϯ
ϴϬ͘ϴ
ϴϬ͘ϵ
ϳϬ͘ϳ
ϴϲ͘ϴ
ϲϴ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϲ͘ϴ

EŽƚĞ͗ ŽŵďŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ŽŶĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ͘

Source: Authors based on Appendix 1 ZRUNVKHHW ³&DQDGD +6 WDE´
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Deriving the average MFN applied tariff involves calculating the average at the most disaggregated tariff
classification (as opposed to the 6-digit level). A simple average of all ad valorem averages at the HS 6-digit level
ZRXOG VLPSO\ ³ZHLJKV´ DOO VL[-digit codes equally. The 6-digit codes with more than one tariff line need to be further
disaggregated by tariff lines contained in that subheading. We thus use the
formula ሺσ ݕݐݑ݀ ݉݁ݎ݈ܽݒ ݀ܽ ݁݃ܽݎ݁ݒܣ ܰ כǤ ݏ݈݁݊݅ ݂݂݅ݎܽݐ ݂ ሻȀሺσ ܰǤ ݏ݈݁݊݅ ݂݂݅ݎܽݐ ݂ ሻ.
174
For instance, looking at tyre cord fabric (HS5902), 100% of tariff lines became duty free over the period 20092016 while the average ad valorem duty decreased by 8.0 percentage points over the same period. In addition, 6.6%
of imports were from non-FTA partners in 2008, which shows the liberalization potential pre-UTL (more on that,
below).
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185.

As Table 5 reports, the broadest cuts (increase in share of duty-free lines) and deepest cuts

(decrease in ad valorem duty) can be found in certain textiles, apparel, and clothing. These tariff
cuts clHDUO\ GLG QRW UHSUHVHQW WKH HOLPLQDWLRQ RI ³QXLVDQFH WDULIIV´ EXW UHIOHFWHG VXEVWDQWLDO FXWV
from a high base. In reducing tariffs on some textile, garment, and apparel, tariff lines Canada
was in keeping a global trend of reducing tariffs on these highly protected goods. However, as
will be discussed in more detail below, many tariffs on textile, apparel and footwear were
excluded from UTL and taxes remained high.
186.

Next, we consider the degree of effective tariff liberalization performed by UTL. We

define effective UTL as a function of the initial tariff level and the share of imports from nonFTA or non-preferential partners (imports that are subject to the full MFN import duty).
187.

Figure 16 plots the potential for effective WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ SULRU WR &DQDGD¶V 87/

reforms for all non-agricultural products on the HS2 level. The horizontal axis shows ad
valorem tariffs (in %), while the vertical axis depicts the fraction of imports originating in nonFTA countries (in %). The greater the initial tariff and the greater the share of imports from nonFTA countries that faced the tariff, the greater the potential for effective tariff liberalization. The
HS2 chapters with the greatest tariff liberalization potential are in the upper right quadrant and
denoted by orange dots. The other HS chapters are denoted by blue dots.
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193.

So, did Canada not make use of its tariff liberalization potential? As stated, with its UTL

reform, Canada was neither angling for across-the-board action nor for sweeping tariff cuts.
Rather, Canada was motivated by cutting tariffs on the lower end of the scale (tariffs below 3-4%)
down to zero, and the list of targets, rather than being indiscriminate, consisted of a specific set of
capital goods and intermediate inputs.
194.

7KXV LW PDNHV VHQVH WR H[DPLQH LQ PRUH GHWDLO &DQDGD¶V FRQFUHWH DFWLRQ YLV-à-vis the

subset of capital goods and intermediate goods, which we will discuss in turn.
195.

First, capital goods are mostly found in HS72 to HS88. There were 310 tariff lines in

these HS chapters at the 4-digit level. Pre-UTL, these tariff lines had relatively low median ad
valorem duty rates of 1.65% and average import exposure to non-FTA partners of 42%.
196.

Figure 18 (structurally similar to Figure 16, above) zooms into the subset of capital goods

WR LOOXVWUDWH WKH SRWHQWLDO IRU HIIHFWLYH WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ LQ WKRVH VHFWRUV SULRU WR &DQDGD¶V 87/
As before, the horizontal line represents the 50% benchmark import share from non-FTA
partners, and the vertical line represents the median ad valorem duty (1.65%) rate. Again,
industries in the upper right quadrant depicts the tariff lines with the highest tariff liberalization
potential (depicted here as fuzzy blue circles). There are 52 tariff lines within the selected group
of capital goods that meet this criteria. Figure 19 (structurally similar to Figure 17) does the same
for the post-UTL period.
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197.

Comparing Figure 18 with Figure 19 reveals that a subset of those 52 tariff lines with the

greatest liberalization potential went to zero, another subset remained unchanged, and the
remaining tariff lines experienced a moderate tariff cut. Specifically, of the 52 tariff lines in the
upper right quadrant, 18 tariff lines that went to zero, and eight tariff lines saw a significant tariff
cuts. These industries were mainly capital goods used in industrial manufacturing: electric
generating sets and rotary converters, printing machinery, machine tools, electronic integrated
circuits, copper tubes, electrical transformers, transport containers, electric instantaneous or
storage water heaters, etc. (see red circle in Figure 18). The 26 lines that remained unchanged
post-UTL, i.e., those industries for which Canada did not seize the UTL potential (see red circle
in Figure 19) were mainly household appliances (household articles, filing cabinets, vacuum
cleaners, kitchen appliances, baby carriages, and bicycles, etc). We note that these nonliberalized tariff lines are end-products (not used in Canadian manufacturing), and are industries
with a domestic import-competing production.
198.

Second, we look at certain intermediate goods used in industrial manufacturing, such as

raw materials, chemicals, alloyed products, plastics, and rubber are typically found in HS chapters
HS25 to HS40. Figure 20 and Figure 21 ]RRP LQWR &DQDGD¶V OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ SRWHQWLDO RI WKHVH
products pre- and post-UTL. As before the horizontal line represents the 50% benchmark import
share from non-FTA partners, and the vertical line represents the median ad valorem duty
(1.90%) rate at the 4-digit level for these products. The upper right quadrant depicts the tariff
lines with the highest UTL potential. There are 22 tariff lines that met this criteria pre-UTL.
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199.

A comparison between Figure 20 and Figure 21 reveals that a portion of these tariff lines

were liberalized and a portion was not. The tariff lines that were liberalized are circled in red in
Figure 20 and included mainly chemicals used as intermediate inputs in industrial manufacturing,
such as natural barium sulphates, salts of inorganic acids, titanium oxides, cyclic alcohols, mixed
alkyl benzenes and other chemicals.
200.

The subset of industries that were not liberalized are circled in red in Figure 21. These

products are mainly end-consumer and household products, such as perfumes, pains, propellant
powders, anti-freeze and de-icing fluids, tableware, kitchenware, plastic floor coverings, baths,
sinks, and other household articles, and rubber gloves. Again, we note that the non-liberalized
tariff lines are industries that are not used as inputs into industrial manufacturing and also are in
competition with domestic industries.
201.

Table 6, like Table 5 DERYH SURYLGHV D GHHSHU GLYH LQWR &DQDGD¶V DWWHPSWV WR OLEHUDOL]H

capital goods and intermediate industries. We consider a broad range of HS chapters (selected
chapters between HS27 and HS89). The table reports the increase in the share of duty-free lines,
the ad valorem $9 GXW\ FXWV GXULQJ &DQDGD¶V 87/ WKH H[SRVXUH WR non-FTA partners pre87/ DQG WKDW FKDSWHU¶V VKDUH RI RYHUDOO LPSRUWV SUH-UTL. The table is sorted by the share of
imports from non-FTA partners.177

177

For instance, consider electrical machinery(HS85): within that chapter, the share of duty-free lines increased by
27.5 percentage points over the UTL period; the average ad valorem duty cuts was just 1.3 percentage points; 50.2%
of imports came from non-FTA partners pre-UTL; and this chDSWHU UHSUHVHQWHG  RI &DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV SUH-UTL.
Another chapter that represented a large share of trade was nuclear reactors, boilers, machinery, and mechanical
appliances (HS84) with the share of duty-free lines increasing by 20.1 percentage points; an average ad valorem duty
cut of just 1.1 percentage points; and 39.6% of imports coming from non-FTA partners.
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Table 6. Manufacturing equipment and machinery duty cuts over UTL period, 2-digit HS,
Canada

,^ ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
dŝŶ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
DŝŶĞƌĂů ĨƵĞůƐ͕ ŵŝŶĞƌĂů ŽŝůƐ͕ ŵŝŶĞƌĂů ǁĂǆĞƐ͕ ďŝƚƵŵŝŶŽƵƐ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ
/ŶŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ ĐŚĞŵŝĐĂůƐ͖ ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ Žƌ ŝŶŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ ĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐ ŵĞƚĂůƐ͕ ŽĨ ƌĂƌĞͲ ĞĂƌƚŚ
KƚŚĞƌ ďĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂůƐ
DŝƐĐ ŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ
dŽŽůƐ͕ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ĐƵƚůĞƌǇ ŽĨ ďĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂů
ůĞĐƚƌŝĐĂů ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ͕ ƐŽƵŶĚ ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞƌƐ͕ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŝŵĂŐĞ ĂŶĚ ƐŽƵŶĚ ƌĞĐ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ŝƌŽŶ Žƌ ƐƚĞĞů
ŽƉƉĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ZƵďďĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
EƵĐůĞĂƌ ƌĞĂĐƚŽƌƐ͕ ďŽŝůĞƌƐ͕ ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ͕ ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝĐĂů ĂƉƉůŝĂŶĐĞƐ
KƉƚŝĐĂů͕ ƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ͕ ĐŝŶĞŵĂƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ͕ ŵĞĂƐƵƌŝŶŐ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ŵĞĚŝĐĂů Žƌ
ŝŶĐ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
DŝƐĐ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ďĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂů
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƚŽŶĞ͕ ƉůĂƐƚĞƌ͕ ĐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ ĂƐďĞƐƚŽƐ͕ ŵŝĐĂ
tŽŽĚ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
^ŚŝƉƐ͕ ďŽĂƚƐ͕ ĨůŽĂƚŝŶŐ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ
/ƌŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƐƚĞĞů
^Ăůƚ͕ ƐƵůƉŚƵƌ͕ ĞĂƌƚŚƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚŽŶĞ͕ ƉůĂƐƚĞƌŝŶŐ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͕ ůŝŵĞ ĂŶĚ ĐĞŵĞŶƚ
WůĂƐƚŝĐƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ůƵŵŝŶƵŵ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
>ĞĂĚ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ

,^ ĐŽĚĞ
ϴϬ
Ϯϳ
Ϯϴ
ϴϭ
ϵϲ
ϴϮ
ϴϱ
ϳϯ
ϳϰ
ϰϬ
ϴϰ
ϵϬ
ϳϵ
ϴϯ
ϲϴ
ϰϰ
ϴϵ
ϳϮ
Ϯϱ
ϯϵ
ϳϲ
ϳϴ

/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ
ƚŚĞ ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ĚƵƚǇ ĨƌĞĞ
ůŝŶĞƐ
;ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
ϮϬ͘Ϭ
ϭϱ͘ϴ
ϯϯ͘Ϯ
ϰϬ͘ϭ
ϵ͘Ϭ
ϳ͘ϱ
Ϯϳ͘ϱ
Ϯϰ͘ϱ
ϯϴ͘Ϭ
Ϯϯ͘Ϭ
ϮϬ͘ϭ
ϭϮ͘ϯ
ϭ͘ϵ
ϯϴ͘ϵ
ϭϴ͘Ϯ
ϭϯ͘ϲ
Ϯ͘ϯ
ϰ͘ϱ
ϴ͘ϳ
ϰϳ͘ϯ
ϰϳ͘ϭ
ϲϮ͘ϱ

s ĚƵƚǇ ĐƵƚ
;ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
Ϭ͘ϱ
ϭ͘Ϯ
ϭ͘ϰ
ϭ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘ϯ
Ϭ͘ϰ
ϭ͘ϯ
ϭ͘ϱ
ϭ͘Ϭ
ϭ͘ϴ
ϭ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘ϲ
Ϭ͘ϭ
Ϯ͘Ϯ
ϭ͘Ϭ
Ϭ͘ϳ
Ϭ͘ϰ
Ϭ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘ϰ
Ϯ͘ϴ
Ϯ͘ϰ
ϭ͘ϲ

^ŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ
ŶŽŶͲ&d
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͕ ϮϬϬϴ
;йͿ
ϲϳ͘ϳ
ϲϲ͘ϰ
ϲϰ͘ϲ
ϲϬ͘ϲ
ϲϬ͘ϯ
ϱϮ͘ϰ
ϱϬ͘Ϯ
ϰϯ͘Ϯ
ϰϭ͘ϯ
ϰϬ͘ϴ
ϯϵ͘ϲ
ϯϵ͘Ϭ
ϯϴ͘ϯ
ϯϴ͘Ϯ
ϯϲ͘ϲ
ϯϯ͘ϱ
ϯϭ͘ϰ
Ϯϵ͘ϴ
Ϯϲ͘ϳ
ϭϵ͘ϱ
ϭϵ͘Ϯ
Ϯ͘ϰ

^ŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ͕ ϮϬϬϴ
;йͿ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϭϰ͘ϭ
ϭ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘ϲ
ϭϭ͘Ϭ
Ϯ͘ϴ
Ϭ͘ϲ
ϭ͘ϱ
ϭϲ͘ϲ
ϯ͘Ϭ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
Ϭ͘ϲ
Ϭ͘ϰ
Ϭ͘ϵ
Ϭ͘ϯ
Ϯ͘ϰ
Ϭ͘Ϯ
ϯ͘ϳ
ϭ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘Ϭ

EŽƚĞ͗ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ŝŶ ŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌŝŶŐ͕ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ͕ ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ ŝŶƉƵƚƐ ĨŽƌ ŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌŝŶŐ ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͘ dŚĞƐĞ ,^ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ϲϭ͘ϱй ŽĨ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ͘

Source: Authors based on Appendix 1 ZRUNVKHHW ³&DQDGD +6 WDE´

202.

Overall, the increase in duty-free lines over the period of the UTL is relatively high

throughout. Import exposure to non-FTA partners (the share of imports from non-FTA partners)
prior to the UTL on average also was relatively high at 41%.178 The ad valorem duty cut for these
goods is relatively low across the board, which reflects initially low tariffs, and to some extent
hides their significance.179 Some of these HS chapters represented relatively large volumes of
trade, as seen by the share of imports (in the last column).
203.

Examining the UTL for these groups of products thus provides further analytical support

WKDW &DQDGD¶V 87/ ZDV IRFXVHG RQ HOLPLQDWLQJ QXLVDQFH WDULIIV for goods that were important for
the Canadian domestic manufacturing and export sectors. Furthermore, since a large share of
imports were initially coming from non-FTA partners, Canada wanted to boost its domestic
manufacturing industry by making imports of these essential goods easier and cheaper.

178

However, we witness a wide range from 67.5% for HS80 (tin and articles thereof) to 2.4% for HS78 (lead and
articles thereof).
179
Small tariff cuts on products that are part of global value chains can have a large effect. As Miroudot et al. (2013,
p. 17) point out input tariffs are akin to negative protection for downstream industries, because tariffs raise the
production costs of imported input users. Hence, even a small cut in ad valorem duty can yield a meaningful cost
advantage to the domestic downstream user.
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204.

This rationale can be seen even more clearly if we zoom into a specific subgroup of

manufacturing and machinery products (HS83, HS84, and HS85180). To that end, we drill down
on the four-digit HS level. At the 4-digit level, there are 143 lines across these three chapters,
with an average ad valorem tariff of 1.9% before UTL and 0.7% after UTL. The average ad
valorem duty cut thus was just 1.2 percentage points. On average, 48% of these imports were
sourced from non-FTA partners.181 The largest ad valorem duty cut was a mere 6 percentage
points (hydraulic turbines, HS8410) and over half (54.6%) of the imports in this industry
originated in non-FTA partners. (While there is a table is to accompany our findings, it is too
VSDFLRXV WR EH LQFOXGHG KHUH VR ZH UHIHU WKH UHDGHU WR ZRUNVKHHW ³&DQDGD +6 JRRGV´ LQ
Appendix 1.)
205.

Next, we consider the issue of trade diversion. Specifically, we assess whether and to

what degree UTL has tilted the composition of imports away from FTA partners and towards nonFTA based importers. To that end, we isolate tariff lines at the HS4 level with an ad valorem
duty cut of at least 3.6 percentage points (the median tariff pre-UTL182) and an increase in nonFTA import share of at least 10 percentage points (excluding agriculture and textile and apparel).
Of the 258 HS4-lines with a positive tariff cut and an increase in non-FTA import share, only 15
lines exhibited changes large enough to fit this criteria. Table 7 lists these 15 tariff lines (rows).
The columns of that table list the pre-UTL and post-UTL simple average of ad valorem duties, the
resulting decrease in ad valorem duty (by percentage points), as well as the pre-UTL and postUTL share of imports from non-FTA partners, and the resulting increase in non-FTA import share
(in percentage points).

180

HS83, HS84, and HS85 cover miscellaneous articles of base metal; nuclear reactors and machinery and
mechanical appliances; and electrical machinery, respectively.
181
For instance, for product group steam turbines and other vapour turbines (HS8406), the ad valorem duty rate
decreased from 3.7% to zero over the UTL period; non-FTA partners (before UTL) represented 63.3% of imports.
Similarly, consider industrial or laboratory furnaces (HS8417), where the ad valorem duty rate was 3.4% before
UTL and zero thereafter, and non-FTA partners represented 73.1% of imports.
182
See footnote 176, above.
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Table 7. Trade diversion: Tariff lines with relatively large tariff cuts and increases in the
non-FTA import share, Canada

,^ ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
ĂƐĞ ŵĞƚĂůƐ͕ ƐŝůǀĞƌ Žƌ ŐŽůĚ͕ ĐůĂĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉůĂƚŝŶƵŵ͕ ŶŽƚ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ƚŚĂŶ ƐĞŵŝͲŵĂŶƵĨĂĐ
^ƚƌĂŶĚĞĚ ǁŝƌĞ͕ ĐĂďůĞƐ͕ ƉůĂŝƚĞĚ ďĂŶĚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůŝŬĞ͕ ŽĨ ĂůƵŵŝŶŝƵŵ͕ ŶŽƚ ĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐĂůůǇ ŝŶƐƵůĂ
^ƵŐĂƌƐ͕ ĐŚĞŵŝĐĂůůǇ ƉƵƌĞ͕ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƐƵĐƌŽƐĞ͕ ůĂĐƚŽƐĞ͕ ŵĂůƚŽƐĞ͕ ŐůƵĐŽƐĞ ĂŶĚ ĨƌƵĐƚŽƐĞ͖ ƐƵ
,ĂůŽŐĞŶĂƚĞĚ͕ ƐƵůƉŚŽŶĂƚĞĚ͕ ŶŝƚƌĂƚĞĚ Žƌ ŶŝƚƌŽƐĂƚĞĚ ĚĞƌŝǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ƉŚĞŶŽůƐ Žƌ ƉŚĞŶŽůͲĂůĐ
>ŝŐŚƚͲǀĞƐƐĞůƐ͕ ĨŝƌĞͲĨůŽĂƚƐ͕ ĚƌĞĚŐĞƌƐ͕ ĨůŽĂƚŝŶŐ ĐƌĂŶĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĂǀŝŐĂďŝůŝƚǇ Ž
,ǇĚƌĂƵůŝĐ ƚƵƌďŝŶĞƐ͕ ǁĂƚĞƌ ǁŚĞĞůƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌƐ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌ͘
WůǇǁŽŽĚ͕ ǀĞŶĞĞƌĞĚ ƉĂŶĞůƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ůĂŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ ǁŽŽĚ͘
KƚŚĞƌ ŽƌŐĂŶŽͲŝŶŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ ĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚƐ͘
^ƵůƉŚŽŶĂƚĞĚ͕ ŶŝƚƌĂƚĞĚ Žƌ ŶŝƚƌŽƐĂƚĞĚ ĚĞƌŝǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ŚǇĚƌŽĐĂƌďŽŶƐ͕ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ Žƌ ŶŽƚ ŚĂůŽŐ
WůĂƚĞƐ͕ ƐŚĞĞƚƐ͕ ƐƚƌŝƉ͕ ƌŽĚƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽĨŝůĞ ƐŚĂƉĞƐ͕ ŽĨ ǀƵůĐĂŶŝƐĞĚ ƌƵďďĞƌ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ŚĂƌĚ ƌƵď
/ƌŽŶ ŽǆŝĚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŚǇĚƌŽǆŝĚĞƐ͖ ĞĂƌƚŚ ĐŽůŽƵƌƐ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ϳϬ й Žƌ ŵŽƌĞ ďǇ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ĐŽŵďŝ
ůĞĐƚƌŝĐ ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐĂůůǇ ŚĞĂƚĞĚ ŐĂƐͿ͕ ůĂƐĞƌ Žƌ ŽƚŚĞƌ ůŝŐŚƚ Žƌ ƉŚŽƚŽŶ ďĞĂŵ͕ ƵůƚƌĂƐŽ
ůƵŵŝŶŝƵŵ ƉŽǁĚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĨůĂŬĞƐ͘
WŽůǇŵĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƐƚǇƌĞŶĞ͕ ŝŶ ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ ĨŽƌŵƐ͘
ĂƌďŽǆǇĂŵŝĚĞͲĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚƐ͖ ĂŵŝĚĞͲĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ĐĂƌďŽŶŝĐ ĂĐŝĚ͘

,^ ĐŽĚĞ
ϳϭϭϭ
ϳϲϭϰ
ϮϵϰϬ
ϮϵϬϴ
ϴϵϬϱ
ϴϰϭϬ
ϰϰϭϮ
Ϯϵϯϭ
ϮϵϬϰ
ϰϬϬϴ
ϮϴϮϭ
ϴϱϭϱ
ϳϲϬϯ
ϯϵϬϯ
ϮϵϮϰ

WƌĞͲhd>
WƌĞͲhd> й ŽĨ
WŽƐƚͲhd>
WŽƐƚͲhd> й ŽĨ
^ŝŵƉůĞ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ
^ŝŵƉůĞ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ s
ŶŽŶͲ&d
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ s
ŶŽŶͲ&d
ĚƵƚŝĞƐ
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ
ĚƵƚŝĞƐ
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ
ϲ͘ϱ
ϰ͘ϵ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϳϴ͘ϱ
ϰ͘ϱ
ϭ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϯϴ͘Ϭ
ϱ͘ϱ
ϲϬ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϴϲ͘ϵ
ϯ͘ϳ
ϭϯ͘ϴ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϯϱ͘ϴ
ϮϬ͘ϴ
Ϭ͘Ϯ
ϭϳ͘ϭ
ϮϬ͘ϯ
ϲ͘Ϭ
ϱϰ͘ϲ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϳϭ͘ϲ
ϰ͘Ϭ
ϰϱ͘ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϲϮ͘ϭ
ϯ͘ϳ
ϰϭ͘ϵ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϱϳ͘ϰ
ϰ͘ϲ
ϭϰ͘ϱ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
Ϯϵ͘ϳ
ϰ͘ϯ
Ϯϯ͘ϰ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϯϴ͘ϱ
ϰ͘ϱ
ϰϯ͘ϲ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϱϴ͘ϲ
ϰ͘ϴ
Ϯϳ͘ϵ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϰϭ͘ϭ
ϰ͘ϯ
ϭϬ͘ϳ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
Ϯϯ͘ϵ
ϲ͘ϱ
ϭϮ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
Ϯϯ͘Ϭ
ϰ͘Ϯ
ϳϬ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϴϬ͘ϯ

ĞĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ
s ĚƵƚǇ
;ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ
ϲ͘ϱ
ϰ͘ϱ
ϱ͘ϱ
ϯ͘ϳ
ϯ͘ϳ
ϲ͘Ϭ
ϰ͘Ϭ
ϯ͘ϳ
ϰ͘ϲ
ϰ͘ϯ
ϰ͘ϱ
ϰ͘ϴ
ϰ͘ϯ
ϲ͘ϱ
ϰ͘Ϯ

/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ
ŶŽŶͲ&d
ŝŵƉŽƌƚ ƐŚĂƌĞ
;ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐͿ љ
ϳϯ͘ϳ
ϯϲ͘ϵ
Ϯϲ͘ϴ
ϮϮ͘Ϭ
ϮϬ͘ϭ
ϭϳ͘ϭ
ϭϲ͘ϴ
ϭϱ͘ϲ
ϭϱ͘Ϯ
ϭϱ͘ϭ
ϭϱ͘Ϭ
ϭϯ͘Ϯ
ϭϯ͘ϭ
ϭϬ͘ϵ
ϭϬ͘Ϯ

^ŽƵƌĐĞ ĂŶĚ ŶŽƚĞƐ͗ ǆĐůƵĚĞƐ ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƚĞǆƚŝůĞ ĂŶĚ ĂƉƉĂƌĞů͘ ĂůĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ĚĂƚĂ ĨƌŽŵ ΗĂŶĂĚĂ ,^ϰ ƚĂď͘Η dŚĞƐĞ ƌŽǁƐ Ĩŝƚ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ͗ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ s ĚƵƚǇ ǁĂƐ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ
ϯ͘ϳ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ͕ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ ŶŽŶͲ&d ƐŚĂƌĞ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ǁĂƐ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ϭϬ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ͘ ^ŽƌƚĞĚ ďǇ ůĂƐƚ ĐŽůƵŵŶ ŝŶ ĚĞƐĐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ŽƌĚĞƌ͘

206.

The product areas shown in Table 7 are a variety of metals, chemicals, and industrial

inputs. For instance, consider stranded wire and cables (HS7614), products that are used in the
FRSSHU DQG DOXPLQXP ZLUH DQG FDEOH PDQXIDFWXULQJ SURFHVV &DQDGD¶V DYHUDJH WDULII GHFUHDVHG
from 4.5% to zero, while the non-FTA share of imports increased from 1.2% to 36.9%. Before
UTL, 99.93% of imports came from the US. After UTL, 63% came from the US, and the next
largest leading import sources were Bahrain, Vietnam, China, and Turkey.183
207.

Similarly, consider electric welding machines (HS 8515), a group of products typically

used in manufacturing and the production and repair of automobiles and appliances.
Traditionally, these machines were used in industrial processes and recently have become a tool
for use in small businesses as well. Before UTL, the largest import source was the US, and nearly
KDOI RI &DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV ZHUH VRXUFHG IURP WKH 86 DQG 0H[LFR $IWHU 87/ &KLQHVH 7DLSHL ZDV
WKH ODUJHVW LPSRUW VRXUFH DQG FRPELQHG ZLWK &KLQD ZDV SURYLGLQJ PRUH WKDQ KDOI RI &DQDGD¶V
imports (with the US and Mexico providing 36%). These findings are consistent with the notion
that Canada had been diversifying its trade to Asia and other non-FTA partners, and UTL helped
to reduce costs on intermediate inputs for both large and small businesses.

183

See World Trade Organization, Tariff and Trade Analysis; available at: https://tao.wto.org. Note that Canada did
not have FTAs with these countries after UTL, but concluded negotiations for a Foreign Investment Protection and
Protection Agreement with Bahrain in 2010.
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208.

While the information contained in Table 7 is insufficient evidence to conclude the

unilateral tariff cut caused the trade diversion, it is certain that such trade diversion occurred in
the period of observation.184
209.

7R IXUWKHU LOOXVWUDWH &DQDGD¶V DSSDUHQW UDWLRQDOH IRU LWV 87/ ± namely to reduce (nuisance)

tariffs on capital goods and intermediate inputs critical to Canadian manufacturing industries, and
to facilitate non-FTA country imports of capital goods ± we provide a short industry case studies
from the automotive sector.
A global hub for automobiles*
Canada is a global hub in the global supply chain for automobiles and vehicles. Canadian
producers commonly source intermediate inputs from other countries. For instance, in 2008, top
import sources for plastics and rubber (HS39 and HS40) were the US (accounting for 6.32%
imports), closely followed by China, Japan, Germany, and Korea (the next four largest countries,
accounting for 15.2% combined).
Pre-87/   &DQDGD¶V LPSRUW WDULIIV UDQJHG IURP ]HUR WR  RQ SODVWLFV DQG XS WR 
on rubber. Approximately 20% and 40% of plastics and rubber imports were sourced from nonFTA partners, respectively. 37% of plastic and 55% and rubber tariff lines were duty-free. In
 DIWHU &DQDGD¶V 87/ QRQ-FTA import shares increased to 23% and 43% for plastics and
rubber products, respectively, while 84% and 78% of lines, respectively, were duty-free.
For hybrid and electric vehicles, rare earth and metals are key components. Over the years,
Canada came to increasingly relying on non-FTA partners to source these materials. Between
 DQG  $VLD DQG %UD]LO¶V Vhare of rare earth metals and related product imports
(HS28) increased from 5% to 23%. Before UTL, 67% of the tariff lines in HS28 were duty-free,
and after UTL, nearly 100% (99.7%, to be precise) were duty free.
Yttrium is a metal used in display panels and lithium batteries, while cerium is used in the
conversion of petrol into gasoline, reducing automotive emissions, and in energy efficient lighting
(HS2805 and HS2846, respectively). Major import sources for these metals include Australia,
China, Japan, Vietnam, Brazil, and France. Pre-UTL, both metals faced tariffs of up to 5.5%.
Non-FTA partners represented 41% and 72% of imports (before and after UTL), respectively. By
2016, both tariff lines were duty-free.
* Sources: Appendix 1, worksheets ³&DQDGD +6 WDE´ DQG ³&DQDGD +6 WDE´

B.

%DFNJURXQG DQG FRQWH[W RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH185

Country profile: Canada
From 1999 to 2008, Canada recorded strong economic growth and on average expanded its GDP
by 2.9% annually. Due to its close economic ties to the United States, in years of the Global
)LQDQFLDO &ULVLV   &DQDGD¶V HFRQRP\ FRQWUDFWHG E\  FRPSDUHG WR WKH SUHYLRXV
184

As Figure 22, below, will show, trade with non-FTA partners (particularly Asia) was increasing well before
Canada decided to engage in UTL. In that sense, UTL may have accentuated or accelerated an already existing trend.
185
This section draws heavily on Government of Canada (2009), (2010), (2011), and (2012).
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year. Canada managed to recover quickly from the impact of the crisis thanks to sound pre-crisis
fiscal policy, a solid financial system, a relatively robust external sector and the economic
strength of its resource-rich Western Provinces. After 2010, economic growth picked up and
EHWZHHQ  DQG  &DQDGD¶V HFRQRP\ H[SDQGHG  SHU \HDU on average.*
An ardent free trader, Canada registered positive net exports of between 2% and 9% of GDP
between 1981 and 2003. 7KH FRXQWU\¶V WHUPV RI WUDGH DQG WUDGH EDODQFH DUH ODUJHO\ GULYHQ E\
global commodity prices.
&DQDGD¶V HFRQRP\ LV GRPLQDWHG by the services industry, which accounts for approximately 70%
of total economic activity, while manufacturing accounts for approximately 11% of GDP.
Canada had an average unemployment rate of around 10% for most of 1990s, but averaged 7% in
the period between 2000 and 2007. After the Global Financial Crisis, the unemployment rate has
remained largely stable around 7.2%.**
* Focus Economics YDULRXV \HDUV  VHFWLRQ RQ ³&DQDGLDQ *'3 *URZWK 3HUIRUPDQFH´ DYDLODEOH DW
https://www.focus-economics.com/country-indicator/canada/gdp.
** Statistics Canada (2017), Labour Force Survey.

210.

While &DQDGD¶V 87/ was largely instigated by the Global Financial Crisis, the effort

should be viewed in a broader economic context, including (i) the steady rise of Asia in the world
economy; (ii) the emergence of global value chains in which Canadian businesses increasingly
participated; (iii) Canadian businesses increasing reliance on intermediate inputs originating in
Asia; and to a slightly lesser extent, (iv) &DQDGD¶V XQFRPIRUWDEOH WUDGH GHSHQGHQFH RQ WKH 8QLWHG
States. We will explain in turn.
211.

The 2008 Global Financial Crisis was the main trigger for the economic reforms in

&DQDGD LQFOXGLQJ LWV GHFLVLRQ WR HQJDJH LQ 87/ &DQDGD¶V HFRQRP\ DV D ZKROH KDG EHHQ
performing well during the period leading up to the crisis (see country profile above). Strong
commodity prices in the 2000s helped fuel the Canadian economy. Prices for key Canadian
exports such as crude oil, wheat, metals, and minerals climbed to record highs.186 In addition,
measures taken in earlier years to diversify its economy away from manufacturing and resources,
and the strong macroeconomic fundamentals helped ease the effects the country weather the
economic crisis.187

186

Over the 2002 to 2008 period ULVLQJ FRPPRGLW\ SULFHV FRQWULEXWHG WR D  SHUFHQW LPSURYHPHQW LQ &DQDGD¶V
terms of trade, which alone was responsible for two-third of the gain in real per capita disposable income. The
Government of Canada was keenly aware of the associated risks. Natural resources accounted for one-third of all
EXVLQHVV LQYHVWPHQW DQG  RI &DQDGD¶V H[SRUWV ,Q -XQH RI  MXVW PRQWKV EHIRUH WKH FXOPLQDWLRQ RI WKH *OREDO
)LQDQFLDO &ULVLV 0DUN &DUQH\ *RYHUQRU RI WKH %DQN RI &DQDGD GHOLYHUHG D VSHHFK UHJDUGLQJ WKH ³FRPmodity
ERRP´ DQG WKH ³FRPPRGLW\ VXSHU F\FOH´ %\ XVLQJ WKHVH WHUPV LW ZDV FOHDU WKH %DQN GLG QRW H[SHFW WKH FRPPRGLW\
prices to remain high indefinitely. See Carney (2008).
187
Strong macroeconomic fundamentals included: (i) a strong fiscal position; (ii) well-anchored inflation
expectations; and (iii) Canadian banks and financial institutions were conservative and held more quality capital than
required by national and Basel II standards (e.g., subprime mortgages accounted for only 5 percent of total mortgages
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212.

The 2008/2009 Global Financial Crisis and accompanying drop in global demand was

IROORZHG E\ D VKDUS GRZQWXUQ LQ JOREDO WUDGH WHUPHG WKH ³*UHDW 7UDGH &ROODSVH´ see Baldwin
and Taglioni, 2009) ± a 17% decline in real terms between October 2008 and March 2009.188
Commodity prices also dropped sharply in 2008 and early 2009.
213.

While Canada had a solid fiscal standing, low debt, a competitive tax regime and a robust

UHJXODWRU\ V\VWHP JRLQJ LQWR  DV WKH *OREDO )LQDQFLDO &ULVLV HYROYHG &DQDGD¶V )HGHUDO
*RYHUQPHQW UHDOL]HG WKDW LW ³FRXOG QRW DIIRUG WR UHVW RI LWV ODXUHOV´ DQG WKDW WKH FRXQWU\ PXVW
constantly strive to improve the conditions for doing business. 189 For the Government, this meant
WKDW ³>J@LYHQ WKH FXUUHQW JOREDO XQFHUWDLQW\ LW LV PRUH LPSRUWDQW WKDQ HYHU WKDW &DQDGLDQ
businesses, indeed all Canadians, are able to operate in a climate of predictability, transparency
DQG DFFRXQWDELOLW\´190
214.

7KH  %XGJHW DQG DFFRPSDQ\LQJ (FRQRPLF $FWLRQ 3ODQ ³($3´ KDG WKH RYHUDUFKLQJ

aim to promote competitiveness, reduce costs for businesses, and reduce taxes. Plans to
permanently eliminate tariffs on a broad range of machinery and equipment fit in nicely with
policy priorities, and the Government highlighted the annual duty savings for Canadian
businesses.191
215.

As a consequence, the Canadian Government decided to take action and launched what it

GHVFULEHG DV ³DPRQJ WKH PRVW DPELWLRXV´ UHJXODWRU\ UHIRUP packages of its kind at the time.192
%H\RQG 87/ WKH &DQDGLDQ *RYHUQPHQW¶V structural pro-growth reform package included tax
reductions (continued gradual elimination of federal and provincial capital taxes), the relaxing of
restrictions on foreign ownership (on Canadian broadcasting satellites), the harmonization of
retail sales and value-added tax, the introduction of a new tax-free savings account, structural
reforms to reduce the administrative burden on businesses, and the reduction of import tariffs on
imported capital goods.193
216.

The sense of urgency continued over the next several years. The Government was intent

RQ PDLQWDLQLQJ LWV SRVLWLRQV RI KDYLQJ WKH ³lowest debt among the leading G7 countries, a
in Canada); see IMF (2010). For a policy discussion of the actions and tools Canada used to weather the financial
crisis, see a conference report by the Embassy of Canada (2011).
188
European Commission (2012), Section 1.
189
Government of Canada (2012).
190
Government of Canada (2012), p. 1.
191
Government of Canada (2009), (2010).
192
Government of Canada (2012), p. 1.
193
OECD (2010a), p. 38.
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competitive tax regime and a robust regulatory system´194 In the 2012 Budget and corresponding
($3 WKH *RYHUQPHQW QRWHG WKDW LW ZDV QHFHVVDU\ WR ³PDLQWDLQ LWV FRPSHWLWLYH HGJH LQFUHDVH
SURGXFWLYLW\ DQG VSXU LQQRYDWLRQ´195
217.

Apart from the serious situation that the Global Financial Crisis posed, Canada¶V GHFLVLRQ

to engage in UTL should also be seen in terms of the seismic shifts that occurred in world trade
over the first decade of the new millennium, and their effect on Canada.
218.

First OLNH PDQ\ 2(&' FRXQWULHV &DQDGD¶V WUDGH KDV GLYHUVLILHG RYHU WKe years because of

the emergence of Asia in the global economy. As Figure 22 demonstrates, non-FTA partners,
SDUWLFXODUO\ $VLDQ FRXQWULHV UHSUHVHQWHG D JURZLQJ VKDUH RI &DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV $VLD UHSUHVHQWHG
 RI &DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV LQ   LQ  DQG  LQ  %\  WKDW VKDUH UHDFKHG
23%.196
Figure 22 $VLD¶V VKDUH RI &DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV -2015 (%)
Ϯϱ
ϮϬ
ϭϱ
ϭϬ
ϱ
Ϭ

^ŽƵƌĐĞ͗ KďƐĞƌǀĂƚŽƌǇ ŽĨ ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ͕ D/d DĞĚŝĂ >Ăď͘
Source: Simoes and Hidalgo (2011).

194

Government of Canada (2012), p. 1.
Government of Canada (2012),p. 1.
While that trend is clearly indicative, the actual level of Canadian trade with Asia and other non-US partners may
be higher. When a product crosses the border, customs officials count the entire value of the goods rather than just
the portion of value added since the last border crossing. Much Canada-US trade is highly integrated and part of
global supply chains; hence, trade statistics are likely overstating Canada-US trade in a value-added sense. See
Conference Board of Canada (2007), p. 6.
195
196
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219.

The second factor was the role of imported inputs; a closely related third factor was

&DQDGD¶V LQFUHDVLQJ SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ JOREDO YDOXH FKDLQV 7KH G\QDPLFV RI these two points may
be helpful IRU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ &DQDGD¶V GHFLVLRQ WR HQJDJH LQ 87/ $ VWXG\ E\ WKH &RQIHUHQFH
Board of Canada found that Canada followed the global trend of increased trade in intermediates,
and that imported inputs played an increasingly important role in feeding Canadian supply
chains.197 &DQDGD¶V LPSRUW FRQWHQW RI H[SRUWV ZDV FRQVLVWHQWO\ KLJKHU WKDQ WKH 2(&' DYHUDJH
over the 1995-2006 period.198 In the mid-2000s, that share was higher than the national average
in manufactures, particularly, including office/accounting/computer machinery, motor vehicles,
communication equipment, and rubber/plastic goods.199
220.

Canadian businesses increasingly relied on intermediate inputs originating in Asia. Yet,

Canada did not have binding trade agreements with many of its Asian trading partners. Imports
IURP $VLD PDQ\ RI ZKLFK PDQXIDFWXULQJ LQSXWV ZHUH KHQFH VXEMHFW WR &DQDGD¶V 0)1 WDULII
Eliminating tariffs on imported machinery and other intermediate inputs therefore can be seen as a
means to increDVH &DQDGLDQ EXVLQHVVHV¶ SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ JOREDO VXSSO\ FKDLQV WR ORZHU WKH FRVWV RI
Canadian manufactures, and hence to increase the overall level of productivity and
competiveness.200 The tariff elimination was also expected to benefit SMEs that rely on global
supply chains and were looking to diversify their export market.201
221.

A 2013 OECD study explains trade policy implications of global value chains and uses

Canada as a case study.202 The authors show how cutting nuisance tariffs on imported
intermediates ± particularly in light of global supply chains ± could lower the costs and improve
the productivity and competitiveness of Canadian manufacturers in three ways: (i) in the form of
direct cost savings for Canadian firms that purchase manufacturing inputs and machinery and
equipment from foreign sources not yet benefitting from preferential exemptions; (ii) cost savings

197

Conference Board of Canada (2007).
OECD Data (2017).
OECD, STAN Input-Output: Import context of exports, by sector, various years; available at
https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=STAN_IO_TOT_DOM_IMP.
200
Miroudot et al. (2013).
201
Manufacturing Automation (2015).
202
Miroudot et al. (2013).
198
199
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from the implied reduction in administrative compliance burdens related to customs
procedures;203 and (iii) enhanced access to high-quality foreign inputs and equipment.204
222.

Finally, the fourth factor was the sense of overexposure to the US economy. The United

6WDWHV KDV ORQJ EHHQ &DQDGD¶V ODUJHVW WUDGLQJ SDUWQHU ,Q  the US accounted for 52% of
&DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV DQG  RI H[SRUWV205 This mutual reliance is a function of the geographical
proximity and the highly integrated cross-border supply chains in a number of important sectors,
including manufacturing, automotive, energy, and aerospace. These cross-linkages
notwithstanding, a sense of uneasy dependency on the US economy is palpable from speeches and
reports by Canadian central bankers,206 think tanks,207 and journalists.208 (This sentiment was also
echoed in our expert interviews.) The Buy American provisions in the 2009 US fiscal stimulus
package may have accentuated the uneasiness.209 To the extent UTL could facilitate trade
diversification and lessen reliance on the US, then UTL was also a welcome strategy towards that
goal.210
C.
223.

Analysis of domestic discourse prior to the implementation of UTL

In this section, we focus on the domestic discourse and communication tactics of the

Government of Canada in its efforts to lay the groundwork for the UTL reform prior to its
implementation. Next to publicly available information, we also rely on interviews we have
conducted with people closely involved in the domestic reform.

203

By eliminating the tariffs, the study continues, Canadian importers would no longer be required to document
compliance with preferential rules of origin requirements and duty drawback conditions. Small and medium
enterprises are exposed disproportionately to compliance costs and administrative burdens and therefore would be
expected to benefit in particular from such reforms. See Miroudot et al. (2013), p. 16.
204
Miroudot et al. (2013), pp. 15-24.
205
Simoes and Hildago (2011).
206
See, e.g., Carney (2012).
207
See, e.g., Goldfarb (2006).
208
³3D\ $WWHQWLRQ WR $VLD (K´ Huffington Post, May 26, 2011; available at http://www.huffingtonpost.ca/yuen-pauwoo/canada-asia-foreign-policy_b_867409.html DQG 061 0RQH\   ³,W¶V KLJK WLPH &DQDGD ORRNHG EH\RQG WKH
86 IRU WUDGH RSSRUWXQLWLHV´ $SULO  ; available at https://www.msn.com/enca/money/topstories/it%E2%80%99s-high-time-canada-looked-beyond-the-us-for-trade-opportunities/ar-BBAsoR0.
209
The Buy American procurement provision was included in the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.
Under the provision, all public projects funded by the stimulus plan must use only iron and steel produced in the
United States. More generally, much of US stimulus spending was channeled through local and state-level
authorities, which were exempt from the non-discriminatory procurement rules of the North American Free Trade
$JUHHPHQW ³1$)7$´ DQG WKH :72 See EUI (2010).
210
See Hufbauer and Schott (2009) and Wilson Center (2010).
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Motivations and objectives
224.

7KH ULVN DQG XQFHUWDLQW\ VXUURXQGLQJ WKH JOREDO HFRQRP\ DQG WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V UHVSRQVH

with pro-growth reforms and plans to lock in permanent tariff elimination are communicated
FOHDUO\ LQ *RYHUQPHQW EXGJHWV DQG FRUUHVSRQGLQJ (FRQRPLF $FWLRQV 3ODQV ³($3´ from 2009 to
at least 2012. Language in the EAPs relayed a sense of urgency for Canada to focus on jobs and
growth, and reduce costs for Canadian businesses including regulatory burdens and taxes. UTL,
i.e., reducing taxes on imported intermediate inputs, was a key part of those plans.
225.

&DQDGD¶V 0LQLVWHU RI ,QWHUQDWLRQDO 7UDGH (GZDUG )DVW ODid out the rationale pursued by

WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ SROLF\ LQ 
Our Government understands that businesses of all sizes do best
when there is less red tape and barriers to trade are reduced or
UHPRYHG DOWRJHWKHU 7KDW¶V ZK\ DV SDUW RI WKH PRVW DPELWLRXV SURWUDGH SODQ LQ &DQDGLDQ KLVWRU\ ZH¶UH KHOSLQJ EXVLQHVV H[SDQG DQG
succeed abroad by removing tariffs, locking in fair and predictable
conditions, and establishing mechanisms to reduce unnecessary red
tape. These measures will help ensure that world-class Canadian
businesses continue to find success in global markets, which we
know creates jobs and opportunities here at home.211
226.

And in the 2010 Budget, the Government stated the need to:
Eliminate tariffs to lower [] cost of production and allow [domestic
industries] to invest in needed machinery and equipment. Such
LQYHVWPHQW LV FULWLFDO WR &DQDGD¶V ORQJ-term prosperity. Free trade in
manufacturing inputs and machinery and equipment are an important
source of competitive strength for Canadian businesses. By reducing
the cost of importing key factors of production, tariff relief
encourages innovation and allows businesses to enhance their stock
of capital equipment. This is of particular importance to the needs of
small and medium-sized manufacturers that link to global supply
chains and need to diversify their export markets.212

211
212

Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (2014); emphasis added.
Government of Canada (2010a), p. 88; emphasis added.
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227.

A Parliamentary report further develops the economic case for tariff elimination and

notes:
Lower tariffs on manufacturing inputs and machinery and equipment
UHGXFH PDQXIDFWXUHUV¶ SURGXFWLRQ FRVWV DQG DOORZ WKHP WR LQYHVW LQ
needed machinery and equipment. Such investment is critical to
&DQDGD¶V ORQJ-term prosperity. By reducing the cost of importing
key factors of production, such as manufacturing equipment, tariff
relief encourages innovation and allows businesses to enhance their
stock of capital equipment, raising the potential growth rate of the
Canadian economy.213
228.

Delivering on its commitment announced in the Federal Budget 2010 to reduce the

DGPLQLVWUDWLYH EXUGHQ DQG WR LPSURYH WKH FRQGLWLRQV IRU GRLQJ EXVLQHVV &DQDGD FUHDWHG WKH ³5HG
7DSH 5HGXFWLRQ &RPPLVVLRQ´ WKDW ZDV ODXQFKHG LQ 214 The Commission involved
Parliamentarians and private sector representatives, and their mandate was to review federal
regulations in areas where reform was most needed to reduce compliance burden, especially on
small businesses.215
Communication strategy by the Government of Canada
229.

.H\ VXFFHVV IDFWRUV IRU WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V GRPHVWLF GLVFRXUVH on UTL were:

(i) transparency, (ii) stakeholder outreach, and (iii) in-depth consultations with businesses.
230.

First, on transparency, Canada published its intent to eliminate certain MFN tariffs right

from the beginning, be it in the official Canada Gazette216 or in the Federal Budget.217 Also, the
Red Tape Reduction Commission openly communicated its intention to eliminate all remaining
tariffs on manufacturing inputs, machinery and equipment.218
231.

Second, regarding stakeholder outreach, the Government of Canada consistently

communicated with key stakeholders before taking action.219 The Red Tape Reduction
213

House of Commons (2010).
Government of Canada (2010a).
Government of Canada (2011) and OECD (2010b), p. 60.
216
See, e.g., Canada Gazette   ZKHUH &DQDGD¶V 'HSDUWPHQW Rf Finance, invites interested parties to submit their
YLHZV ³RQ WKH SURSRVHG HOLPLQDWLRQ RI 0RVW-Favoured-Nation tariff rates on certain goods used by Canadian
PDQXIDFWXUHUV´ 7KH WDULII LWHPV DQG JRRGV FRQVLGHUHG IRU HOLPLQDWLRQ DUH OLVWHG LQ WKH QRWLFH
217
See Government of Canada (2010a).
218
See IMF (2010).
219
)RU H[DPSOH DOUHDG\ LQ  WKH *RYHUQPHQW VWDWHG WKDW LW ZDV ³listening to Canadian manufacturers on how it
can assist them in reducing costs and expanding production. International investors will also be paying attention to
&DQDGD¶V QHZ DSSURDFK WR GRLQJ EXVLQHVV´ WKH *RYHUQPHQW FRQGXFWHG D FRPSUHKHQVLYH FRQVXOWDWLRQ SURFHVV ZLWK
Canadian industries prior to Budget 2010 (see *RYHUQPHQW RI &DQDGD  6HFWLRQ ³0DNLQJ &DQDGD D WDULII IUHH
zonH IRU LQGXVWULDO PDQXIDFWXUHUV´ 
214
215
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Commission hosted 15 roundtable sessions in 13 cities in winter of 2011.220 These sessions
attracted over 200 participants. These roundtable discussions facilitated comprehensive and indepth consultations with businesses.221 There was also an online consultation and a dedicated
ZHEVLWH DQG KXQGUHGV RI LGHDV ZHUH VKDUHG DQG UHFRUGHG LQ WKH &RPPLVVLRQ¶V ³:KDW :DV +HDUG´
report.222 These consultations facilitated wide support for reforms across the business community
and the public, and formed the recommendations that the Commission brought forward.
Government officials later ascribed part of the success of those reforms to these in-depth
consultations.223
232.

Third, consultations with Canadian businesses were also a key part of the UTL process.

Consultations were led by the Canadian Ministry of Finance in a comprehensive, inclusive and
transparent manner. They served multiple purposes: for one, to identify the supply chains that
could benefit from UTL and thus were relevant tariff lines for liberalization. In addition, the indepth consultations also helped to identify existing Canadian suppliers to ensure that domestic
import-competing businesses and sectors were not undercut by the liberalization efforts. This
resulted in a well-calibrated, targeted, set of liberalized tariff lines that maximized support and
minimized domestic opposition to the UTL efforts.
233.

2YHUDOO WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ and process secured the private

VHFWRU¶V EX\-in into a minimally invasive, selective, liberalization package (a package that helped
a maximum of stakeholders while hurting a minimum of stakeholders). Together with the
*RYHUQPHQW¶V LQFUHPHQWDO DSSURDFK WR WDULII OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ LQ PXOWLSOH ZDYHV RI 87/ &DQDGD¶V
DSSURDFK QXUWXUHG WKH FRQILGHQFH RI &DQDGLDQ EXVLQHVVHV LQ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V WDULII UHIRUPV %\
the end of the roundtable sessions, Canadian businesses were actively supporting the
*RYHUQPHQW¶V 87/ Hfforts.224
Opposition to UTL and redistribution efforts (or lack thereof)
234.

:KLOH RXU UHVHDUFK IRXQG VRPH HYLGHQFH IRU DQ[LHW\ VXUURXQGLQJ &DQDGD¶V ODUJHU

economic reform package in the 2009 Budget with respect to relaxing the social safety net and the

220

See Government of Canada (2011).
See Government of Canada (2011).
See Government of Canada (2011).
223
This information was obtained in one of our expert interviews.
224
Business Council of Canada (2017).
221
222
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extent to which the reforms would lead to job loss,225 we were unable to find concrete evidence of
opposition to UTL per se.226
235.

This is hardly surprising, given that many tariffs were low before UTL, and more often

than not went from a very low rate to zero. UTL therewith achieved the elimination of nuisance
tariffs as opposed to decreasing protection from import competition. UTL also eased the burden
on SMEs, and cut costs for Canadian manufacturers that import intermediate inputs and
participate in global supply chains. In other words, UTL did not cut tariffs that had been
genuinely protecting domestic industries and hence the absence of opposition. Furthermore, key
stakeholders were involved along the decision-making process, and the Government refrained
from imposing UTL on import-competing industries (most notably on the agricultural sector, but
also on some manufacturing industries), thereby minimizing the pain in connection with its UTL
measures.227
236.

5DWKHU WKDQ VWRNLQJ RSSRVLWLRQ &DQDGD¶V 87/ DFWLRQV DFWXDOOy fostered domestic support

for broadening UTL beyond machinery and industrial inputs. The Retail Council of Canada
actively demanded the expansion of UTL to food and retail products. The industry group was
incensed by the retail price gap between Canada and the United States, which allegedly led to
substantial cross-border shopping in Canadian cities close to the U.S. border. The Retail Council
of Canada suggested that tariffs were the problem.228 7KH UHWDLO LQGXVWU\¶V SOHDV ZHUH KHDUG E\
the Government: in January 2017, the Government of Canada announced the elimination of C$48
million annually in customs duties on a number of goods used mainly in the production of food.

225

For instance, Canada had been reforming its unemployment insurance program and by 2009 the program no longer
offered as many regular unemployment insurance benefits compared to previous decades. See Osbert (2009).
226
As we discuss below in more detail, the only negative voices we were able to find were Ciuriak and Xiao (2014),
who seem to be demanding an immediate and more expansive UTL package, thus a more ambitious trajectory than
the incremental steps the Government had been taking. That said, this study does not represent opposition to the
concept of UTL (quite the contrary).
227
1RWDEO\ &DQDGD¶V FRQVHQVXV-driven approach also absolved the Government from having to devise specific
compensation schemes for losers of its UTL measures (i.e., declining import-competing industries; see footnote 11,
above) ± simply because there were hardly any losers in the first place. At any rate, Canada had in place a robust
social safety net that provided Canadians with healthcare and re-training opportunities. This safety net was able to
mitigate any negative consequences suffered by individuals affected by UTL reform (namely workers in importcompeting firms unable to compete against international imports).
228
Responding to suggestions by the Retail Council of Canada to reduce tariffs for consumer goods, including food
ingredients, the Canadian Government commissioned an empirical study that monitored retail prices of babies¶
clothing and sporting goods post tariff elimination. See Nielsen Company (2015). The authors examined whether
tariff cuts led to savings for consumers, and their findings suggest that tariffs were a significant factor in determining
retail prices.
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This set off the next wave of UTL, and in April 2017, Canada notified the WTO that it expanded
its UTL efforts to include food manufacturing ingredients.229
D.
237.

Assessment of UTL experience

In this section, we provide an assessment of the eIIHFWV WKDW &DQDGD¶V 87/ KDV KDG RQ WKH

country in the years following the policy reform. We proceed as follows: Subsection 1 examines
the domestic economic, social, and political effects that the UTL brought about in the years
following the reform. Subsection 2 assesses the international political and diplomatic
LPSOLFDWLRQV RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUP HVSHFLDOO\ LQ WKH WUDGH-policy realm.
1.
238.

Domestic effects

In this subsection, we make efforts to extract the economic, social, and political effects

WKDW &DQDGD¶V 87/ KDV EURXJKW DERXW IRU WKH GRPHVWLF HFRQRP\ :H VWDUW ZLWK D VKRUW OLWHUDWXUH
review on work previously performed, and then delve into our own independent quantitative work
that we performed on the economic effects of the UTL (subsection a). Specifically, we apply
different modeling techniques to assess the effect that UTL has had on exports, productivity, and
employment in Canada. This is followed by an assessment of the social and domestic political
LPSOLFDWLRQV WKDW UHVXOWHG LQ WKH DIWHUPDWK RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUP VXEVHFWLRQ b).
a.
239.

Economic effects of UTL on the Canadian economy

We are not aware of any studies that provide an ex post HPSLULFDO DVVHVVPHQW RI &DQDGD¶V

UTL. There are a few relevant studies of expected effects using forecasting techniques. We
briefly discuss those below.
240.

In its Budget 2010 and the corresponding Economic Action Plan, the Government of

&DQDGD UHSRUWHG WKDW WKH WDULII HOLPLQDWLRQ ZDV H[SHFWHG WR UHVXOW LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI XS WR ¶
jobs over time.230 Details on method and empirical approach, however, are not provided in that
document.
241.

Next, a May 2014 study by the Canadian Council of Chief Executives (since then renamed

WKH ³%XVLQHVV &RXQFLO RI &DQDGD´ H[DPLQHG WKH SRWHQWLDO ex ante) economic effects of even
further trade liberalization.231 This study is a predictive analysis, and applies a computable
229

WTO (2017).
See Government of Canada (2010b).
Ciuriak and Xiao (2014). The study was co-authored by Dan Ciuriak, formerly Deputy Chief Economist at
&DQDGD¶V 'HSDUWPHQW RI )RUHLJQ $IIDLUV DQG ,QWHUQDWLRQDO 7UDGH ZLWK UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU HFRQRPLF DQDOysis support of
trade negotiations and trade litigation.
230
231
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JHQHUDO HTXLOLEULXP ³&GE´ methodology. It aims at providing support for the third UTL wave
(2015), and assumes a counterfactual world in which Canada imposes zero import tariffs on all
tariff lines, i.e., complete import duty elimination on all tariff lines.
242.

The study finds that the benefits of further liberalization far outweigh its costs.

6SHFLILFDOO\ LW ILQGV WKDW ³HOLPLQDWLQJ DOO WDULIIV ZRXOG FRVW WKH IHGHUDO JRYHUQPHQW URXJKO\
C$4 ELOOLRQ D \HDU LQ >ORVW@ UHYHQXH´ EXW MX[WDSRVHV WKRVH FRVWV ZLWK ³RXWSXW JDLQV RQ WKH RUGHU RI
one per cent of Gross Domestic Product [in 2013 terms] ± approximately [C]$20 billion a year ±
LQ DGGLWLRQDO HFRQRPLF DFWLYLW\ GXH WR WKH FRVW VDYLQJV WR ILUPV HQJDJHG LQ WUDGH´ 232 The authors
even go a step further and claim WKDW WKH EHQHILWV RI FRPSOHWH 87/ ³H[FHHG WKRVH IURP mutual
tariff elimination under any of the major preferential trade agreements that Canada has been
SXUVXLQJ´233 The authors underscore the simplicity of unilateral tariff liberalization, as opposed
to preferential agreements, by stating:
In comparing estimated gains from unilateral liberalization and
preferential liberalization through trade agreements, it is worth
noting that not only do the gains from the unilateral route come
without the distortions associated with FTAs, they are certain to be
realized since the question of utilization of preferences would not
enter into the equation.234
243.

7KH VWXG\¶V DXWKRUV DOVR FULWLFL]H &DQDGD IRU LWV ³VHOHFWLYH DSSURDFK WR WUDGH

OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ´ XS WR WKDW SRLQW LQ WLPH 7KH\ QRWH WKDW WKLV à la carte DSSURDFK KDG EHHQ ³KROding
&DQDGD EDFN DQG UHGXFLQJ RXU HFRQRP\¶V ORQJ-WHUP JURZWK SRWHQWLDO´235 The authors
reemphasize that complete and unconditional UTL would surpass all the projected gains from
regional and bilateral free trade agreements to which Canada is a party. They conclude:
Unilateral tariff elimination would propel us forward towards a more
productive and technologically advanced industrial base, raising
&DQDGD¶V DWWUDFWLYHQHVV DV DQ LQYHVWPHQW GHVWLQDWLRQ DQG WKH RYHUDOO
standard of living.236

232

Ciuriak and Xiao (2014), p. 5. The gains reflected the resulting additional economic activity due to the cost
savings to Canadian businesses engaged in trade. Specifically, the estimated benefits stem mainly from cost savings
enjoyed by firms that rely on foreign imports of intermediate goods. The authors¶ simulations, using a GTAP model,
show that the effects of tariff elimination in highly protected industries cascade through the whole economy and
trigger structural changes that benefit the entire economy in the medium run. As a result of these adjustments, the
DXWKRUV SUHGLFW WKDW LQ WKH FRXQWHUIDFWXDO ZLWK ]HUR LPSRUW WDULIIV &DQDGD¶V LPSRUWV ZRXOG LQFUHDVH E\ EHWZHHQ 
and 3.96%, and exports between 2.31% and 2.87%, respectively.
233
Ciuriak and Xiao (2014), p. 5.
234
Ciuriak and Xiao (2014), p. 5.
235
Ciuriak and Xiao (2014), p. 6.
236
Ciuriak and Xiao (2014), p. 6.
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244.

A recent study by Baldwin and Yan (2015) on behalf of the Canadian think tank Institute

for Research on Public Policy ³,533´ HPSLULFDOO\ examined the historical connection between
productivity and trade intensity (export and import activity). Focusing on the Canadian
manufacturing sector, the study suggested a strong link between trade intensity and aggregate
productivity in Canada. Specifically, the authors found that cheaper imports of intermediate
inputs contributed over 50% RI &DQDGD¶V UHFent effective productivity growth.237 While the
authors did not focus on UTL per se, the study will be important in our discussions below.
245.

Apart from the papers summarized above, there are no empirical studies that have

attempted to measure the actual economic effects that the UTL DVSHFW RI &DQDGD¶V ODUJHU UHIRUP
package has had on economic activity. This is where our original quantitative work comes into
play. As for New Zealand, we apply three independent quantitative methods in our efforts to
quantify the impact of UTL on key economic variables. We apply (i) descriptive statistics; (ii) a
%HIRUH$IWHU DSSURDFK LQ WKH IRUP RI DQ ³HYHQW VWXG\´ XVLQJ DQ autoregressive distributed lag
³$5'/´ PRGHO DQG LLL a difference-in-GLIIHUHQFH ³','´ DSSURDFK Ln which we compare the
economic indicator in question in Canada with that of the United States, which acts as a control
market. We apply these empirical methods ± where appropriate ± to three economic variables of
interest: export growth, productivity, and employment.238
246.

For the purposes of our empirical work, we treat the three waves of UTL (in 2009; 2010-

2014; and 2015) as one single analysis period.239 Since the tariff cuts followed each other
seamlessly and were largely focused on the same product groups (capital goods, machinery and
equipment, intermediate inputs), it would be extremely difficult to disentangle the effects of the
three UTL waves without having to resort to a CGE model, which is based on a highly
disaggregated input-output tables. For this reason, it made more empirical sense to treat the
period from 2009 to 2015 as one policy shock.
247.

$OWKRXJK LW LV DW WLPHV GLIILFXOW WR GLVHQWDQJOH WKH HIIHFWV JHQHUDWHG E\ &DQDGD¶V 87/ IURP

those generated by the larger reform package that the country enacted in the wake of the Global
Financial Crisis, we try to isolate the implications of the UTL experience to the best of our

237

Baldwin and Yan (2015), p. 6, Table 3.
We apply the descriptive statistics approach for all three variables, the Before/After approach for exports and
employment, and a DID analysis for productivity. The reasons for these modeling choices are described in detail in
Technical Appendix A. That appendix also provides a more technical introduction into each of these modeling
approaches.
239
As explained above (para. 180), we do not include the fourth UTL wave of 2017 in our empirical analysis.
238
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abilities using the appropriate empirical tools, and theoretical and empirical evidence to properly
isolate the economic effects tKDW DUH RZHG WR &DQDGD¶V 87/ DFWLRQ
7KH HIIHFW RI 87/ RQ &DQDGD¶V exports
248.

:H VWDUW RXU DQDO\VLV RI WKH LPSDFW WKDW &DQDGD¶V 87/ KDG RQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUW

SHUIRUPDQFH ZLWK DQ ³RFXODU VFUXWLQ\´ WHVW QDPHO\ GHVFULSWLYH VWDWLVWLFV RI &DQDGD¶V H[SRUW
performance over time. Figure 23 depicts the time-series of real exports (blue line) and its trend
(red line) over time.240 The black vertical line represents the start of the first UTL wave in
&DQDGD LQ  5HDO H[SRUWV LQ WKH VHFRQG TXDUWHU ³4´ RI  DUH LQGH[HG WR 
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Figure 23. Real exports, before and after the UTL, Canada, 2000-2015
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249.

Figure 23 shows that real exports of Canada grew slowly in the first part of the decade

starting 2000. The impact of the 2008 Financial Crisis is very evident, with exports falling 23%
below their peak crisis level in 2009. However, exports bounced back once the crisis was over:
in fact, after the implementation of UTL, the slope of exports growth after UTL was much steeper
than at any point since 2000, pointing towards a significant turnaround. The extent to which this
turnaround was owed to the UTL reform or simply reflected general catch-up dynamics post-

240

Export data are in constant prices and are seasonally adjusted. For constructing the trend, we use a Hodrick3UHVFRWW ³+3´ ILOWHU ZKLFK UHPRYHV WKH F\FOLFDO DQG VHDVRQDO FRPSRQHQWV RI WKH GDWD
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Global Financial Crisis is thereby unclear. We thus need to resort to a more rigorous approach to
identify the relationship between UTL and its impact on Canadian exports.
250.

7R IXUWKHU DQDO\]H WKH LPSDFW RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ RQ H[SRUWV ZH XVH D %HIRUH$IWHU

approach, more specifically an event study in the form of an ARDL model. As mentioned
previously in the context of the case study on New Zealand, the basic idea of any event study is to
use time-series techniques to detect changes in the nature of the data and to assess whether, and to
what extent, such changes can be attributed to the policy change (here, the UTL policy reform).
The conclusions are premised on the comparison between the actual value of a variable (with
UTL in place) and the counterfactual value predicted by the model (in the absence of UTL).241
251.

Figure 24 illustrates the results of the event study, as specified and further discussed in

Technical Appendix C (Canada). It depicts the actual and predicted quarterly year-on-year
exports growth (in percent, vertical axis) between 2008 and 2015 (horizontal axis). The actual
export growth is pictured as a blue line, while the predicted (counterfactual) export growth is
pictured as a red line. The left vertical solid black line depicts thH VWDUW RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ LQ 4 RI
2009. The dotted black vertical marks the end of the event window and the beginning of the
period of analysis.242

241

For further details on the model, see Technical Appendix A.
The period between the solid and the dashed grey vertical lines is the so-FDOOHG ³HYHQW ZLQGRZ´ ZKLFK LQFOXGHV
the first four quarters following the introduction of the UTL. AIWHU WKH HYHQW ZLQGRZ WKH DFWXDO ³SHULRG RI DQDO\VLV´
(forecasting period) commences. See footnote 93, above.
242
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renewed verve.245 Since this potential catch-up would have occurred at the same time as the first
UTL wave, critics may thus opine that we are overestimating the actual UTL effect, and that the
export effects we are estimating are potentially co-determined by the general catch-up effect.
254.

To address this (granted, reasonable) criticism, and to adjust our findings such that they do

not falsely attribute findings to UTL that really reflect the belated impact of the crisis, we need to
parse out the catch-up effect from that of the UTL reform. We do so in two scenarios: a
conservative scenario with a full catch-up, and a realistic scenario with a partial catch-up.
255.

First, we conservatively define the potential catch-up effect from the Great Trade Collapse

to be equal in size to the unexplained dip in actual exports during the crisis. In other words, we
pretend that the Great Trade Collapse had no lasting effects on actual export growth rates, and
that export gains post-crisis fully made up for export losses while the crisis was raging.
Mathematically, we achieve this by netting out the unexplained difference between actual and
counterfactual export growth rates before and after the crisis. Graphically, in Figure 24, we
consider the alleged catch-up effect by subtracting the plane between actual exports (blue line)
and predicted exports (red line) during the Great Trade Collapse (Q2/2008-Q2/2009; as
represented by the shaded plane in Figure 24 WHUPHG ³CULVLV HIIHFW´ IURP WKH SODQH VSDQQHG E\
actual and predicted exports after the crisis.
256.

Applying this conservative assumption of full catch-up, we now subtract from our

estimated policy effect of 2% the unexplained drop in exports that occurred during the crisis (grey
shaded plane in Figure 24). Assuming full catch-up, the impact of UTL declines from 2% to
0.36% in the forecasting period 2010-2014. Since the overall annual increase in export in Canada
during the same period was 4.5% on average, UTL was thus responsible for 8.0% of the yearly
growth in export.246
257.

The assumption of a complete catch-up post-crisis is conservative and potentially biases

the results against the finding of a stronger impact of UTL. More importantly, it factually ignores
that the Great Trade Collapse was followed by a secular stagnation, which meant that trade
245

Canada introduced its UTL right after the end of the Global Financial Crisis. Spilling over from the United States,
the crisis developed rapidly, starting in Q2/2008. Cross-country business cycles were synchronized such that the
Global Financial Crisis affected countries across the globe almost simultaneously (see Imbs, 2010). Concomitant
ZLWK WKH *UHDW 5HFHVVLRQ FDPH WKH ³*UHDW 7UDGH &ROODSVH´ WKH VKDUSHVW IDOO LQ WUDGH VLQFH :RUOG :DU ,, By
Q3/2009, the global economy started recovering and trade volumes bounced back. Thus, we have to be aware of the
possibility that part of our findings may have been driven by the catch-up of world trade in the aftermath of the crisis
(which resulted in higher growth rates). See Baldwin and Taglioni (2009), p. 52.
246
This is calculated by taking the ratio of 0.36% and 4.5%, which is 8%.
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volumes did not reach their pre-crisis levels for several years.247 We therefore offer a second,
arguably more realistic, scenario for controlling for the effects of the Global Financial Crisis and
the Great Trade Collapse it triggered.
258.

To that end, we calculate alternative catch-up dynamics for exports post-Great Trade

Collapse. We do so by comparing the pre- and post-crisis experience by a basket of advanced
economies, namely the G7 countries US, UK, Germany, Japan, France, Canada, and Italy. Figure
25 plots the export activity of the G7 countries and Canada (in levels, not in growth rates). The
solid black line marks the start of the UTL (Q1/2009). The two solid black vertical lines mark the
beginning of the Global Financial Crisis (Q2/2008), as well as what can reasonably be termed the
end of the post-crisis catch-up period (Q2/2011).248 The chart is indexed at 100 in 2010.
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Figure 25. Export activity by Canada and G7 during and after the Great Trade Collapse, 2005-2015
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259.

As Figure 25 shows, the G7 economies did not recover fully from the crisis. Export

activity after the Great Trade Collapse levelled out at a significantly lower rate than before.
Using the data underlying Figure 25 we find that across G7 countries exports only were able to

247

See, e.g., Freund (2016)
Ocular inspection of Figure 25 indicates that the catch-XS SHULRG IRU * FRXQWULHV¶ H[SRUWV FDPH WR DQ HQG LQ
Q2/2011, after which followed an extended period of stagnation in export levels.
248
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recover by 76% from the export losses caused by the Great Trade Collapse. In other words, postcrisis exports were down by 24%, as compared to the pre-crisis export levels, which confirms the
hypothesis of secular stagnation in the aftermath of the Global Financial Crisis and the
concomitant Great Trade Collapse. This means that there never was a full ³FDWFK-XS´ DV DVVXPHG
in the conservative scenario), but instead only a partial catch-up of roughly three-quarters of trade
losses during the crisis.
260.

We thus apply the scenario of a partial catch-up factor to the analysis above: assuming

WKDW  RI &DQDGD¶V H[SRUW JURZWK SHUIRUPDQFH LQ WKH SRVW-crisis period can be explained by the
partial catch-up effect, the rest of the total effects remains unexplained, and can thus be attributed
WR &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUP249 Under this scenario, UTL increased the export growth rates of
Canada by 0.75%,250 which corresponds to 16.7% in overall annual export growth over the 20102014 period.251,252
261.

In sum, ZH ILQG D PHDVXUDEOH LPSDFW RI 87/ RQ &DQDGD¶V H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH LQ WKH

2010-2014 period of analysis. To prevent the original findings from being ³FRQWDPLQDWHG´ E\ D
catch-up effect from the Great Trade Collapse, we fully net out any rebound effect that can
reasonably be attributed to higher export growth rates post-crisis. As an ± arguably more realistic
± alternative, we compare export growth rebound across the G7 area and find evidence for a
secular stagnation post-crisis that only resulted in a partial catch-up of roughly three quarters of
the pre-crisis exports. Assuming that the actual catch-up effect for Canada is somewhere in
between the conservative and the realistic catch-up effect, find that in the 2010-2014 period UTL
increased export growth in Canada by between 0.36% and 0.75%, which corresponds to between
8.0% and 16.7% of overall export growth during the same period.
262.

An important issue to discuss at this point is whether the effect we were able to estimate

XVLQJ RXU $5'/ PRGHO FDQ EH IXOO\ DVFULEHG WR &DQDGD¶V 87/ efforts, or to other reform
elements that happened at or around the same time as the UTL. While econometrically it is
249

Mathematically, instead of subtracting 100% of the crisis effect from the estimated effect to account for a total
catch-up, we only subtract 76%.
250
The calculation for this realistic UTL effect is straightforward: (realistic UTL effect) = (conservative UTL effect)
+ [(1 ± realistic catch-up effect)*(original UTL effect ± conservative UTL effect), or (0.36%) + [(1-76%)*(2.0% ±
0.36%)] = 0.75%.
251
Since the total annual increase in export in Canada during the same period was 4.5% on average, UTL was thus
responsible for 16.7% of the growth in exports (calculated as the ratio of 0.75% and 4.5%).
252
Since Canada did not liberalize across the board, but mainly with respect to capital and manufacturing goods, we
performed a robustness check in which we re-ran our ARDL model on manufacturing goods only. Our results
indicate that while the effect sizes for manufacturing exports are larger, the estimated coefficients are in the same
ballpark, thus instilling confidence in our results. See Technical Appendix C (Canada) for details.
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impossible to clinically isolate the effects from different types of reforms, we believe, for at least
three reasons, that a large portion, if not the majority, of the registered effect on export growth
rates can EH DWWULEXWHG WR &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUP: First, dating back to Lerner (1936), economic
theory has established clear that there is a direct effect between lower import prices and higher
exports.253 Second, ocular scrutiny of Figure 23 indicates a direct link between UTL and export
growth, in particular during a two-year period following the event window ± a period when
economic theory predicts the largest effect size.254 Third, as Figure 25 GHPRQVWUDWHG &DQDGD¶V
export growth vastly exceeded that of G7 countries during the 2011-2014 period. At a time when
the post-crisis rebound effect among G7 began petering out (in early to mid-2011), Canada
witnessed periods of intense export growth for at least another four quarters. This coincides
precisely with our period of analysis during which we expect the first and second waves of UTL
to unfold their biggest effects (one to two year after the introduction of UTL). These factors give
us comfort in our conclusion that UTL was chiefly responsible for the unique export growth
spurts that we observe in Canada between 2011 and 2014.
The effect of UTL on productivity in Canada255
263.

The economic literature recognizes trade liberalization as one of the potential avenues for

FRXQWULHV WR ERRVW WKHLU SURGXFWLYLW\ OHYHOV ,0)   6LQFH RQH RI WKH REMHFWLYHV RI &DQDGD¶V
UTL was to boost productivity by having cheaper access to inputs of similar or better quality, we
have reasons to believe that UTL was followed by significant productivity growth.
264.

Below, we analyze the effect of UTL on productivity in two ways: first by using

descriptive statistics, and second E\ DSSO\LQJ D ',' DSSURDFK LQ ZKLFK ZH FRPSDUH &DQDGD¶V
performance against that of the United States, which acts as a non-UTL control market.256,257

253

See Technical Appendix A for details.
See footnote 242, above.
For the purposes of this section, we define productivity as output per worker, or labor productivity, i.e., the ratio
of GDP to total employment. As mentioned in the NZ case study, above, we prefer labor productivity over hourly
productivity, because quarterly data is available for the former but not the latter. However, as a robustness check, we
look into hourly productivity as well. This is done in Technical Appendix C (Canada) and does not change our
overall results.
256
The reason why we choose a DID approach rather than an event study for analyzing productivity has been
elaborated in the Technical Appendix A. See also footnote 107, above.
257
7KH PRWLYDWLRQ IRU XVLQJ WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV DV &DQDGD¶V FRQWURO PDUNHW IRU RXU FRPSDUDWLYH DQDO\VLV LV WKH IRUPHU¶V
geographical, cultural, socio-economic, and historical similarity to Canada. Apart from these obvious similarities, the
strong economic and trade linkages between the two countries make the United States the ideal control group for
&DQDGD 0RVW LPSRUWDQWO\ KRZHYHU WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV KDV QRW H[SHULHQFHG WKH ³WUHDWPHQW´ D 87/ VKRFN  Zhich is
a prerequisite for a valid control market. More on this can be found in Technical Appendix C (Canada).
254
255
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265.

To start, Figure 26 depicts how productivity levels in Canada (vertical axis) evolved over

time (horizontal axis). The results are indexed at Q1 of 2000. The blue line depicts productivity
as real output per employed worker (labor productivity), while the red line marks out the trend.258
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Figure 26. Productivity levels in Canada, 2000-2015
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266.

As Figure 26 shows, productivity growth was slow in the first seven years of the new

millennium. Productivity levels slowed during the Global Financial Crisis, and picked up
stronger after the crisis, an increase that coincides with the period when UTL was implemented.
Even though one may argue that productivity was simply reverting back to the trend of business
cycle prior to the crisis, the post-crisis uptick in productivity (measured by the slope of the red
line) is much more pronounced than what the pre-crisis trend (2000-2007) would have suggested.
+HQFH IURP D SXUHO\ RFXODU SHUVSHFWLYH LW VHHPV DV LI &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ H[SHULHQFHG D ERRVW
at or around the introduction of the UTL.
267.

To see whether this preliminary hypothesis holds true, we apply a DID approach to

compare the evolution of productivity experienced in Canada with those in the United States,
whose economy was also picking up after the crisis.259 We examine the trends in productivity in

258
259

As before, a HP filter is used to extract the trend component of the time series.
See footnote 257, above.
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WKH 86 DQG &DQDGD SULRU WR &DQDGD¶V 87/ DQG FRPSDUH WKHP with the trend of productivity in
the period after UTL was implemented in Canada.
268.

Figure 27 plots the trend in labor productivity levels (vertical axis) in Canada (blue line)

and the United States (red line) between Q1/2003 and Q4/2015 (horizontal axis). The
productivity level is indexed to Q1/2010, the beginning of the period of analysis that follows the
event window (Q1/2010 = 100). Due to the indexation, the figure does not represent absolute
levels.260 The dotted blue lines represent trends in Canadian productivity growth, while the red
dotted lines depict trends in US productivity growth. The solid black vertical line depicts the
introduction of UTL in Canada in 2009.
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Figure 27. Canada and United States productivity levels and trends
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269.

As we did in our export analysis, we take the necessary steps to ensure that our

productivity analysis is not contaminated by any impact that the Great Financial Crisis may have
exerted on productivity levels. To avoid false attribution of effects to the UTL, we eliminate the
period from Q3/2008 to Q4/2009 (the year of the Global Financial Crisis) from consideration.
This is reasonable since this period was truly abnormal: as Figure 27 shows, productivity in the
US and Canada fell precipitously, and then experienced a sharp up-tick immediately thereafter.
The two dotted grey vertical lines in Figure 27 represent the period eliminated from the analysis
260

Using Q4/2009 as the index enables us to minimize the impact of any catch-up effect that may occur post-crisis.
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to control for the impact of the crisis on productivity levels. Removing this period from our
analysis is thus the most straightforward way of dealing with the crisis. Hence, we only compare
the trends in productivity before and after the crisis.
270.

Looking at the pre-crisis trends in productivity, Figure 27 reports that US productivity

JURZWK ZDV PRUH UREXVW WKDQ &DQDGD¶V EHIRUH WKH LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ RI 87/ DV FDQ EH VHHQ E\ WKH
slope of the two dashed trend lines pre-2008).261 However, after the implementation of UTL (and
ignoring the crisis period), wH ZLWQHVV D PDUNHG UHYHUVDO RI WUHQGV &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ VWDUWHG
growing faster, as compared to both the US and its own historical trend.
271.

Moving from graphical to empirical inference, we perform a post-policy DID analysis

between Canada and the US. In the six years between Q1/2010 and Q4/2015, Canadian
productivity growth outperformed US growth: the former increased by around 6.4%, while the
latter only grew by around 4.9% over the same six-year window.262 Converting this difference in
productivity growth post-Financial Crisis between Canada and the United States into an effect
size, we find that UTL contributed to at least 23% of Canadian productivity gains in the 20102015 period.263,264 This converts into an average annual contribution of UTL to CanaGD¶V
productivity growth of 0.2 percentage points. We note that this result is conservative, both
computationally265 and as compared to other contributions in the literature.266
272.

At this point we need to address the question how much of the detected effect on

productivity is owed to &DQDGD¶V UTL efforts, as opposed to other policy reforms that have been
261
&DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JDS FRPSDUHG WR WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV LV RIWHQ DWWULEXWHG to lower R&D expenditures and
patenting, relatively underdeveloped high-tech sector, less developed human capital, limited opportunities of
economies of scale and a fragmented internal market. See Sharpe (2003), p. 5.
262
This amounts to an annualized productivity growth of 0.8% for the US and 1.0% for Canada.
263
We get to this number by comparing the slope of the trend line of Canadian productivity with that of US
productivity for the post-crisis period (on this issue, see footnote 265, below).
264
To examine the robustness of our findings, we performed two model alternatives (both of which are presented in
more detail in Technical Appendix C (Canada)). First, we replaced the United States with the average across G7
countries as the comparator market. This produces an effect size that is identical to what we get with US as the
control market. Second, we replaced labor productivity with hourly productivity. The results here are even more
VWULNLQJ RXU DQDO\VLV XVLQJ KRXUO\ SURGXFWLYLW\ VXJJHVWV WKDW 87/ ERRVWHG &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ E\ DW OHDVW 
265
We note that, strictly speaking, our approach does not constitute an empirical DID analysis. Our comparison does
not permit us to take into account the difference in slopes between the two countries before the crisis, because
treatment market (Canada) and control market (US) do not display similar growth rates prior to the policy
implementation, which is a prerequisite for a proper ',' DQDO\VLV 6HHLQJ WKDW &DQDGD¶V SUH-crisis growth rates were
VXEVWDQWLDOO\ ORZHU WKDQ WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV¶ LQWHJUDWLQJ WKH SUH-crisis period would certainly have boosted the postcrisis effects that can be attributed to UTL. But since we are forced to ignore the pre-crisis period altogether, we can
only state verbally (but not calculate mathematically) that our post-crisis estimate of UTL effects is in fact
conservative, and that at least  RI &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYity growth can be attributed to its UTL.
266
The recent study by Baldwin and Yan suggests a strong link between trade intensity and aggregate productivity in
Canada. Specifically, the authors found that cheaper imports of intermediate inputs contributed over half RI &DQDGD¶V
recent productivity growth. See Baldwin and Yan (2015), p. 6, Table 3.
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enacted at or around the same time.267 While it is challenging, if not impossible, to isolate the
UTL effects from those of other reforms, we have reason to believe that UTL had a significant
LPSDFW RQ &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JURZWK IRU WKH IROORZLQJ UHDVRQV First, economic theory and
recent academic research have shown that trade liberalization (including UTL) can have strong
effects on productivity levels and that such effects can be expected to commence in the medium
term, as was the case for Canada, where productivity thrived after 2010.268 Second, the United
6WDWHV WKDW ZH XVH DV &DQDGD¶V FRQWURO PDUNHW KDV XQGHUJRQH PDVVLYH GRPHVWLF UHIRUPV LQ WKH
wake of the Global Financial Crisis.269 These reforms were comparable to (if not even
significantly PRUH LQYROYHG WKDQ &DQDGD¶V (FRQRPLF $FWLRQ 3ODQV. 7KLV PDNHV &DQDGD¶V RYHUperformance against the United States all the more surprising.270 Notably, the US stimulus
packages did not include UTL. Third DV ZH GLVFXVVHG DERYH &DQDGD¶V 87/ KDV SURYHQ WR KDYH
exerted a significant effect on the Canadian export sector (even if we control for a potential catchup effect from the Great Trade Collapse). Since the export sector is an important driver of
efficiency and innovation,271 it is thus likely that UTL, through export growth, produced
spillovers on productivity growth over the medium term.
273.

In sum, we have before us compelling evidence that productivity in Canada after the

Global Financial Crisis grew at higher rates than a simple reversion to the previous business cycle
ZRXOG VXJJHVW DQG WKDW &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JURZWK RXWSHUIRUPHG WKDW Rf both the United States
and the average among G7 countries. This suggests that UTL, by allowing cheaper access to a

267
We recall our discussion above (see Section B), in which we explained that apart from UTL, Canada had also
implemented other economic reforms after the Financial Crisis, which may also have impacted the productivity
SRVLWLYHO\ 6SHFLILFDOO\ LQ  WKH *RYHUQPHQW DQQRXQFHG DQ (FRQRPLF $FWLRQ 3ODQ ³($3´ DLPHG DW EROVWHULQg
growth after the recession (see para. 214, above). Among others, the EAP included infrastructure investment and
reduction of taxes ± both measures that are in principle also able to increase productivity.
268
As discussed in more detail in Technical Appendix A and footnote 119, above, economic theory and recent
academic research lay out mechanisms and degree to which trade liberalization impacts productivity levels.
269
This package is commonly known as the Table 3.
269
We recall our discussion above (see Section B), in which we explained that apart from UTL, Canada had also
implemented other economic reforms after the Financial Crisis, which may also have impacted the productivity
SRVLWLYHO\ 6SHFLILFDOO\ LQ  WKH *RYHUQPHQW DQQRXQFHG DQ (FRQRPLF $FWLRQ 3ODQ ³($3´ DLPHG DW EROVWHULQJ
growth after the recession (see para. 214, above). Among others, the EAP included infrastructure investment and
reduction of taxes ± both measures that are in principle also able to increase productivity.
269
As discussed in more detail in Technical Appendix A and footnote 119, above, economic theory and recent
academic research lay out mechanisms and degree to which trade liberalization impacts productivity levels.
269
This package is commonly known as the ³American stimulus´ package. It included the Economic Stimulus Act of
2008 (Pub.L. 110±185) with total costs of US$ 152 billion and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(Pub.L. 111±5) with estimated costs of US$ 831 billion. See New York Times ³Backgrounder: The U.S. Economic
Stimulus Plan´ DYDLODEOH DW http://www.nytimes.com/cfr/world/slot3_20090126.html?pagewanted=all.
270
&DQDGD¶V RYHU-performance is also remarkable in light of the fact that the US economy has historically been seen
as the beacon of R&D and innovation, which, along with flexible labor markets, tend to be the key drivers for higher
productivity.
271
See, e.g., IMF (2004) and Melitz (2003).
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wider variety of inputs, has contributed significantly to productivity growth in Canada after the
Global Financial Crisis.
The effect of UTL on employment in Canada
274.

)LQDOO\ ZH DVVHVV WKH SRWHQWLDO LPSDFW RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUPV RQ HPSOR\PHQW OHYHOV

As before, we start with simple descriptive statistics, and then progress to more technically
advanced methods.
275.

Figure 28 SORWV WKH OHYHO RI HPSOR\PHQW DQG DFWLYH SRSXODWLRQ YHUWLFDO D[LV LQ µ

persons) in Canada from 2000 to 2016 (horizontal axis). The blue line represents the number of
employed persons, while the red line represents the active population. The difference between the
two lines roughly represents the number of unemployed persons at any given point in time. The
beginning of the first wave of UTL in Canada is represented by the black vertical line.
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Figure 28. Employment and active population levels, Canada, 2000-2015
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276.

As Figure 28 shows, the red and the blue lines evolve in parallel for most of the time

period, the only notable exception being the period during the Global Financial Crisis in
2008/2009.
277.

The dip in employment during and shortly after the Global Financial Crisis is mirrored in

the unemployment rate, which is reported in Figure 29. This figure shows the quarterly
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unemployment rate in Canada (vertical axis) from 2000 to 2016 (horizontal axis). As before, the
beginning of the first wave of UTL in Canada is represented by black vertical line.

10

Figure 29. Unemployment rate in Canada, 1990-2016
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278.

As Figure 29 GHPRQVWUDWHV &DQDGD¶V XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH LQFUHDVHG VKDUSO\ GXULQJ WKH

crisis, and started its downward trend as the economy gained momentum in the post-crisis period.
The decline in employment levels and the consequent rise in unemployment rates around the time
of the implementation of UTL seems to be directly correlated with the Global Financial Crisis and
the recession it triggered.
279.

To analyze the potential of UTL on employment using more sophisticated methods, we

apply another ARDL model.272 We use active population as the explanatory variable to determine
employment,273 and create counterfactual outcomes for employment during the time of the UTL
reform. We then compare the counterfactual with the actual growth in employment to identify the
impact of the underlying policy changes (which include the post-crisis recovery, UTL, and other
labor reforms such as the 2009 EAP).

272

7KH DSSURDFK LV VLPLODU WR WKH RQH XVHG WR GHWHFW FKDQJHV LQ 1=¶V HPSOR\PHQW OHYHOV See paras. 134-138, above.
As we explain in more detail in the Technical Appendix C (Canada) ZH SUHIHU ³DFWLYH SRSXODWLRQ´ RYHU ³ODERU
IRUFH´ WR SUR[\ WKH OHYHO RI HPSOR\PHQW +RZHYHU DV D UREXVWQHVV FKHFN ZH WHVW ZKHWKHU XVLQJ ODERU IRUFH GDWD
would change our results. As we report in Technical Appendix C (Canada), it does not.
273
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280.

Figure 30 graphically depicts the results of our ARDL model on employment. The

vertical axis represents growth of employment in percent; the horizontal axis marks the 20082014 period. The grey vertical line represents the beginning of UTL in Canada. The figure
shows the difference between the counterfactual growth in employment without policy reforms
(blue line), as predicted by the ARDL model, and its actual growth pattern with policy reforms
(red line).
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Figure 30. Predicted vs. actual growth of employment, Canada, ARDL model
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281.

Based on the graphical illustration in Figure 30 we observe two distinct periods. The first

period covers the time before Q1/2010, where actual employment growth (with UTL) was
significantly below the predicted levels (without UTL). This point in time is marked by the
vertical dashed line. Post-2010 the situation reversed and actual employment was growing ever
faster than the predicted growth of employment, where actual growth was consistently above the
predicted level.274 The CAR (Cumulative Average Residual), which calculates the average
difference between the actual and predicted employment growth over time, reports an annual
employment effect of 0.66% over the 2010 to 2014 period of analysis, a result that is statistically
significant.

274

To avoid contamination of our results by the period of the Global Financial Crisis, we exceptionally begin our
employment forecast period at Q1/2010, and then control for a possible catch-up effect (see below).
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282.

However, since we are facing the same criticism about possible contamination by a

recovery effect from the Global Financial Crisis,275 we modify our analysis to control for a catchup effect post-Global Financial Crisis.276 We do so by applying a conservative and realistic
catch-up scenario, i.e., by completely taking out the crisis effect from post-crisis employment
gains, and by comparing the pre- and post-crisis employment experienced by other advanced
economies, namely the G7 countries (recall Figure 25), respectively. After subtracting the total
catch-up effect in employment from our estimated UTL impact of 0.66% (conservative scenario),
the impact comes down to 0.08%. Similarly, if we assume a partial catch-up of 76% like we do
for exports (realistic scenario), the impact is around 0.22%. Since it is econometrically
impossible to parse out the catch-up effect from UTL effect, we provide a range for the impact of
UTL on employment. This range is 0.08%-0.22%.
283.

We recall that the Government of Canada, in its Budget (2010) document, estimated

(without providing any further analytical details) that its 2010-2015 tariff elimination was
H[SHFWHG WR UHVXOW LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI XS WR ¶ MREV RYHU WLPH277 Applying the effect sizes from
our ARDL model of between 0.08% and 0.22% to the Canadian labor force in 2010 (employment
of roughly 14 million278), we estimate additional employment of between ¶ and 30¶800,
which is very much within the same ballpark as the official Canadian forecast. This gives us
quite some comfort in our own results.
284.

The consistency of our own modeling results with official Canadian forecasts

notwithstanding, the estimated effects are quite small. In addition, it is econometrically
challenging to attribute precisely the impact that UTL has had on (un)employment, even when
using event study approaches. Changes in the labor market may have also been driven by market
reforms taken by the Government of Canada (such as the EAP of 2009) at or around the same
time as the UTL to counteract the Global Financial Crisis.279 As discussed further in Technical
Appendix A, economic theory and empirical research see small and indirect, if any, effects of
trade policies on unemployment. Labor market economists typically hold the view that labor
market outcomes are largely determined by domestic policies, rather than trade policy.280

275

See para. 253, above.
See paras. 255-260, above.
See para. 240, above.
278
See Figure 28, above, and sources mentioned.
279
See para. 214, above.
280
See, e.g., UNCTAD (2013).
276
277
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285.

Yet, we believe that the strong export growth performance and robust productivity

increases observed in the aftermath of UTL may have ended up contributing positively to
employment growth in Canada. UTL probably amplified and accelerated the overall effects that
the crisis and the subsequent labor market reforms by the Government of Canada may have had
on employment: shortly after its enactment, UTL may have exacerbated the dip in employment
levels during the crisis and its aftermath.281 When inspecting the period at or around the second
wave of UTL (2010-2014), we see a sizeable decrease in unemployment in Canada. Again, the
recovery effect from the Global Financial Crisis and the 2009 EAP reform make it difficult to
isolate the impact of UTL on employment. However, we know from our discussion of export
performance and productivity, above, that the turnaround in the labor market coincides with the
noticeable acceleration of export growth and productivity during the course of the UTL. So,
economically, it is quite reasonable to expect that once the economic adjustment took place,
increased competitiveness, higher exports, and higher overall productivity enabled by UTL helped
create employment and to further reduce unemployment.282
Summary: the effect of UTL on exports, productivity, and employment in Canada
286.

:KHQ LW FRPHV WR WKH HFRQRPLF HIIHFWV WKDW &DQDGD¶V 87/ KDG RQ H[SRUWV SURGXFWLYLW\

and employment, our results suggest the following: First, we find a statistically significant
LPSDFW RI 87/ RQ &DQDGD¶V export performance in the 2010-2014 forecasting period. To prevent
WKDW WKH RULJLQDO ILQGLQJV DUH ³FRQWDPLQDWHG´ E\ D FDWFK-up effect from the Great Trade Collapse,
we net out the rebound effect that can reasonably be attributed to higher export growth rates postcrisis. Comparing post-crisis rebound rates across the G7 area, we find evidence for a secular
stagnation that only allowed for a partial catch-up of roughly three quarters of the pre-crisis
exports. Applying both the conservative and the realistic catch-up rate, we find that on average
UTL caused export growth of between 0.36 and 0.75% over the 2010-2014 period, which
corresponds to a contribution of between 8% and 16.7% of total annual export growth over the
same period.
287.

Second, the case of possible effects of UTL on productivity is interesting. Looking at the

descriptive statistics, we do see substantial productivity gains in Canada after the Global Financial
Crisis. These gains were over and above what the reversion to the previous business cycle would
281

Economically, it is reasonable that during the first phase of UTL in Canada (2009/2010) unemployment increased
as import-competing industries that previously enjoyed high levels of protection were forced to lay off workers and to
streamline their production to adjust to increased foreign competition. See Technical Appendix A for details.
282
See Technical Appendix A for details. See also generally OECD (2012).
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suggest and larger than in the two control markets, the United States and the G7 countries.283
Based on our DID analysis we estimate that at least 23% of productivity gains for Canada
between 2010 and 2015 can be explained by UTL. Research by other authors substantiates our
findings. This suggests that UTL, by allowing cheaper access to a wider variety of inputs, has
contributed significantly to productivity growth in Canada after the Global Financial Crisis.
288.

Third, regarding the potential effect on employment in Canada, the Government of

Canada ± without providing any in-depth analysis ± suggested that tariff elimination of important
capital goods would boost the Canadian labor market by DQ DGGLWLRQDO ¶ MREV284 This
number is remarkably consistent with our own estimates of between 11¶200 and 30¶800 jobs
created by UTL. However, changes in employment levels over the period of analysis seem to
have been driven less by UTL and more by labor market reforms enacted by the Government of
Canada at the same time. Yet, we believe that impressive export performance and productivity
growth after 2010 had some positive spillover effects on the Canadian labor market, leading to
employment growing faster than it otherwise would have, thus contributing to a speedy recovery
RI &DQDGD¶V XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH
b.
289.

Social and political LPSOLFDWLRQV RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ Hxperience

As the WTO (2011b) reports, Canada went into the Global Financial Crisis stronger than

other advanced countries, weathered the global recession better than most other industrialized
countries and has experienced a solid recovery ever since. CanDGD¶V VWURQJ SHUIRUPDQFH RYHU LWV
economic recovery reflects continued financial, economic and fiscal strengths together with
substantial support provided by solid monetary policy, efficient policy reform agendas and similar
actions undertaken by Provincial and Territorial Governments.
290.

Business support for UTL remains strong to this day. As mentioned, the Business Council

of Canada was pressing for a further round of trade liberalization (that eventually occurred in
January of 2017), and noted the positive effects the removal of tariffs has on jobs, productivity,
and growth.285
291.

Although Canada professes to continue pursuing openness and pro-growth policies to

facilitate trade, productivity, and growth, 286 the country is already looking at what is beyond
283

See robustness check in Technical Appendix C
Government of Canada (2010b).
See Business Council of Canada (2017).
286
See Bank of Canada (2016).
284
285
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import liberalization. In a 2016 speech, Bank of Canada Governor Poloz noted that while Canada
is still dependent on trade, global value chains are the new reality, in which Canadian-owned
foreign affiliates are as or even more important than physical trade.287
2.
292.

International political implications and impact on FTAs

7KH &DQDGLDQ *RYHUQPHQW VDZ LWV 87/ HIIRUWV DV ³FRQFUHWH DFWLRQV WR RSHQ JOREDO

PDUNHWV DQG NHHS WKHP RSHQ´288 in the face of the Global Financial Crisis. Indeed, UTL was a
policy action that the Government of Canada could undertake on its own and independently,
regardless of the action or inaction by other countries.
293.

&DQDGD¶V GHFLVLRQ WR XQLODWHUDOO\ OLEHUDOL]H DSSHDUV WR KDYH KHOSHG &DQDGD¶V VWDQGLQJ LQ

the international community. For instance, in its staff supplement to the IMF Article IV
&RQVXOWDWLRQ LQ  WKH ,0) ³ZHOFRPHG WKH >&DQDGLDQ@ DXWKRULWLHV¶ intention to eliminate all
remaining tariffs on manufacturing inputs and machinery and equipment, which was noteworthy
in light of heighteQHG ULVNV RI SURWHFWLRQLVP LQWHUQDWLRQDOO\´289
294.

6LPLODUO\ LQ LWV 7UDGH 3ROLF\ 5HYLHZ RI &DQDGD WKH :72 6HFUHWDULDW DSSODXGHG &DQDGD¶V

efforts to lower barriers and eliminate tariffs, noting that Canada was the first tariff-free zone for
industrial manufacturers in the G20.290 ,Q  WKH 2(&' SUDLVHG &DQDGD¶V 87/ LQ OLJKW RI WKH
feared resurgence of protectionist instincts during the Global Financial Crisis.291
295.

Through our study of the literature and interviews we conducted, a number of

international polic\ LPSOLFDWLRQV RI &DQDGD¶V RZQ 87/ H[SHULHQFH KDYH WUDQVSLUHG

287

Governor Poloz stated:
International trade, as measured by our standard global trade statistics, is not the only way for companies to
exploit integration opportunities. Some companies find it more sensible to operate foreign affiliates in other
countries while managing them from home. For some firms, this model effectively acts as a substitute for
LQWHUQDWLRQDO WUDGH $QG WKLV EXVLQHVV PRGHO KDV EHHQ JURZLQJ >«@ :H NQRZ WKDW VDOHV E\ &DQDGLDQowned foreign affiliates now exceed total exports from Canada, approaching 30 per cent of GDP. In other
words, these foreign affiliates are almost like another Canadian economy out there, supporting jobs in
&DQDGD >«@ 7KLV LV D YHU\ UHDO VLJQ WKDW FRPSDQLHV DUH JURZLQJ EHFRPLQJ PRUH SURGXFWLYH DQG FUHDWLQJ
jobs at home, whatever the official trade data show. (Bank of Canada, 2016).
288
WTO (2010).
289
,Q WKH VWDII VXSSOHPHQW WDULII HOLPLQDWLRQ ZDV KLJKOLJKWHG DV SDUW RI &DQDGD¶V VWUXFWXUDO UHIRUP DJHQGD LQ WHUPV RI
growth-friendly measures and entrepreneurial advantages. The IMF staff emphasized tariff elimination in the context
of reducing marginal effective tax rates on capital formation, encouraging private investment, and reducing
unnecessary regulation and red tape. See IMF (2010), pp. 16-17, 21, and 25.
290
WTO (2011b).
291
See OECD (2010), p. 38; OECD (2013); Datt et al. (2011) take stock of trade protectionism across countries over
2008 to 2011.
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296.

First, Canada reduced its applied tariffs without binding its tariff cuts, thereby retaining

policy flexibility for the future. Whilst Canada notified the majority of the MFN applied tariffs it
unilaterally eliminated to the WTO Committee on Market Access,292 it refrained from binding its
FRPPLWPHQWV DW WKH :72 ,Q WKLV VHQVH &DQDGD¶V GHFLVLRQ WR OLEHUDOL]H XQLODWHUDOO\ UDWKHU WKDQ
multilaterally, brought with it important degrees of freedom: while UTL is discretionary, free
trade is constricting. Not binding its UTL has thus served Canada to maintain, rather than lose, its
policy space in the multilateral (and bilateral/regional) trade realm.
297.

Second ZKLOH &DQDGD¶V 87/ UHIRUP ZDV SULPDULO\ selfish ± aimed at enhancing the

competitiveness of the Canadian economy by helping manufacturers ± Canada stressed that its
SROLFLHV DOVR ³UHSUHVHQW D FRQFUHWH H[DPSOH RI &DQDGD¶V JOREDO OHDGHUVKLS RQ RSHQ WUDGH´ GXULQJ
times of economic instability.293 MRUH LPSRUWDQWO\ &DQDGD SURFODLPHG WKDW 87/ ³FRQVWLWXWH^V`
concrete actions [in times of economic crises, such as the 2009 Global Financial Crisis] to open
JOREDO PDUNHWV DQG NHHS WKHP RSHQ´294 The Canadian Government therewith credibly claimed to
be setting a positive example for open markets and against protectionism. Defying protectionism
and mercantilism certainly earned Canada a good deal of respect within the wider trade
FRPPXQLW\ DW WKH WLPH RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ DFWLRQ
298.

Third, regarding the question whetKHU 87/ KDV LQ DQ\ ZD\ FXUEHG &DQDGD¶V SRWHQWLDO WR

FRQFOXGH IXUWKHU )7$V DFFRUGLQJ WR RXU LQWHUYLHZ SDUWQHUV &DQDGD¶V DFWLRQ KDV JHQHUDOO\ QRW
made it more difficult for Canada to enter into FTAs. Indeed, some interview partners mentioned
that they wouOG EH ³VXUSULVHG LI 87/ PDGH LW KDUGHU IRU &DQDGD WR FRQFOXGH )7$V´ LQ WKH
future.295 According to these experts, such an unwarranted fear is mainly due to the
misconception that trade is synonymous with trade in goods. Yet, there is so much more to FTAs
than trade in goods, especially in the modern agreements, which give much more credence to
trade in services, trade-related intellectual property rights, e-commerce, and other so-called
³WUDGH-DQG´ WRSLFV 6LQFH WKH PXOWLODWHUDO FXUUHQF\ RI WUDGH LQ JRRGV is fading, any loss in
292

WTO (2010).
WTO (2017).
WTO (2017). Contrast this with the Buy American response by the United States (see footnote 209, above).
295
Since 1999, Canada has successfully concluded a number of FTAs, including the Trans-Pacific-Partnership
Agreement with Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore,
United States of America and Vietnam (signed in February 2016); the Canada ± European Union: Comprehensive
(FRQRPLF DQG 7UDGH $JUHHPHQW ³&(7$´ ZKLFK ZLOO HQWHU LQWR IRUFH ODWHU RQ LQ   DQG WKH &DQDGD-Ukraine
)UHH 7UDGH $JUHHPHQW ³&8)7$´ VLJQHG LQ -XO\   0RUHRYHU &DQDGD LV FXUUHQWO\ negotiating FTAs with
QXPHURXV FRXQWULHV DQGRU UHJLRQDO EORFNV LQFOXGLQJ ZLWK WKH &DULEEHDQ &RPPXQLW\ ³&$5,&20´  WKH 'RPLQLFDQ
Republic; El Salvador, Guatemala and Nicaragua; India; Japan; Morocco; and Singapore. In addition, Canada has
started exploratory discussions with a number of additional FTA partners, including China; MERCOSUR (Argentina,
Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay); the Philippines; Thailand; and Turkey. See Government of Canada (2017).
293
294
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bargaining power from UTL (if any, see first point, above), according to these experts, is thus
negligible, and pales in comparison to non-good bargaining.
299.

Finally, according to our interviewees, the ability of a country to conclude FTAs has less

to do with concessions in goods trade, than with whether a country has the political will to
conclude an FTA. In this political process, UTL can actually unfold a positive dynamic, because
LW VWRNHV GRPHVWLF VWDNHKROGHUV¶ LQWHUHVW ³PD>NLQJ] commerce more bold, looking for more
partners ± PXOWLODWHUDOO\ DV ZHOO DV ELODWHUDOO\´ DV RQH RI RXU LQWHUYLHZHHV SXW LW ,Q WKDW VHQVH
87/ ³UHLQIRUFHV LWVHOI´ DV DQRWKHU &DQDGLDQ LQWHUYLHZHH SXW LW EHFDXVH LW HQDEOHV PRUH
stakeholder engagement. This process continues until today, with Canada now pursuing a FTA
with China, whereby Canada is actively consulting interested stakeholders in the process. 296
E.
300.

Lessons learned for the Swiss context

The context in which Canada pursued its UTL strategy was dramatically different from

that of New Zealand. While Canada was doing relatively well at the time it implemented its UTL,
NZ was at the brink of an economic collapse. This allowed NZ to take bold and drastic measures,
while Canada could afford to be more cautious in its approach. Through the above case studies
DQG LQWHUYLHZV ZH FRQGXFWHG D QXPEHU RI FRPPRQ ³WKHPHV´ HPHUJHG WKDW PD\ SURYLGH XVHIXO
lessons learned for Switzerland.
x

x

Be proactive: Throughout the Global Financial Crisis, Canada had a solid fiscal standing,
low debt, a competitive tax regime, and a robust regulatory system. While the
*RYHUQPHQW RI &DQDGD FRXOG KDYH GHFLGHG WR ³ULGH RXW´ WKH FULVLV LW GHFLGHG WKDW LW ³FRXOG
QRW DIIRUG WR UHVW RI LWV ODXUHOV´297 and that it needed to stay ahead of the game. In the
*RYHUQPHQW¶V ZRUGV ³*LYHQ WKH FXUUHQW JOREDO XQFHUWDLQW\ LW LV PRUH LPSRUWDQW WKDQ HYHU
that Canadian businesses, indeed all Canadians, are able to operate in a climate of
SUHGLFWDELOLW\ WUDQVSDUHQF\ DQG DFFRXQWDELOLW\´ 298 This proactive stance has served
Canada well throughout the crisis and during its aftermath.
Choose the path of least resistance: The Government of Canada lived up to the
reputation that Canadians are just very nice people. In our UTL case at hand, Canada did
not go for extensive across-the-board slashing of tariffs. Instead, the Government went for
the selective à la carte route, whereby it identified the supply chains that could benefit
from UTL and thus carefully calibrated its list of tariff lines to be liberalized. This
enabled it to forge a strong domestic coalition in favor of UTL, without alienating any
domestic group.
By conducting comprehensive consultation with stakeholders before embarking on its
UTL journey, the Canadian Government built a strong domestic alliance: it made sure

296
See ³&RQVXOWLQJ &DQDGLDQV RQ D SRVVLEOH &DQDGD-China IUHH WUDGH DJUHHPHQW´; available at
http://www.international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/consultations/china-chine/index.aspx?lang=eng.
297
Government of Canada (2012).
298
Government of Canada (2012).
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x

x

x

x

299

that domestic import-FRPSHWLQJ LQGXVWULHV ZHUH VSDUHG WR HQVXUH WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V
efforts do not negatively impact its own industries), while users of intermediate inputs
were benefitting to the max. As a result, the reaction from industry was overwhelmingly
positive. By devising a strategy that would mostly produce winners from liberalization,
the Government of Canada also availed itself from having to work out assistance plans to
compensate the losers of liberalization ± ailing import-competing industries and their
workers.299
'RQ¶W KDVWH &DQDGD¶V WDULII HOLPLQDWLRQ KDSSHQHG RUJDQLFDOO\ WKURXJK D JUDGXDO SURFHVV
of tariff elimination spanning several years. This gradual process increased the confidence
of domestic stakeholders in the Government and secured buy-in from private sector and
the general public alike. As confidence increased, certain domestic industries were soon
requesting the Government to engage in more UTL (as was the case with the retail sector
that led to the latest wave of UTL in Canada, starting in January 2017).
Communicate, listen, and be flexible: &DQDGD¶V H[SHULHQFH LOOXVWUDWHG WKH EHQHILW RI
communicating well and early and so created a climate of predictability, transparency and
accountability. Canada was always up-front and transparent about its objectives, and
communicated its intentions well ahead of time. The Government of Canada involved key
stakeholders throughout its UTL process ± and continues to engage them. Most
importantly, the Government seems to have walked into the stakeholder meetings without
a preconceived plan as to which sectors to liberalize. It was willing to listen to
stakeholder concerns and demands.
'RQ¶W ZRUU\ DERXW PLQLPL]LQJ ³SROLF\ VSDFHV´ Canadian officials that we spoke to did
QRW IHHO WKDW 87/ OLPLWHG WKH FRXQWU\¶V EDUJDLQLQJ VSDFH IRU IXWXUH )7$V 7R WKH FRQWUDU\
Canada felt that by engaging in UTL ± rather than binding tariff liberalization ± it actually
retained policy spaces. Also, according to Canada, UTL helped foster pro-FTA dynamics
ZLWKLQ WKH FRXQWU\ E\ ZLQQLQJ RYHU GRPHVWLF VWDNHKROGHUV DQG PDNLQJ WKHP ³KXQJU\´ IRU
more trade liberalization.
'RQ¶W EH VK\ WR WRRW \RXU RZQ KRUQ Canada enacted its UTL mainly for selfish reasons,
namely to improve the competitiveness of its domestic industries by making intermediate
inputs from non-FTA countries more affordable. However, Canada was not shy to sell
itself as a global champion for open trade that actively fights protectionism and
mercantilism by keeping global markets open. This earned Canada good grades from the
international trade community, and from international organizations, such as the WTO and
the IMF.

See para. 235, above.
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IV.

CASE STUDY 3: NORWAY AND ITS EXPERIENCE WITH UNILATERAL TARIFF
LIBERALIZATION

301.

This case study is considerably shorter than the other two case studies. The reason for this

is a paucity RI SXEOLFO\ DYDLODEOH LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG 1RUZHJLDQ WUDGH SROLF\PDNHUV¶ unavailability
to be interviewed for the purpose of this study.
302.

The case for 1RUZD\¶V 87/ GLIIHUs from that of New Zealand and Canada in a number of

ways. First, there does not seem to have been DQ H[RJHQRXV HYHQW WKDW WULJJHUHG 1RUZD\¶V 87/;
rather, the Government of Norway seemed to have seen UTL as a logical extension of the WTO
Uruguay Round and its generally liberal trade stance. Second, UTL in Norway was not an
ongoing process, but a singular event. With the exception of one or two small tariff adjustments,
UTL was conducted in one go over the course of less than 12 months. Finally, best we can tell,
the entire UTL reform largely ³IOew under the radar´ WKDW LV RFFXUUHG ZLWK PLQLPDO SXEOLF
discussion, let alone any publicly aired controversy.
303.

The absence RI SXEOLF GHEDWH PD\ EH RZHG WR WKH QDUURZ VFRSH RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ 7DULII

elimination was focused on manufacturing goods and generally did not affect the more
contentious areas of agriculture, fisheries, and certain textile products. Also, NorwD\¶V 87/ ZDV
mainly geared towards eliminating nuisance tariffs ± tariffs so low that it costs the Government
more to collect them than the revenue they generate, and does not have any protective effect for to
import-competing domestic industries. In that VHQVH 1RUZD\¶V UTL was less about reducing
protection, and more about eliminating compliance costs and making international trade with
other countries more efficient.
304.

In what follows we present a synopsis of the UTL reform that Norway experienced

between 2006 and 2007. We proceed as follows: As usual, Section A provides a timeline of
1RUZD\¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH DV ZHOO DV DQ RYHUYLHZ RI VFDOH DQG VFRSH RI WKH 87/ Section B
RIIHUV EDFNJURXQG DQG FRQWH[W WR WKH 87/ UHIRUP SXWWLQJ 1RUZD\¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH LQ WKH
context of the world economy and its trading relationships. Section C contains a short overview
of the domestic discourse and process prior to the implementation of the UTL. Section D
provides an assessment of the economic effects of UTL. We report the results of our original
quantitative analysis of the economic effects of the UTL experience on exports, productivity, and
employment in Norway. Furthermore, we draw some international political and diplomatic
implications in the trade-policy realm, as conveyed to us by our interviewee, who is a Norwegian
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WUDGH SROLF\PDNHU FORVH WR WKH LVVXH RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH )LQDOO\, Section E summarizes
some lessons learned from the Norwegian case study for the Swiss context.
A.
305.

Timing, scale and scope of unilateral tariff liberalization

In this section, we provide a general overview of timing and VFDOH DQG VFRSH RI 1RUZD\¶V

UTL experience.
306.

Little has been written of 1RUZD\¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH DQG WKHUH DSSHDUV WR EH QR RIILFLDO

communication from Norway to the WTO about its UTL reform agenda. Publicly available tariff
data at the 6-digit level RI WKH +DUPRQL]HG 6\VWHP ³+6´  KRZHYHU indicate WKDW 1RUZD\¶V UTL
occurred between 2006 and 2007 as a singular event. 1RUZD\¶V 87/ IRFXVHG RQ PDQXIDFWXULQJ
goods and notably excluded liberalization of agricultural goods (which we consequently exclude
for the rest of this section).
307.

Figure 31 lists the share of duty-free tariff lines for industrial goods on the HS6-level over

time. We see that duty-free tariffs were largely constant at about 52% between 2000 and 2006
and then increased to 94% in 2007. No changes in duty-free access occurred thereafter. Given
the nature of reporting, this indicates that sometime in 2006 a substantial tariff reform has
occurred.
Figure 31. Share of duty-free tariff lines, Norway, 2000-2016 (%)
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308.

Figure 32 reports the share of nuisance tariffs (i.e., tariff lines between 0.1% and 5% duty)

for the period between 2000 and 2016. Again, we record a major development between 2006 and
115

Case study 3: Norway
to 8.6% post-UTL, respectively; the non-FTA import share increased from 38% to 60%. 46% to
69%, respectively.
317.

To take a closer look at the tariff liberalization potential of the UTL reform, Table 5 lists

the HS2 chapters with the highest UTL potential (as measured by simple ad valorem duties and
percentage of imports from non-FTA partners pre-UTL), and how the potential was realized postUTL. The HS lines in Table 5 are sorted by the size of pre-UTL ad valorem duty. Only one HS
chapter (HS61) remained non-duty free after UTL.
Table 8. HS chapters with the greatest potential for tariff liberalization, Norway

,^ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
,^ ĐŽĚĞ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ĂƉƉĂƌĞů ĂŶĚ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ͕ ŬŶŝƚƚĞĚ Žƌ Đ
ϲϭ
ƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŽĨ ůĞĂƚŚĞƌ͖ ƐĂĚĚůĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ ŚĂƌŶĞƐƐ͖ ƚƌĂǀĞů ŐŽŽĚƐ͕ Ś
ϰϮ
dŽǇƐ͕ ŐĂŵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƉŽƌƚƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƐŝƚĞƐ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ
ϵϱ
ůƵŵŝŶŝƵŵ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ƚŚĞƌĞŽĨ
ϳϲ
WƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ ĨĞĂƚŚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĚŽǁŶ ĂŶĚ ĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐ ŵĂĚĞ ŽĨ ĨĞĂƚŚĞ
ϲϳ
DƵƐŝĐĂů ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐ͖ ƉĂƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌŝĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƌƚŝĐů
ϵϮ
^ŚŝƉƐ͕ ďŽĂƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĨůŽĂƚŝŶŐ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ
ϴϵ
Source: Authors based on Appendix 1 ZRUNVKHHW ³1RUZD\ +6 WDE´
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^ŝŵƉůĞ
^ŝŵƉůĞ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ s й ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚƐ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ s ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ
ĚƵƚŝĞƐ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ĨƌŽŵ ŶŽŶͲ&d ĚƵƚŝĞƐ ĂĨƚĞƌ
&d
hd>
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ
hd>
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ
ϭϮ͘ϲ
ϱϱ͘Ϭ
ϴ͘ϭ
ϲϲ͘ϳ
ϳ͘ϯ
ϲϳ͘ϱ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϳϬ͘Ϭ
ϯ͘ϭ
ϱϮ͘ϰ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϱϳ͘ϰ
Ϯ͘Ϯ
ϱϲ͘ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϯϱ͘ϯ
ϭ͘ϵ
ϲϳ͘ϴ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϲϴ͘Ϯ
ϭ͘ϴ
ϱϮ͘Ϯ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
ϱϴ͘ϲ
ϭ͘ϱ
ϳϮ͘ϭ
Ϭ͘Ϭ
Ϯϯ͘ϲ

Next, we consider the issue of trade diversion WKDW PD\ KDYH UHVXOWHG IURP 1RUZD\¶V

UTL. Specifically, we assess whether and to what degree UTL has tilted the composition of
imports away from FTA partners and towards non-FTA based importers. To that end, we isolate
the 101 tariff lines at the HS4-level with an ad valorem duty cut of at least 1.7 percentage points
(the average tariff pre-UTL) and an increase in non-FTA import share of at least 10 percentage
points.
319.

Unfortunately the trade diversion table is too large for the main text; the reader can find it

in Appendix 1 WDE ³Norway Trade Diversion´). Of the 101 tariff lines that fit this criteria, over
half are textiles and apparel, footwear, and linens; there is also a variety of consumer goods and
intermediate inputs.
320.

For instance, consider yarn of fine animal hair +6  1RUZD\¶V DYHUDJH WDULII

decreased from 5.9% to zero, while the non-FTA share of imports increased from less than one
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percent to 88.4%. Before UTL, 99.87% of imports came from the EU; after 1RUZD\¶V UTL
reform, Peru and Bolivia accounted for 88% of imports.310
321.

Similarly, consider hand tools (HS8201), on which the pre-UTL tariff was 4%, and it

dropped to zero after UTL. Before UTL, the largest import source was the EU (accounting for
80% of imports), and after UTL, the EU accounted for 59%, with China, Chinese Taipei, and
other non-FTA partners accounting for 40.6%.
322.

While it is unlikely UTL caused trade diversion per se, Norway for a time had been

increasingly pivoting to Asia as a trading partner (more on that, below), and UTL likely helped to
accommodate that shift.

B.

%DFNJURXQG DQG FRQWH[W RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH

Country Economic profile: Norway
Norway is a highly developed country. It has the second-highest GDP per capita among
European countries, and the sixth-highest GDP (PPP) per capita in the world. Today, Norway
ranks as the second-wealthiest country in the world in monetary value, with the largest capital
reserve per capita of any nation.*
The country is richly endowed with natural resources in addition to oil and gas, including
hydropower, fish, forestry, and minerals. Norway is also a major shipping nation and has the
ZRUOG¶V VL[WK ODUJHVW merchant fleet.
The Norwegian economy is an example of a mixed economy, a prosperous capitalist welfare
state and social democracy country featuring a combination of free market activity and large state
ownership in certain key sectors.
Norway has successfully avoideG WKH ³UHVRXUFH FXUVH´ 7KLV KDV EHHQ DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK LWV VWURQJ
institutions and sound management of the revenues from the petrol sector.** A special fund
³3HQVLRQ )XQG *OREDO´ RU WKH ³*RYHUQPHQW 3HQVLRQ )XQG RI 1RUZD\´ ZDV VHW XS LQ  WR
collect and manage the surplus wealth produced by Norwegian petroleum income. The
*RYHUQPHQW¶V REMHFWLYHV ZLWK WKH )XQG ZHUH WR VWDELOL]H WKH HFRQRP\ WR PDNH WKH XVH RI RLO
revenues transparent, to sterilize excess funds, and to provide a stable basis for future fiscal
management. The Fund is presently valued at around $800 billion in 2016,Á and thus 200% RI 1RUZD\¶V *'3. This makes the Fund the largest sovereign wealth fund in the world.
The petroleum and natural gas industry is the backbone of the Norwegian economy and brings in
most of the export revenues. +HQFH 1RUZD\¶V WHUPV RI WUDGH DUH FORVHO\ WLHG ZLWK HQHUJ\ SULFHV
Mineral products exports (namely, crude petroleum and petroleum gas) accounted for 67% of
1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV The petroleum sector provides about 9% of jobs, 15% of GDP, and 39% of
exports (2015 figures).# The State also has large ownership positions in other key industrial
sectors, too, such as hydroelectric energy production (Statkraft), aluminium production (Norsk
Hydro), the largest Norwegian bank (DNB), and telecommunication provider (Telenor). World

310

Source: World Trade Organization, Tariff Analysis Online; available online at https://tao.wto.org/.
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Bank data indicate that agriculture as a share of GDP (value-added) was roughly 2%, while
services accounted for 63 RI 1RUZD\¶V *'3 LQ 15.¥
From 2000 to 2007, Norway recorded strong economic growth and on average expanded its GDP
by 2.5% annually. The economy slowed during the Global Financial Crisis and retuned to
moderate growth between 2010 to 2015, averaging 1.5%.
Norway conducts its trade policy both independently and through the European Free Trade
$VVRFLDWLRQ ³()7$´ WKDW LQFOXGHV 6ZLW]HUODQG ,FHODQG DQG /LHFKWHQVWHLQ 1RUZD\ WUDGHV
heavily with the EU, with 80% of its exports having gone to EU 28 countries in 2015.
Manufacturing contributeV WR  RI 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV ZKLOH DJULFXOWXUDO JRRGV PDLQO\
aquaculture) constitute around 21% of its exports. Its import sources are more diverse, with the
United States and China accounting 6.3% and 10.4% of total imports, and EU 28 constituting
61% of imports in 2015).ł 1RUZD\¶V VLPSOH DYHUDJH DSSOLHG WDULII LQ  ZDV  +RZHYHU
this figure is somewhat misleading, since the average duty on non-agricultural products was just
0.5%, while 43.6% being the average tariff on agriculture products (the average tariff on animal
and dairy products being a full 330%).×
1RUZD\¶V ODERU PDUNHW KDV D KLJK SDUWLFLSDWLRQ UDWH IRU ERWK PHQ DQG ZRPHQ 1RUZD\ KROGV WKH
second position in 7KH (FRQRPLVW¶V glass ceiling index,+ an index for gender equality at work.
Norway also has a robust unemployment benefits and social security system. The unemployment
rate has traditionally been fairly low and well managed, averaging around 3.7% in the 21st
century. Surprisingly, unemployment stayed low even during the Global Financial Crisis (3.2%
in 2009).§
*

CIA Factbook: Norway; available at https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/no.html.
See Holden (2013); and Gupta et al. (2014), p. 18.
As a result of changing demographics including an aging population, expenses to pensions were expected to
increase from 10% of mainland GDP in 2004 to 20% in 2050, and petroleum sector revenues were expected to fall
from 17% to 1% during the same period. See WTO (1996a), p. xi, and WTO (1996b), para. 17.
Á
Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Profile: Norway; available at: http://country.eiu.com/norway.
#
Economist Intelligence Unit, Country Profile: Norway; available at: http://country.eiu.com/norway.
¥
World Development Indicators ³6HUYLFHV DV D  RI *'3´ :RUOG %DQN DYDLODEOH DW
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.SRV.TETC.ZS.

OECD, Country Statistical Profile: Norway; available at http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/countrystatistical-profile-norway_20752288-table-nor.
ł
WTO, Norway and the WTO; available at https://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/countries_e/norway_e.htm.
×
WTO, Norway and the WTO; available at https://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/countries_e/norway_e.htm.
+
See 7KH (FRQRPLVW   ³7KH EHVW-and worst-places tR EH D ZRUNLQJ ZRPDQ´ DYDLODEOH DW
http://www.economist.com/blogs/graphicdetail/2016/03/daily-chart-0.
§
OECD, Country Statistical Profile: Norway; available at http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/economics/countrystatistical-profile-norway_20752288-table-nor.
**


323.

Apart from the general background provided in the above text box, there are two

contextual factors WKDW VHHP ZRUWKZKLOH GLVFXVVLQJ KHUH 1RUZD\¶V dependence on foreign valueadded in high-tech exports, and the increasing role of Asia as a source for important intermediate
inputs. These two factors are important tR DSSUHFLDWH 1RUZD\¶V SRVVLEOH PRWLYHV IRU 87/
which we will discuss in the next section.
324.

First, although Norway, like any developed economy, participates in global supply chains,

is does so mainly as a forward participant. That is, other countries use Norwegian intermediate
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goods as input into their respective H[SRUWV )RU LQVWDQFH 1RUZD\¶V PLQLQJ VHFWRU VKRZV RQH RI
the highest forward participation rates in global value chains.311 This is not surprising given
1RUZD\¶V ODUJH YDOXH RI H[SRUWV LQ QDWXUal resources, which are generally low-tech, and very
PXFK ³XSVWUHDP´ LQ JOREDO YDOXH FKDLQV
325.

While Norway does use import components in manufacturing and finished goods which it

exports, the country¶V LPSRUW FRQWHQW RI H[SRUWV LV VLJQLILFDQWO\ EHORZ WKH 2(CD average. At the
WLPH RI 1RUZD\¶V 87L, the iPSRUW FRQWHQW RI 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV ZDV  LQ , as compared
to the OECD average of 22.4%.312 OECD data show that for Norway, foreign value added is
more important in the final demand for manufactured goods than for the OECD average.
1RUZD\¶V foreign value added share is upwards of 90% in textiles and apparel and electrical
equipment.313
326.

Overall, these statistics, which Norway was presumably very aware of, show that Norway

VKRXOG WDNH HIIRUWV WR ³PRYH XS´ JOobal value chains (i.e., move downstream towards higher
value-added), and to produce (and export) higher-tech products. Eliminating nuisance tariffs on
manufacturing would be one way to lower manufacturing costs and increase cost competitiveness
for Norwa\¶V H[SRUWV.314
327.

Second RYHU WKH ODVW WZR GHFDGHV SULRU WR 1RUZD\¶V 87/ LPSRUWV IURP $VLD PDGH XS DQ

LQFUHDVLQJ VKDUH RI 1RUZD\¶V LPSRUWV Figure 36 SURYLGHV D WLPHOLQH RI $VLD¶V VKDUH RI LPSRUWV
into Norway between 1996 and 2014.

311
2(&' 'DWD ,PSRUW &RQWHQW RI ([SRUWV DQG ³*OREDO 9DOXH &KDLQV 1RUZD\´ 2(&'; available at:
http://www.oecd.org/sti/ind/GVCs%20-%20NORWAY.pdf.
312
OECD Data, Import Content of Exports, and ³*OREDO 9DOXH &KDLQV 1RUZD\´ 2(&'; available at:
http://www.oecd.org/sti/ind/GVCs%20-%20NORWAY.pdf.
313
2(&' 'DWD ,PSRUW &RQWHQW RI ([SRUWV DQG ³*OREDO 9DOXH &KDLQV 1RUZD\´ 2(&'; available at:
http://www.oecd.org/sti/ind/GVCs%20-%20NORWAY.pdf.
314
Other, possibly more effective, solutions for moving up the value chain would include reducing domestic
manufacturing costs, domestic producer prices, and consumer prices.
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Figure 36 $VLD¶V VKDUH RI 1RUZD\¶V LPSRUWV -2015 (%)
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328.

Prior to its UTL, AsiD¶V VKDUH RI 1RUZD\¶V LPSRUWV KDG LQFUHDVHG VOLJKWO\ RYHU WKH \HDUV

from 11% in 1996 to 15% in 2006. After UTL, that share continued to increase and reached 25%
by 2015. Top import sectors included machines, electronics, broadcasting equipment, and
transportation.315 7KH LQFUHDVH RI $VLDQ LPSRUWV SULRU WR 87/ LV FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK 1RUZD\¶V
SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ JOREDO VXSSO\ FKDLQV DQG ZLWK $VLD¶V LQFUHDVLQJ SURPLQHQFH LQ WKHVH VHFWRUV
during that period.
329.

The shift to Asia is also present in political dialogue and policy statements by Norwegian

officials that underscore shared interests between Norway and Asia on sustainable development
and the maritime sector.316
C.
330.

Analysis of domestic discourse prior to the implementation of UTL

In this section, we focus on the domestic discourse relating to the UTL reform prior to its

implementation. We note at the outset that there is little to no documentation for the policy goals

315

Simoes and Hidalgo (2011).
See DUWLFOH E\ 1RUZD\¶V )RUHLJQ 0LQLVWHU %¡UJH %UHQGH  GHVFULELQJ KRZ 1RUZD\ KDV DFWLYHO\ VRXJKW
stronger relations with Asia. Hasli (2009) provides a comprehensive examination of the political and economic
IDFWRUV GULYLQJ 1RUZD\¶V RXWZDUG )', IORZV. The author explains the surge of investment into Asia and the maritime
sector in the region. OECD data confirm the magnitude and direction of these FDI flows, see OECD (2012) and
(2014).
316
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RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/; tariffs declined to zero across the board with little or no formal announcement
from the Government.317 Equally, there is nearly no public record of the discourse between
private sector stakeholders and the Government. We are thus limited in our analysis.
331.

Available documentation from IMF Article IV reports, WTO Trade Policy Reviews, and

our one interview with a Norwegian trade policymaker suggests that the Norwegian Government
pursued three key goals with its UTL: first, a general desire to eliminate nuisance tariffs; second,
enable cheaper imports from non-FTA trade partners (mainly Asia); and third, to diversify the
Norwegian export base by increasing the domestic import-content of exports. We explain in turn.
332.

First, Norway seemed to be driven by the general desire to eliminate all nuisance tariffs.

After the Uruguay Round and in the wake of the newly created WTO, there appears to have been
D JHQHUDO GULYH E\ 1RUZD\¶V *RYHUQPHQW WR SXVK LWV DJHQGD WRZDUGV JUHDWHU RSHQQHVV WR WUDGH
Eliminating nuisance tariffs had been on the agenda for Norway in the years leading up to the
2006-2007 UTL action (see Melchior, 2007). In the non-DJULFXOWXUDO PDUNHW DFFHVV ³NAMA´
negotiations in 2005, Norway, together with Canada, submitted a proposal calling for the
elimination of nuisance tariffs (applied rates under five percent). The Communication states:
Canada and Norway propose the elimination of low tariffs because experience has shown
us that low rates are ineffective as a form of tariff protection and at the same time are
costly and time-consuming for the business community. Their elimination would simplify
tariff structures, reduce the administrative burden on governments and industry, and lower
input costs, as these low rates often apply to manufacturing inputs.318
333.

Second, as discussed in the last section,319 the HPHUJHQFH RI $VLD LQ 1RUZD\¶V WUDGH IORZV

DOVR VHHPV WR KDYH IRVWHUHG 1RUZD\¶V GHFLVLRQ WR OLEHUDOL]H XQLODWHUDOO\ While EFTA and EEA
SDUWQHUV VWLOO GRPLQDWHG 1RUZD\¶V WUDGH in the early 2000s $VLD¶V VKDUH RI 1RUZD\¶V imports
increased steadily over the years (see Figure 36). Norway did not have FTAs in place with many
of the Asian economies and negotiations between EFTA and Asian economies were at early
stages. 7KHUHIRUH 87/ VHHPV WR KDYH EHHQ DQ REYLRXV FKRLFH WR H[SHGLWH 1RUZD\¶V GHVLUH WR JHW
access to cheaper inputs from Asian economies.
334.

Third, gLYHQ 1RUZD\¶V dependency on natural resources, it seems that the Government

was keen to diversify its export base away from resources, raw materials, and energy-intensive

317

According to Melchior (2007), the Norwegian administration prides itself of dealing with many policy reform
LVVXHV EHKLQG FORVHG GRRUV DQG QRW WR ³ZDVK LWV GLUW\ ODXQGU\ LQ WKH SXEOLF´
318
WTO (2005).
319
See paras. 323-328, above.
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low-tech products (such as aluminum). As discussed above,320 1RUZD\¶V Lmport content of
exports was consistently low, which underscores the need for access to cheaper imports of
intermediate goods. A decrease in import prices through UTL is thus a step towards making
1RUZD\¶V export more competitive and spurring DQ LQFUHDVH LQ GHPDQG IRU 1RUZD\¶V industrial
exports. The unilateral elimination of manufacturing tariffs was thus FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK 1RUZD\¶V
aim to move domestic industrial production downstream and up the value chain, to help domestic
industries become more competitive, and to find export markets beyond Europe.321
335.

.

Motivation for UTL aside, it appears there was broad Government and industry support

for eliminating manufacturing tariffs. One commentator notes that the Norwegian Government
expressed its intention to eliminate all manufacturing tariffs, while continuing import protection
for agriculture.322 If ever there was any discussion or opposition within the Administration, these
were not carried out in public.323 According to the author, manufacturing and service business
federations in the Nordic countries also promoted the complete elimination of manufacturing
tariffs in the WTO.324
336.

We find little to no evidence of opposition to the elimination of manufacturing tariffs.

This is hardly surprising, given that tariffs went from a very low rate to zero. UTL went after the
elimination of nuisance tariffs, as opposed to substantively cutting tariffs that had genuinely
protected any domestic industries from import competition (which commonly is the largest reason
for domestic opposition). 7KLV QDWXUDOO\ PLQLPL]HG DQ\ ³SDLQ´ IHlt in connection with its UTL
measures.325 1RUZD\¶V UTL was also primarily focused on manufacturing goods and left import
tariffs on sensitive agricultural products untouched. Lastly, UTL eased the administrative burden
for Norwegian manufacturers that import intermediate inputs and participate in global supply
chains. In sum, 1RUZD\¶V UTL did no harm.

320

See paras. 324-326, above.
This information is based on an expert interview we conducted, and Regjeringen (2017).
Melchior (2007), pp. 107-108.
323
³7KHUH DUH VXUHO\ LQWHUQDO ILJKWV DQG FRQWUDGLFWLRQV ZKHQ SROLF\ LV PDGH EXW PRVW RI WKLV LV QRW NQRZQ WR WKH
JHQHUDO SXEOLF´. See Melchior (2007), p. 106.
324
Melchior (2007), p. 111.
325
Going after nuisance tariffs, rather than making large-scale tariff cuts also absolved the Government from having
to devise specific compensation schemes for the most likely losers of its UTL measures ± declining import-competing
industries; see footnote 11, above. At any rate, Norway had in place an excellent social safety net that provided all
job-seeking Norwegians with unemployment benefits, healthcare, and further education and worker re-training
opportunities. This safety net was able to mitigate the negative consequences suffered by individuals affected by
UTL reform (if any), namely workers in import-competing firms unable to compete against international imports.
321
322
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337.

Two groups from which opposition may have been expected ± the textiles and apparel

industry, and the pro-development civil society groups ± remained silent. In the case of the textile
industry, this may be due to the carve-outs from tariff elimination that remained in place,326 or to
the fact that import interests today outweigh import-competing interests.327 In the case of prodevelopment groups, one would have expected advocacy for a more ambitious UTL package and
outrage over the carve-RXWV IRU 1RUZD\¶V DJricultural sector.328 However, it seems that prodevelopment groups were to some extent ³ERXJKW RII´ E\ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V FRQWLQXRXV
commitment to development aid, which is largely seen as making up for its lack of openness to
trade in agriculture.329
D.

Assessment of UTL experience
1.

338.

Domestic economic effects of UTL on the Norwegian economy

In this section, we provide the results of our own independent quantitative work that we

performed on the economic effects of the UTL. We apply different modeling techniques to assess
the effect that UTL has had on exports, productivity, and employment in Norway. While the UTL
was the main policy reform that Norway engaged in at the time, we did face challenges with
respect to disentangling the effects generated specifically by the UTL from those generated by
other dynamics SDUWLFXODUO\ WKDW RI WKH *OREDO )LQDQFLDO &ULVLV DQG 1RUZD\¶V ODERU PDUNHW
reforms of 2005-2006. We try to isolate the implications of the UTL experience to the best of our
abilities using the appropriate empirical tools.
339.

As for the case studies of New Zealand and Canada before, we apply three independent

quantitative methods in our efforts to quantify the impact of UTL on key economic variables:
(i) descriptive statistics; (ii) a Before/After approach iQ WKH IRUP RI DQ ³HYHQW VWXG\´ XVLQJ DQ
DXWRUHJUHVVLYH GLVWULEXWHG ODJ ³$5'/´ PRGHO DQG LLL a difference-in-GLIIHUHQFH ³','´

326

See para. 316, above.
While there is a long history of protection in the textile and apparel industry in Norway (as in much of the
Northern hemisphere), the Norwegian textile industry has largely dissipated in recent years. In 2008, the Norwegian
Government commissioned a feasibility study on a Norway-&KLQD )7$ 7KH VWXG\ QRWHG WKDW 1RUZD\¶V WH[WLOH
LQGXVWU\ RQFH WKULYLQJ FRQWULEXWHG MXVW  WR WKH FRXQWU\¶V *'3 LQ  DQG WKDW D ELJ SURSRUWLRQ RI 1RUZD\¶V
market demand for textile and apparel products depended on imports. See Norwegian Ministry of Trade and Industry
(2008), p. 35.
328
Norway takes development aid seriously. Civil society organizations see modern trade policy as aligned with its
enhanced focus on global development issues, and the Government sees trade policy as a main pillar for aid. This
includes increased market access for developing countries, increased trade-related aid (capacity building), and aid for
industrial development. See Melchior (2007), p. 106.
329
See Farsund (2010). Development aid is also a mechanism with which the government deals with antiglobalizaWLRQ DGYRFDWHV DQG RSSRQHQWV WR WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ LQ JHQHUDO ³:KHQ WKH FULWLFV VD\ µJOREDOL]DWLRQ LV EDG¶
WKH DQVZHU LV QRW µ\RX DUH ZURQJ¶ EXW µZH QHHG JOREDOL]DWLRQ ZLWK D KXPDQ IDFH¶´. See Melchior (2007), p. 106.
327
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approach, in which we compare the economic indicator in question in Norway with that of the G7
countries (US, UK, Germany, Japan, France, Canada, and Italy), which collectively act as the
control market. We apply these empirical methods ± where appropriate ± to three economic
variables of interest: export growth, productivity, and employment.330
340.

We are not aware of any studies that provide an ex post HPSLULFDO DVVHVVPHQW RI 1RUZD\¶V

87/ ,Q JHQHUDO RXU H[SHULHQFH ZDV WKDW 1RUZD\¶V 87/ KDV QRW UHFHLYHG PXFK DWWHQWLRQ DPRQJ
trade scholars (or any other commentators, for that matter), since Norway was quite discreet in its
efforts for implementing UTL. This is where our original quantitative work comes into play.
7KH HIIHFW RI 87/ RQ 1RUZD\¶V exports
341.

$V XVXDO ZH VWDUW RXU DQDO\VLV RI WKH LPSDFW WKDW 1RUZD\¶V 87/ KDG RQ WKH FRXQWU\¶V

H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH ZLWK DQ RFXODU VFUXWLQ\ WHVW QDPHO\ GHVFULSWLYH VWDWLVWLFV RI 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUW
performance over time.
342.

1RUZD\¶V PDLQ H[SRUWV KDYH WUDGLWLRQDOO\ EHHQ dominated by crude petroleum and

SHWUROHXP JDV ,Q  WKHVH WZR FRPPRGLWLHV PDGH XS PRUH WKDQ  RI 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV E\
value.331 )RU WKH SXUSRVH RI RXU DQDO\VLV KRZHYHU 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV LQ FRPPRGLWLHV DUH ODUJHO\
irrelevant. Thus, for the rest of WKLV VHFWLRQ ZH IRFXV XQLTXHO\ RQ 1RUZD\¶V ³WUDGLWLRQDO´ H[SRUWV
(agriculture, fisheries, and manufacturing) and also exclude ships, vessels, and aircraft.332 Figure
37 depicts the time series of traditional real exports (blue line) and its trend (red line) over time.333
The black vertical line represents the beginning of UTL in Norway in 2006. Real exports in the
ILUVW TXDUWHU ³4´ RI  DUH LQGH[HG to 100.

330

We apply the descriptive statistics approach for all three variables, the Before/After approach for exports and
employment, and a DID analysis for productivity. The reasons for these modeling choices are described in detail in
Technical Appendix A. That appendix also provides a more technical introduction into each of these modeling
approaches.
331
Simoes and Hidalgo (2011).
332
As we explain in detail in Technical Appendix D (Norway), due to the low-volume/high-price nature of the
industries, including ships, vessels, and aircrafts into our export analysis would have yielded unacceptable swings in
the export growth rate, which is the metric we analyze below. Although the value added in the construction of ships
and aircraft occurs over several years, for the purpose of exportation, transactions are registered only once at the time
of sale. This leads to high variance and to numerous outliers in quarterly data. With such a high variance in the data,
it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to select the right empirical models to predict counterfactual growth
rates. We thus opted for excluding ships, vessels, and aircraft volumes from the EDVNHW RI ³traditional exports´.
333
Export data are in constant prices and are seasonally adjusted. For constructing the trend, we use a Hodrick3UHVFRWW ³+3´ ILOWHU ZKLFK UHPRYHV WKH F\FOLFDO- and seasonal components of the data.
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Figure 37. Traditional exports, Norway, before and after the UTL, 1990-2015

40

60

80

100

2006q1

1990q1

1995q1

2000q1

2005q1
Quarter

Actual

2010q1

2015q1

HP filter

Source: Statistics Norway.

343.

The blue line in Figure 37 shows that traditional exports of Norway grew at a fairly

constant pace between 1990 and 2000 and then stopped growing in the first three years of the new
millennium. A period of sizable growth followed between 2003 and 2008, during which
1RUZD\¶V WUDGLWLRQDO H[SRUWV JUHZ  LQ UHDO WHUPV334 This period came to an abrupt end with
the start of the Global Financial Crisis and the Great Trade Collapse that occurred in its wake in
2008. The impact of the 2008/2009 Global Financial Crisis is evident, with exports falling 11.3%
below their pre-crisis peak.335 However, contrary to what we see in other developed countries
(e.g., Canada), Norwegian traditional exports did not bounce back after the crisis, reaching their
pre-crisis level only in Q4 of 2014, a full five years after the crisis. Regarding the policy effect of
UTL, we do observe that a few quarters after 1RUZD\¶V 87/ implementation, export growth
increased substantially above the trend (red line). This is a first indication that UTL may have
had a positive impact on Norwegian exports.
344.

So, even though high growth rates of traditional exports seem to correlate strongly with

the introduction of UTL in the two years following its inception, the picture in Figure 37 is not

334

Calculated from data sourced from Statistics Norway; available at https://www.ssb.no/en/statistikkbanken.
To be fair, the post-crisis export slump that Norway experienced was less pronounced than for many other
FRXQWULHV $V UHSRUWHG &DQDGD¶V H[SRUWV IRU H[DPSOH IHOO  EHORZ WKH SUH-crisis peak because of the Global
Financial Crisis (see Figure 23).
335
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entirely clear by just applying ocular scrutiny on account of the effects triggered by the Global
Financial Crisis.
345.

7R DQDO\]H WKH LPSDFW RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ RQ H[SRUWV LQ PRUH GHWDLO ZH RQFH DJDLQ DSSO\ D

Before/After approach, more specifically, an event study in the form of an ARDL model.336
346.

Figure 38 reports graphically the results of the event study, as specified and further

discussed in Technical Appendix D (Norway). It depicts the actual and predicted quarterly yearon-year exports growth (in percent, vertical axis) between 2004 and 2011 (horizontal axis). The
actual export growth is pictured as a red line, while the predicted (counterfactual) export growth is
pictured as a blue line. The solid black YHUWLFDO OLQH GHSLFWV WKH VWDUW RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ LQ
Q1/2006. The dotted black vertical line represents the beginning of the analysis period, which
starts four quarters after the beginning of the UTL in 2006.337

.15

Figure 38. Actual and counterfactual export growth rate, Norway, ARDL model
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336

As explained before, the ARDL model uses time-series techniques to detect changes in the nature of the data and
to assess whether such changes can be attributed to the policy change (here, the UTL policy reform). The
conclusions are premised on the comparison between the actual value of a variable (with UTL in place) and the
counterfactual value predicted by the model (in the absence of UTL). For further details on the model, see Technical
Appendix A.
337
The period between the two lines is the so-FDOOHG ³HYHQW ZLQGRZ´ ZKLFK LQFOXGHV WKH ILUVW IRXU TXDUWHUV IROORZLQJ
the introduction of the UTL. The actual period of analysis (forecasting period) commences thereafter. For further
explanation, see footnote 93, above.
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347.

The graphical analysis in Figure 38 shows that for much of the analysis period (Q1/2007

and thereafter) prior to the Global Financial Crisis and the concomitant Great Trade Collapse the
blue line, i.e., the predicted export growth (which represents the world without UTL), is below the
red line that depicts the actual export growth dynamics (with UTL). This suggests that in the precrisis forecasting period Q1/2007-Q3/2008 1RUZD\¶V UTL reform has had a considerable effect
on Norwegian H[SRUW YROXPHV 7KH &XPXODWLYH $YHUDJH 5HVLGXDO ³&$5´338), which is the
empirical difference between actual and predicted export growth in the analysis period, estimates
an annual effect size of 3.5%, meaning that actual exports, on average, were 3.5% higher than
predicted by the model over the pre-crisis forecasting period between Q1/2007 and Q3/2008.
This result is statistically significant.339
348.

This result, encouraging as though it is, has to be treated with caution, since we stopped

the ARDL model just before the Great Trade Collapse. While this approach enabled us to
completely circumvent contamination of the results by the Great Trade Collapse, the model
results described above were based on a forecasting period of only seven quarters, which does not
cover a full business cycle and is prone to statistical outliers.340
349.

To cover an entire business cycle within the forecasting period and to integrate the entire

Great Trade Collapse (decline plus catch-up), we extend the forecasting period from Q1/2007 to
Q4/2010. Calculating the CAR over this extended period reduces the effect of UTL to 1.2%.
This result, however, is no longer statistically significant on the commonly used 10% significance
level. This result is likely not contaminated by the effects of the Great Trade Collapse, which
falls entirely into the forecasting period.341 Due to the absence of any other concomitant trade
policy reforms enacted at or around the same time next to the UTL, we also do not run the risk of
mis-attributing effects to UTL that in reality are owed to other domestic reform packages.
350.

In sum, we conclude that even though UTL did have a positive impact on Norwegian

exports in the short run, its medium-term impact on NoUZD\¶V RYHUDOO H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH was
338

See Technical Appendix A for a description of CAR.
See Technical Appendix D (Norway) for details.
We recall that the period of analysis for both New Zealand and Canada was 16 quarters, or four years. This is
standard in forecasting, because a business cycle is typically 4-5 years. The CAR for a shorter period (seven quarters
here) is thus more susceptible to outliers in the underlying data.
341
When modeling the effect of UTL on export growth in Canada (see Chapter III.D.1.a, above), we controlled for
WKH LPSDFW RI WKH *UHDW 7UDGH &ROODSVH RQ &DQDGD¶V H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH 7KLV ZDV QHFHVVDUy, since our forecasting
model straddled that of the Collapse. The forecasting period was unable to sufficiently track the dip in exports and
the following post-crisis recovery, thus potentially biasing our results. The specifications of our model for
Norwegian exports includes the crisis and the post-crisis period, thus netting out its effects (the errors of our model
during the crisis did not stand out as outliers). This alleviates the need to consider specifically the catch-up period.
339

340

131

Case study 3: Norway
less pronounced. While the econometric error terms are positive throughout ± which is just an
econometric way of saying that the empirical data points to positive effects of UTL throughout ±
these error terms are not statistically significant for the longer forecasting model that covers an
entire business cycle.
351.

Combining the insights that the result for the first period of analysis was positive and

statistically significant, but not for the entire period of predictiRQ WKLV VXJJHVWV WKDW 1RUZD\¶V
UTL has had a small but positive impact on exports over the course of the entire business cycle.
Focusing on a shorter pre-crisis period from Q1/2007 to Q3/2008, we estimate a UTL-induced
growth effect of 3.5%. UTL thus contributed 45% to 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUW JURZWK over the same time
period.342 Using the longer period from Q1/2007 to Q4/2010, we estimate a UTL growth effect of
1.2%, which is equivalent to a 30% FRQWULEXWLRQ WR 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUW JURZWK RYHU the period.343
The effect of UTL on productivity in Norway344
352.

As previously mentioned, economic theory would predict that trade liberalization is a

potential avenue for countries to boost their productivity levels by allowing domestic producers to
have cheaper access to inputs of similar or better quality, increasing competition in importcompeting sectors etc. (IMF 2016).345 Below, we analyze the effect of UTL on productivity in
two ways: first by using descriptive statistics, and second by applying a DID approach in which
we compare 1RUZD\¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ ZLWK WKH productivity of the G7 countries, which together act
as a non-UTL control market.346
353.

For ocular scrutiny, Figure 39 reports how productivity levels in Norway (vertical axis)

evolved over time (horizontal axis). The results are indexed for Q1/2006, the beginning of
1RUZD\¶V 87/. The red line depicts productivity as real output per employed worker (labor
productivity), while the blue line marks out the trend.347

342

In the time period between Q1/2007 and Q3/2008, traditional Norwegian exports grew by 7.7% annually on
average. Hence, the contribution of UTL to overall annual growth was 3.5%/7.7% = 45%.
343
In the time period between Q1/2007 and Q4/2010, traditional Norwegian exports grew by 4% per year on average.
Hence, UTL contributed to 1.2%/4% = 30% to that year-on-year export growth rate.
344
For the purposes of this section, we define productivity as output per worker, or labor productivity, i.e., the ratio
of GDP to total employment. This is in line with what we did for New Zealand and Canada, above. We were unable
to use hourly productivity data as a robustness check (like we did in the case of New Zealand and Canada), because
these data are unavailable for mainland Norway.
345
Since we want to exclude productivity in the oil sector, we only look at the mainland productivity, which excludes
offshore production.
346
The reason why we opt for a DID approach is explained in footnote 107, above.
347
As before, a HP filter is used to extract the trend component of the time series.
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Figure 39. Mainland productivity levels in Norway, 1998-2011
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354.

As Figure 39 shows, productivity growth in mainland Norway was strong before the

country enacted its UTL. Even though we observe a few spurts of productivity growth after the
beginning of the UTL, the economy could not maintain its earlier momentum. A stagnation in
productivity levels set in about two years after the implementation of the UTL ± which was
exactly the time when the Global Financial Crisis hit. During the crisis, productivity decreased
and XQOLNH LQ &DQDGD 1RUZD\¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ IDLOHG WR UHERXQG LQ WKH SRVW-crisis period. Thus,
from a purely ocular perspective, it seems that over the medium term UTL did not achieve the
hypothesized productivity gains in mainland Norway.
355.

To see whether this preliminary conclusion holds true, or instead is owed to the

contaminating effect of the Global Financial Crisis, we apply a graphical DID approach to
compare the evolution of productivity experienced in Norway with that achieved across the G7
countries.348 We examine the productivity dynamics in Norway and for the G7 average prior to
1RUZD\¶V 87/ DQG FRPSDUH WKHVH SUH-UTL dynamics with those experienced in the period after
the implementation of UTL in Norway.

348

We selected an average across the G7 countries, because these countries together represent the average
productivity in industrialized economies. Taking the average across G7 countries also controls for underlying policy
changes which may have occurred in any specific country. The motivation for using the G7 average as Norway¶V
control market for our comparative analysis is further described in Technical Appendix D (Norway).
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356.

Figure 40 plots the labor productivity levels (vertical axis) in mainland Norway (blue line)

and G7 (red line) between Q1/2002 and Q1/2010 (horizontal axis). The productivity level has
been indexed to Q1/2006, the beginning of UTL in Norway. The solid black vertical line depicts
the introduction of UTL in Norway in 2006.

105

Figure 40. Norway (mainland) and G7 productivity levels
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357.

Figure 40 indicates that Norwegian mainland productivity growth over-performed as

compared of that in G7 countries in the period before Q4/2004 (this can be judged by the slope of
the two lines in the pre-UTL phase, which represents growth of productivity). Thereafter, the two
regions follow a similar trajectory of productivity growth starting from Q1/2005 (the beginning of
this period is depicted in Figure 40 as a red dotted line). Productivity in both regions evolves
more or less in lockstep. This suggests that there is no marked difference in productivity
performance after Q4/2004.349 This period notably includes the implementation of UTL in the
treatment market of mainland Norway.

349

This results seems entirely plausible once we examine in more depth the dynamics that have driven productivity
growth in Norway in the past. Norway is unique among developed countries in that it boasts high levels of
productivity levels despite relatively low R&D spending, which is typically considered as one of the major drivers of
productivity. This has often been termed as WKH ³1RUZHJLDQ 3DUDGR[´ (see Fagerberg et al., 2009, and Feenstra et al.,
2015, and their attempts at explaining the Norwegian Paradox). Productivity growth in manufacturing was slow in
the late 1990s, primarily because of low competition in protected sectors. One of the major drivers EHKLQG 1RUZD\¶V
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358.

We thus conclude that UTL has not resulted in a positive impact on productivity growth in

mainland Norway. The effect of UTL on productivity thus can be described as neutral.
The effect of UTL on employment in Norway
359.

As a last step in our quantitative analysis we assess the potential impact of 1RUZD\¶V 87/

reform on employment levels. As before, we begin by presenting simple descriptive statistics,
followed by a more technical approach in the form of an ARDL event study.
360.

Figure 41 presents the level of employment and active population (vertical axis; in µ000

persons) in Norway from 1995 to 2011 (horizontal axis). The blue line represents the number of
employed persons on the mainland,350 while the red line represents the active population. The
beginning of UTL in Norway is represented by black vertical line.

3500

Figure 41. Employment and active population levels in (mainland) Norway
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productivity boost in the early 2000s was strong gains in the manufacturing sector. Norwegian productivity
recovered due to global competition and real exchange rate appreciation, which forced Norwegian companies to
respond by becoming more productive and competitive. As a result, growth rates achieved rates of 4-5% in early
2000s (see OECD, 2007, pp. 20-21). However, this spurt in productivity was not sustainable as it was not rooted in
factors that typically sustain long-term productivity (such as R&D). This explains the reversion of Norwegian
productivity back to G7 levels in the post- SHULRG ,Q VKRUW 1RUZD\¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ SUREOHPV ZHUH PRUH RI D
structural nature, which UTL alone was unable to fix.
350
Recall that we exclude the petroleum industry from our analysis; this is why we eliminate offshore employment on
drilling rigs and focus on the Norwegian mainland.
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361.

Unemployment in Norway was quite low at any point in time. In Figure 41 we observe

that the number of employed persons on the mainland increased steadily after the implementation
of UTL, while we witness a gentle dip in employment during the Global Financial Crisis. This is
also mirrored in the unemployment rate of Norway for the same time period, which is reported in
Figure 42. This figure shows the quarterly unemployment rate (in %, vertical axis) in Norway
from Q1/2000 to Q4/2011 (horizontal axis). As before, the beginning of UTL in Norway is
represented by the grey vertical line.
Figure 42. Unemployment rate in Norway (2000-2012)
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362.

According to Figure 42, the unemployment rate in Norway fell around the time of the

implementation of UTL, and increased during the Global Financial Crisis, albeit at a lesser rate.
Upon closer inspection, however, we note that the decrease in employment had started before
UTL was implemented. What happened? Between 2005 and 2006, the Norwegian Government
passed a number of labor market reforms aimed at reducing unemployment and increase labor
market participation through various incentive schemes.351 These included reforming the
unemployment benefit scheme, re-organizing the public employment services, and other changes

351

See OECD (2005), p. 5.
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in active labor market policies.352,353 As Figure 41 demonstrates, these labor market reforms
seemed to have been effective: higher expenditure on vocational training and reorganization of
1RUZD\¶V ODERU SROLF\ VWUXFWXUH DURXQG /2006 seem to be directly related to the higher
employment growth between 2006 and 2008, in which the number of participants in active labor
market policies increased by nearly 20%.
363.

Given the timing of labor reforms, ocular scrutiny would suggest that the decline in

unemployment witnessed in Figure 42 and the corresponding rise in employment numbers
explored in Figure 41 stem directly from the changes in labor-market policy, not from UTL.
364.

To examine this relationship in more depth, we apply another ARDL model. The

approach is similar to the one XVHG WR GHWHFW FKDQJHV LQ &DQDGD DQG 1HZ =HDODQG¶V HPSOR\PHQW
levels.354 As in the previous case study, we use active population as the explanatory variable to
determine employment,355 and create counterfactual outcomes for employment after the
implementation of UTL. We then compare the counterfactual with the actual growth in
employment to identify the impact of the underlying policy changes (which include the UTL and
labor market reforms discussed earlier).
365.

Figure 43 graphically depicts the results of our ARDL model on employment. The

vertical axis represents growth of employment in percent; the horizontal axis marks the Q1/2004Q4/2010 period. The black vertical line represents the beginning of UTL in Norway, the red
vertical dashed line marks the period when the implementation of labor market reforms started in
Norway. The figure shows the difference between the counterfactual growth in employment
without policy reforms (blue line), as predicted by the ARDL model, and its actual growth pattern
with policy reforms (red line).

352

For example, the Government decided to direct the majority of spending to wage subsidies and labor training
aimed at supporting working age population not in the labor market. See OECD (2009), pp. 85-86.
353
In July 2006, the Government streamlined the domestic labor administration and launched a new agency called
³1$9´ 1RUZHJLDQ /DERXU DQG :HOIDUH DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ ZLWK WKH DLP RI OLPLWLQJ EHQHILW GHSHQGHQcy and preventing
people from leaving the labor market. NAV merged the State Public Employment Service and the National Insurance
Administration in an effort to streamline the functioning of labor policy and coordinate their services. See OECD
(2005), p. 26.
354
See Chapters II.D.1.a and III.D.1.a, above.
355
As discussed in Technical Appendix A, we prefer using the metric active population, which is defined as the
number of 15 to 64-year olds in the economy, as the dependent variable. As a robustness check we replace active
population by labor force. As we report in Technical Appendix D (Norway), the results are not significantly
affected by this alternative data source.
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Figure 43. Predicted vs. actual growth of employment, Norway, ARDL model
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Source: Authors, based on relevant GDP and employment data sourced from Statistics Norway.

366.

Based on the graphical illustration in Figure 43, we observe that the actual growth rate of

employment (with UTL) is quite a bit higher than the predicted growth rate (without UTL) in the
period after labor reforms were implemented. This result holds until the Global Financial Crisis
occurred in Q2/2008. The CAR, which, as mentioned before, calculates the average difference
between predicted and actual growth, is 2.1% for the period between Q1/2006 and Q3/2008 and is
statistically significant. This means that on average, actual employment growth was 2.1% higher
than predicted employment growth in the time prior to the Global Financial Crisis. This,
however, represents the combined impact of both UTL and labor market reforms which were
introduced during 2005-2006.
367.

Unfortunately, it is econometrically difficult, if not impossible, to disentangle the two

different policy changes ± namely the labor market reforms and the passage of UTL ± on
employment using the event study methodology. However, from our earlier experience with New
Zealand and Canada, we know that UTL has had a marginal impact on employment, with the
largest portion of effects occurring due to labor market reforms and other macroeconomic
changes. We thus have reason to believe that the bulk of the positive performance on
employment is owed to labor market reform WKDW SUHFHGHG WKH  87/ LQWHUYHQWLRQ 1RUZD\¶V
UTL reform may have amplified the effects and bolstered their magnitude in the long run. This is
138
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consistent with economic theory,356 and with the positive export growth that we detected above
for the period between Q1/2007 and Q3/2008 (higher exports would have marginally increased
employment).
Summary: the effect of UTL on exports, productivity, and employment in Norway
368.

:KHQ LW FRPHV WR WKH HFRQRPLF HIIHFWV WKDW 1RUZD\¶V 87/ KDG RQ traditional exports,

mainland productivity, and mainland employment, our results suggest the following: First, we
find a positive, but statistically insignificant, impact of UTL on exports for a longer four-year
forecasting period that covers the Global Trade Collapse (and the subsequent rebound in export
rates). The estimated annual effect is a 1.2% year-on-year increase in export growth that can be
attributed to UTL, which is equivalent WR D  FRQWULEXWLRQ WR 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUW JURZWK RYHU WKH
period. Yet, we find a significantly higher UTL-induced export effect than predicted by the
model over a shorter pre-Trade Collapse forecasting period. The estimated average annual effect
for that shorter forecasting period is highly statistically significant, and the point estimate is 3.5%,
meaning that yearly export growth was 3.5% higher than forecasted, thus contributing 45% to
1RUZD\¶V overall export growth over the same time period.
369.

Second, regarding the possible effects of UTL on productivity in mainland Norway we

ILQG WKDW ERWK GHVFULSWLYH VWDWLVWLFV DQG WKH ',' DQDO\VLV VXJJHVW WKDW 1RUZD\¶V SURGXFWLYLW\
performance from the second half of the 2000s on was rather unspectacular. Compared to the G7
region as control market, we see no evidence that UTL was DEOH WR VXVWDLQ 1RUZD\¶V SURGXFWLYLW\
growth 1RUZD\¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ problems seem to have been more structural.
370.

Third, regarding the potential effect of UTL on employment in mainland Norway, our

empirical model indicates that actual employment growth was considerably higher than predicted
by the model in the period before the Global Financial Crisis (Q1/2006 to Q3/2008). The
empirically estimated effect on employment for the period following the implementation of UTL
was 2.1% and statistically significant. However, there is strong reason to believe that 1RUZD\¶V
reorientation of labor market policy as well as higher expenditure on wage subsidies and training
during 2005/2006 (that is, prior to UTL) had a stronger impacted on employment levels than UTL
itself. While in theory UTL can increase employment levels through higher growth in the export
sector and through productivity gains, we believe that the bulk of the estimated employment

356

See Technical Appendix A and paras. 138 and 285, above.
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effects is due to labor market reforms. The contribution of UTL to employment growth in
Norway in the medium- to long -run, to our mind, was thus small, albeit positive.
2.
371.

International political implications and impact on FTAs

Our interview partner confirmed that Norway sees its UTL experience as a success. When

it comes to drawing international implications, a few ³OHVVRQV OHDUQHG´ KDYH WUDQVSLUHG.
372.

First, regarding its multilateral standing, Norway (together with countries such as Iceland

and Canada) LV ZLGHO\ UHJDUGHG DV EHLQJ DPRQJVW WKH PRVW ³H[WUHPH´ XQLODWHUDO OLEHUDOL]HUV RI
industrial tariffs. Today, Norway only has 144 dutiable tariff lines on industrial goods; the
remaining industrial tariff lines are duty-free.357 This is widely perceived as positive among
WTO Members. In a way, Norway is setting an example for other WTO Members to follow.
373.

Norway has been a strong proponent of UTL in the WTO, in particular on the elimination

of nuisance tariffs. As mentioned above, in 2005, Norway, together with Canada, submitted a
proposal to the NAMA negotiations calling for the elimination of such nuisance tariffs (WTO,
2005). ,Q WKLV ZD\ 1RUZD\¶V own UTL was only consequential: Norway showed that it is
willing to be measured by its own actions.
374.

Having said this, some of our non-Norwegian interview partners have ± in confidence ±

FULWLFL]HG D FHUWDLQ K\SRFULV\ DQG GRXEOH VWDQGDUG LQ 1RUZD\¶V ]HDO WR EH VHHQ DV D EHDFRQ RI IUHH
trade. These interviewees opined that it is easy for Norway to reduce tDULIIV LQ ³VDIH´ VHFWRUV LQ
which there are little to no domestic import-competing industries. When it comes to sensitive
VHFWRUV OLNH DJULFXOWXUH DQG ILVKHULHV KRZHYHU 1RUZD\ KDV RQH RI WKH ZRUOG¶V VWULFWHVW LPSRUW
regimes. As one interviewee put it, 1RUZD\¶V UHFDOFLWUDQFH LQ RSHQLQJ WKHVH VHQVLWLYH VHFWRUV ³is
a µchink¶ in [its] armor as the White Knight of free trade´.
375.

Second, FRQFHUQLQJ WKH LPSDFW RI 87/ RI 1RUZD\¶V ZLOOLQJQHVV DQG DELOLW\ WR FRQGXFW

further FTAs, Norway does not seem the least bit worried on that front. Some observers may
DUJXH WKDW 87/ UHGXFHV D FRXQWU\¶V SROLF\ VSDFH LQ WUDGH QHJRWLDWLRQV EXW WKLV KDV SUHYHQWHG
Norway neither from unilaterally liberalizing its tariffs nor from concluding new FTAs.358
Norway is thereby acting from a position of strength: the country is doing very well thanks to its
357

We were unable to determine whether Norway has notified its consolidated tariff list at the WTO. Norway
certainly has not bound its liberalized tariffs as commitments at the WTO.
358
Together with its EFTA partners, Norway has pursued ± and is pursuing ± a rather aggressive FTA policy that
currently includes talks with Mercosur, Malaysia, Pakistan (as per Joint Declarations on Cooperation), and other
countries and blocs. See http://www.efta.int/legal-texts/free-trade-relations.
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abundant natural resources; it is also tightly integrated into the European economy thanks to its
membership in the EEA. Finally, Norway is benefitting from the fact that it acts alone when it
comes to UTL, but negotiates new FTAs as part of a larger trade bloc ± EFTA. This allows
Norway to dissociate itself to some degree from its past decisions to liberalize unilaterally during
FTA negotiations. In that sense, Norway can pursue UTL without having to care about any (real
or imaginary) repercussions for its FTA negotiations.
E.
376.

Lessons learned for the Swiss context

Although our research for the Norway case study was exacerbated by a lack of publicly

available information and interview partners, we nevertheless distill a number of common
³WKHPHV´ WKDW PD\ provide XVHIXO OHVVRQV OHDUQHG IRU 6ZLW]HUODQG¶V RZQ 87/ HQGHDYRUV
x

x

x

x

359
360

'RQ¶W ZDLW IRU WKH FULVLV In contrast to both Canada and 1HZ =HDODQG 1RUZD\¶V 87/
was not triggered by any outside event and was not part of a larger policy reform package.
This shows that UTL can be implemented on its own and neither needs an external trigger
event that serves as scapegoat, nor must ride in the wake of a larger policy upheaval.
The path of least resistance may be the way forward: Like Canada, Norway walked
the path of least resistance with its UTL by (i) largely eliminating nuisance tariffs (which,
by their very nature, have few domestic advocates); (ii) sparing sensitive importcompeting industries, particularly agriculture and fisheries (as well as selected certain
textile and footwear sectors); and (iii) ensuring that users of intermediate inputs were
benefitting from the revocation of nuisance tariffs. By devising this strategy of least
resistance that by design produces mostly winners from liberalization, the Norwegian
Government also availed itself from having to work out assistance plans to compensate the
potential losers of liberalization.359
All in one go: Norway is the only of the three case study countries that implemented its
UTL in one sweeping stroke, over the course of 12 months or less. While this
GHFLVLYHQHVV LV ODXGDEOH LW FDQQRW EH VDLG WKDW 1RUZD\ ³ULSSHG WKH EDQG-aid oII LQ RQH JR´
because there simply was not much by way of HFRQRPLF ³pain´ (for import-competing
industries) accompanying its UTL: as discussed above, the elimination of nuisance tariffs
on industrial goods was a win-win proposition without much domestic opposition. So, the
morale of the story probably is that if the scale and scope of a UTL is relatively small and
holds most domestic stakeholders harmless, then it may well be implemented in one single
swoop.
$ ³silent´ DSSURDFK ± will it work elsewhere? Norway implemented its UTL without
much public debate and participation, or at least behind closed doors.360 To the best of our
knowledge UTL was not announced ahead of time (and if it was, this announcement did
not receive much public attention). UTL was enacted and implemented swiftly and
ZLWKRXW PXFK SXEOLF GLVFXVVLRQ 7KLV ³silent´ DSSURDFK HYLGHQWO\ VHUYHG 1RUZD\ ZHOO ±
ZH FRXOG QRW ILQG DQ\ GRPHVWLF RSSRVLWLRQ WR WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V 87/ UHIRUP :KHWKHU D
similar approach would work in the Swiss context, however, is questionable. Legal

On this note, recall footnote 325 and accompanying text.
On that note, see footnotes 317 and 323.
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x

restrictions notwithstanding,361 policy-making in Switzerland has always been a
participative and collaborative effort: thanks to its direct democracy heritage, the Swiss
citizenship is extremely well-informed and highly alert. Business sector associations are
also used to open and constructive discussions with the Swiss authorities. Any appearance
RI ³EHKLQG-closed-GRRU´ SROLWLFNLQJ RU H[FOXVLRQDU\ QHJRWLDWLRQV is skeptically viewed by
the Swiss public.
Stronger together: As part of EFTA and member of the EEA, Norway was able to
undertake unilateral tariff reduction decisions, but does not have to worry about potential
blowback (in the form of reduced bargaining power) in future FTA negotiations. In FTA
negotiations, Norway is part of a much larger and more powerful economic group, namely
EFTA.

361

In Switzerland, the Federal Council can only decide on temporary tariff suspension. Any act of UTL would have
to pass through Parliament, which by its very nature would exclude unannounced or overly swift UTL action.

142

Conclusion and outlook
V.

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

377.

This report conducted three independent case studies of countries that have lived through

the UTL experience at different points in the past, under different domestic and global
circumstances, and applied different sets of implementation strategies. For each of the three
countries, we have considered how the implementation process was communicated and organized.
By applying a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods, we answered questions relating to
expectations and experiences surrounding UTL reforms in each country.
378.

%\ ZD\ RI FRQFOXVLRQ WKLV ILQDO FKDSWHU QRZ DLPV DW GUDZLQJ VRPH XVHIXO ³OHVVRQV

OHDUQHG´ IRU WKH 6ZLVV *RYHUQPHQW362 When it comes to UTL, Swiss policymakers will likely
have three overarching questions: first, is UTL worth it? And, if the response to the first question
is affirmative, second, how to best prepare and implement UTL to generate optimal domestic
support? Finally, third, should we be worried about possible blowback on the international stage?
We will tackle these issues in their logical order below.
379.

Before we do so, it seems worthwhile highlighting the parallels and differences between

the three countries at the time they engaged in UTL and the current Swiss context in terms of
basic global economy, domestic economic structure, and relevant political circumstances. This
may help the reader gauge which of the case studies are more pertinent for the Swiss context.
380.

UTL in New Zealand was only a small part of a much larger and ambitious economic

reform whose objective was to avoid insolvency. The scale and scope of UTL was deep and
broad, meaning that action on tariffs and reform of related non-tariff measures (elimination of
quotas, import licenses, subsidies, etc.) was all-encompassing and decisive. Also, UTL occurred
nearly 30 years ago, when in many ways, the world economy was a different place than today.
:KLOH LQWHUHVWLQJ OHVVRQV FDQ EH JOHDQHG DERXW 1=¶V LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ DQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQ
VWUDWHJLHV PRUH RQ WKDW EHORZ  LW GRHV QRW VHHP WKDW 1=¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH LV WKH PRVW
appropriate benchmark for Switzerland.
381.

During the time of its UTL, Canada was in solid economic shape. While never in

existential danger, the Government of Canada took the 2008/2009 Global Financial Crisis as an
362

We repeat that we do not intend to make any explicit recommendations to SECO or the Swiss Government as to
whether, and, LI VR KRZ WR SXUVXH LWV RZQ 87/ VWUDWHJ\ 5DWKHU ZH PHUHO\ SURYLGH VRPH ³OHVVRQV OHDUQHG´ WKDW WKH
SECO and the Swiss Government may find useful when contemplating its own UTL actions. This selection of
³OHVVRQV OHDUQHG´ LV E\ LWV YHU\ QDWXUH VXEMHFWLve. Reasonable minds may differ about what can be learned from the
three case studies.
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occasion to engage in political reforms in order to stay ahead of the game and to enact important
SXEOLF SROLF\ UHIRUPV &DQDGD¶V 87/ ZDV KLJKO\ VHOHFWLYH LQ WKDW LW H[FOXGHG DJULFXOWXUDO
products and many other import-sensitive industries. Overall, its scope of UTL was moderate,
ZLWK D PL[ RI HUDGLFDWLRQ RI QXLVDQFH WDULIIV DQG VXEVWDQWLYH WDULII FXWV 7KH WLPLQJ RI &DQDGD¶V
UTL was not too abrupt, and stretched in stages over more than five years. The integrative
consultation and communication strategy pursued by the Government of Canada were exemplary.
Overall, it seems that Swiss policymakers would be well-advised to take a close look at the case
of UTL in Canada.
382.

1RUZD\¶V UTL apparently was not triggered by any exogenous event. It seemed to have

occurred because the Government of Norway felt it had unfinished business from the Uruguay
Round and that the elimination of remaining nuisance tariffs on industrial goods could provide a
welcome push to trigger structural changes in the domestic economy. 1RUZD\¶V 87/ DOVR VSDUHG
its highly sensitive agricultural sector. The country organized its UTL in one quick swoop
(within the span of 12 months). While all this seems to pair well with the Swiss context, there are
important issues that make the Norwegian case unique. First, the lower level of ambition: tariff
cuts occurred from a low basis, which enabled an aggressive timeline for its UTL. Second, and
possibly connected to the previous point, best we can tell 1RUZD\¶V 87/ RFFXUUHG ZLWKRXW PXFK
public discussion and consultation. Such a cloaked policy reform seems unsuitable for
Switzerland, which prides itself for participatory policy-making and a well-informed and active
private sector and citizenship.
A.
383.

Is UTL worth it?

Our original research on the economic effects of UTL confirms economic theory: UTL

reaps significant effects, particularly for export-oriented countries, such as Switzerland.
384.

Regarding the effect of UTL on exports, economic theory predicts that tariff liberalization

implies lower input costs, greater quality, and/or greater variety of intermediate products for
downstream businesses, including exporters. Overall, lower import tariffs lead to more efficient
resource allocation that particularly benefits exporters who tend to be among the most efficient
firms.363

363

See footnote 14, above, and Technical Appendix A.
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385.

Our own empirical research based on a series of ARDL event studies confirm this. In the

case of NZ we found a statistically significant impact of UTL, at least during the implementation
of the more ambitious second wave of UTL (starting in 1993). We estimate that for the four-year
forecasting period 1993-1996 UTL has had a measurable average annual effect of 2.4 RQ 1=¶V
export growth ± an export boost that constitutes 43% of the overall year-on-year growth in
exports achieved in NZ during the same period of analysis.
386.

We also detected D VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW LPSDFW RI 87/ RQ &DQDGD¶V H[SRUW

performance. Even when controlling for a catch-up effect that potentially spilled over from the
Great Trade Collapse into the forecasting period we calculated that UTL increased annual exports
of Canada by between 0.36% and 0.75% on average over the 2010-2014 period (depending on the
nature of the catch-up scenario). This effect corresponds to a contribution of between 8% and
16.7% to total year-on-year export growth over the same period.
387.

For Norway, we found a positive, but statistically insignificant impact of UTL on

³WUDGLWLRQDO´ H[SRUWV ZKHQ XVing a longer forecasting period that encompassed an entire business
cycle (2007-2010). Specifically, we measured a UTL-induced annual effect on export growth of
1.2%. This result was not significant on the customary 10% confidence level. However, when
using a shorter forecasting period that stopped right before the Great Trade Collapse (2007-2008),
we found a larger and statistically significant effect of 3.5%, meaning that yearly export growth
on average was 3.5% higher than forecasted on account of UTL, thus contributing 45% to
1RUZD\¶s traditional annual export growth over the same time period. Together, these results do
indicate a measurable, but potentially short-term, HIIHFW RI 1RUZD\¶V 87/ RQ H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH.
388.

Taken together, we find a strong and robust correlation between the magnitude of tariff

cuts and the increases in exports this affords.364 For New Zealand, the average unilateral tariff cut
over the course of the second wave of UTL was 9.8 percentage points,365 and our estimated
results suggest a compounded increase in export growth over the same 1993-1996 period of
9.95%.366 For Canada, the overall tariff cut was 1.2 percentage points.367 The estimated effect of

364

7KLV LV D GLUHFW FRQILUPDWLRQ RI /HUQHU¶V  well-NQRZQ ³tax theorem´, which says that a tax on imports is
tantamount to a tax on exports.
365
See para. 62, above.
366
Recall that the effect of UTL on export growth we measured was 2.4% (see para. 113, above). This number is an
annual growth rate. Looking at the 4-year horizon of the forecasting period of the second wave of UTL (1993-1996),
this implies a compounded growth of (1 + 0.024) 4 = 1.0995, or 9.95%. We use the same formula for Norway and
Canada.
367
See para. 204, above.
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UTL on export growth was between 0.36% and 0.75% per year, depending upon the manner in
which we controlled for the catch-up period. This results in a compounded increase in exports of
between 1.4% and 3.0% for the 2010-2014 forecast period.368 For Norway, the overall reduction
in tariff was 1.75 percentage points%.369 The estimated annual effect over the longer period of
analysis was 1.2%.370 This results in a compounded export growth rate of 4.9% over the 20072010 period of analysis. Except for Norway,371 our results are broadly in line with what one
would expect, namely that a 1% across-the-board tariff cut will yield between a 1% and 2%
compound export growth rate over the course of a business cycle (typically four to five years).
389.

When it comes to the effect of UTL on productivity, economic literature recognizes trade

liberalization as one of the potential avenues for countries to increase productivity levels.372 The
economic mechanism through which UTL affects productivity include: better allocation of
resources across sectors; stronger competition in domestic import-competing industries; decrease
in prices of, improvements in quality of, and increase in variety for important intermediate goods;
and shift in resource allocation towards more productive sectors, notably in the export sector.
390.

Once again, our empirical work applying a DID analysis is consistent with economic

theory. For NZ, we observe a measurable impact of UTL on productivity growth, as compared to
the control market. Specifically, we calculated a UTL-induced annual productivity growth effect
of 0.27 percentage points, a contribXWLRQ RI  RI 1HZ =HDODQG¶V RYHUDOO SURGXFWLYLW\ JDLQ LQ
the period of analysis. For the case of Canada we estimate that at least 23% of WKH FRXQWU\¶V
overall productivity gains between 2010 and 2015 can be explained by UTL. This converts into
an averDJH DQQXDO FRQWULEXWLRQ RI 87/ WR &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JURZWK RI  percentage points.
Only for the case of Norway, were we unable to detect an effect of UTL on productivity. It seems
that 1RUZD\¶V HOLPLQDWLRQ RI QXLVDQFH WDULIIV RQ PDQXIDFWXULQJ JRRGV was simply insufficient to
VDYH WKH FRXQWU\¶V VWDJQDWLQJ SURGXFWLYLW\ OHYHOV
391.

When it comes to the effect of tariff liberalization on employment economic theory is more

ambiguous:373 while higher productivity and higher exports resulting from UTL may well
368

See para. 261, above.
See para. 311, above.
See para. 349, above.
371
Recall, however, that our point estimate for Norway was statistically not significant, thus casting doubt on its
reliability. $OVR ZH ZHUH IRUFHG WR FRQGXFW RXU HFRQRPHWULF ZRUN RQ D VXEVHW RI 1RUZHJLDQ H[SRUWV ³WUDGLWLRQDO
H[SRUWV´ RQ DFFRXQW RI WKe sizable volatility (and therefore instability) of total export data (see Appendix D
(Norway) for details). This may additionally have inflated our results for Norway.
372
See footnote 15, above, and Technical Appendix A.
373
See footnote 16, above, and Technical Appendix A.
369
370
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improve employment in the long run,374 the competitive pressures that UTL imposes on domestic
import-competing sectors may depress employment, specifically in the short term.375 Also, any
impact by UTL is likely overshadowed by general business cycles (e.g., the Global Financial
Crisis) and other types of domestic policy reforms, notably dedicated labor market, tax, or capital
market reforms. This means that UTL, while unlikely to significantly affect employment rates on
its own, may amplify and accelerate ongoing dynamics in labor markets.
392.

The results from our empirical ARDL event studies on the effect of UTL on employment

are mixed. As a general matter, we found it challenging to isolate any effects generated by UTL
reform from the 2008/2009 Global Financial Crisis and ongoing labor market reforms enacted at
or around the same time as UTL.
393.

For the case of NZ, we estimate that following the first wave of UTL (1989-1992) the

average annual difference between the actual and predicted employment growth was statistically
significant and negative (-1.2%), indicating that employment decreased by 1.2% as a result of
policy events taken by the NZ Government. In the second phase of UTL (1993-1996), the
estimated annual effects were statistically significant and positive (0.83%).376 However, our
quantitative findings are exacerbated by the confounding effect of policy reforms that occurred at
or around the same time as NZ¶V WZR 87/ ZDYHV Yet, resorting to economic theory, we
conclude that it may well be that UTL had an indirect (and therefore less pronounced) effect on
employment via its proven effect on export and productivity. Increased export performance and
productivity increases after 1993 may have had a positive spillover impact on the labor market,
leading to employment growing faster than labor force participation, thus contributing to the
observable GHFOLQH LQ 1=¶V XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH
394.

We were faced with a similar situation for the case of Canada: our findings suggest small

statistically significant employment gains in WKH WLPH DW RU DURXQG WKH FRXQWU\¶V 87/ Once we
control for potential catch-up effects stemming from the Global Financial Crisis preceding the
UTL, the annual effect of policy reforms against a counterfactual forecast is between 0.08% and

374

UTL, in fostering competitiveness, higher exports, and higher overall productivity may help to create additional
employment in the medium- to long run.
375
Import-competing industries that previously enjoyed high levels of protection may be forced to lay off workers
and to streamline their production to adjust to increased foreign competition.
376
The estimated effect for the two waves of UTL combined (1988-1996) was -0.33%, marginally negative, but
statistically insignificant. This underscores the role of trade liberalization on employment found in the economic
literature according to which there is continued reallocation of resources from less to more productive sectors. See
OECD (2012). This reallocation is largely numerically neutral and is thus not reflected in unemployment data.
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0.22%. However, changes in employment levels over &DQDGD¶V UTL period seem to have been
driven less by UTL and more by concurrent labor market reforms. Yet, we find some evidence
that increased export performance and productivity growth after the UTL had some positive
spillover effects on the Canadian labor market. These effects would be expected to lead to
employment growing faster than it otherwise would have, thus contributing in a speedy recovery
RI &DQDGD¶V XQHPSOR\PHQW UDWH
395.

Lastly, regarding the potential effect of UTL on employment in Norway, our empirical

model indicates that the period following the implementation of UTL had a large and statistically
significant annual effect of 2.1% on employment. However, this is probably owed to a largescale labor market reform that come into force at or around the same time as the UTL. This
reform included reorientation of labor market policy, as well as massive expenditure on wage
subsidies and retraining. UTL presumably only helped to facilitate and expedite the employment
trends. This leads us to conclude that the contribution of UTL to employment growth in Norway
was small but positive.
396.

While our analysis suggests significant export and productivity gains from UTL, we

address in closing one potential concern by policymakers, namely whether economic gains will
really outweigh monetary losses in tariff revenue. None of the three governments have discussed
(let alone presented any explicit calculations on) foregone tariff revenues from UTL, or
administrative costs saved on customs procedures. Nevertheless, our analysis provides no
indication that policymakers or the public at large in these countries were in any way worried that
monetary losses from tariff revenue could outweigh export and productivity gains generated by
UTL. Consider the following points: First, tariff income has become a negligible source of
revenue for modern developed countries.377 Second, there exists a robust literature indicating that
even developing economies (who, up to this day, generate a substantial fraction of public funds
from import duties) stand to gain financially from tariff opening.378 Third, in the context of
Canada, Ciuriak and Xiao (2014) estimated based on their CGE model that eliminating all tariffs
377

Recent estimates suggest that, on average, trade tax revenues account less than 1% in-high income countries. See,
e.g., Kowalski (2005).
378
)RU H[DPSOH WKH ,QIRUPDWLRQ 7HFKQRORJ\ ,QQRYDWLRQ )RXQGDWLRQ ³,7,)´ UHFHQWO\ SXEOLVKHG D VWXG\ DERXW KRZ
WDULII UHYHQXH ORVVHV LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI WKH ,QIRUPDWLRQ 7HFKQRORJ\ $JUHHPHQW ³,7$´ DUH HDVLO\ RIIVHW E\ LQFUHDVHG
use of the products subject to tariff liberalization, which, in turn, spurs productivity and economic growth while
GHHSHQLQJ FRPSDQLHV¶ SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ JOREDO YDOXH FKDLQV 7KLV LQ WXUQ JHQHUDWHV QHZ WD[ UHYHQXHV WR SDUWLDOO\ RU
fully offset tariff losses experienced by developing countries. The ITIF authors show that Argentina, for example,
would generate 133% of lost tariff revenue within 10 years of implementing ITA tariff cuts. See Ezell and Wu
(2017). See also https://itif.org/how-joining-information-technology-agreement-spurs-growth-developing-nationsgraphics for compelling infographics on that topic.
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would cost the Federal Government $4 billion a year in revenue (less than 1.8% in the 2013/14
Budget Plan or 1.5% of total budgetary revenue).379 However, this would easily be outweighed
by output gains from UTL in the order of $20 billion a year ± economic windfall gains that result
from a boost in economic activity due to cost-savings to firms engaged in trade. Taken together,
this evidence indicates that tariff revenue losses from UTL should be of secondary (if not tertiary)
concern to policymakers contemplating UTL.
B.
397.

How to best implement UTL?

If Swiss trade policymakers were to consider WKDW 87/ LV JRLQJ WR EH LQ WKH QDWLRQ¶V

enlightened self-LQWHUHVW WKH ORJLFDO QH[W TXHVWLRQ LV WKH ³KRZ WR´ WKDW LV KRZ WR EHVW LPSOHPHQW
the policy reform so as to maximize stakeholder support and minimize domestic opposition. Here
are some lessons that we distilled from the three case studies and that we think are relevant to the
Swiss context:
x

x

x

'RQ¶W ZDLW IRU WKH FULVLV In contrast to both Canada and New ZHDODQG 1RUZD\¶V 87/
was not triggered by any outside event and was not part of a larger policy reform package.
This shows that a successful UTL reform can be implemented on its own and neither
needs an external trigger event that serves as ³KRRN´, nor must piggyback as part of a
larger policy reform agenda.
A less ambitious scale and scope (at least initially) may create momentum: Canada
and Norway both took an à la carte approach to UTL whereby each country carefully
calibrated the tariff lines to be liberalized. Both countries liberalized the import of
intermediate inputs, which secured applause and support from local producers. Both
countries also eliminated nuisance tariffs (that, by their very nature, have little domestic
advocates) and spared sensitive import-competing industries, particularly textile, footwear,
and agriculture. Doing so enabled the governments to forge a strong domestic coalition in
favor of UTL, without alienating many domestic groups.380 In the case of Canada, the
Government also excluded sensitive manufacturing tariff lines from its UTL schedule.381
All of this helped minimize domestic resistance to UTL and gather pro-trade momentum.
Overall, by devising a strategy of least resistance both countries maximized domestic
support from tariff liberalization, they also availed themselves from having to work out
assistance plans to compensate the losers of liberalization.382
Gradual phase-outs: &DQDGD¶V WDULIIV DQG WR VRPH H[WHQW 1=¶V WRR ZHUH SKDVHG RXW
through a gradual process spanning several years and in multiple waves of UTL. This
step-by-step process increased predictability, created confidence on the part of domestic
VWDNHKROGHUV LQ WKH *RYHUQPHQW¶V DFWLRQV DQG VHFXUHG EX\-in from private sector and the
general public alike. As confidence increased, certain domestic industries were soon

379

Ciuriak and Xiao (2014), p. 28.
1=¶V OHYHO RI DPELWLRQ pursued by UTL was higher: the country undertook massive tariff cuts across the board.
Arguably, its Administration could afford this on account of the massive economic crisis and the fact that the
significance of UTL paled in comparison to the other policy reforms that were ongoing at the same time.
381
Recall Figure 21 and para. 200.
382
See footnotes 227 and 325 (and accompanying text).

380

149

Conclusion and outlook

x

x

x

requesting the Government to engage in more, rather than less, UTL (as was the case with
the retail sector that led to the latest wave of UTL in Canada, starting in January 2017).
Communicate early, listen, and be flexible: &DQDGD DQG 1=¶V H[SHULHQFHV LOOXVWUDWH WKH
benefit of communicating well and early. Both countries were up-front and transparent
about their objectives, and communicated their intentions well ahead of time. Through
summits, conferences, and inclusive committee work, the Administrations of both
countries engaged key stakeholders throughout the UTL process ± and in the case of
Canada continues to involve them. In both cases, this helped to shape a broad pro-trade
coalition consisting of think tanks, trade associations, private sector groups, and labor
unions.
An important lesson from the Canadian case study is that the Government seems to have
entered its stakeholder meetings without a preconceived plan as to which sectors to
liberalize. It was willing to listen and to stakeholder concerns and demands. Stakeholder
meetings were thus not simply photo-ops to make the Administration look good, but
actual work meetings in which the private sector was able to shape the outcome of the
FRXQWU\¶V GHFLVLRQV
These communication efforts stand in contrast to what we believe occurred in the case of
Norway, where discussions (if any) seemed to have been held behind closed doors and to
the exclusion of the private sector. Although this strategy evidently worked for Norway,
this does not seem to be the way forward for Switzerland.
Listen to experts and follow an evidence-based approach: Successful UTL appears to
EH EDVHG LQ SDUW RQ DQ DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V ZLOOLQJQHVV WR OLVWHQ WR LQWHrnal and external
experts, and to follow an evidence-based approach. In the case of Canada and NZ,
credible analyses by seasoned government economists, think tanks, and trade associations
prior to the UTL decision seemed to have been a key factor for the success of the reforms.
'RQ¶W RYHUSURPLVH Some of our interviewees bemoaned the fact that in many countries
the public has oftentimes been misled by the promised economic benefits of FTAs. This
has resulted in frustration by industry and citizens alike, and exacerbated the already
prevalent tendency to highlight the negatives (rather than the positives) of trade
liberalization.
While trade is an integral part of many economies, trade policy is not a panacea for
domestic economic frictions. Our analysis of economic effects in the three countries
suggests that the results of UTL were positive, but limited in scale and scope (as compared
to large-scale domestic reforms). Particularly when it comes to employment, the effects of
UTL were not clearly identifiable. This means that any government contemplating UTL
should engage in reasonable expectation management.
Our research has shown that Canada and NZ, in their communication outreach to domestic
stakeholders, have not made the mistake of making overblown promises regarding the
expected outcomes of the UTL reforms. If Switzerland opts for UTL, policymakers
should heed the advice of not overpromising its economic gains.
C.

398.

Is there possible blowback in the international arena?

Two issues about possible blowback in the international trade realm seem most pertinent

KHUH GRHV 87/ ZHDNHQ D FRXQWU\¶V KDQG LQ ELODWHUDO DQG PXOWLODWHUDO WUDGH QHJRWLDWLRQV VLQFH
GRLQJ VR UHGXFHV D FRXQWU\¶V SROLF\ VSDFH" DQG KRZ GRHV 87/ DIIHFW D FRXQWU\¶V VWDQGLQJ LQ WKH
trade community? We will address these issues in turn.
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399.

First, few of the trade policymakers with whom we spoke showed concern that UTL may

ZHDNHQ D FRXQWU\¶V KDQG LQ ELODWHUDO DQG PXOWLODWHUDO WUDGH QHJRWLDWLRQV 6XFK DSSUHKHQVLRQ ZDV
only voiced by some pHRSOH FORVH WR 1=¶V 87/ H[SHULHQFH LQ ZKLFK WKH FRXQWU\ OLEHUDOL]HG
agricultural, industrial, and consumer goods at the same time and on an ambitious scale.
Countries concerned about loss of policy spaces may wish to think creatively about offering
interesting bargaining chips beyond tariffs ± and potentially even beyond trade measures, such as
access to natural resources, training/capacity building, teacher or student exchanges, visa
exemptions, and other issues that are of value to trading partners.
400.

For the two countries that predominantly focused their UTL on industrial goods (Canada,

Norway) the overwhelming consensus was that UTL has not made it more difficult to enter into
FTA negotiations. According to our interviewees there is a general misconception that trade is
synonymous with trade in goods when in fact modern-day FTAs give much more prominence to
trade in services, trade-related intellectual property rights, investment issues, e-commerce, de
minimis thresholds, and other so-FDOOHG ³WUDGH-DQG´ topics. The multilateral currency of trade in
goods is fading, and any loss in bargaining power from UTL (if any) seems increasingly
negligible. Bargaining chips beyond trade in goods are more powerful, according to our
interviewees.
401.

At any rate, a large subset of our interview partners opined that a successful conclusion of

an FTA is more a matter of political resolve by trade policymakers than the remaining policy
space after UTL. Also, a country that is negotiating FTAs together with other countries (as is the
case of Norway) may be able to dissociate itself from its previous UTL decisions by conducting
FTA negotiations as part of a larger trade bloc (EFTA in the case of Norway).
402.

Canadian officials we interviewed even felt that by engaging in UTL ± rather than in

binding tariff liberalization ± the country actually retained policy spaces in the multilateral (and
ELODWHUDOUHJLRQDO WUDGH UHDOP $FFRUGLQJ WR RQH LQWHUYLHZ SDUWQHU &DQDGD¶V GHFLVLRQ QRW WR ELQG
its UTL at the WTO has served the country to retain degrees of freedom, since it is discretionary
(rather than binding). UTL also KHOSHG IRVWHU &DQDGD¶V SUR-FTA stance by winning over
GRPHVWLF VWDNHKROGHUV DQG PDNLQJ WKHP ³KXQJU\´ IRU PRUH WUDGH OLEHUDOL]DWLRQ
403.

Second UHJDUGLQJ D FRXQWU\¶V reputation in the international trade community, all three

FRXQWULHV¶ GHFLVLRQV WR XQLODWHUDOO\ OLEHUDOL]H DSSHDU WR KDYH LPSURYHG WKHLU VWDQGLQJ LQ WKH
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international community, as exemplified by the praise received by the IMF, the OECD, the WTO,
and other international organizations.
404.

However, low import tariffs are only one, but by no means the determining, factor that

LQIOXHQFHV D 0HPEHU¶V VWDQGLQJ DQG UHSXWDWLRQ LQ WKH LQWHUQDWLRQDO WUDGH DUHQD 2WKHU IDFWRUV WKDW
SOD\ D YLWDO UROH LQ D FRXQWU\¶V UHSXWDtion include the perceived neutrality and non-interest in the
subject matter, as well as the caliber of its trade officials. For this reason, small countries like
New Zealand, Hong Kong, and Singapore continue to send their most experienced diplomats as
WTO ambassadors and place world-class trade experts on the roster of WTO Dispute Settlement
%RG\ ³'SB´ panelists. These countries have also made successful attempts at attaining
chairmanships of pivotal WTO committees, including the General Council, Committee on
Agriculture, or the TRIPS Council.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX A: METHODS AND EMPIRICAL APPROACHES
A. Introduction and roadmap
The objective of this appendix is twofold. First, it intends to provide the reader with a
theoretical background of the expected economic effects of unilateral tariff liberalization
³87/´ . This will be discussed in Section B. Second, in Section C, we provide an
introduction to the different methods used to estimate the economic effects of UTL. We do
this with respect to three macroeconomic indicators, namely exports, productivity, and
employment. Finally, Section D explains when and under which circumstances certain
empirical methods are appropriate for the assessment of specific macroeconomic indicators.
B. Description of the three empirical approaches used in this report
There exists a large body of literature that has tried to describe the economic effects of
unilateral trade liberalization (i.e., asymmetric change in trade barriers) from the perspective
of the liberalizing country. The main channels discussed in the literature are the effect of
UTL on: exports; productivity; employment; consumer prices; and the access to a greater
variety of imports.
1.

The effect of UTL on exports

There exists a common understanding in the literature that a tariff on imports is equivalent to
a tax on exports. In his seminal contribution, Lerner (1936) showed that an ad valorem
import tariff will have the same effect as an export tax. The intuition is that import tariffs
distort domestic prices. Inputs that are produced behind a tariff wall become more expensive
for companies that are producing goods destined for export. Hence, from the perspective of
the liberalizing country, UTL should not just lead to increased flow of imports at lower
prices, but also trigger higher exports as well, owing to availability of cheaper inputs, making
exports more competitive in the world market.
2.

The effect of UTL on productivity

7KHUH DUH EHQHILWV IURP LPSURYHG DFFHVV WR RWKHU FRXQWULHV¶ PDUNHWV +RZHYHU FRXQWULHV
benefit most from the liberalization of their own market. We prefer to measure productivity
as labor productivity (as GDP per worker), although we use hourly productivity for the
purpose of robustness checks.1 One of the drivers of productivity is competition in the
domestic market in which unproductive firms wither away and their market share is replaced
by more efficient firms. Hence, import competition boosts productivity and living standards
by reallocating scarce resources (including financial, human resource, and physical resources)
to the most efficient industries and companies in the economy. The economic literature
identifies several channels through which trade liberalization (and therewith UTL) can boost
1

We derive labor productivity levels from GDP and total employment data. We prefer labor productivity to
hourly productivity, since the necessary data for GDP and employment is available on a quarterly (rather than a
yearly) basis, which greatly increases the number of observations.
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productivity and, hence, output. First, lower trade barriers can strengthen competition in the
liberalized sector(s), putting pressure on domestic producers to: lower price margins; exploit
economies of scale (Helpman and Krugman, 1985); improve efficiency; absorb foreign
technology; or innovate (Aghion et al., 2005). Second, since productivity gains from
liberalization accrue disproportionately to more efficient and more productive firms, and
since exporters are among the most efficient and most productive firms in any economy, a
policy that enables firms to easily reach global markets will lead to further gains (Melitz,
2003). Third, trade liberalization can boost productivity by decreasing the price, improving
the quality, and increasing the variety of intermediate inputs available to domestic producers,
including exporters (Grossman and Helpman, 1991).
3.

The effect of UTL on (un)employment

The third macroeconomic metric we are interested in is employment. While the linkages
between trade liberalization (including UTL), and exports and productivity are well
established in economic orthodoxy, the same cannot be said about trade liberalization and
employment. The literature recognizes that trade reforms can have disruptive effects on
import-competing industries that previously benefited from high tariff protection, leading to
higher unemployment. However, this effect is typically seen as transitory and therefore
short-lived.2 In the long run, higher productivity and higher exports resulting from tariff
liberalization can improve employment.3
Our hypothesis is thus that disruptive trade liberalization may initially and temporarily have a
negative impact on unemployment, but whenever gains from trade liberalization are large, the
overall benefit to employment should be positive in the medium to long term. However,
given the relatively minor effect that trade has in most countries, these gains can be expected
to be minor overall. Such effects may be overshadowed by larger economic events (such as
business cycles or economic crises), and by domestic policies that are specifically geared to
influence the labor market. Labor market economists typically hold the view that labor
market outcomes are largely determined by domestic policies such as unemployment
benefits, the structure of collective bargaining, employment protection legislation, minimum
wage regulations and education.4 Not surprisingly, empirical studies suggest that the degree
of trade openness is not an important determinant of unemployment.5

2
See QRWH E\ 81&7$' 6HFUHWDULDW RQ ³7KH LPSDFW RI WUDGH RQ HPSOR\PHQW DQG SRYHUW\ UHGXFWLRQ´ DYDLODEOe
at: http://unctad.org/meetings/en/SessionalDocuments/cid29_en.pdf.
3
In the classical theory of trade, in which a capital-abundant country liberalizes trade, the capital owners gain at
the expense of the less abundant factor: labor. The wage differential between developed and developing
countries supports the relocation of some labor and low-skill intensive activities from developed to developing
countries. Initially, labor intensive industries will restructure and shed jobs, while capital and labor flow from
previous protected industries to industries that stand to benefit from trade liberalization. Over the long term,
trade reforms are poised to lead to structural improvements, since they lead to more competition and better
resource allocation.
4
See OECD (2006).
5
See QRWH E\ 81&7$' 6HFUHWDULDW RQ ³7KH LPSDFW RI WUDGH RQ HPSOR\PHQW DQG SRYHUW\ UHGXFWLRQ´ DYDLODEOH
at: http://unctad.org/meetings/en/SessionalDocuments/cid29_en.pdf.
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4.

Lower consumer prices of imports and increased variety

Trade liberalization not only benefits producers who depend on imported inputs for
production, but also consumers. Lower tariffs can help to lower prices for essential consumer
goods and broaden the range and quality of goods that are available on the market. A study
by Langenfeld and Nieberding (2005) estimates that the benefits to consumers as a result of
US trade expansion between 1992 and 2002 to be around 15 to 20% of the total increase in
annual real disposable income.
For the purpose of this study, we limit our analysis to the three macroeconomic indicators
exports, productivity and employment. One of the reasons why we selected these variables is
their importance identified in the literature with respect to trade liberalization (as described
above). Next, in and of themselves, these three variables also represent a well-rounded image
of a functioning economy. For a small open economy like Switzerland, exports have a big
influence on the strength and welfare of its economy.6 Productivity, meanwhile, is an
excellent metric for judging the impact on the overall economy, and thus a vital area of study.
It is also a major determinant of long-run welfare of any market economy. Employment,
finally, is an important structural metric in the public policy debate. A final reason for having
selected these three metrics is data availability from consistent publicly available data sources
and for sufficiently long time-series.
C. Description of the three empirical approaches used in this report
For the remainder of this Appendix, we provide an introduction to the methods and empirical
approaches we adopt for estimating the economic effects of UTL on the three selected
macroeconomic metrics.
There exist a myriad of approaches to measure policy effects that have been used in the
empirical literature. Given the nature of the policy context and the available data at issue,
one can typically find the following approaches:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Descriptive statistics;
³%HIRUH$IWHU´ DSSURDFKHV;
Difference-in-dLIIHUHQFH ³','´ DSSURDFKHV;
&RPSXWDEOH JHQHUDO HTXLOLEULXP ³&*(´ DSSURDFKHV7

6

7UDGH FRQVWLWXWHV DURXQG  RI 6ZLW]HUODQG¶V *'3
CGE models enable economists to examine in a systematic and tractable manner the medium- to long-term
effects of policy reforms on an economy-wide and a sectoral basis, with an emphasis on the systemic (direct and
indirect) effects on the initiating country. CGE models are thereby able to consider the fact that there are many
country markets, each with many different sectors, and that these markets interact in complex ways. For
instance, demand for one good (say, steel) depends on the prices of other goods (say, energy, coke, iron, etc.)
and on factor income. Income, in return, depends on wages, profits and rents, which themselves depend on
technology, factor supplies and production, and so on. By modeling the entirety of these effects within and
between sectors, CGE models are uniquely able to quantify all those effects over the medium to long-term. One
of the most popular and most widely-used CGE models in trade analysis is the Global Trade Analysis Project
³*7$3´  6LQFH LWV LQFHSWLRQ LQ  *7$3 KDV EHFRPH WKH ZRUNKRUVH PRGHO LQ GRPHVWLF DQG LQWHUQDWLRQDO
7
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Given the complexity of CGE models, it would have gone beyond the scope of this project to
apply general-equilibrium approaches to the analysis of the UTL experience in the three
countries at issue. Hence, our inquiry into the effects of UTL on the three identified metrics
relies on the first three of the four approaches mentioned above (that is, descriptive statistics;
Before/After models; and DID approaches). We will explain each of these methods in turn.
1.

Descriptive statics

The first step of any quantitative aQDO\VLV W\SLFDOO\ LQYROYHV D ³PDFURVFRSLF´ DSSURDFK
ZKHUHE\ WKH GDWD LV H\HEDOOHG IRU ZKDW RQH PLJKW FDOO DQ ³RFXODU VFUXWLQ\´ test. Applying
GHVFULSWLYH VWDWLVWLFV GRHV QRW UHTXLUH DQ\ ³PLFURVFRSLF´ PRGHOLQJ DSSURDFK 5DWKHU WKH
researcher secures the best available time-series data, extracts specific trends in these data,
and correlates the structural changes with the underlying policy implementation.
2.

Before/After analysis

The family of Before/After approaches quantitatively examines temporal variation in the
variable under study (same country at different times). This involves identifying the event
window and studying conspicuous changes in trends in the variable of interest prior to and
after the event window. Within the array of approaches that can be used to perform a
EHIRUHDIWHU DQDO\VLV ZH XVH ZKDW LV NQRZQ LQ WKH OLWHUDWXUH DV DQ ³HYHQW VWXG\´
Event studies have been used to analyze events as varied as the impact of merger
announcements, tax increases, and social policy changes.8 An event study consists of
(1) estimating an accurate model of economic performance in the pre-UTL period;
(2) FRQVWUXFWLQJ WKH ³FRXQWHUIDFWXDO´ E\ IRUHFDVWLQJ WKH HFRQRPLF SHUIRUPDQFH WKDW ZRXOG
have prevailed in the absence of the UTL experience using the estimatHG PRGHO¶V SDUDPHWHUV
in the post-implementation period; and (3) determining whether the difference between the
observed (actual) economic performance and the estimated (counterfactual) economic
performance is statistically different from zero.
7KH FRPSDULVRQ RI WKH ³DFWXDO´ ZLWK WKH forecasted ³FRXQWHUIDFWXDO´ ZKHQ HVWLPDWLQJ WKH
impact of an event (here: UTL policy reform) on the economic outcomes of interest requires
the deployment of time-series techniques. These techniques enable the researcher to predict
the outcome variables of interest in the period following the UTL and use them as
counterfactuals, i.e., situations without the policy reform at issue. The difference between the
actual and predicted values defines the magnitude of the policy change.

economic analysis. Over the past two decades, GTAP has proven to be a useful tool for governments and
policymakers around the world for estimating economic and trade impacts of policy reforms.
While CGE models have various benefits, they also have some significant disadvantages. CGE models such as
GTAP are complex which exacerbates straightforward interpretation of results and any intuitive links between
model inputs, policy shocks, and model outputs. Next, CGE models are at a high level of aggregation, which
makes it difficult to break out results for particular sectors of interest or to single out effects on specific affected
stakeholder groups.
8
See Adda et al. (2012).
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The problem with an event study is isolating different policy reforms and general economic
dynamics that are going on in the background at the same time as the event. If there is more
than one reform which could have impacted our variable of interest in the post-policy
(analysis) period, it may be difficult, if not impossible, to clinically attribute the difference in
outcomes to one specific policy. In the presence of such non-attribution factors, the
researcher is well advised to look at the difference between the actual and counterfactual
outcomes within those specific time periods that can be uniquely assigned to the policy under
study.
An event study begins with splitting the observed data into three periods: the estimation, the
event, and the post-event windows (also called period of analysis). Assume that we have 16
years of quarterly data for the outcome variable of interest (call it ܴ௧ ), such that  א ݐሾͲǡͶሿ.
Furthermore, suppose that the event occurs at t = 40 and its implementation is staggered over
four quarters  א ݐሾͶͲǡͶͶሿ. The estimation window then contains all of the data before the
event (i.e.,  א ݐሾͲǡ͵ͻሿሻ. Based on the data contained in the estimation window, the best
model is selected.9
ܴ௧ ൌ ߙ  ߚܺ௧  ߝ௧ ǡ

ሺͳሻ

where ܺ௧ is some vector of independent variables or lagged dependent variables over time
that explain ܴ௧ . ߙ is as constant, while ߚ is the coefficient relating to different explanatory
variables. As usual, ߝ௧ describes an error term.
Equation (1), is formulated very generally here. The actual model specification and the
respective explanatory variables are determined on a case-by-case basis; they depend on the
variable under study and on data availability (more on how to select the best model in the
next two subsections).
Since we are dealing with macroeconomic time series, particular attention has to be paid to
the issue of whether the underlying data is stationary or not. Non-stationarity of time series
data is a severe problem, since an event study involves using time series to produce forecasts,
which requires that the data to be stationary.10 To avoid so-FDOOHG ³VSXULRXV UHJUHVVLRQ´
results, we convert our data from levels into growth rates by comparing a given \HDU¶V TXDUWHU
with the same quarter of the previous year.11 Hence, all of our analysis is depicted in growth
rates of variables we study.
After having selected the optimal model specification, we next produce predictions, or
forecasts, for the post-event period (the so-FDOOHG ³SHULRG RI DQDO\VLV´ based on the model.
These predictions serve as counterfactual outcomes, i.e., how the world would have looked in
9

See Lerner (1936).
See Hamilton (1994).
11
This approach has certain advantages over using quarter-on-quarter growth rates: First, the approach is less
sensitive to seasonal factors. Second, cyclical movements are more visible. Third, our time-series data becomes
stationary.
10
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the absence of the policy reform. Hence, Equation (1) is used to predict ܴ௧ for the outcome
௧ .
variable covering the period  א ݐሾͶͶǡͶሿ.12 The predicted values over time will be termed ܴ
௧ will serve as the counterfactual and is compared against the actual realization of ܴ௧ .
ܴ
Specifically, the estimated policy effect of the event for  א ݐሾͶͶǡͶሿ is defined as:
௧ Ǥ
ߜመ௧ ൌ ܴ௧ െ ܴ

ሺʹሻ

The final step consists of determining whether there exists an effect that can be determined as
statistically abnormal. A common approach from the literature is examining the Cumulative
Average Residual ³&$5´ 13 In our example, the CAR will be calculated as follows:
ସ

ܴܣܥሺݐସସ ǡ ݐସ ሻ ൌ   ߜመ௧ ൨ ȀሺͶ െ ͶͶ  ͳሻ Ǥ
ସସ

ሺ͵ሻ

If the null hypothesis of no effect of the event is true, CAR should just be a noisy zero. We
test this using a t-test by simply regressing the residuals on a constant:
ߜመ௧ ൌ ߙ  ߝ௧ ǡ

ሺͶሻ

where one would expect ߙො ൌ Ͳ under the null hypothesis (i.e.; no policy effect, in which case
ߙ is not statistically different from zero) and ߝ௧ a noisy process that explains all the
variations in ߜመ௧ .
The researcher may be faced with the problem of multiple policy changes occurring at or
around the same time as the policy shock at issue, and potentially having an impact on
variable under study. Whenever multiple policy interventions occur at or around the same
time as the policy of interest, it is difficult to unambiguously assign effect sizes to specific
policies taken at or around the same time. When this happens, the researcher has limited
options: A feasible option is to rely on inferences drawn based on those specific time periods
that can be uniquely assigned to the policy under study. In that case, the researcher examines
the CAR for that sub-period which can be uniquely assigned to the policy change under
consideration.14 Another option is to adduce economic theory to parse the (timing of) effects
generated by different policy interventions. In our three case studies, we resort to both
techniques.

12

Predictions are based on the selected model and the actual realizations of variables in vector X in the period
following the event window. In essence, we only produce counterfactuals of ܴ௧ using the actual values of
independent variables.
13
This is the mean of the cumulative error term. See Kothari and Warner (2006) for more details.
14
For example, in case of New Zealand, a series of policy changes were going on during the first UTL wave but
not during the second wave of UTL. In such circumstances, more weight should be assigned to CAR during the
second wave, as it can be assumed that it reflects UTL as the underlying policy change more cleanly.
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a.

The optimal model for forecasting exports

As mentioned, the most important task in any event study consists of identifying the optimal
model for forecasting the economic variable of interest (the structure of which was broadly
introduced in Equation (1)). As mentioned, the actual specification of each model will be
different depending on the variable of interest and the available data. In this subsection, we
explain our approach for identifying the correct model for estimating export growth.15
A well-calibrated model is characterized by its ability to explain accurately variations in the
actual data while ensuring that the coefficient estimates have the expected sign and thus
make economic sense.
There exists a long-standing literature on how to model and to forecast exports for small,
open economies.16 Typically, export volumes are seen as a function of foreign real income
(as a measure of foreign demand) DQG D FRXQWU\¶V SULFH FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV Our Equation (1),
as it pertains to exports, is determined based on using data pre-event window only. A key
assumption of an event study is that the structural relationship between export volumes, real
foreign income, and price competitiveness would not have changed in the absence of the
policy change.
As a measure of price competitiveness, we use the real effective exchange rate (ݎ݁݁ݎ௧ ). The
³UHDO´ DVSHFW RI ݎ݁݁ݎ௧ accounts for the purchasing power of different currencies, essentially
EULQJLQJ WKH H[FKDQJH UDWH DW SDULW\ LQ WHUPV RI HDFK FXUUHQF\¶V SXUFKDVLQJ SRZHU $OO WKH
bilateral exchange rates of the home country are then merged into one vector by weighing
GLIIHUHQW H[FKDQJH UDWHV ZLWK D IRUHLJQ FRXQWU\¶V VKDUH LQ KRPH H[SRUWV WKLV LV WKH ³HIIHFWLYH´
part of ݎ݁݁ݎ௧ ). We thus have one metric that can account for the price competitiveness of
KRPH FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUWV LQ WKH ZRrld market.
As a metric for real foreign income, we create our own demand index for each country.17
Since the home country has many export partners, we derive a weighted average of trade
SDUWQHUV¶ *'3 termed GDP*, whereby weights are given by the share of the home country
H[SRUWV WR HDFK RI LWV SDUWQHUV 7KLV DFWV DV D SUR[\ IRU WKH GHPDQG RI KRPH FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUWV
in the world market.
We exclusively rely on autoregressive distributed lag ³ARDL´ models to forecast
counterfactual times series for exports. ARDL models are standard least squares regressions
that include lags of both the dependent variable and explanatory variables as regressors.18,19

15

The approach for identifying the optimal model for forecasting employment will be discussed in the next
subsection.
16
See Senhadji and Montenegro (1998).
17
The actual demand indices for the three countries are shown in the respective technical appendices. See
Technical Appendices B, C, and D.
18
When the model includes a moving average component, the correct term technically is ³ARMAX´ and not
³ARDL´ EXW ZH LJQRUH WKLV technical subtlety here.
19
See Greene (2008).
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Our ARDL model for the event study analyzing the impact of UTL on exports is based on a
methodology published by the International Monetary Fund (Senhadji and Montenegro,
1998). This method consists of bringing the export demand equation into a dynamic form. In
formulaic terms, our model structure is as follows:
ሺݔ௧ ሻ ൌ ߛ  ߛଵ ሺݔ௧ିଵ ሻ  ߛଶPCY(ݎ݁݁ݎ௧ )ߛଷ ሺܲܦܩ௧ כሻ  ߛସ ܣܯሺ݅ሻ  ߝ௧ . (5)
Equation (5) relates to Equation (1) in our framework discussed above.20 We use growth
rates, expressed as the suffix PCY representing year-on-year growth rates over the same
quarter last year, as it helps us circumvent the problem of non-stationarity and seasonality in
our data.
Equation (5) relies on the fact that FRXQWU\¶V export growth (ݔ௧ ሻ depends upon last period¶V
export growth (ݔ௧ିଵ ሻ, its real exchange rate (ݎ݁݁ݎ௧ ሻ, as well as the demand for home
FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUWV LQ IRUHLJQ PDUNHWV, measured by the demand index (ܲܦܩ௧ כሻ. The model
includes a PRYLQJ DYHUDJH ³0$´ component if needed; i describes the lag of the MA
component. The actual specification of each country export model depends on the data,
which is different for each country.21
After having settled on the most appropriate model specification, we simulate Equation (5) to
௧ ) in our case.22 We thereby use
forecast our counterfactual outcome, export volumes ሺܴ
כ
actual data for real foreign income (ܲܦܩ௧ ሻ and real exchange rate (ݎ݁݁ݎ௧ ሻ. As described in
௧ ) and the
Equation (2), the difference between the simulated export volume time series ሺܴ
መ
actual export volumes ሺܴ௧ ሻ is defined as policy effect ሺߜ௧ ሻ.
The final step then consists of determining whether the difference between the
௧ ) is statistically different from the actual and
counterfactual/predicted export performance ሺܴ
observed outcome ሺܴ௧ ሻ by using a t-test by simply regressing the policy effect (ߜመ௧ ሻ on a
constant (Equation (4)).
b.

The optimal model for forecasting employment

As discussed in the subsection on exports, the first step in identifying a model for
employment is to identify Equation (1). We again use an ARDL approach to specify our
model.
The next step is to determine the variables to be included in the ARDL model. There is a
close relationship between employment and active population, which is the subgroup of the
population that is 15-64 years old. Over each business cycle, we expect the ratio of active
population and employment to remain constant. However, policy changes, such as labor and
20

Recall that Equation (1) was just a general statement of the model structure; the actual specifications and the
explanatory variables are determined based on the data and the variable under study.
21
For model specifications, we refer to the respective country specific technical appendices. See Technical
Appendices B, C, and D.
22
All the counterfactuals produced in an event study are dynamic predictions starting one year before the event
window.
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structural reforms (like UTL) may change this ratio. Typically, this happens when reforms
lead to people finding jobs faster and increasing participation rate. If we fail to find such a
change after a policy reform, we can conclude that it did not impact employment levels in the
economy.
Our model for employment thus includes the active population in the country (݁݉௧ ) as the
independent variable. We prefer to active population (the number of 15-64 year olds) over
labor force (the sum of employed and unemployed persons in the country) as the dependent
variable. Although labor force tracks employment very well, using labor force for
employment modelling has its issues. It is by no means exogenous from employment
dynamics. In a business cycle, labor force and employment tend to move together and are
influenced by the same factors. As employment prospects increase, people tend to come back
to labor force and they tend to leave the labor market when the conditions are bad. This may
result in endogeneity, and thus negatively bias our results.23 This is not the case with active
population, which tends to be more stable, at least in the short run.24
The fact that employment and active population are cointegrated also enables us to work in
levels, rather than growth rates.25,26 Our ARDL model structure for employment has the
following form:
݁݉௧ ൌ ߛ  ߛଵ  ݊ ߛଶ ݁݉௧ିଵ  ߛଷ ܣܯሺ݅ሻ  ߝ௧ .

(6)

The expression  ݊thereby is the population. The term ݁݉௧ିଵ represents the
autoregressive component, while the term ܣܯሺ݅ሻ represents any possible moving average
components in the data. Again, the actual specification of each model depends on the data,
which is country-specific.
For each country study, we follow the same procedure. Once we have estimated the model,
we use the model to forecast employment changes in the post-UTL phase. We then compare
the predicted values of employment level by the actual value and calculate the CAR.27 In the
absence of any policy effect, we would expect the CAR to be zero since our period of
analysis is 16 quarters, thus covering a usual business cycle.28

23

When policies improve labor market conditions, labor force increases as well. If there is a positive impact on
employment, labor force increases as well. A model based on labor force, however, already includes the
positive feedback through the impact employment has on labor force. This is the reason why we have a
downward bias in the policy result (effectively because the model already incorporates part of the positive
impact on employment).
24
However, as discussed in the Technical Appendices B, C, and D, we apply labor force the purpose of
robustness checks.
25
Cointegration occurs when the trend in one variable can be expressed as a linear combination of trends in
other variables. This obviates the need to check for stationarity in variables. See Hamilton (1994), Chapter 19.
26
For simplicity, the graphical representation of our results in the main body of the text is still depicted in terms
of growth rates.
27
Just as a reminder, we perform the analysis by converting levels into growth rates to maintain consistency.
28
It is zero, because one would expect the upturn and downturn in a business cycle to cancel out.
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3.

Difference-in-Difference (DID)

The basic idea behind a DID analysis is to use a comparative market as a reliable predictor of
what would have occurred in the absence of a policy change. Since the seminal work by
Ashenfelter and Card (1985), the number of studies applying some sort of DID-related
method has exploded and ranks today among the most preferred methods to evaluate policy
outcomes.
A DID analysis compares changes in the outcome variable (e.g., export) affected by the
policy variable (here: UTL) in the country of interest WKH ³WUHDWPHQW´ JURXS WR FKDQJHV LQ
WKH VDPH RXWFRPH YDULDEOH XQDIIHFWHG E\ WKH SROLF\ FKDQJH LQ DQRWKHU FRXQWU\ WKH ³FRQWURO
JURXS´  ,Q WKH VLPSOHVW FDVH WKH GLIIHUHQFH LQ WKHVH FKDQJHV SURYLGHV D FDXVDO HVWLPDWH RI
the impact of the treatment on the outcome of interest and is known in the literature as
treatment effect. Randomized control trials prevalent in development economics oftentimes
follow this approach.
The simplest structure is one in which two groups are observed during two periods. The
groups are ideally identical in all aspects but one: the first group is exposed to the policy
change ³WUHDWPHQW HIIHFW´ and the second is not. In the initial period, group 1, as well as
group 2, are subject to the same policy. In period 2, only group 1 (³treatment group´) is
exposed to a policy change (here: UTL), while group 2 (³control group´) continues to evolve
under the old policy. The policy effect is then measured as the observed difference between
group 1 and group 2 in period 2 with respect to the outcome variable.
The policy effect can be estimated econometrically: Suppose the outcome variable of interest
is denoted as ܻ . The policy effect then can be estimated by the following equation.
ܻ ൌ ߙ  ߚܶ  ߛݐ  ߜሺܶ ݐ כ ሻ  ߝ , (6)
where the Ti is a dummy variable  אሾͲǡͳሿ, taking the value 0 or 1 (0 for the control group and
1 for the treatment group), and ݐ is a dummy for the time period after the implementation of
UTL. The constant term is denoted as Į; ȕ controls for permanent differences between
treatment and control group unrelated to the policy change; Ȗ defines a time trend that is
common to both groups; į is the true treatment effect; ߝ , as usual, is an error term.29 The
magnitude of the policy change can be determined by the coefficient on the interaction term
(ߜ).

29

For more information, please see to the NBER lecture notes on the topic available at
http://www.nber.org/WNE/lect_10_diffindiffs.pdf.
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D.

Suitability of the three different quantitative approaches

As detailed in the main body of the text of this report, as well as in Technical Appendices BD, we do not use all three methods ± descriptive statistics, Before/After, and DID ± for all of
the macroeconomic variables of interest ± exports, productivity, and employment ± at the
same time. We now briefly describe the cases under which the various method are suitable.
The credibility of Before/After approach is premised on a forecast of what the world would
have looked in the absence of the policy change at issue (here: UTL). The Before/After
approach is particularly well suited to studying the impact of policy changes on exports, since
there exists a longstanding literature on how to estimate export demand equations and
identify structural changes in the time series.30
In contrast, forecasting the macroeconomic indicator productivity is more difficult, as the
economic mechanisms at work between policy shocks, such as innovation and R&D on the
one hand, and productivity gains on the other hand, are generally not well understood, and are
likely to be very complex and dynamic. Fortunately, productivity dynamics have been shown
to be fairly similar across comparable countries over time.31 This makes the DID approach
the obvious choice when it comes to examining the economic effects of UTL on productivity.
Finally, labor market dynamics can vary quite a bit from one country to another depending on
the institutional settings in each country. While countries with a liberal market (e.g., United
States) experience bigger swings in the unemployment rate, countries with heavily regulated
labor markets (e.g., France) tend to have more stable, but higher rates of unemployment. In
every country, the labor market evolves around a long-run trend which is country-specific.
Policy changes may affect the long-run trend which makes the Before/after analysis the ideal
methodical approach. We thus we rely on a Before/After approach to investigate the impact
of UTL on labor markets.

30
31

See Senhadji and Montenegro (1998).
See Islam (2003).
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX B (NEW ZEALAND)
A.

Introduction and roadmap

While the main body of the New Zealand ³1=´ case study provides the results of our
empirical exercise of measuring the impact of UTL on the three macroeconomic variables of
choice (exports, productivity and employment), it does not discuss the specifications of the
models used, their validity, or the robustness of their results. This appendix will deal with
these issues.
In the following, we discuss our empirical work for each of the macroeconomic variables of
interest: Section B deals with the Before/After approach (event study) that we apply to
exports. Section C explains our DID approach with which we examine the effect of UTL on
labor productivity. Section D, finally explains our event study for assessing the effect of
UTL on employment. Each of the three sections starts by describing the data sources
(subsections B.1, C.1, and D.1), and then moves on to the specifications of our selected
model (subsections B.2, C.2, D.2). Finally, where applicable, we close with an analysis of
how robust our model findings are by applying empirical robustness checks and/or model
variations for estimating the impact of UTL (subsections B.3 and C.3).
B.

Event study analysis on exports
1.

Data

Our event analysis studying the effect of UTL on NZ¶V H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH requires: (1) timeseries data for NZ¶V H[SRUWV RI JRRGV (2) a measure for demand, and (3) a measure for NZ¶V
external price competitiveness. Data for NZ¶V H[SRUWV RI JRRGV DUH DYDLODEOH RQ Statistics
New Zealand¶V website. As a proxy for demand, we compile weighted composite of GDP of
NZ¶V PDLQ H[SRUW SDUWQHUV WHUPHG ³Export Demand Index for New Zealand´). As a proxy
for price competitiveness, we use the &RQVXPHU 3ULFH ,QGH[ ³CPI´ based real effective
exchange rate for NZ. We explain in turn.

Technical Appendix B (New Zealand)
1) NZ goods exports
The outcome variable of interest is the performance of NZ¶V exports. Unfortunately,
seasonally adjusted quarterly real export data for NZ going back to the 1970s were not
readily available. However, Statistics New Zealand provides monthly time-series data for
nominal export (not seasonally adjusted) and an export price index covering the time period
we needed.1 Combining the two, we obtained real values for exports by adjusting the
nominal times series using the export price index. We then constructed seasonally adjusted
data using the seasonal package in WKH VWDWLVWLFDO VRIWZDUH ³R´.
2) Export Demand Index for NZ
The Export Demand Index is calculated using a trade-weighted measure of NZ¶V PDLQ WUDGLQJ
SDUWQHUV¶ *'32 (DFK WUDGLQJ SDUWQHU¶V *'3 LV ZHLJKWHG E\ WKH VKDUH of that country in NZ¶V
exports (see Figure 1). NZ¶V GHPDQG LQGH[ FRPSULVHV RI the top 5 export destinations for
NZ¶V exports (the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan, Australia and China), which
together accounted for approximately 55% to 70% of NZ¶V exports in the period between
1970 and 2000.

1

See http://www.stats.govt.nz/.
Data for GDP of partner countries was taken from OECD database (https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domesticproduct-gdp.htm). Data for bilateral trade was taken from New Zealand statistical yearbooks for 1970s and
WITS database (http://wits.worldbank.org/).
2
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Figure 1: Export Demand Index for New Zealand (Q1/1971=100)
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Source: Authors, based on OECD and WITS data.

As Figure 1 shows the demand index increased more or less consistently over the whole time
period of analysis. Looking at the data with which the figure was generated we see that
between 1975 and 1987 (i.e., prior to NZ¶V 87/), the demand index grew on average 3.4%
per year. After NZ¶V ILUVW ZDYH RI UTL (1988), year-on-year growth was almost identical at
3.3% between 1988 and 2000.
3) NZ dollar Real Effective Exchange Rate Index
As a proxy for price FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV ZH XVH -3 0RUJDQ¶V LQGH[ for real effective exchange
rate RI WKH 1= GROODU ³1=´ .3,4 Figure 2 depicts the real effective exchange rate of the NZ$
over time. The two black vertical lines indicate the beginning of the two UTL waves in NZ
in 1988 and 1993.

3
4

More on the composition of real effective exchange rate can be found in Technical Appendix A.
Sourced from JP Morgan via Data Stream, a data subscription service by Thomson Reuters.
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Figure 2: Trade weighted real exchange rate (index) for New Zealand
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Source: JP Morgan.

The data used to construe Figure 2 indicates that while 1=¶V real exchange rate depreciated
significantly by 19.9% during the first wave of UTL from 1988 to 1992, the opposite holds
true for the second wave of UTL. Between 1993 and 1996, the exchange rate appreciated by
26.5%.
2.

ARDL Model for exports

7KH OLWHUDWXUH KDV VKRZQ WKDW WKHUH H[LVWV D VWURQJ UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ D FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUW
growth on the one hand and GDP growth in its main export markets on the other hand.5 This
relationship tends to be rather stable. TKH GHPDQG IRU D FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUWV GHSHQGs also on its
price competitiveness.
The intuition behind our event analysis is that without UTL, the relationship between 1=¶V
exports and its real exchange rate on the one hand, and its foreign demand on the other hand,
would have continued to hold. Using actual data for NZ¶V UHDO H[FKDQJH UDWH DQG *'3
growth in NZ¶V main trading partners allows us to construct a counterfactual outcome for

5

See IMF (1998).
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1=¶V export activity. We then compare the counterfactual outcome with the actual and
attribute the difference to UTL.
For our model selection, we use quarterly data between Q1/1972 and Q4/1987 (just before
the first wave of UTL) to determine the relationship between exports, real exchange rate, and
foreign demand. We then retain the selected model to forecast/simulate counterfactual
outcomes for NZ¶V H[SRUWV GXULQJ WKH WZR ZDYHV RI 87/ Next, we explore the extent to
which the forecasted export growth data departs from the actual one. If there are observed
discrepancies, we further explore the characterization of those departures.
As stated in Technical Appendix A, a key issue in the analysis is the model selection
process. 6LQFH 1=¶V 87/ LQYROYHG WZR FRQVHFXWLYH ZDYHV RI 87/ (1988-1992 and 19931996), for the purpose of this analysis, we use the same model to analyze the impact of UTL
on exports during the first and the second wave of 1=¶V UTL. We thereby select our model
based on data before the first UTL wave.6 To be as objective as possible, our time-series
model of choice is selected by using the auto.arima() IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH 7KH
data are year-on-year growth rates (³PCY´) of the respective quarterly time series (exports,
export demand and the effective exchange rate). Regression coefficients can therefore be
read as elasticities. Table 1 reports the results.
Table 1: Selected ARDL model
AR1
(1)

MA4
(2)

Export demand
growth (3)

Exchange rate
growth (4)

Coefficient

0.59***

-0.62***

1.32***

-0.35**

Standard
Errors

0.12

0.14

0.26

0.16

Source: Authors. *** indicates significance at 1% level. **indicates significance at 5% level.

The ARDL model reports that exports are sensitive to external demand factors. All results
are statistically significant at least at the 5% level. An improvement of external demand (as
measured by the demand index) by 1% leads to an increase of 1.3% in goods exports (column
(3)). An appreciation of the NZ$ of 1% has a negative impact on NZ¶V goods exports to the
order of -0.35% (column (4)). The export growth is highly dependent on the value attained in
the previous quarter, as can be seen by the coefficient of AR1 (column (1)), which is the
autoregressive component of the model and captures the impact of the value of the last period

6

In a robustness check in subsection 3, below, we perform an analysis uniquely on the second wave of UTL.
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on the independent variable. 7KH PRGHO DOVR KDV D VLJQLILFDQW PRYLQJ DYHUDJH ³0$´
FRPSRQHQW ZKLFK FDSWXUHV KRZ WKH FXUUHQW SHULRG¶V H[SRUW JURZWK LV UHODWHG to last periods¶
error term.
Based on the above identified model, we predict/simulate counterfactual export growth
figures using actual data for NZ¶V GHPDQG LQGH[ DV ZHOO DV LWV UHDO H[FKDQJH UDWH These
predictions (counterfactual export growth rates) are based on what the trajectory of exports
would have been if there had not been any underlying policy change. We then compare the
counterfactual with the actual export growth in the post-UTL phase.
Figure 3 (which is also reported in the main body of the NZ case study) plots the actual and
predicted export growth for NZ. The two solid black vertical lines represent the
implementation of two UTL waves. The dashed black line marks the start of the analysis
period.7

.2

Figure 3-Actual vs counterfactual export growth, ARDL model
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Source: Authors.

The next step consists of quantifying the impact of policy change in the post-UTL phase.
The Cumulative Average Residual ³&$5´ , which is the average difference between actual
7

Since exports react to favorable macroeconomic environment with a lag, we start our period of analysis four
quarters after the UTL was first implemented (Q1/1989).
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and predicted outcomes, quantifies the impact of policy changes on the variable under study.8
In the case of no policy change, the CAR would be a noisy zero. For much of the four-year
period following the implementation of the first UTL wave (1989-1992), the blue line, i.e.,
the predicted export growth (which, recall, presents a world without UTL), is above the red
line, i.e., the actual export growth. The CAR from the period from 1989-1992 is -0.9%. If at
all, this would (counter-intuitively) suggest that UTL actually had a slightly negative impact
on export volumes. However, this results is not statistically significant,9 and thus the point
estimate cannot be interpreted with any confidence.
Turning to the second wave of UTL (1993-1996), we witness a different picture. The actual
export growth with UTL (red line) was consistently higher than that predicted by the model
without UTL (blue line). Calculating the CAR for the second wave of UTL we calculate an
export growth rate effect of 2.43%, and the result is statistically significant. During the
second wave of UTL, 1=¶V RYHUDOO exports grew on average by 5.5% per year.10 Thus, based
on our results, UTL played a major role in the growth of exports, contributing up to 43% to
year-on-year export growth in NZ between 1993 and 1996.11
3.

Robustness checks

The above results suggest that the first wave of UTL had no measurable effect on exports,
while UTL had a positive impact on export volumes in the second SKDVH RI 87/¶V
implementation. The results were thereby based on a model that used data dating back to
prior to the first wave of UTL (up to Q4/1987).
As a robustness check, we treat the first wave of UTL as part of the historical period, and
shorten the forecasting period to include the four-year cycle 1993-1996. In other words, we
calibrate the model using an extended time period that includes the first UTL wave and
includes all data leading up to Q4/1992. We then perform another event study, with model
selection again based on the auto.arima() IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH 7KH PRGHO
results are displayed in Table 2.

8

For the exact theoretical formulation of CAR, please see Technical Appendix A.
To find whether the calculated CAR is significant or not, we regress the difference between actual and
predicted values of the variable on a constant. The magnitude of the constant determines the significance of the
CAR. For all the CARs, we determine significance at 5% using a t-test on the constant.
10
This growth rate is all the more impressive, given the fact that during the same period NZ¶V UHDO H[FKDQJH UDWH
appreciated by more than 26% (see Figure 2, above).
11
This is calculated by taking the ratio of 2.4% and 5.5%, which is 43%.
9
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Table 2-Selected ARDL model for robustness
AR1
(1)

AR2
(2)

SAR1
(3)

SAR2
(4)

Export demand
growth (5)

Exchange rate
growth (6)

Coefficient

0.41***

-0.27*

-0.44***

-0.42***

1.14***

-0.38***

Standard
Errors

0.14

0.14

0.11

0.13

0.29

0.13

Source: Authors.
Notes: *** indicates significance at 1% level; ** indicates significance at 5% level; *indicates significance at 10% level.

Compared to the model in Table 1, we find that when covering the historical time period up
to Q4/1992 point estimates are similar for price elasticity with 1.1% (column (5)), but slightly
lower demand elasticity with -0.38% (column (6)), respectively. Overall, the changes
compared to the previous model run are minor, indicating the robustness of our results.
As before, we simulate counterfactual growth rates for exports, using the updated robustness
model, and then compare them with the actual performance. Figure 4 illustrates:
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Figure 4-Actual vs counterfactual export growth using extended time period
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Source: Authors.

We again finish with a calculation of the CAR for the period of analysis. The CAR for the
period following the second wave of UTL is 2.38%, a result that is statistically significant.
Comparing this to the result of the original model run (2.43% and statistically significant), we
find considerable similarity in the results. This reinforces our earlier finding for the

8
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significant empirical impact WKDW 1=¶V UTL has had on export growth during the second wave
of UTL.
C.

DID analysis for productivity
1.

Data

For analyzing the impact of UTL on productivity, we first need to define a measure of
productivity. We chose labor productivity, which is the annual output per employed
worker.12,13 However, as we discuss below, we perform a robustness check in which we use
hourly productivity as an explanatory variable. Data for hourly productivity, however, is
only available on an yearly basis.14
Our DID analysis is based on two comparator markets for the treatment market NZ: labor
productivity rates in the G7,15 and, as a robustness check, labor productivity in the United
States.16 Our first choice for a control market was Australia. However, Australia was going
through its own period of reforms during the same period, and UTL was one of them. This
rendered Australia as a control market infeasible, as one of the key tenets is that the control
market is free from the policy intervention at issue. We thus chose the average across the G7
countries as the next best alternative. Using the G7 average is a good gauge of the overall
productivity dynamics in the developed world during the period of analysis. The G7
countries together represent the average productivity in industrialized economies. Taking the
average across G7 countries also controls for underlying policy changes which may have
occurred in any specific country.
Our choice for the United States as an alternative control group for the purposes of our
robustness check can be explained as follows: the US has traditionally been at the frontier of
innovation and technology, reaping consistently high productivity growth rates. Comparing
NZ against the best-in-class can then yield conservative but robust results, because if NZ
were to outperform the United States during the period of analysis, some important

12

In Technical Appendix A, we explain our preference for labor productivity over hourly productivity.
Data for GDP and total employment sourced from Statistics New Zealand; available at
http://www.stats.govt.nz/.
14
Hourly productivity data from OECD database; available at https://data.oecd.org/lprdty/gdp-per-hourworked.htm.
15
The G7 include US, UK, Germany, Japan, France, Canada, and Italy.
16
Data for US and G7 to calculate labor productivity was sourced from OECD database; available at
https://data.oecd.org/.
13
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productivity shift must have occurred in NZ that has not been experienced in the United
States.
2.

DID analysis for productivity

We perform a graphical DID analysis against the G7 as the control market. Figure 5 reports
productivity levels in the pre and post-UTL period. The chart plots the trend in labor
productivity levels (vertical axis) in NZ (blue line) and the G7 (red line) between Q1/1982
and Q4/1997 (horizontal axis). The productivity level has been indexed to Q4/1987
(Q4/1987 = 100), and as such does not represent absolute levels. The two solid black vertical
line depicts the introduction of two UTL waves.
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Figure 5- G7 and New Zealand labor productivity levels, 1982-1997, HP filter
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Source: Authors, based on data by Statistics New Zealand and OECD.

Looking at Figure 5, we can see that throughout most of the 1980s, the development of
productivity levels in NZ and the G7 countries were fairly similar.17 Starting from the first
UTL wave, we see an acceleration in the level of productivity in NZ compared to that of the
G7 average. This difference in productivity levels widens until some point in the early 1990s
and a consistent productivity gap between NZ and G7 remains for nearly 7 years. In fact,

17

Notice that productivity levels intersect three times over the span of six years prior to the UTL.
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ORRNLQJ D ELW PRUH FORVHO\ DW WKH WLPH DIWHU WKH VHFRQG 87/ ZDYH ZH FDQ VHH WKDW 1=¶V
productivity experiences a small additional increase, as compared to the G7.
We calculate the UTL policy effect by quantitatively comparing the average difference in
productivity levels before the first wave of UTL with the average difference in productivity
levels after the first wave of UTL.18 :KLOH LQ WKH  \HDUV OHDGLQJ XS WR 1=¶V 87/ WKH
average difference in productivity levels between NZ and the G7 average was 2.7 percentage
points, in the decade years following the first UTL wave, the average difference between the
two markets more than doubled to 5.45 percentage points. This is suggestive that the level of
productivity would have been 2.75 percentage points lower in the post-1988 period had it not
EHHQ IRU 1=¶V 87/ UHIRUP 7KLV FRQYHUWV WR D non-trivial UTL-induced annual productivity
growth effect of 0.27 percentage points.19
3.

Robustness checks

We perform a robustness check consisting of two modifications that we perform in parallel:
first, we replace the G7 as control market with US. Second, we replace labor productivity
with hourly productivity.20
Figure 6 depicts the productivity level of NZ compared to that of the US. As before, the two
solid black vertical lines represents the two waves of implementation of UTL.

18

For the purpose of assessing the effects of UTL on productivity, we combine our analysis for the two UTL
waves. This stands in contrast to our analysis of the effects of UTL on exports and employment, where we
analyze the two phases separately (see Section B, above). As the productivity shock in one period has an
impact on future productivity as well, we focus on overall productivity gains attributable to both waves of UTL.
19
The formula we used to generate this results is (1+r)10 = 1.0275.
20
We also performed these two robustness checks sequentially. The results did not change from the ones
reported here.
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Figure 6-New Zealand and US hourly productivity, Q4/1987=100
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Source: OECD productivity data.

Figure 6 shows that hourly productivity in the US and NZ evolve more or less in the same

manner until 1987. After 1988, we see a jump in the productivity level of NZ, whereby it
consistently remains above US productivity levels throughout the next decade.
While in the seven years prior to the UTL, the average difference in productivity levels
between NZ and the G7 average was 0.92 percentage points, in the 10 years following the
first UTL wave, the average difference between the two markets increased to 3.69
percentage points. This translates to a gain of 2.77% for NZ¶V productivity in the post-UTL
phase. Converting this into annualized figure yields 0.27%, which is remarkable, given that
we find the identical result with the G7 as the comparator market and use labor productivity.
Using different productivity rates and a different comparator markets, hence, does not
change our main results, and thus confirms our core findings.
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D.

Employment analysis
1.

Data

For the purpose of employment modelling, we used data for employment levels in NZ, and
for labor force, which is the sum of employed and unemployed persons in the economy. Both
of these datasets were sourced from Statistics New Zealand.21
While as a general matter of economic theory we prefer using active population levels to
labor force data,22 in the case of NZ we were unable to get hold of quarterly data for active
population going back to 1970. We were thus forced to resort to labor force data for the
explanatory variable.
2.

ARDL Model for employment

As with our analysis of exports, we apply an ARDL model for employment. Our objective is
to identify a model which can track changes in employment levels and employment growth
using the pre-UTL period (Q1/1972-Q4/1987). We then use this model to forecast changes in
employment in the post-UTL phase. The difference between actual and predicted values
(counterfactuals) of the outcome variable are then empirically compared.
We calibrated our model using the actual values of employment growth and labor force
growth. As before, the time-series model is selected by using the auto.arima() function in
5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH Table 3 reports the results.
Table 3-ARDL model for employment growth
AR1
(1)

Labor force growth
(2)

Coefficient

0.90***

1.17***

Standard errors

0.04

0.05

Source: Authors. *** indicates significance at the 1% level.

The model has a significant autoregressive component AR1 (column (1)). The coefficient for
labor force growth (column (2)) is statistically significant on the 1% level. The model results

21

Available at http://www.stats.govt.nz/.
As we explain in Technical Appendix A, labor force and employment tend to exhibit co-movement which
may lead to endogeneity problems. Hence our preferred choice of independent variable is active population.

22
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also demonstrate that a 1% increase in labor force results in a 1.17% increase in employment
growth.
As before, we proceed by using this model to produce employment levels after UTL
(counterfactuals), and then compare the actual employment growth to its predicted values.
Figure 7 gives the actual and predicted (counterfactual) labor force growth in the post UTLphase in NZ. The two solid black vertical lines mark the beginning of two UTL phases,
while the green line represents the enacting of an important labor-market reform, the
Employment Contract Act (³ECA´) in 1991.
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Figure 7-Predicted growth of employment vs actual growth, ARDL model
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Source: Authors, based on Statistics New Zealand.

We observe that during the first wave of UTL between 1988 and 1992, actual employment
growth (with UTL) was mostly below its predicted levels (without UTL). However, around
1992, the situation reversed and actual employment growth was exceeding predicted growth
of employment. Indeed, the CAR, which calculates the average difference between the actual
and predicted employment growth over time, was -1.2% (significantly negative ) during the
first wave of UTL (1988-1992), but shot up to 0.83% (significantly positive) in the second
phase of UTL (1993-1996). The CAR for the two phases combined was -0.33%, marginally
negative, but statistically insignificant.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX C (CANADA)
A.

Introduction and roadmap

While the main body of the Canada case study provides the results of our empirical exercise
of measuring the impact of UTL on the three macroeconomic variables of choice (exports,
productivity and employment), it does not discuss the specifications of the models used, their
validity, and the robustness of their results. This is what this appendix will deal with.
This appendix discusses our empirical work for each of the three macroeconomic variables of
interest: Section B deals with the Before/After approach (event study) that we apply to
exports. Section C explains our DID approach with which we examine the effect of UTL on
labor productivity. Section D, finally, explains our event study approach for assessing the
effect of UTL on employment. Each of the three sections starts by describing the data
sources (subsections B.1, C.1, and D.1), and then moves on to the specifications of our
selected model (subsections B.2, C.2, and D.2). Finally, each section ends with an analysis of
how robust our model findings are by applying empirical robustness checks and/or model
variations for estimating the impact of UTL (subsections B.3, C.3, and D.3).
B.

Event study analysis on exports
1.

Data

Our event analysis into WKH HIIHFW RI 87/ RQ &DQDGD¶V H[SRUW SHUIRUPDQFH requires: (1) timeVHULHV GDWD IRU &DQDGD¶V H[SRUWV RI JRRGV; (2) a measure for demand; and (3) a measure for
&DQDGD¶V H[WHUQDO SULFH FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV 'DWD IRU &DQDGD¶V H[SRUWV RI JRRGV DUH UHDGLO\
available on 6WDWLVWLFV &DQDGD¶V website. As a proxy for demand, we compile weighted
FRPSRVLWH RI *'3 RI &DQDGD¶V PDLQ H[SRUW SDUWQHUV WHUPHG ³Export Demand Index for
Canada´). As a proxy for price competitiveness, we use the Bank of Canada¶V & 5HDO
Effective Exchange Rate Index.

Technical Appendix C (Canada)
1) Canadian goods exports
The outcome variable of interest is the performance of Canadian good exports. Export data
used are from the national accounts published by Statistics Canada.1
2) Export Demand Index for Canada
The Export Demand Index is calculated using a trade-ZHLJKWHG PHDVXUH RI &DQDGD¶V PDLQ
WUDGLQJ SDUWQHUV¶ *'32 (DFK WUDGLQJ SDUWQHU¶V *'3 LV ZHLJKWHG E\ WKH VKDUH of that country
LQ &DQDGD¶V H[SRUWV (see Figure 1). We take into account the top 4 export destinations for
Canadian exports (the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan, and China), which together
accounted for approximately 89% of Canadian exports between 1995 and 2008. The United
States is the biggest export destination for Canada, accounting for 83% of exports between
1995 and 2008.
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Figure 1: Export Demand Index for Canada (1993Q1=100)
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Source: Authors, based on OECD data.

Figure 1 shows that prior to the financial crisis (2000-2007), the demand index grew on
average about 2.6% per year. The decline in demand during the Global Financial

1

See http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a45?lang=eng&CORId=3764.
Data for GDP of partner countries was taken from OECD database (https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domesticproduct-gdp.htm). Data for bilateral trade was taken from WITS database (http://wits.worldbank.org/).
2

2
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Crisis/Great Trade Collapse (2008-2009) was approximately 4.0%. After the implementation
of UTL, i.e., between 2009 and 2016, the demand index grew on average at 2% per year.
3) C$ Real Effective Exchange Rate Index
As proxy for price competitiveness, we use the Bank of Canada¶V & 5HDO (IIHFWLYH
Exchange Rate Index.3,4 Figure 2 depicts the real effective exchange rate over time. The
black vertical line indicates the beginning of UTL in Canada.
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Figure 2: Trade weighted real exchange rate for Canada
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The data used to construe Figure 2 indicates that between 2001 and 2007, the effective
exchange rate index for Canada appreciated by 39.7%. After depreciating during the crisis,
the Index appreciated to its pre-crisis level, before depreciating again by 18.8% during the
six-year period from 2011 to 2016.
2.

ARDL Model for exports

Economic OLWHUDWXUH KDV VKRZQ WKDW WKHUH H[LVWV D VWURQJ UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ D FRXQWU\¶V
export growth on the one hand and GDP growth in its main export markets on the other
3

For more information on how the Bank of Canada calculates the Canadian-Dollar Effective Exchange Rate
Index, please refer to http://www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/exchange/ceri/.
4
More on the composition of real effective exchange rate can be found in Technical Appendix A.
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hand.5 This relationship tends to be rather stable. TKH GHPDQG IRU D FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUWV
depend on prices. The intuition behind our event analysis is that without UTL, the
relationship between Canadian exports and its competitiveness (real exchange rate) on the
one hand, and its foreign demand (export demand index) on the other hand, would have
continued WR KROG 8VLQJ DFWXDO GDWD IRU &DQDGD¶V UHDO H[FKDQJH UDWH DQG *'3 JURZWK LQ
&DQDGD¶V main trading partners allows us to construct a counterfactual outcome for Canadian
export activity. We then compare the counterfactual outcome with the actual and attribute
the difference to UTL.
We use quarterly data between Q1/1993 and Q4/2007 to determine the relationship between
exports, real exchange rate and foreign demand.6 We then retain the same model to
forecast/simulate and explore whether this model maintains the same structure after Q1/2009.
If there are observed discrepancies, we further explore origin and characterization of those
discrepancies.
As stated in Technical Appendix A, a key issue in the analysis is the model selection
process. To be as objective as possible, our time-series model of choice is selected by using
the auto.arima() IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH 7KH GDWD DUH \HDU-on-year growth rates
(³PCY´) of the respective quarterly time series (exports, export demand and the effective
exchange rate). Regression coefficients in column 4 and 5 (Table 1) can therefore be read as
elasticities.
Table 1 reports the results of the ARDL model:
Table 1: Selected ARDL model
AR1
(1)

SAR1
(2)

SAR2
(3)

Export demand
growth (4)

Exchange rate
growth (5)

Coefficient

0.93***

-0.83***

-0.33***

2.02***

-0.27***

Standard
Errors

0.06

0.19

0.15

0.37

0.10

Source: Authors. *** indicates significance at 1% level. **indicates significance at 5% level.

The ARDL model reports that in the short run Canadian exports are sensitive to external
demand factors. All results are highly statistically significant on the 1% level. An
improvement of external demand (as measured by the demand index) by 1% leads to an
5

See IMF (1998).
We deliberately exclude the period of the Global Financial Crisis (Q1/2008-Q1/2009), because the crisis
period saw unexplained fluctuations in the data which may bias our results.
6
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³&$5´ , which is the average difference between actual and predicted outcomes, quantifies
the impact of policy changes on the variable under study.7
In the case of no policy change, the CAR would be a noisy zero. In the period of analysis,
the CAR was 2.0%. This result was statistically significant.8 In normal times, this would be
considered the actual impact of policy change on the variable. However, as we explain in
detail in the main text of the Canada case study, in seems prudent to factor in the effects that
occurred in the wake of the Great Trade Collapse. Canada was just coming out of a crisis
when the period of analysis began 7KLV PHDQV WKDW &DQDGD¶V actual export growth may have
been inflated (as compared to the non-UTL counterfactual) not just because of the UTL
effect, but also because of the rebound, or catch-up, effect.9 We thus have to account for the
impact the crisis had on the post-UTL growth rates.
There are two ways of accounting for post-crisis catch-up: one is assuming full catch-up, and
the other assuming partial catch-up.10
x

For the full catch-up, we define the rebound effect from the Great Trade Collapse to be
equal in size to the unexplained dip in actual exports during the crisis. We simply
subtract, from our estimated policy effect of 2%, the unexplained drop in exports that
occurred during the crisis (blue shaded plane in Figure 3). In other words, we pretend
that the Great Trade Collapse had no lasting effects on actual export growth rates at all,
and that export gains post-crisis fully made up for export losses while the crisis was
ongoing. Assuming full catch-up, the impact of UTL declines from 2% to only 0.36% in
the forecasting period 2010-2014. Since the overall increase in export in Canada during
the same period was 4.5%, UTL was thus responsible for 8.0% of the growth in export.11

x

To allow for secular stagnation post-crisis in a scenario featuring partial catch-up, we
compare the Canadian export growth experience with the pre- and post-crisis experience
by a basket of advanced economies, namely the G7 countries US, UK, Germany, Japan,
France, Canada, and Italy. Figure 4, which is also in the main body of the Canada case
study, plots the export activity of the G7 countries and Canada (vertical axis, indexed at
Q1/2010 = 100) over time (2005-2014, horizontal axis). The data for this chart are taken

7

For the exact theoretical formulation of CAR, please see Technical Appendix A.
To find whether the calculated CAR is significant or not, we regress the difference between actual and
predicted values of the variable on a constant. The magnitude of the constant determines the significance of the
CAR. For all the CARs, we determine significance at the 5% level using a t-test on the constant.
9
This means that export volumes bounce back once a crisis is over, and the economy registers higher-thanaverage growth rates.
10
Under full catch-up, export growth will reach its pre-crisis levels, while under partial catch up, exports will
only regain a proportion of volumes compared to the pre-crisis era, thus allowing for a secular stagnation.
11
This is calculated by taking the ratio of 0.36% and 4.5%, which is 8%.
8
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from CPB World Trade Monitor.12 The solid black line marks the EHJLQQLQJ RI &DQDGD¶V
UTL reform. The left dotted black vertical line marks the beginning of the Great Trade
Collapse/Global Financial Crisis; the right vertical dotted line marks the end of the catchup period (Q2/2011).13
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Figure 4: Exports activity by Canada and G7 (2005-2015); Q1/2010 = 100

80

90

100

110

2009q1

2005q1

2007q3

2010q1
Quarter
G7

2012q3

2015q1

Canada

Source: Statistics Canada, CPB World Trade Monitor.

As Figure 4 shows, the G7 economies ± where no UTL occurred ± did not fully recover
from the crisis: export activity leveled out at a significantly lower rate compared to the
pre-crisis peak. Using the CPB World Trade Monitor data we find that across G7
countries, exports were only able to recover by 76% from the export losses caused by the
Great Trade Collapse.14 In other words, post-crisis exports were down by 24%, as
compared to the pre-crisis export levels, which confirms the hypothesis of a secular
stagnation in the aftermath of the Global Financial Crisis and the concomitant Great
Trade Collapse.
We thus adjust for the crisis keeping in mind that the post-crisis catch-up was only part of
the dip during the crisis, the remaining being assigned to UTL. Mathematically, instead
of subtracting 100% of the crisis effect from the estimated effect to account for a total
12

Available at: https://www.cpb.nl/en/data?datatype=World%20trade%20monitor.
It is obvious from the graph that export volumes bounced back after the crisis, but then stagnated after 2011,
unable to revert to its pre-crisis peak. This post-crisis catch up ended at around Q2/2011.
14
We do this by calculating the difference between the pre-crisis peak and crisis trough, and then comparing
that difference with the post-crisis recovery achieved by the end of the catch-up period (Q2/2011).
13
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catch-up, we only subtract 76%. Under this scenario, UTL increased the export growth
rates of Canada by 0.75%,15 which corresponds to 16.7% in overall export growth over
the 2010-2014 period.16
Since it is econometrically impossible to parse out the catch-up effect from UTL effect, we
provide a range for the impact of UTL on employment. The range thus is 0.36%-0.75%
3.

Robustness checks

Since Canada mainly applied its UTL mainly to capital goods (industrial manufacturing
inputs, machinery and equipment, etc.), we perform a robustness check in which we apply the
ARDL model on a subset of exports, namely manufacturing exports.17
As before, we perform an event study, and the model selection is based on the auto.arima()
IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH 7KH PRGHO UHVXOWV DUH GLVSOD\HG LQ Table 2.
Table 2-Selected ARDL model for manufacturing exports
MA1
(1)

Constant
(2)

Export demand
growth (3)

Exchange rate
growth (4)

Coefficient

0.56***

-0.06***

3.76***

-.57***

Standard
Errors

0.10

0.017

.544

.08

Source: Authors. *** indicates significance at 1% level. ** indicates significance at 5% level.

Compared to all exports, we find that manufacturing exports are more price-elastic to demand
and exchange rate changes.18 The coefficient for export demand and exchange rate growth
are 3.76% (column (3)) and -0.57% (column (4)), respectively. The results make economic
VHQVH DV &DQDGD¶V WRWDO H[SRUWV PDLQO\ LQFOXGH FRPPRGLWLHV LQFOuding petroleum), which
tend to be less price and demand elastic. The model also has a significant moving average
³0$´) component, which captures how the current period¶s export growth is related to the

15

The calculation for this partial catch-up UTL effect is straightforward: (partial effect) = (full effect) + [(1 ±
partial catch-up effect)*(original UTL effect ± full UTL effect), or (0.36%) + [(24%)*(2.0% ± 0.36%)] = 0.75%.
16
Since the overall increase in export in Canada during the same period was 4.5%, UTL was thus responsible
for 16.7% (0.75%/4.5%) of the growth in exports.
17
2QH RI WKH REMHFWLYHV RI &DQDGD¶V 87/ ZDV WR KHOS GRPHVWLF LQGXVWU\ DFFHVV FKHDSHU EHWWHU DQG PRUe variety
of intermediate goods. Running a separate analysis on manufacturing exports is therefore a good gauge of
whether they were able to fulfil this objective. In 2006, mineral commodities (incl. petroleum) accounted for
one-WKLUG RI &DQDGD¶V H[SRUWV. To ensure our results are not driven by sectors unaffected by UTL, we focus on
those sectors that UTL was meant for.
18
This can be easily seen from the large swings during the crisis in growth rates, which fluctuate between -30%
and 20% (Figure 5, below) and are much larger than in total exports (Figure 3).
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continue to have the same sign, significance and effects that are not orders of magnitude
different.19
C.

DID analysis for productivity
1.

Data

For analyzing the impact of UTL on productivity, we first need to define a measure of
productivity. We opted for labor productivity, which is the annual output per employed
worker.20,21 However, as we discuss below, as a robustness check we also use hourly
productivity data, which is available on a year-on-year basis.22
Our DID analysis is based on two comparator markets for the treatment market Canada: the
United States, and, as a robustness check, the G7 countries.23 The motivation for using the
8QLWHG 6WDWHV DV &DQDGD¶V FRQWURO PDUNHW IRU RXU FRPSDUDWLYH DQDO\VLV LV WKH IRUPHU¶V
geographical, cultural, socio-economic, and historical similarity to Canada. Apart from these
obvious similarities, the strong economic and trade ties between the two countries make the
United States the ideal control group for Canada. Most importantly, however, the United
6WDWHV KDV QRW H[SHULHQFHG WKH ³WUHDWPHQW´ D 87/ VKRFN  ZKLFK LV D SUHUHTXLVLWH IRU D YDOLG
control market.
Canada is a large, developed country and part of the G7 group (along with the US, UK,
Germany, Japan, France, and Italy). G7 countries are tightly interlinked in terms of business
cycles, trade linkages, technical innovation, and global finance. It is thus fairly evident to use
the average productive rates across G7 countries for robustness checks.
2.

DID analysis for productivity

As a first step we perform a graphical DID analysis against the US as the control market.
Figure 6 reports on the indexed productivity levels in the pre and post-UTL period. The chart

19

7KH KLJKHU PDJQLWXGH PD\ EH H[SODLQHG E\ WKH IDFW WKDW &DQDGD¶V UHIRUP SDFNDJH WDUJHWHG VSHFLILFDOO\ WKH
manufacturing sector.
20
In Technical Appendix A, we explain our preference for labor productivity over hourly productivity.
21
Data for GDP and total employment sourced from Statistics Canada; available at
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/eng/cder/data.
22
Hourly productivity data from OECD database; available at https://data.oecd.org/lprdty/gdp-per-hourworked.htm.
23
Data for US and G7 to calculate labor productivity was sourced from OECD database; available at
https://data.oecd.org/.

10

Technical Appendix C (Canada)
plots the trend in labor productivity levels (vertical axis) in Canada (blue line) and the United
States (red line) between Q1/2003 and Q4/2015 (horizontal axis). The productivity level has
been indexed to Q1/2010 = 100, and as such does not represent absolute levels.24 The dotted
blue lines represent trends in Canadian productivity growth, while the red dotted lines depict
trends in US productivity growth. The solid black vertical line depicts the introduction of
UTL in Canada in 2009. The dotted black vertical lines mark beginning and end of the Global
Financial Crisis.
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Figure 6-Canada and US productivity, Q1/2010 = 100
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Source: Authors based on data by Statistics Canada and OECD.

Looking at the pre-crisis trends in productivity, Figure 6 reports that US productivity growth
ZDV PRUH UREXVW WKDQ &DQDGD¶V EHIRUH WKH LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ RI 87/ DV FDQ EH MXGJHG E\ WKH
steeper slope of the trend line for US. However, after the implementation of UTL (and
ignoring the crisis period25  ZH ZLWQHVV D PDUNHG UHYHUVDO RI WUHQGV &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\
started growing faster, as compared to both the US and its own historical trend. In the six
years between Q1/2010 and Q4/2015, Canadian productivity growth outperformed US
growth: the former increased by around 6.4%, while the latter only grew by around 4.9%
over the same six-year window. This amounts to an annualized productivity growth of 0.8%
24

Using Q1/2010 as the index enables us to minimize the impact of any catch-up effect that may occur postcrisis.
25
To avoid false attribution of impact of crisis to the UTL, we eliminate the period from Q3/2008 to Q4/2009
(the year of the Global Financial Crisis) from consideration.
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for the US and 1.0% for Canada.26 Hence, the average annual contribution of UTL to
&DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JURZWK LV HTXDO  percentage points for the period from 2010 to
2015.
Converting this difference in productivity growth post-Financial Crisis between Canada and
the United States into an effect size, we find that UTL contributed to at least 23% of
Canadian productivity gains in the 2010-2015 period.27
3.

Robustness checks

We perform two robustness checks: first, we replace the United States as control market with
the G7 average. Second, we replace labor productivity with hourly productivity.
Since we used the United States as the control market in our graphical DID analysis for
Canadian productivity, we check for the reliability of those results by using the G7 countries
as the control market. Figure 7 depicts the productivity level of Canada compared to that of
G7 countries. The solid black line represents the implementation of UTL, while the two
dotted lines mark the crisis period and the post-crisis catch up (which has been excluded from
our analysis).

26

We obtain the annualized growth rate by using the compounded annual growth rate formula for each country
for the 2010-15 period. The exact formula is (1+r)6=1.064 for Canada and (1+r)6=1.049 for US, where r is the
annualized growth rate and 6 is the number of years.
27
We obtain this result by calculating the ratio of (i) &DQDGD¶V SURGXFtivity gain minus the productivity gain of
US during the 2010-15 period and (ii) the productivity gain in Canada: (6.4% - 4.9%)/6.4% = 23%. This gives
us the share of productivity growth attributable to UTL. In a normal DID analysis, the pre-policy trends are
similar, which means that we can arrive at an accurate figure for policy impact. In this case however, the precrisis trend were different. Without adjusting for the difference in pre-policy trends, the figure attributable to
UTL is 23%. If we were to take into account of the difference in pre-policy trends, the effect would be
significantly greater than 23%. Hence, our conclusion that UTL increased productivity of Canada by at least
23% is conservative.
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Figure 7-Canada and G7 productivity, Q1/2010 = 100
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&DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JURZWK SULRU WR 87/ ZDV considerably slower than G7 (as can be
judged by the slope of dotted trend lines  +RZHYHU DIWHU WKH 87/ VWDUWLQJ  &DQDGD¶V
productivity growth was faster than the average across G7 countries. Not so post-UTL: in
the 6-year period between 2010 and 2015 &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JUHZ E\ 6.4%, while the
*¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JUHZ E\ 4.96%. This amounts to an annualized rate of 1% for Canada and
0.8% for G7 countries. The annual UTL FRQWULEXWLRQ WR &DQDGD¶V Sroductivity amounts then
to 0.2 percentage points for the period from 2010 to 2015. In relative terms, &DQDGD¶V 87/
thus again contributed at least 23% WR &DQDGD¶V productivity growth (a figure that is nearly
identical to what we get with US as the control market).
With an estimate for G7 that is near-identical to our DID analysis with the US as the control
market, our RYHUDUFKLQJ FRQFOXVLRQ DOVR VWD\V WKH VDPH &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ LQ LWV SRVWUTL phase outperformed that of its peers.
As a second robustness check for our productivity analysis, we look at hourly productivity,
rather than labor productivity. We again perform the same DID analysis, but this time look
at GDP per hour worked. Figure 8 plots the yearly productivity level for Canada and G7
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countries.28 The solid black line indicates the implementation of UTL while the black dotted
lines again represent the period of the crisis, which again has been ignored in the analysis.
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Figure 8-Canada and G7 hourly productivity, Q1/2010 = 100

95

100

2009q1

2005

2010
Year

2015

Canada

G7

Source: OECD data on GDP per hour worked.

&DQDGD¶V VXSHULRU SHUIRUPDQFH FRPSDUHG WR * DIWHU 87/ LV REYLRXV LQ Figure 8. Before
UTL, productivity growth in both areas was more or less the same (in fact, slightly higher in
G7). Not so post-UTL: between 2010 and 2015 hourly productivity grew in Canada by
5.1%, while the corresponding figure for G7 countries was 3.1%. This equates to annual
productivity rate of 0.83% for Canada and 0.51% for G7. Hence, the annual contribution of
87/ WR &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ JURZWK LV HTXDO  percentage points for period from 2010 to
2015. Using hourly productivity as the metric of choice, this would suggest that UTL
ERRVWHG &DQDGD¶V SURGXFWLYLW\ E\ DW OHDVW 29

28

Hourly productivity rates are available on a yearly basis only.
We again calculate the impact of UTL by the same formula as described in footnote 27: (5.1% - 3.1%)/5.1%
= 41%.
29
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D.

Employment event analysis
1.

Data

For the purpose of employment modelling, we utilized data for employment levels in Canada
and the active population levels, which is the number of 15-64 year olds in the country. Both
of these datasets are sourced from Statistics Canada.30
While as a matter of economic theory we prefer using active population levels,31 we perform
a robustness check in which we test whether using labor force data would change our results.
Data for labor force was again obtained from Statistics Canada.
2.

ARDL Model for employment

As with our analysis of exports, we apply an ARDL model for employment. Our objective is
to identify a model which can track changes in employment levels and employment growth
using the pre-UTL period (Q2/1995-Q2/2008), again excluding the crisis period. We then
use this model to forecast changes in employment in the post-UTL phase. The difference
between actual and predicted values (counterfactuals) of the outcome variable are then
empirically compared, attributing the difference to UTL.
We calibrated our model using the actual values of employed workers and active population.
This was possible, since the two variables are cointegrated. As before, the time-series model
is selected by using the auto.arima() IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH Table 3 reports the
results.
Table 3-ARDL model for employment
AR1
(1)

Active
population (2)

Constant
(3)

Coefficient

0.90***

0.98***

-3081.17***

Standard
errors

0.07

0.05

834.72

Source: Authors. *** indicates significance at 1% level.

The model has a significant autoregressive component AR1 (column (1)) and a constant
(column (3)). The coefficient for active population (column (2)) is highly statistically

30

Available at http://www.statcan.gc.ca/eng/start.
As we explain in Technical Appendix A, labor force and employment tend to exhibit co-movement which
may lead to endogeneity problems. Hence our preferred choice of independent variable is active population.

31

15

Technical Appendix C (Canada)
significant at the 1% level. The model results also demonstrate that there is almost a one-toone relationship between active population and employment: a one unit increase in
employment leads to a 0.98 unit increase in employment.
As before, we proceed by using this model to produce employment levels after UTL
(counterfactuals), and then compare the actual employment to the predicted values. To
maintain consistency, we perform the analysis in terms of growth rates. Figure 8 shows the
actual and counterfactual employment growth rates based upon the model in Table 3. The
solid black vertical line indicates the beginning of UTL, while the dashed vertical line marks
the beginning of the period of analysis.

.02

Figure 9-Predicted growth of employment vs actual growth, ARDL model
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The CAR (Cumulative Average Residual), which calculates the average difference between
the actual and predicted employment growth over time, is 0.66% from 2010 to 2014, and
statistically significant. However, to preempt the same criticism about possible
contamination by a recovery effect from the Global Financial Crisis, we modify our analysis
to control for realistic catch-up effect post-Global Financial Crisis. After subtracting the full
catch-up effect in employment from our estimated UTL impact of 0.66%, the impact reduces
considerably down to 0.08% (assuming, conservatively, a full catch-up). If we assume a
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partial catch-up like we do for exports, the impact is around 0.22%.32 Since it is
econometrically impossible to parse out the catch-up effect from UTL effect, we provide a
range for the impact of UTL on employment. The range thus is 0.08%-0.22%.
3.

Robustness checks

Above, we opted for total employment as our outcome variable and active population as
dependent variable. To check the robustness of our results, instead of using active population
as dependent variable, we now use labor force, which is the sum of employed and
unemployed persons in the country.33 The time series of our data remains the same
(Q2/1995-Q2/2008). The results of the model are presented in Fehler! Verweisquelle
konnte nicht gefunden werden..
Table 4-Outcome of ARDL model for log employment
AR1
(1)

Log of labor force
(2)

Constant
(3)

Coefficient

0.96***

1.17***

-1.73***

Standard
errors

0.04

0.04

0.41

Source: Authors. *** indicates significance at 1% level.

The model has a statistically significant autoregressive component AR1 (column (1)) and
constant (column (3)). Labor force is also highly statistically significant on the 1%
significance level (column (2)). The coefficient of labor force here represents the elasticity of
employment with respect to labor force: a 1% increase in labor force leads to an increase in
employment by 1.17%.
Figure 10 calibrates the predicted growth rate of employment according to this model and
compares it with its actual growth rate (we converted all variables into growth rates to
maintain consistency across studies). The solid black vertical line represents the
implementation of UTL in Canada, while the dotted black vertical line marks the start of the
forecasting period.

32

The calculation of impact in case of partial catch-up effect was discussed in footnote 15, above and is (0.08%)
+ [(24%)*(0.66% ± 0.08%)] = 0.22%.
We also take logs of both variables, which enables us to interpret the results as elasticities. Taking logs is
without loss of generality for the purposes of our results.
33
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.02

Figure 10-Predicted growth of employment vs actual growth, ARDL model for robustness
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Figure 10 is strikingly similar to the result of our initial employment model (Figure 9). The
CAR for the period between 2010 and 2014 is 0.23% (and statistically significant). However,
as we did in the in the original employment model above, we next controlled for the impact
the crisis may have had on the employment rate, leading to it being higher after the crisis
before reverting to its natural rate. After adjusting for the crisis component assuming full
catch-up, the impact comes down to is -0.2%. In case of partial catch-up, the effect is 0.10%. As explained in the Technical Appendix A, labor force is not fully exogenous. As
labor market conditions improve, people who have previously not been looking for job, enter
the labor market again. This correlation results in a downward bias for finding policy impact.
This result is also consistent with what we see in Norway. We thus are confident of our
results based on active population.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX D (NORWAY)
A.

Introduction and roadmap

While the main body of the Norway case study provides the results of our empirical exercise
of measuring the impact of UTL on the three macroeconomic variables of choice (exports,
productivity and employment), it does not discuss the specifications of the models used, their
validity, and the robustness of their results. This is what this appendix will deal with.
This appendix discusses our empirical work for each of the macroeconomic variables of
interest: Section B deals with the Before/After approach (event study) that we apply to
exports. Section C explains our DID approach with which we examine the effect of UTL on
labor productivity. Section D, finally explains our event study approach for assessing the
effect of UTL on employment. Each of the three sections starts by describing the data
sources (subsections B.1, C.1 and D.1), and then moves on to the specifications of our
selected model (subsections B.2, C.2and D.2). Finally, where reasonable, we close with an
analysis of how robust our model findings are by applying empirical robustness checks
and/or model variations for estimating the impact of UTL (subsections B.3 and D.3).
B.

Export Event Analysis
1.

Data

To implement the approach outlined above, we require time-VHULHV GDWD IRU 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV
RI JRRGV D PHDVXUH IRU GHPDQG DQG DQRWKHU RQH IRU 1RUZD\¶V H[WHUQDO SULFH
FRPSHWLWLYHQHVV 'DWD IRU 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV RI JRRGV DUH UHDGLO\ DYDLODEOH on Statistics
1RUZD\¶V ZHEVLWH1 We use data for the period from 1990 to 2014. For demand, we note that
H[SRUWV GHSHQG RQ D ZHLJKWHG FRPSRVLWH RI *'3 RI 1RUZD\¶V PDLQ H[SRUW SDUWQHUV WHUPHG
Export Demand Index for Norway). As a proxy for price competitiveness, we use OECD real
effective exchange rate index for Norway.2

1
2

See https://www.ssb.no/en/statistikkbanken.
See http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=51626.

Technical Appendix D (Norway)
1) Norwegian goods exports
7KH RXWFRPH YDULDEOH RI LQWHUHVW LV WKH SHUIRUPDQFH RI 1RUZD\¶V WUDGLWLRQDO JRRGV H[SRUWV
We excluded the petroleum sector, along with ships and aircraft manufacturing, since these
sectors are highly volatile and preclude us from identifying a good model for predicting
exports. The justification for this is also obvious in the data itself. Figure 1 compares the
quarterly year-on-year growth rates of traditional exports and exports of ships, aircrafts and
oil platforms. As is evident from the graph, the volatility of exports of ships, aircrafts and oil
platforms is extraordinary, as compared to traditional exports. In some cases, the year-onyear export growth of ships, aircrafts and oil platforms exceeded 250%.3 Modelling exports
based on such data would have led to misleading inferences, apart from the difficulty in
incorporating such data into a well-identified economic model.
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Figure 1-Traditional exports growth comparison to exports of ships, aircrafts and oil platforms
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Source: Statistics Norway.

Our model thus focuses on exports of traditional goods only. Export data used are from the
national accounts published by Statistics Norway. We used seasonally adjusted data at 2014
prices to arrive at the growth rates.

3

The reason lies more in how exports are registered. Even though value added in manufacturing ships and
aircrafts occurs over a longer time frame, they are accounted in official export statistics only when the
ownership changes, thus leading to massive fluctuations.
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2) Export Demand Index for Norway
The export demand index, which is a measure of demand for Norwegian exports, is a tradeZHLJKWHG PHDVXUH RI 1RUZD\¶V PDLQ WUDGLQJ SDUWQHUV¶ *'34 (DFK WUDGLQJ SDUWQHU¶V *'3 LV
ZHLJKWHG E\ WKH VKDUH RI WKDW FRXQWU\ LQ 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV 1RUZD\ H[SRUWV SUHGRPLQDQWO\ WR
the EU-28 countries, which accounted for approximately 80% of Norwegian exports between
1990 and 2015 (with little variation between those years). We cluster all the other countries
VKDUHV DV ³UHVW RI WKH ZRUOG´ :H WKHQ Wake the weighted average of GDP growth of EU-28
countries and rest-of-ZRUOG *'3 E\ WKHLU VKDUH LQ 1RUZD\¶V H[SRUWV, as described above. The
demand index is depicted in Figure 2.
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Figure 2-Export demand index for Norway, 1990q1=100
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Source: Statistics Norway.

Figure 2 VKRZV WKDW LQ WKH VHYHQ \HDUV SULRU WR 1RUZD\¶V 87/ LQ  WKH GHPDQG LQGH[
grew by 19.6%, or 2.6% on average per year. During the Global Financial Crisis, the demand
index fell by 4.8%. Once the crisis was over, the demand index grew again by 8.8% between
2009 and 2014; this results in an annualized rate of 1.7%.

4
Data for GDP of partner countries was taken from OECD database. Data for bilateral trade was taken from
WITS database.
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3) Norway real effective exchange rate index
To proxy the price competitiveness of Norwegian exports in the international market, we use
Norway¶V real effective exchange rate, which is a trade-ZHLJKWHG PHDVXUH RI 1RUZD\¶V
exchange rate against a basket of currencies based upon bilateral flows. The real effective
exchange rate index for most economies is available on the OECD database.5 Figure 3
depicts the real effective exchange rate index.
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Figure 3-Real effective exchange rate index, 1990q1=100
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The data used to construe Figure 3 indicates that between 1999 and 2002, the exchange rate
appreciated sharply, before falling again and stabilizing by 2005. Compared to Canada and
1HZ =HDODQG 1RUZD\¶V UHDO H[FKDQJH PRYHPHQWV DUH relatively minor. After 1RUZD\¶V
UTL, the exchange rate was slightly more volatile, with an obvious trough during the period
of the Global Financial Crisis. ¨
2.

ARDL Model for exports

We use an event study to identify the impact of UTL on exports of Norway. Economic
OLWHUDWXUH KDV VKRZQ WKDW WKHUH H[LVWV D VWURQJ UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ D FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUW JURZWK

5

https://data.oecd.org/.
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on the one hand and GDP growth in its main export markets on the other hand.6 This
UHODWLRQVKLS WHQGV WR EH UDWKHU VWDEOH 7KH GHPDQG IRU D FRXQWU\¶V H[SRUWV GHSHQG RQ SULFHV
The intuition behind our event analysis is that without UTL, the relationship between
Norwegian exports and its competitiveness (real exchange rate) on the one hand, and its
foreign demand (export demand index) on the other hand, would have continued to hold.
Using actual data for Norway¶V UHDO H[FKDQJH UDWH DQG *'3 JURZWK LQ Norway¶V PDLQ
trading partners allows us to construct a counterfactual outcome for Norwegian export
activity in traditional. We then compare the counterfactual outcome with the actual and
attribute the difference to UTL.
Our model was identified using quarterly data from 1990 to 2005 of three variables: exports,
demand index and real exchange rate (effective). To avoid stationarity problems, rather than
using the data in level, we use year-on-year growth rates (³PCY´) of the respective quarterly
time series. Regression coefficients in column 3 and 4 (Table 1) can therefore be read as
elasticities. To be as objective as possible, model selection is based on using the auto.arima()
IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V forecast package.
Table 1 gives the respective coefficients and standard errors of the identified model.
Table 1-Selected ARDL model

Coefficient
Standard
Errors

Source: $XWKRUV¶

AR1
(1)

SAR1
(2)

Export demand
growth (3)

Exchange rate
growth (4)

0.33***

-0.32***

1.96***

-0.44**

0.13

0.12

0.26

0.21

UHSUHVHQWV VLJQLILFDQFH DW  OHYHO

UHSUHVHQWV VLJQLILFDQFH DW  OHYHO

The ARDL model has export demand growth and exchange rate growth as dependent
variables, along with two autoregressive ³$5´ components and controls for seasonality
³6$5´ . The model tells us that an improvement of external demand (as measured by the
demand index) by 1% leads to an increase of 1.96% in traditional exports (column (3)). An
appreciation of the Norwegian kronor by 1% has a negative impact on Norwegian traditional
exports of the order of -0.47% (column (4)). AR1 is an auto regressive component (column

6

See IMF (1998).
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(1)), which measures how past values impact the current period export growth. SAR1
(column (2)) controls for any seasonality in the data.
With the above model identified, we then use it to predict growth of exports after the
implementation of UTL. These predictions (counterfactual growth rates) are based on what
the trajectory of exports would have been in the absence of UTL. We then compare the
counterfactual with the actual exports growth in the post-UTL phase. Figure 4 (which is also
reported in the main body of the Norway case study) plots the actual and predicted exports
growth for Norway.

.15

Figure 4-Actual and counterfactual export growth rate, ARDL model

-.05

0

.05

.1

2006q1

Period of analysis

-.1

Event window

2004q3

2006q1

2007q3
Quarter
Predicted

2009q1

2010q3

Actual

Source: Authors.

The next step was to quantify the impact of policy change in the post UTL phase. Since
exports react to favorable macroeconomic environment with a lag, we start our period of
analysis one year after UTL was implemented. The graphical analysis in Figure 4 shows that
for much of the analysis period before the Global Financial Crisis and the concomitant Great
Trade Collapse (Q1/2007-Q3/2008) the blue line, i.e., the predicted export growth (which
represents the a world without UTL), is below the red line that depicts the actual export
growth dynamics (with UTL). This suggests that UTL has had a sizeable effect on Canadian
export volumes.
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The Cumulative $YHUDJH 5HVLGXDO ³&$5´  ZKLFK LV WKH DYHUDJH GLIIHUHQFH EHWZHHQ DFWXDO
and predicted outcomes, quantifies the impact of policy changes on the variable under study.7
In the case of no policy change, the CAR would be a noisy zero. For a shorter forecasting
period (Q1/2007-Q3/2008), the CAR is 3.5% and statistically significant,8 meaning that
actual exports, on average, were 3.5% higher than predicted by the model over the two years
following UTL.
This result, encouraging as it is, has to be treated with caution, since we stopped the ARDL
model just before the Great Trade Collapse (to avoid contamination of the results). This
means that the CAR was calculated for a forecasting period of only seven quarters, which
does not cover a full business cycle.9 To cover an entire business cycle in the forecasting
period, we thus extend the forecasting period from Q1/2007 to Q4/2010. Calculating the
CAR over this extended period reduces the effect of UTL to 1.2% and no longer statistically
significant.10
3.

Robustness check

For robustness check of our previous result, we estimate the same ARDL model, but based on
a shorter time period. This time, our time series for the data starts in 1998, not in 1990. The
reason for using this truncated time series is that during the 1990-97 period 1RUZD\¶V
exports of traditional goods went through a period of high volatility. This can be seen in
Figure 5.

7

For the exact theoretical formulation of CAR, please see Technical Appendix A.
To find whether the calculated CAR is significant or not, we regress the difference between actual and
predicted values of the variable on a constant. The magnitude of the constant determines the significance of the
CAR. For all the CARs, we determine significance at the 5% level using a t-test on the constant.
9
We recall that the period of analysis for both New Zealand and Canada was 16 quarters, or four years. This is
standard in forecasting because a business cycle is typically 4-5 years. One the one hand, the CAR for a shorter
period (seven quarters here) is more susceptible to outliers in the data.
10
Note that in contrast to the Canada case study, we do not need to control for a catch-up effect. This is because
for Canada, its UTL straddled the time before and after the Global Financial Crisis, while in the case of Norway,
both crisis and post-crisis fall into the post-UTL period, and thus any catch-up effect will cancel itself out
naturally.
8
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Figure 5-Growth rate of traditional exports

-.05

0

.05

.1

.15

1998q1

1990q1

1995q1

2000q1
Quarter

2005q1

2010q1

Source: Statistics Norway.

While the whole time series for Norway is volatile, it was especially volatile in the 19901997 period. Including this data to estimate the model may lead to misleading inferences.
We thus estimate the model now using the data from 1998 to 2005. The model results are
shown in Table 2.
Table 2-ARDL model for robustness check

SAR1
(1)

Export demand
growth (2)

Exchange rate
growth (3)

Coefficient

-0.43**

1.30***

-0.25**

Standard
Errors

0.19

0.19

0.11

Source: Authors. ***represents significance at 1% level. ** represents significance at 5% level.

Compared to our main model in Table 1, the specifications under robustness are quite
different. The demand elasticity of exports is 1.30 and smaller compared to our model
covering the whole time period (column (2)), price elasticity as judged by real effective
exchange rate index is -0.25 (column (3)). Hence both elasticities are lower in magnitude
than in the model estimated in Table 1.

8

Technical Appendix D (Norway)
Once we have identified the best-fitting model, we repeat what we did for Table 1 above: we
calculate counterfactual growth rates of exports using the model above, and then comparing
them with the actual performance. Figure 6 illustrates the actual and counterfactual export
growth for Norway. We see the model tracking Norwegian exports quite well prior to the
UTL. After UTL we see actual growth being consistently higher than predicted exports until
the outbreak of the crisis.

.15

Figure 6-Actual and counterfactual export growth rates using restricted time period
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Source: Authors.

The CAR for the shorter forecasting period from Q1/2007 to Q3/2008 is 4.9% and
statistically significant. As before, for a longer forecasting period (2007-2010) the estimated
effect is 1.49%, but not significant. These results are marginally higher than for the model in
Table 1. Our robustness check thus suggests that the gains from UTL on exports were similar
in magnitude (or perhaps marginally higher) to the model that has been calibrated based on
the entire 1990-2005 time period.
C.

DID analysis for productivity
1.

Data

For analyzing the impact of UTL on productivity, we first need to define a measure of
productivity. We opted for labor productivity, which is the annual output per employed
9
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worker.11,12 We limit ourselves to productivity measured for mainland Norway.13
Unfortunately, we are unable to use hourly productivity data as a robustness check (like we
did in the case of New Zealand and Canada), because these data are unavailable for mainland
Norway.
Our DID analysis is based on the G7 as comparator market for the treatment market Norway.
The choice of using country groups rather than specific countries (like we use US as control
market in case of Canada) boils down to the nature of Norwegian economy. Dominated by
oil with government control in key sectors of the economy, it was difficult to find control
markets with similar characteristics. We thus use aggregate measures like the G7
productivity which are a combination of other developed economies.
2.

DID analysis for productivity

Figure 7 plots the indexed productivity levels in the pre and post-UTL period. The
productivity level has been indexed to Q1/2006 = 100. The solid black vertical line depicts
the introduction of UTL in Norway in 2006.

11

In Technical Appendix A, we explain our preference for labor productivity over hourly productivity.
Data for GDP and total employment sourced from Statistics Norway; available at http://www.ssb.no/en.
UTL has little to do with the dynamics of the petroleum sector. Including it in the analysis might contaminate
our results, as any change in that sector would be independent to UTL.
12

13
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Figure 7-Norway mainland and G7 productivity
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As can be seen in Figure 7, productivity growth in Norway was much faster than in G7
countries before Q4/2004 (marked by the red dotted line), as can be judged by the steeper
slope of the Norwegian productivity. Then productivity in both regions evolves more or less
in lockstep (the differences between the two lines are between fractions of a percent and one
or two percentage points). This suggests that there is no difference in productivity
performance after Q4/2004. This period notably includes the implementation of UTL in the
treatment market of mainland Norway. We thus conclude that UTL has not resulted in a
positive impact on productivity growth in mainland Norway.
D.

Employment event analysis
1.

Data

For the purpose of employment modelling, we used data for employment levels in Norway
and the active population levels, which is the number of 15-64 year olds in the country. Both
of these datasets were sourced from Statistics Norway.14 Again, in an effort to exclude the

14
See Statistics Norway, Labor Force Survey, available at:
https://www.ssb.no/statistikkbanken/selecttable/hovedtabellHjem.asp?KortNavnWeb=aku&CMSSubjectArea=a
rbeid-og-lonn&PLanguage=1&checked=true.
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petroleum sector from our analysis, we utilized employment in mainland Norway only, which
notably excludes workers employed in the offshore sector.
While as a matter of economic theory we prefer using active population levels,15 we perform
a robustness check in which we test whether using labor force data would change our results.
Data for labor force was again obtained from Statistics Norway.16
2.

ARDL Model for employment

As with our analysis of exports, we apply an ARDL model for employment. Our objective is
to identify a model which can track changes in employment levels and employment growth
using the pre-UTL period (Q1/1995 - Q4/2005).17 We then use this model to forecast
changes in employment in the post UTL phase. The difference between actual and predicted
values (counterfactuals) of our variable of variable of interest are then compared, attributing
the difference to UTL.
A graphical inspection of Figure 8 shows that the trajectory of the active population is
inherently linked to the one of employment. Cointegration between the two time series
variables allows us to work in levels.

15

As we explain in Technical Appendix A, labor force and employment tend to exhibit co-movement which
may lead to endogeneity problems. Hence our preferred choice of independent variable is active population.
16
See Statistics Norway, Labor Force Survey, available at:
https://www.ssb.no/statistikkbanken/selecttable/hovedtabellHjem.asp?KortNavnWeb=aku&CMSSubjectArea=a
rbeid-og-lonn&PLanguage=1&checked=true.
17
Data for mainland employment was available only from 1995q1 onwards.
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Figure 8-Employment and active population levels in Norway
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We calibrated our model using the actual values of employed workers and active population.
This was possible, since the two variables are cointegrated. As before, the time-series model
is selected by using the auto.arima() IXQFWLRQ LQ 5¶V IRUHFDVW SDFNDJH Table 3 depicts the
estimated model for Norwegian employment.
Table 3-ARDL model for employment
AR1
MA1
(1)
(2)
Coefficient
Standard
errors

Active population
(3)

0.97***

0.46***

0.75***

0.04

0.16

0.29

Source: Authors. ***represents significance at 1% level. ** represents significance at 5% level.

The model shows that there is almost a one unit increase in active population leads to a 0.75
unit increase in employment (column (3)).18 This coefficient is highly statistically significant
at the 1% level. The model also has an autoregressive component AR1 (column (1)) and
moving average component MA1 (column (2)).
Having selected our optimal model, we use its structure to simulate counterfactual
employment levels in the post-UTL phase using actual active population data. The next step
18

This makes economic sense, since not every working age individual chooses to participate in the labor market.
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consists in converting both the predicted and actual employment levels into year-on-year
quarterly growth rates and compare them. Figure 9 shows the actual and counterfactual
employment growth rates based upon the model in Table 3.
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Figure 9-Actual and counterfactual employment growth
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The Cumulative Average Residual (CAR) for 11 quarters following the UTL (Q1/2006 Q3/2008) is 2.06% and is statistically significant. This means that on average, actual
employment growth was higher than the predicted by 2.06%. However, as we discuss in the
main text of the Norway case study, this estimate represents the combined impact of labormarket reforms and UTL, with the reforms playing a more significant role than UTL.
3.

Robustness check

Above, we opted for total employment as our outcome variable and active population as
dependent variable. To check the robustness of our results, instead of using active population
as dependent variable, we use labor force, which is the sum of employed and unemployed
persons in the country. The time series of our data remains the same (Q1/1995 - Q4/2005).19
The results of the model are presented in Table 4.

19

We also take logs of both variables, which enables us to interpret the results as elasticities. Taking logs is
without loss of generality for the purposes of our analysis.
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Table 4-Outcome of the ARDL model for employment using labor force

AR1
(1)

MA1
(2)

Labor force
(3)

Coefficient

0.92***

-0.38**

0.95***

Standard
errors

0.07

0.15

0.004

Source: Authors. ***represents significance at 1% level. ** represents significance at 5% level.

The model has a statistically significant autoregressive component AR1 (column (1)) and a
moving average component MA1 as well (column (2)). The coefficient on labor force is
0.95, which tells us that for every 1 unit increase in labor force, employment increases by
95%, a coefficient which makes economic sense (column (3)). This coefficient is highly
statistically significant on the 1% level.
We then used the above identified model (in Table 3) to predict employment after the UTL,
and then converted both actual and predicted employment in growth rates. Figure 10 shows
the actual and counterfactual employment growth rates in the post-UTL phase.
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Figure 10-Actual and counterfactual employment growth using labor force
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While the CAR for Figure 9 for the period Q1/2006 to Q3/2008 was 2.06%, the CAR for the
model which uses labor force has a CAR of 0.83%, and is statistically significant. This
predicted the policy effect based on labor force is significantly lower than that based on
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active population. As discussed in the Technical Appendix A, while labor force tracks
employment very well, using this metric as explanatory variable has its issues. Labor force is
by no means exogenous to employment dynamics. This is the reason why we expect a
downward bias in the policy result based on labor force (effectively because the model
already incorporates part of the positive impact on employment). This is not the case with
active population, which tends to be more stable, at least in the short run.
We would thus expect the model in Table 4, which is based on labor force, to predict a lower
CAR than the model in Table 3, which is based on active population. However, we get
significantly positive results for the period Q1/2006 to Q3/2008 using both models. We are
thus confident in our results of statistically significant employment effects. To what extent
this can be attributed to UTL or the background changes in labor market policy has been
discussed in the main text.

TABLE OF REFERENCES
IMF (1998)

6HQKDGML $EGHOKDN DQG &ODXGLR 0RQWHQHJUR   ³7LPH 6HULHV
Analysis of Export: A Cross-&RXQWU\ $QDO\VLV´ IMF Working paper
WP/98/149.

16

In der Reihe „Strukturberichterstattung“ des Staatssekretariats für Wirtschaft sind seit 2000 erschienen:
1

Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2000) Die preisliche Wettbewerbsfähigkeit der schweizerischen Wirtschaftszweige
2
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2001) Untersuchung der internationalen Wettbewerbsfähigkeit der
schweizerischen Wirtschaftszweige anhand einer „Constant Market Shares“-Analyse der
Exportanteile
3
Raffelhüschen, B. u.a. (2001) Zur Nachhaltigkeit der schweizerischen Fiskal- und Sozialpolitik: Eine Generationenbilanz (ohne Software GAP)
4
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2001) Unternehmensgründungen in der schweizerischen Wirtschaft
5
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2001) Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft. Eine Analyse
der Ergebnisse der Innovationserhebung 1999
6
Crivelli, L. u.a. (2001) Efficienza nel settore delle case per anziani svizzere
7
Hollenstein, H. (2001) Die Wirtschaftsbeziehungen zwischen der Schweiz und Osteuropa
8
Henneberger, F. u.a. (2001) Internationalisierung der Produktion und sektoraler Strukturwandel:
Folgen für den Arbeitsmarkt
9
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2002) Finanzierung von Innovationsaktivitäten. Eine empirische Analyse
anhand von Unternehmensdaten
10 Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2002) Qualitätsbezogene und technologische Wettbewerbsfähigkeit der
schweizerischen Industriezweige. Beurteilung auf Grund der Export- bzw. Importmittelwerte
und der Hochtechnologieexporte
11 Ott, W. u.a. (2002) Globalisierung und Arbeitsmarkt: Chancen und Risiken für die Schweiz
1212 Müller, A. u.a. (2002) Globalisierung und die Ursachen der Umverteilung in der Schweiz.
Analyse der strukturellen und sozialen Umverteilungen in den 90-er Jahren mit einem
Mehrländer-Gewichtsmodell
13 Kellermann, K. (2002) Eine Analyse des Zusammenhangs zwischen fortschreitender
Globalisierung und der Besteuerung mobiler Faktoren nach dem Äquivalenzprinzip
14 Infras (2002) Globalisierung, neue Technologien und struktureller Wandel in der Schweiz
15 Fluckiger, Y. u.a. (2002) Inégalité des revenues et ouverture au commerce extérieur
16 Bodmer, F. (2002) Globalisierung und Steuersystem in der Schweiz
17 Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2003) Die Schweiz auf dem Weg zu einer wissensbasierten Ökonomie:
eine Bestandesaufnahme
18 Koch, Ph. (2003) Regulierungsdichte: Entwicklung und Messung
19 Iten, R. u.a. (2003) Hohe Preise in der Schweiz: Ursachen und Wirkungen
20 Kuster, J. u.a. (2003) Tourismusdestination Schweiz: Preis- und Kostenunterschiede zwischen
der Schweiz und EU
21 Eichler, M. u.a. (2003) Preisunterschiede zwischen der Schweiz und der EU. Eine empirische
Untersuchung zum Ausmass, zu Erklärungsansätzen und zu volkswirtschaftlichen
Konsequenzen
22 Vaterlaus, St. u.a. (2003) Liberalisierung und Performance in Netzsektoren. Vergleich der
Liberalisierungsart von einzelnen Netzsektoren und deren Preis-Leistungs-Entwicklung in
ausgewählten Ländern
23 Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2003) Einfluss von Marktmobilität und Marktstruktur auf die Gewinnmargen von Unternehmen – Eine Analyse auf Branchenebene
24 Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2004) Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft – Eine Analyse
der Ergebnisse der Innovationserhebung 2002
25 Borgmann, Ch. u.a. (2004) Zur Entwicklung der Nachhaltigkeit der schweizerischen Fiskalund Sozialpolitik: Generationenbilanzen 1995-2001
26D de Chambrier, A. (2004) Die Verwirklichung des Binnenmarktes bei reglementierten Berufen:
Grundlagenbericht zur Revision des Bundesgesetzes über den Binnenmarkt
26F de Chambrier, A. (2004) Les professions réglementées et la construction du marché intérieur:
rapport préparatoire à la révision de la loi sur le marché intérieur
27 Eichler, M. u.a. (2005) Strukturbrüche in der Schweiz: Erkennen und Vorhersehen
28 Vaterlaus, St. u.a. (2005) Staatliche sowie private Regeln und Strukturwandel
29 Müller, A. u.a. (2005) Strukturwandel – Ursachen, Wirkungen und Entwicklungen
30 von Stokar Th. u.a. (2005) Strukturwandel in den Regionen erfolgreich bewältigen
31 Kellermann, K. (2005) Wirksamkeit und Effizienz von steuer- und industriepolitischen
Instrumenten zur regionalen Strukturanpassung

22.18.21.26.34.26.23.21.22.18.28.24.18.28.20.22.28.23.36.23.34.37.23.28.20.19.19.23.32.24.22.22.-

32
33E
34
35/1
35/2
36/1
36/2
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44/1
44/2
44/3
44/4
45
46
47/1
47/2
47/3
47/4
48/1
48/2
48/3
48/4
48/5
49
50/1
50/2
50/3
50/4
50/5
51
52

Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2005) Forschungs- und Technologiestandort Schweiz: Stärken-/Schwächen25.profil im internationalen Vergleich
Copenhagen Economics, Ecoplan, CPB (2005) Services liberalization in Switzerland
31.Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2007) Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft - Eine Analyse der
34.Ergebnisse der Innovationsserhebung 2005
Brunetti, A., und S. Michal (eds.) - 2007 - Services Liberalization in Europe: Case Studies (vol. 1) 37.Brunetti, A., und S. Michal (eds.) - 2007 - Services Liberalization in Europe: Case Studies (vol. 2) 26.Balastèr, P., et C. Moser (éd.) - 2008 - Sur la voie du bilatéralisme: enjeux et conséquences (vol.1) 38.Balastèr, P., et C. Moser (éd.) - 2008 - Sur la voie du bilatéralisme: enjeux et conséquences (vol. 2) 41.Kellermann, K. (2007) Die öffentlichen Ausgaben der Kantone und ihrer Gemeinden im
25.Quervergleich
Ecoplan (2008) Benchmarking: Beispiel öffentlicher Regionalverkehr
15.–
Filippini, M. & M. Farsi (2008) Cost efficiency and scope economies in multi-output utilities
18.–
in Switzerland
Kuster, J., und H.R. Meier (2008) Sammlung von Altpapier durch die Gemeinden 12.–
statistische Benchmarking-Methoden im Test
Frick, A. (2008) Benchmarking öffentlicher Leistungen anhand des Fallbeispiels "Berufsbildung": 14.–
Vergleich der kantonalen Ausgaben für die Berufsbildung
Schoenenberger, A. e.a. (2009) Efficacité technique des exploitations forestières publiques
25.en Suisse
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2008) Innovation und Marktdynamik als Determinanten des Strukturwandels
14.–
Worm, H. u.a. (2009) Evaluation Kartellgesetz: Volkswirtschaftliche Outcome-Analyse
28.Hüschelrath, K. u.a. (2009) Evaluation Kartellgesetz: Fallstudien zu den Wirkungen
36.des Kartellgesetzes
Baudenbacher, C. (2009) Evaluation Kartellgesetz: Institutionelles Setting Vertikale Abreden
36.Sanktionierung von Einzelpersonen Zivilrechtliche Verfahren – with an English summary
Heinemann, A. (2009) Evaluation Kartellgesetz: Die privatrechtliche Durchsetzung
22.des Kartellrechts
Hulliger, B. u.a. (2009) Erste Auswirkungen der Abschaffung der Buchpreisbindung 22.Technischer Bericht und Vertiefung
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2010) Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft - Eine Analyse der
33.Ergebnisse der Innovationsserhebung 2008
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2011) Exportpotenziale im Dienstleistungssektor (Band 1)
31.Moser, P. u.a. (2011) Exportpotenziale im Dienstleistungssektor (Band 2)
16.Delimatsis, P. (2011) Exportpotenziale im Dienstleistungssektor (Band 3)
25.Egger, P., und G. Wamser (2011) Exportpotenziale im Dienstleistungssektor (Band 4)
14.Vaterlaus, St. u.a. (2011) Produktivität und Finanzierung von Verkehrsinfrastrukturen (Band 1)
20.Peter, M. u.a.(2011) Produktivität und Finanzierung von Verkehrsinfrastrukturen (Band 2)
28.Suter, St. u.a. (2011) Produktivität und Finanzierung von Verkehrsinfrastrukturen (Band 3)
19.Bruns, F. u.a. (2011) Produktivität und Finanzierung von Verkehrsinfrastrukturen (Band 4)
20.Müller, U. u.a. (2011) Produktivität und Finanzierung von Verkehrsinfrastrukturen (Band 5)
26.Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2013) Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft - Eine Analyse der
35.Ergebnisse der Innovationserhebung 2011
Eichler, M. u.a. (2013) The Financial Sector and the Economy: A Pillar or a Burden? (Band 1)
34.Kellermann, K. und Schlag, C.-H. (2013) Wird die Wertschöpfung der Kreditinstitute zu hoch
14.ausgewiesen? (Band 2)
Abrahamsen, Y. u.a. (2013) Die Rolle der Banken bei der Transformation von Finanz- in
17.Sachkapital (Band 3)
Kellermann, K. und Schlag, C.-H. (2013) Wofür und für wen spart die Schweiz? - Der Einfluss
15.der finanziellen Globalisierung auf die Vermögensbildung und -struktur der Schweiz (Band 4)
Dembinski, P. e.a. (2013) Productivité et rentabilité du capital physique et financier - Analyse
14.statistique exploratoire des données micro-économiques suisses (Band 5)
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2014) Die Entwicklung der Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft 15.1997-2012
Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2014) Auswirkungen der Finanz- und Wirtschaftskrise von 2008 auf die
Schweizer Wirtschaft - Eine Analyse auf der Basis von Unternehmensdaten - nur elektronische
Fassung

53/1 Nathani, C. u.a. (2014) Die Volkswirtschaftliche Bedeutung der globalen Wertschöpfungsketten
für die Schweiz – Analysen auf Basis einer neuen Datengrundlage – Schwerpunktthema:
Die Schweiz in den globalen Wertschöpfungsketten
53/2 Fauceglia, D. u.a. (2014) Backward Participation in Global Value Chains and Exchange Rate
Driven Adjustments of Swiss Exports – Schwerpunktthema:
Die Schweiz in den globalen Wertschöpfungsketten
53/3 Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2014) Die Determinanten und Auswirkungen von intra-betrieblichen
Leistungsverflechtungen - Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweiz in den globalen
Wertschöpfungsketten
53/4 Morlok, M. u.a. (2014) Der Einfluss internationaler Wertschöpfungsketten auf berufliche
Tätigkeiten und Qualifikationen in der Schweiz - Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweiz in den
globalen Wertschöpfungsketten
53/5 Böhmer, M. und Weiss, J. (2014) Forschungs- und Technologieintensität in der Schweizer
Industrie - Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweiz in den globalen Wertschöpfungsketten
54/1 Eberli, A. u.a. (2015) Beitrag branchenspezifischer Effekte zum Wachstum der Schweizer
Arbeitsproduktivität - Schwerpunktthema: Wachstum der Schweizer Volkswirtschaft
54/2 Ehrentraut, O. u.a. (2015) Die Bedeutung des Humankapitals für die Entwicklung der Arbeitsproduktivität und das Wirtschaftswachstum – Schwerpunktthema: Wachstum der Schweizer
Volkswirtschaft
54/3 Kaiser, B. und Siegenthaler, M. (2015) The Productivity Deficit of the Knowledge-Intensive
Business Service Industries in Switzerland – Schwerpunktthema: Wachstum der Schweizer
Volkswirtschaft
54/4 Jäger, Ph. u.a. (2015) Der Zusammenhang zwischen dem technischen Fortschritt, der Investitionstätigkeit und der Produktivitätsentwicklung – Schwerpunktthema: Wachstum der Schweizer
Volkswirtschaft
54/5 Fuest, A. u.a. (2015) Der Zusammenhang zwischen der Offenheit und der Produktivitätsentwicklung – Schwerpunktthema: Wachstum der Schweizer Volkswirtschaft
54/6 Marti, M. u.a. (2017) Regionale Analyse der Arbeitsproduktivität - nur elektronische Fassung
55 Arvanitis, S. u.a. (2016) Die Entwicklung der Innovationsaktivitäten in der Schweizer Wirtschaft
1997-2014
56/1 Erhardt, T. u.a. (2017) Frankenaufwertung und Exportstruktur – Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweizer Wirtschaft in einem schwierigen Währungsumfeld
56/2 Fauceglia, D. u.a. (2017) Exchange rate fluctuations and quality composition of exports: Evidence
from Swiss product-level data – Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweizer Wirtschaft in einem schwierigen Währungsumfeld
56/3 Bill-Körber, A. und Eichler, M. (2017) Resilienz der Schweizer Volkswirtschaft: Befunde und
ursächliche Faktoren anhand modellgestützter Simulationen und ökonometrischer Analysen –
Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweizer Wirtschaft in einem schwierigen Währungsumfeld
56/4 Kaufmann, D. und Renkin, T. (2017) Manufacturing prices and employment after the Swiss franc
shock – Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweizer Wirtschaft in einem schwierigen Währungsumfeld
56/5 Egger, P. u.a. (2017) Labour market effects of currency appreciation: The case of Switzerland –
Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweizer Wirtschaft in einem schwierigen Währungsumfeld
56/6 Kaiser, B. u.a. (2017) The Impact of Real Exchange Rates on Swiss Firms: Innovation, Investment, Productivity and Business Demography – Schwerpunktthema: Die Schweizer Wirtschaft in
einem schwierigen Währungsumfeld
57/1 Müller, A. u.a. (2017) Volkswirtschaftliche Auswirkungen unilateraler Importerleichterungen der
Schweiz – Schwerpunktthema: Potenzial und volkswirtschaftliche Auswirkungen von unilateralen
Importerleichterungen der Schweiz
57/2 Meier, H. und Frey, M. (2017) Administrative Entlastung bei einem unilateralen Zollabbau für
Industriegüter – Schwerpunktthema: Potenzial und volkswirtschaftliche Auswirkungen von unilateralen Importerleichterungen der Schweiz
57/3 Berden, K. u.a. (2017) Significance of autonomous tariff dismantling for future negotiations of
free trade agreements – Schwerpunktthema: Potenzial und volkswirtschaftliche Auswirkungen
von unilateralen Importerleichterungen der Schweiz
57/4 Mahlstein, K. u.a. (2017) Empirical analysis of the potentials and economic impact of the unilateral easing of import restrictions – Schwerpunktthema: Potenzial und volkswirtschaftliche Auswirkungen von unilateralen Importerleichterungen der Schweiz

20.11.13.20.14.23.20.20.12.12.17.23.10.17.23.10.23.23.17.23.44.-

Federal Department of Economic Affairs,
Education and Research EAER
State Secretariat for Economic Affairs SECO
Economic Policy Directorate
Holzikofenweg 36, 3003 Berne
Distribution: Tel. +41 (0)58 464 08 60, Fax +41 (0)58 463 50 01, 11.2017 100
www.seco.admin.ch, wp-sekretariat@seco.admin.ch
ISBN 978-3-905967-43-2

