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Is the United States Losing Its Productivity Advantage?
Mary Amiti and Kevin Stiroh

Strikingly high rates of labor productivity growth in China, India, and other emerging economies
have prompted concerns that U.S. workers and firms are losing ground to their competitors in world
markets. A closer look at the evidence, however, suggests that vapid foreign productivity growth will
bring gains as well as losses to the U.S. econonry. Some import-competing firms may be compelled to
vestructure or leave the market, but consumers will benefit from lower import prices and more import

varieties, and U.S. exporters may gain access to cheaper intermediate products from abroad,

ince 1995, the United States has experienced a

period of strong labor productivity growth, with

GDP per employee advancing at a rate of 2.0 per-
cent a year. While this rate easily exceeds the 1.0 percent
average growth rate seen in the euro area, it falls markedly
short of labor productivity growth in emerging markets,
which has averaged more than 4.0 percent across developing
Asia and Eastern Europe.! China and India, two large emerg-
ing economies of particular interest, have seen spectacular
growth rates of 6.4 and 4.4 percent per year, respectively.

Labor productivity growth—the ability to produce
more output per hour worked—is almost universally
viewed as a positive development for an economy. When
productivity growth is strong, an economy becomes
wealthier, living standards rise, and short-run inflationary
pressures may be tempered. Many observers of the rapid
rise of China and India, however, express fear that strong
productivity growth in foreign countries will harm the U.S.
economy, displacing workers and making it more difficult
for U.S. producers to compete in a global marketplace.

In this edition of Current Issues, we look more closely at
differences in productivity growth across countries and

examine how strong productivity growth abroad may
affect the U.S. economy. We consider the reasons for the
euro area’s weak productivity growth and the emerging
market economies’ robust performance. We then turn our
attention to the potential channels through which foreign
productivity growth can affect U.S. workers, producers,
and consumers. Our review of the evidence suggests that
rapid growth of productivity abroad will have mixed
effects on the U.S. economy, bringing gains to some groups
and losses to others. Consumers, for example, may benefit
from lower import prices and a greater variety of imports,
while U.S. firms that compete with firms in emerging
economies may be forced to restructure or exit the market.
In the concluding section, we discuss some of the implica-
tions of our analysis.

Productivity Trends in the United States

and Developed Economies

We begin with a long-term perspective and compare trend
productivity growth in the United States, fifteen Euro-
pean Union economies (EU-15), and Japan over the last
forty-five years (see box).” In the 1960s and 1970s, trend
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Notes: Labor productivity is defined as real GDP per hour worked. Trend estimates
are based on a Hodrick-Prescott filter with a smoothing parameter of 100.

productivity growth rates in Japan and the EU-15 were much
higher than those in the United States. The contrast was
especially sharp in the 1960s: while Japan’s productivity
grew more than 8 percent per year and the EU-15 saw annual
growth rates above 5 percent, the United States experienced
growth rates of less than 3 percent (Chart 1).

This picture has changed recently, however, with a dra-
matic reversal in the mid-1990s as the United States experi-
enced a sharp rise in productivity growth while the EU-15 in
particular entered a period of slowing growth. The resur-
gence of U.S. productivity growth since 1995 has been traced
to the impact of information technology (IT) through two
primary channels. Firms that produce IT have benefited
from fundamental technological progress that has allowed
them to develop more powerful IT products at lower prices.
This advance is measured as rapid productivity growth in
the relatively small IT-producing sector of the U.S. economy.
Firms in other industries have made massive investments in
IT and incorporated the latest technology in their produc-
tion processes—developments that have improved labor

TAll data on output per employee are from the Groningen Growth and
Development Centre and predate the July 2007 revisions to the U.S. National
Income and Product Accounts. The estimate of U.S. productivity growth cited
here is somewhat lower than the headline numbers produced by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). The difference reflects the Groningen
Centre’s use of a broader measure of output—full-economy GDP as opposed
to nonfarm business output in the BLS data. Unless explicitly stated other-
wise, productivity refers to labor productivity.

2Qur trend estimates are made via a Hodrick-Prescott filter (smoothing parame-
ter of 100), using annual data from the Groningen Growth and Development
Centre. Productivity here is defined as GDP per hour worked. This approach
follows van Ark and Fosler (2007) and Gémez-Salvador et al. (2006).

productivity in the IT-using sectors. These IT-related pro-
ductivity gains have been facilitated by competitive product
markets, flexible labor markets, and the ability of firms to
adapt quickly to changing economic conditions.’

Why is productivity growth in Europe and Japan slowing?
One key reason is that these countries are nearing the end
of a “catch-up” phase, after largely closing the technological
gap with the United States, the country whose production
efficiency defines the world’s technology frontier. Economic
theory predicts that economies very far from the frontier
with low productivity levels will experience relatively strong
productivity growth for two reasons. First, when levels of
capital per worker are low, capital is relatively productive, so
it has a high marginal product and makes a substantial con-
tribution to labor productivity growth. Second, firms have the
ability to imitate the latest technologies and production
processes to which they are exposed through foreign direct
investment or collaborative ventures. As economies approach
the frontier and productivity levels rise, however, the mar-
ginal product of capital falls, imitation becomes harder, and
achieving relatively fast productivity growth rates proves
increasingly difficult.* This progression toward the technol-
ogy frontier helps explain why productivity growth in the
1990s in Europe and Japan was much slower relative to the
United States than it was during the 1960s.

A second reason for slower productivity growth in
Europe is that the labor and product market frictions that
characterize many European economies may have become
more binding. In a recent report on European policy
reforms, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD 2006) highlighted a number of these
frictions: barriers to entry in product markets and other
regulations that inhibit competition, administrative burdens
on new business formation, widespread public ownership,
restricted foreign direct investment, limited financing struc-
tures for research and development, weak protection of
intellectual property, excess regulation of the financial sector,
and agricultural supports.

While these types of labor and product rigidities have
long been a feature of many European economies, recent
research summarized by Aghion and Howitt (2006) suggests
that it is the interaction between an economy’s place in the
catch-up process, its use of new technologies, and the flexi-
bility of its markets that determines how fast its productivity
will grow relative to the frontier. At low levels of productivity,

3See Jorgenson, Ho, and Stiroh (2007) for a review of the literature on the U.S.
productivity resurgence and the role of IT, and Baily (2002) for a discussion of
deregulation, increased competitiveness, and other structural changes that
have contributed to stronger productivity growth in the United States.

4Economists refer to this phenomenon as “convergence”; there is a large literature
on other factors that may contribute to or hinder the catch-up process.
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Comparing Productivity across Countries

International comparisons of productivity growth are
notoriously difficult to make because of differences in the
way countries construct official measures of output, the
need to convert currencies into common units, and the
paucity of detailed labor market data, particularly for
developing countries. Given the critical importance of
productivity in understanding economic growth across
countries, however, economists spend considerable
resources developing productivity estimates that are as
comparable as possible.

In our analysis, we rely primarily on data constructed
jointly by the Conference Board and the Groningen
Growth and Development Centre.® The data provide
comparable measures of labor productivity for a wide
range of countries that produce virtually all of world out-
put. The underlying sources for the data are country
national accounts, surveys, and labor market indicators.”

Our primary measure of productivity is labor produc-
tivity, defined as output per hour worked. Output is
measured as real GDP, converted into 1990 U.S. dollars
using the Gheary-Khamis purchasing power parities to
adjust for differences in relative prices. Because compa-
rable data on hours worked do not exist for all countries,
however, we also use output per total employment as a
measure of labor productivity when examining a broader
range of emerging market economies. Labor productivity
reflects all of the factors that allow a worker to produce
more output, including access to more or better capital
and improved technology.

A second productivity concept, also used in our analy-
sis, is total factor productivity, defined as output per all
units of input. Total factor productivity growth is often
viewed as a measure of efficiency gains or technological
progress and reflects the ability to produce more output
from the same set of inputs. The production process is
complicated, however, and measured total factor produc-
tivity growth also includes the impact of any measure-
ment error or omitted inputs such as intangible capital.

aThe Conference Board and Groningen Growth and Development
Centre, Total Economy Database, January 2007, <http://www.ggdc.net>.

"Methodological details and information on the sources are available from
the Groningen Centre’s website, <http://www.ggdc.net>.

the positive catch-up effects dominate, and countries may
grow fast relative to the frontier. Closer to the frontier,
however, market rigidities become more of a constraint,
reducing the economy’s ability to innovate, make technologi-
cal advances, and reallocate resources efficiently. In sum,
market rigidities and institutional factors are more of a
detriment to productivity growth for those countries that
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telecommunications, finance, business services, and social and personal services.

have achieved relatively high levels of productivity and are
near the technological frontier.

There is considerable evidence, for example, that
European economies have been less able to benefit from the
information technology revolution since the mid-1990s. For
example, one recent study (Inklaar, Timmer, and van Ark
2007) compares the growth rate of total factor productivity
(TEP), a common measure of the overall efficiency of
production (see box), in the service industries of major
European economies and the United States. The perform-
ance of service industries in this respect is particularly
revealing because they are intensive users of IT and, in the
United States, have played a key role in the recent resurgence
of productivity growth.” The study shows a stark divergence
in TFP growth in the service industries of these countries,
with slow growth in European services and much faster
growth in the United States (Chart 2). The authors find no
single factor, such as product market regulation, that would
explain this divergence, but suggest that the difference in
performance is linked to organizational structure, manage-
ment, and workplace practices.

Productivity Trends in the United States

and Emerging Markets

We now compare U.S. productivity growth with productivity
growth in several large emerging markets—Brazil, China,
India, Indonesia, Mexico, Russia, and South Korea. We chose
these economies because they were the largest in terms of

5See Bosworth and Triplett (2007).
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market size in 2006. Our measure of productivity growth,
plotted in Chart 3 for each country, is growth in GDP per
employee for the 1995-2005 period.® China experienced
spectacular productivity growth of 6.4 percent, while South
Korea, Russia, and India saw growth rates above 3.0 percent
per year. These rates are all considerably faster than the
2.0 percent growth rate in the United States over the same
period. Nevertheless, not all emerging markets outpaced
U.S. growth rates; Indonesia, Brazil, and Mexico showed
slower growth.

Given the importance of an economy’s place in the catch-
up process, it is not surprising that some of these emerging
market economies are experiencing strong productivity
growth, because they are still at the beginning of their
catch-up phase and have ample high-return investment
opportunities and scope for technological advance. Indeed,
these countries lag far behind the United States in produc-
tivity levels. For example, GDP per worker in China was only
15 percent of that in the United States in 2005. In the same
year, South Korea posted the highest productivity level of
any of the emerging countries in the sample, but its GDP per
worker was just 58 percent of the U.S. level.

Because the factors that determine productivity growth
interact in complex ways, it is not possible to isolate any one
factor that leads some emerging markets to grow rapidly
while others lag behind. For example, although Brazil has
undergone major episodes of trade liberalization, which
often spurs productivity growth, it has more rigid labor mar-
kets than China and some other countries in the sample—
a feature that may have prevented it from reallocating
resources to more efficient uses (Aquino Menezes Filho and
Muendler 2007).

Nonetheless, it is useful to review what is known about
the sources of productivity growth in China and India, two of
the largest and most discussed countries. While the data for
these countries are far from perfect, Bosworth and Collins
(2007) have investigated these factors and concluded that
both capital accumulation and increased efficiency played
an important role in the recent strength of productivity
growth.

The authors’ estimates for China suggest that about half of
its growth in labor productivity over the last decade can be
traced to capital deepening (rapid investment that provides
more physical capital to workers) and half to increased
efficiency in the use of inputs (measured as TFP growth).
Government policies have helped increase productivity
growth in China where, for example, many industries have
been privatized (OECD 2005). In addition, trade has been lib-

%Because we do not have data on total hours worked in these countries, we use
total employment to construct the labor productivity estimates.
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employeee for 1995-2005. Countries are sorted by the level of 2005 GDP per employee.

eralized with China’s entry into the World Trade Organization
in 2001, rules on inflows of foreign direct investment have
been relaxed, and labor mobility out of agriculture and into
industry has risen as restrictions have been lifted.

For India, Bosworth and Collins estimate that total factor
productivity has accounted for roughly 60 percent of the
country’s aggregate labor productivity growth—an experi-
ence similar to that of China. Many observers, however, have
focused on India’s service industry, particularly that part of
the industry related to outsourcing technology and support
services, and there are substantial differences with China.
Bosworth and Collins estimate that TFP growth in service
industries averaged 3.9 percent for 1993-2004 in India—a
far higher growth rate than the 0.9 percent rate for China. In
the primary sectors (agriculture, forestry, and fishing) and
in manufacturing, however, both labor productivity growth
and TFP growth were weaker in India than in China.” Despite
differences in the sectors where the booms in efficiency are
taking place, both India and China are experiencing much
faster productivity growth than the United States.

Foreign Productivity Growth and the U.S. Economy

How does strong productivity growth abroad affect the U.S.
economy? In general, rapid foreign productivity growth, by
reducing the price of foreign goods, has the direct effect of
increasing the competition faced by U.S. producers at home

"India did enjoy high productivity growth in its manufacturing sector—a fact
that has been partly attributed to the country’s trade reforms in the early
1990s. Tariffs, for example, fell from an average of 80 percent in 1990 to 37 per-
cent in 2001 (Topalova 2004).
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and abroad and benefiting U.S. consumers. Of course,
increased foreign competition could equally result from a
reduction in international trade costs stemming from, say,
lower U.S. import tariffs or lower shipping costs. However,
U.S. tariffs have been low for the last couple of decades, so
reductions in trade costs are unlikely to be the source of
increased foreign competition over this period.

In addition to its direct effects, strong foreign productivity
growth may have indirect effects on the U.S economy by has-
tening the adoption of new technologies by U.S. firms and
encouraging the creation of global production networks—
outcomes that may increase U.S. productivity. For example,
U.S. firms are purchasing an increasing share of intermedi-
ate material and services inputs from abroad, a practice that
is commonly referred to as international outsourcing.
As firms relocate the relatively inefficient stages of their
production processes to countries where those stages can
be carried out more cheaply, they are better positioned
to expand their domestic output in stages where they have
a comparative advantage, and thus they increase their pro-
ductivity. Furthermore, the productivity of the remaining
workers is also likely to improve because the imports of new
services may enable firms to restructure their operations
and activities (Amiti and Wei 2006).

Below, we discuss in more detail the individual channels
through which foreign productivity growth can potentially
affect the U.S. economy. Throughout the discussion, we
highlight the complex linkages between these channels and
various parts of the economy. After reviewing the evidence,
we conclude that it is not particularly useful to think about
foreign productivity growth as having a single impact
on the U.S. economy as a whole. Rather, one should con-
sider the impact from a number of perspectives—those of
the consumer, worker, and firm, for example—all of which
can be affected in different ways and through different
mechanisms.

Consumers. U.S. consumers should gain from strong pro-
ductivity growth abroad primarily through lower import
prices.® For example, prices for imported goods from the
newly industrialized countries (NICs) of Asia—a group that
includes Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan—
fell 2.4 percent per year from 1993 to 2006, compared with a
0.3 percent rise in price for total non-oil imports into the
United States.” Although this evidence is consistent with for-
eign productivity gains being passed through to lower prices,
to date there is no rigorous evidence establishing this link. !’

8If the foreign productivity gains occur in industries where the United States
imports, consumers will directly benefit from lower prices; however, if the pro-
ductivity gains occur in industries where the United States exports, there will
be no effect on U.S. consumer prices unless the gains are strong enough to
induce the United States to begin importing those goods.

There could also be gains to consumers arising from
more product varieties. The number of different products
imported into the United States increased by 40 percent in
the 1990s, with China accounting for 6 percent of this growth
(Broda and Weinstein 2006).'" Finally, Schott (2004) shows
that countries with higher GDP per capita tend to produce
higher quality goods, another boon for U.S. consumers. All of
these effects are positive developments for U.S. consumers,
who now enjoy access to a broader range of consumer goods
at lower prices.

Exporters. The net impact of strong foreign productivity
gains on U.S. exporters is less clear. U.S. exporters are likely to
benefit as fast productivity growth raises incomes abroad
and increases demand for U.S. exports. For example, the
share of exports to China from the United States increased
from 2 percent in 1995 to 5.5 percent in 2005.'? U.S. exporters
can also benefit from access to relatively cheap intermediate
inputs that are produced abroad—semiconductors being a
notable example. Strong productivity growth abroad, how-
ever, also has the potential to erode the market share of
U.S. exporters in foreign countries as they are faced with
increased competition. Given the relatively low productivity
levels of emerging markets and the small overlap between the
products of U.S. exporters and those of emerging market
firms, however, it seems unlikely that this latter effect would
dominate.

Import-Competing Firms. Gains in foreign productivity
relative to U.S. productivity should improve the ability of for-
eign firms to produce at lower prices and to compete inter-
nationally. Such an outcome would directly affect the U.S.
firms whose products are in competition with imports from
foreign countries. These import-competing firms will either
have to become more efficient or be forced out of the market.

Bernard, Jensen, and Schott (2006) show that U.S. manu-
facturing industries that face more low-wage competition
(defined as imports from countries with less than 5 percent
of U.S. GDP per capita) have incurred the largest employ-
ment losses over the last three decades. In these industries,

“The Bureau of Labor Statistics began constructing import price indexes by
country of origin in 1993 (see <http://www.bls.gov/mxp/>). Data on imports
from China are available beginning in 2003 and show price trends similar to
those for the Asian NICs.

10Some or all of the foreign productivity growth may be retained as profits or
passed on to workers in the form of higher wages. This dynamic is the subject of
ongoing research. Of course, lower import prices may arise from factors other
than increased productivity growth.

A new variety is generally defined as a product that is being imported from a
particular foreign country for the first time. While widely used, this measure may
overstate product variety if the United States begins to import identical products
from many countries.

12The data are from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Foreign Trade Division.
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including leather, textiles, and apparel, each 10 percentage
point increase in import share for low-wage countries is
associated with a 1.3 percent fall in employment growth for a
U.S. plant. In contrast, industries that do not face direct com-
petition from low-wage countries, such as instruments and
plastics, have experienced employment growth over this
period. If these low-wage countries are also experiencing
relatively strong productivity growth, then one would expect
the import-competing industries in the United States to feel
the biggest impact.

Increased competition from low-wage countries also
leads to more plant closures in the import-competing indus-
tries. According to Bernard, Jensen, and Schott (2004, 2006),
the probability of a plant shutting down increases by 13 per-
cent with a 10 percentage point increase in low-wage compe-
tition. Not all of these plants disappear, however; some
change their product mix to make goods that are not in
direct competition with imports from low-wage countries.

Labor. Strong foreign productivity growth has heteroge-
neous effects on U.S. workers. Drawing on a displaced worker
survey by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the 1984-2000
period, Kletzer (2001) finds that 37 percent of displaced
workers in import-competing industries were not reemployed
at the time of the survey and 25 percent took longer than six
months to find new employment.'* Even among those able to
find new employment, however, the effects varied widely—
average earnings were 13 percent lower than in the original
job, with 40 percent of the reemployed respondents showing
income declines and 23 percent showing income gains.

With heightened foreign competition, incentives to out-
source production and pressure to adopt new technologies
increase. These developments have also had large impacts
on labor markets by shifting demand away from unskilled
workers toward skilled workers. Feenstra and Hanson
(1999) found that 25 percent of the increase in the wages of
skilled relative to unskilled workers can be explained by
outsourcing and 30 percent by the growing use of high-tech
capital.’> Outsourcing, by increasing productivity, also

13See <http://stats.bls.gov/news.release/disp.nr0.htm>.

Tn each survey, adults (twenty years and older) were asked if they had lost a
job in the preceding three to five years because of a plant closing, an employer
going out of business, or a layoff from which they were not recalled. (Note that
individuals were only surveyed once.) In Kletzer, all workers displaced from a
high-import-competing industry were treated as if they had lost their jobs
because of increased imports from low-wage countries, although they could have
lost their jobs for other reasons, such as automation. We are unaware of any
evidence on whether the subsequent employment and earnings experience of
displaced workers varies with the reason for their job loss.

150f course, firms also adopt new technologies for reasons other than strong pro-
ductivity growth abroad.

increased the real wage of skilled workers by 1 to 2 percent
per year during the 1990s while having no significant effect
for unskilled workers.

Conclusion

Productivity growth is the engine of economic growth, and
the rapid gains in many foreign countries, particularly large
emerging economies such as China and India, will produce
significant benefits for these countries. In the United States,
however, strong foreign productivity growth will likely
have mixed effects, with some winners and some losers.
Consumers are likely to gain from lower import prices and
more varieties of imports, for example, while U.S. firms and
workers in direct competition with emerging economies
are likely to experience potentially painful disruptions and
reallocations.

These diverse effects of strong foreign productivity
growth raise important policy questions. Whenever a particu-
lar portion of the economy disproportionately bears the
adverse impact of heightened competition, a common reac-
tion is to call for increased support and protectionism for
that particular sector. While the disruptions and losses
brought about by foreign competition are real, policymakers
should consider the full range of costs and benefits when
evaluating such proposals. For example, levying import tar-
iffs on inputs such as paper or steel can help U.S. producers
that compete in those markets, but will hurt the U.S. produc-
ers that use these goods in making other products, as well as
U.S. consumers who are effectively denied the benefits of
lower cost products.

Another key issue concerns the outlook for the United
States as it continues to face increased competitive pressures
from large emerging economies. Although China’s GDP per
worker grew at a spectacular rate over the last decade, its
level of productivity remains low, only 15 percent of that in
the United States. Moreover, the set of goods that China
exports are quite different from those produced in developed
countries,'® suggesting that direct competition from China
has been limited to a subset of industries. Nevertheless, as
China and other emerging market economies continue to
grow, such differences with the United States are likely to
diminish. In that event, strong competitive pressures from
abroad will prompt U.S. firms to develop new and more
advanced production techniques that will further push out
the world technology frontier.

16Schott (forthcoming) shows that the products exported by China are more
like those exported from other Asian countries than those produced by the
OECD nations and other developed countries.

6 &



References

Aghion, Philippe, and Peter Howitt. 2006. “Appropriate Growth Policy: A
Unifying Framework;” Joseph Schumpeter Lecture. Journal of the European
Economic Association 4, no. 2-3 (April-May): 269-314. Papers and
Proceedings of the 20th Annual Congress of the European Economic
Association.

Amiti, Mary, and Shang-Jin Wei. 2006. “Service Offshoring and Productivity:
Evidence from the United States” NBER Working Paper no. 11926, January.

Aquino Menezes Filho, Naércio, and Marc Muendler. 2007. “Labor Reallocation
in Response to Trade Reform” Unpublished paper.

Baily, Martin N. 2002. “The New Economy: Post Mortem or Second Wind?”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 16,n0.2 (spring): 3-22.

Bernard, Andrew B., J. Bradford Jensen, and Peter K. Schott. 2004. “Facing the
Dragon: Prospects for U.S. Manufactures in the Coming Decade.
Unpublished paper, May.

.2006. “Survival of the Fit: Exposure to Low-Wage Countries and the
(Uneven) Growth of U.S. Manufacturing Plants”” Journal of International
Economics 68,n0. 1 (January): 219-37.

Bosworth, Barry, and Susan M. Collins. 2007. “Accounting for Growth:
Comparing China and India” NBER Working Paper no. 12943, February.

Bosworth, Barry, and Jack E. Triplett. 2007.“The Early 21st Century Productivity
Expansion Is Still in Services.” International Productivity Monitor, no. 14
(spring): 3-19.

Broda, Christian, and David Weinstein. 2006. “Globalization and the Gains from
Variety”” Quarterly Journal of Economics 121, no.2 (May): 541-85.

Feenstra, Robert C., and Gordon H. Hanson. 1999. “The Impact of Outsourcing
and High-Technology Capital on Wages: Estimates for the United States,
1979-1990.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 114, no. 3 (August): 907-40.

G6émez-Salvador, Ramdn, Alberto Musso, Marc Stocker, and Jarkko Turunen.
2006.“Labor Productivity Developments in the Euro Area.” European Central
Bank Occasional Paper Series, no. 53, October.

Inklaar, Robert, Marcel P. Timmer, and Bart van Ark. 2007. “The End of
Convergence: Market Services Productivity in Europe” Unpublished paper,
University of Groningen, March.

Jorgenson, Dale W., Mun S. Ho, and Kevin J. Stiroh. 2007. “A Retrospective Look
at the U.S. Productivity Growth Resurgence” Federal Reserve Bank of
New York Staff Reports, no. 277, February.

Kletzer, Lori G. 2001. Job Loss from Imports: Measuring the Costs. Washington, D.C.:
Peterson Institute for International Economics.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 2005.
Economic Surveys: China, 2005, vol. 2005/13, September.

————2006. Economic Policy Reforms: Going for Growth, 2006. Paris.

Schott, Peter. 2004. “Across-Product versus Within-Product Specialization
in International Trade.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 119, no. 2 (May):
647-78.

. Forthcoming. “The Relative Sophistication of Chinese Exports.”
Economic Policy.

Topalova, Petia. 2004. “Trade Liberalization and Firm Productivity: The Case of
India” IMF Working Paper no. WP/04/28, February.

van Ark, Bart, and Gail Fosler. 2007. “Is ICT’s Contribution to Productivity
Growth Peaking?” Conference Board Executive Action Series, no. 224,
January.

About the Authors

Mary Amiti is a senior economist in the International Research Function of the Research and Statistics Group; Kevin Stiroh was a
vice president in the Banking Studies Function at the time this article was written.

Current Issues in Economics and Finance is published by the Research and Statistics Group of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York.

Leonardo Bartolini and Charles Steindel are the editors.

Editorial Staff: Valerie LaPorte, Mike De Mott, Michelle Bailer, Karen Carter

Production: Carol Perlmutter, David Rosenberg, Jane Urry

Subscriptions to Current Issues are free. Write to the Public Information Department, Federal Reserve Bank of New York,

33 Liberty Street, New York, N.Y. 10045-0001, or call 212-720-6134.

The views expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the position
of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York or the Federal Reserve System.

www.newyorkfed.orglresearch/current_issues <5 7




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


