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Introduction 

In recent years, prominent economists and private sector managers have highlighted 

the adverse impact that government regulation is having on economic recovery from the “Great 

Recession” of 2008, as well as the long-term growth prospects of the U.S. economy. A particular 

focus of concern is the potential for government regulation to handicap American companies 

competing at home and abroad with foreign companies that are less constrained by their home 

governments in how they carry out business activities.1  

The purpose of this paper is to identify and evaluate available evidence bearing upon 

two contentious issues: 1. Has the international competitiveness of the U.S. economy declined 

in recent years? 2. Has government regulation in the United States become more onerous for 

U.S.-based companies compared to government regulation of the private sectors of other 

countries?  

The evidence presented in the paper suggests that U.S. international competitiveness 

has deteriorated by several relevant measures, and that future, and potentially more 

significant, declines may be anticipated. Evidence is also reported identifying an increasingly 

onerous regulatory environment in the United States compared to other developed countries. 

While no statistical effort is made to link U.S. international competitiveness directly to the more 

onerous regulatory environment, econometric studies of the linkage reported in the literature 

are reviewed and addressed. On balance, these studies provide strong support for claims that 

the growing complexity and uncertainty of the U.S. regulatory environment is harming the 

international competitiveness of the U.S. economy.2 
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The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides a brief conceptual evaluation of 

alternative possible measures of international competitiveness, along with estimates of several 

economically meaningful measures. Section 3 compares changes in the U.S. regulatory 

environment to that of other developed countries. Section 4 reviews studies that statistically 

link government regulation to productivity growth of the private sector. The paper concludes 

with brief overall conclusions. 

Measures of International Competitiveness 

Indicators of international trade performance are arguably the most frequently 

referenced measures of international competitiveness reported by business journalists and 

other media sources; however, McFetridge (1995) and Swagel (2012), among others, note that 

trade performance is not linked in straightforward and reliable ways to a country’s economic 

wellbeing. For example, a declining surplus or growing deficit in the current account is 

frequently taken to be indicative of a country’s deteriorating international competitive position, 

since the country’s imports are increasing faster than its exports. One problem with this 

interpretation is that a country’s imports will increase faster than its exports, all other things 

constant, if its real economic growth rate is higher than its trading partners. Hence, a growing 

trade deficit would actually be consistent with increasing prosperity. A second problem is that 

increased imports of high quality inputs can contribute to improved efficiency of domestic firms 

which leads to greater future economic prosperity. For these reasons, trade-based measures of 

international competitiveness are not used in this study.  

Since a higher real per capita income is the main economic policy target of 

governments, changes in a country’s real standard of living are a less economically ambiguous 
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measure of international competitiveness than are trade-based measures. Over the long run, 

improved productivity is the key to a country’s per capita income growth (Porter, 1990). Hence, 

it is appealing to evaluate the international competitiveness of the U.S. economy by comparing 

its productivity performance to that of other developed countries. Productivity performance is 

effectively a location-based measure of international competitiveness, since it ignores the mix 

of domestic versus foreign ownership in a country.  

The most comprehensive measure of productivity is multi-factor productivity (MFP). The 

latter is a measure of how much physical (or real) output is produced given the physical (or real) 

quantities of all conventional factor inputs used to produce output. A second widely used 

measure of productivity (labor productivity) is created by dividing physical (real) output by an 

index of real labor input such as worker hours.3 

The OECD provides relatively comparable productivity estimates across developed 

countries over virtually two decades. Figure 1 reports an estimate of the average annual growth 

rate of labor productivity for the U.S., as well as an estimated average rate of productivity 

growth for 16 OECD countries (excluding the United States) for sub periods covering 1990-

2010.4 U.S. labor productivity performance improved relative to the OECD sample from around 

1996 through 2005; however, the U.S. labor productivity advantage decreased modestly over 

the period 2006-2010 compared to 2001-2005. Specifically, labor productivity growth for the 

OECD sample was about 52 percent of U.S. labor productivity growth from 2001-2005, as 

compared to approximately 59 percent from 2006-2010. The estimates reported in Figure 1 

therefore suggest a substantial improvement in U.S. international competitiveness over the 

period 1996-2005 followed by a modest deterioration over the period 2006-2010. 
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Source: Authors’ calculations from OECD Stat Extracts. 

 

Obviously, caution should be exercised in drawing strong conclusions. In particular, the 

last period sub-sample (2006-2010) incorporates relatively few years. 

Figure 2 reports the annual growth rate of MFP for the U.S. economy, as well as the 

annual growth rate of MFP averaged over 13 OECD countries for which estimates are available. 

For similar time periods to those shown in Figure 1, the pattern for MFP is somewhat different 

from that for labor productivity growth. Specifically, U.S. MFP performance improves 

substantially relative to the performance of other OECD countries over the period 1995-2005; 

however, unlike labor productivity growth, there is no evidence of a decline in the U.S. MFP 

growth advantage over the period 2005-2010. The average annual MFP growth rate for the 

sample of OECD countries was around 54 percent of the U.S. MFP growth rate over the period 

2000-2005 and approximately 45 percent of U.S. MFP growth over the period 2005-2010.  
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Source: Authors’ calculations from OECD Stat Extracts. 

 

Productivity performance measures for individual sectors of OECD economies provide 

some perspective on whether productivity growth differences observed at the economy-wide 

level are strongly influenced by the productivity performances of specific industries or sectors. 

In this regard, Figure 3 provides estimates of the average annual growth rate of labor 

productivity for the manufacturing sector for different sub periods covering the years 1996-

2009. In this case, the average shown is for all OECD countries, including the United States. 

Since the OECD reports a labor productivity growth rate series for total manufacturing, it is 

convenient to use this aggregate measure; however, since it includes the U.S. in the overall 

average, the comparison of the average for all OECD countries to U.S. labor productivity growth 

results in a bias. Specifically, the observed productivity growth advantage of the U.S. over the 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

1990-95 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2010

MFP 

Figure 2: Total Multi-Factor Productivity Annual 
Growth Rate (%) 

OECD

U.S.



6 
 

sample time period will understate the true advantage. However, the bias should not 

necessarily increase or decrease over time. 

Figure 3 shows that labor productivity for manufacturing grew faster in the United 

States than in the aggregate of all OECD countries in each of the three time periods shown. As is 

the case for the total economy estimates of labor productivity growth, the relative 

outperformance of U.S. manufacturing productivity growth is smaller in the most recent sub 

period compared to 2001-2005. 

 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations from OECD Stat Extracts. 

 

Finally, Figure 4 reports the average annual growth rate of labor productivity for 

financial and business services. The reported OECD estimates are aggregations across all OECD 

countries, again including the United States. It is seen that the productivity growth rate for 
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financial and business services in the U.S. exceeds the comparable productivity growth rate for 

all OECD countries for each sub period commencing in the mid-1990s; however, unlike 

manufacturing, the U.S. outperformance in productivity growth for services is modestly higher 

in the last sub period compared to the middle sub period. 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations from OECD stat extracts. 

 

In summary, at the overall level and for manufacturing, the U.S. outperformance in 

labor productivity growth is slightly smaller in the second half of the 2000-2010 period 

compared to the first half; however, there is no evidence of a decline in the U.S. 

outperformance for labor productivity growth for services or for economy-wide multi-factor 

productivity growth. In short, productivity growth indicators of U.S. international 

competitiveness tell a mixed story. 
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Other Measures 

Since innovation is linked to technological change, which is a major contributor to 

productivity growth (Maddison, 1994), any adverse changes in the U.S. environment for 

innovation relative to other countries might be an early signal of declining international 

competitiveness of the U.S. economy that will materialize in unfavorable productivity 

comparisons in future years.  

The World Economic Forum’s (WEF) Global Competitiveness Report provides responses 

by corporate executives to a wide range of survey questions focusing on factors conditioning 

international competitiveness. One such factor is a country’s “climate for innovation.”5 Table 1 

reports the U.S. ranking on this measure relative to 17 other OECD countries.6 Specifically, it 

reports how many of the 17 OECD countries achieved a superior ranking to the U.S. with 

respect to the innovation climate, how many achieved an identical ranking, and how many 

were ranked below the U.S. It also reports the average value assigned by respondents to the 

U.S. innovation environment on the seven-point scale used by the WEF to create its league 

tables. The relative position of the U.S. deteriorates very modestly between 2008 and 2011, as 

does the absolute value of the U.S. ranking on the seven-point scale.  
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Table 1 

Innovation Climate 

 2005 2008 2011 

Superior to U.S. 0 0 2 

Equal to U.S. 0 0 1 

Inferior to U.S. 17 17 14 

U.S. Value 5.93 5.84 5.57 

Source: WEF Global Competitiveness Index 

 

IMD, a Swiss business school, produces an annual World Competitiveness Yearbook 

(WCY) which ranks the abilities of countries to create and maintain an environment in which 

domestic enterprises can compete with foreign companies. The IMD’s league tables encompass 

a wide range of factors characterizing national economies, and, like the WEF’s measures, many 

are not meaningful indicators of international competitiveness; however, IMD does report 

survey information regarding relocation threats for manufacturing and R&D facilities.7 

Specifically, it reports the responses of surveyed executives to separate questions asking if 

relocation of production or R&D facilities is not a threat to the future of their national economy. 

Responses are calibrated on a scale from 1 to 10, where 10 indicates the highest “non threat.” 

Lower reported likelihoods of relocation (that is, higher valued responses) may be interpreted 

as indicating a greater location advantage for a country. While not the only factor, location 

advantage presumably encompasses superior expected productivity and a supportive 

environment for innovation. 

It is possible to interpret responses to this relocation question as indicating anticipated 

productivity gains to firms relocating activities outside the U.S. without necessarily being 
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coincident with a deterioration of the international competitiveness of the U.S. economy. For 

example, it might reflect geographic specialization driven by differences in comparative 

advantage; however, evidence will be cited later in the paper indicating that relocation 

considerations are primarily motivated by perceived adverse developments in the U.S. 

economy, including a more costly and uncertain regulatory environment. 

Table 2 reports how the U.S. ranks relative to 17 other OECD countries with respect to 

the relocation threat for production activities.8 The number of countries receiving a superior 

ranking to the U.S. increases over the period 2000-2011 which is consistent with a substantial 

decrease in the estimated absolute value for the U.S. over the same time period. Indeed, the 

number of countries bearing lower risks than the U.S. of relocation of production virtually 

doubles between 2005 and 2011. 

Table 2 

Relocation Threat for Production 

 1995 2000 2005 2011 

Superior to U.S. 2 0 5 9 

Equal to U.S. 0 0 0 0 

Inferior to U.S. 15 17 12 8 

U.S. Value  6.18 6.21 4.37 4.08 

Source: World Competitiveness Yearbook 

 

Table 3 shows the U.S. position relative to the 17 OECD countries with respect to the 

relocation threat for research and development activities. There is an obvious deterioration in 

the relative performances of the U.S. comparing 2005 to 2000 and 2011 to 2005. There is also 

clearly a substantial absolute increase in the reported R&D relocation threat for the U.S. 
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commencing in 2000 and continuing through 2011. This is shown by the decline in the ranking 

for the U.S. from 6.21 in 2000 to 4.08 in 2011.  

Table 3 

Relocation Threat for R&D 

 1995 2000 2005 2011 

Superior to U.S. 2 0 4 9 

Equal to U.S. 0 0 0 1 

Inferior to U.S. 13 17 13 7 

U.S. Value 6.18 6.21 4.37 4.08 

Source: World Competitiveness Yearbook. 

 

In short, the WEF and IMD survey responses point to a deterioration in what might be 

seen as “precursor” conditions to the future productivity performance (and international 

competitiveness) of the U.S. economy relative to other developed economies.9  This 

interpretation is reinforced by results from a recent survey of alumni executives by the Harvard 

Business School. Nearly 10,000 Harvard Business School alumni were asked to identify the 

potential for future measures of U.S. international competitiveness to fare worse than recent 

measures.10 Almost three-quarters of the respondents expected U.S. competitiveness to 

deteriorate in the future. The respondents, who were senior managers located all over the 

world, were also asked about the likelihood of relocating current business activities to other 

countries. A U.S.-based respondent was three times more likely to be considering moving a 

business activity outside the home country than a non-U.S.-based respondent, presumably 

because of the expected decline in U.S. competitiveness. 
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Summary 

The indicators of international competitiveness reviewed above suggest that the U.S. 

economy has generally had a better productivity performance than other developed economies 

over the past 15-20 years; however, there are indications that the U.S. competitive advantage 

may have weakened in recent years, and that prospects for U.S. international competitiveness 

going forward are less favorable than in the past.  

Comparing Regulatory Environments 

To assess whether government regulation in the United States has become more 

burdensome compared to government regulation in other OECD countries, it is necessary to 

identify relevant measures of regulatory burden. There is no clear consensus on how to define 

and quantify a country’s regulatory regime for purposes of policy analysis. Hence, on purely 

pragmatic grounds, the following comparison of national regulatory regimes is restricted to 

several relatively broad categories, including product-market regulations, labor-market 

regulations and financial regulations. These tend to be the manifestations of regulation for 

which international league table comparisons are available.  

Various measures of national regulatory environments are reported in the WEF’s Global 

Competitiveness Report. Perhaps the most direct and comprehensive measure is the survey 

response to a question asking respondents to rate the overall burden of government 

regulation. A summary of respondents’ answers is provided in Table 4.11 The position of the U.S. 

relative to 17 other OECD countries is virtually constant over the period 2005-2011 for which 

data are available. This virtually unchanged relative position is consistent with the very small 

change in the absolute ranking for the U.S. economy reported in the last row of Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Burden of Government Regulation 

 2005 2008 2011 

Superior to U.S. 6 7 7 

Equal to U.S. 0 0 0 

Inferior to U.S. 11 10 10 

U.S. Value 3.45 3.44 3.42 

Source: WEF, Global Competitiveness Index 

 

Table 5 summarizes the respondents’ assessments of the regulation and supervision of 

securities exchanges in 17 OECD countries and the United States. Higher valued responses 

denote more effective regulation. The results show a modest increase in the number of OECD 

countries considered to have more effective securities exchange regulations than the U.S. over 

the period 2008-2011. This deterioration of the relative U.S. position is associated with a more 

marked decline in the absolute U.S. rating over the same time period. 

 

Table 5 

Regulation of Securities Exchanges 

 2005 2008 2011 

Superior to U.S. 10 9 12 

Equal to U.S. 2 3 1 

Inferior to U.S. 5 5 4 

U.S. Value 5.84 5.67 4.60 

Source: WEF, Global Competitiveness Index 
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Evidence from the Heritage Index of Economic Freedom 

A broad perspective on the impact of government regulation on the decision-making 

freedom of private-sector managers is provided by the Heritage Foundation’s Index of 

Economic Freedom.12 Tables 6-8 report respondents’ assessments of business freedom, 

financial freedom and labor freedom, respectively. Business freedom reflects the ability to 

start, operate and close a business. Higher valued assessments reflect a lower burden of 

government through the regulatory process on this set of decisions. Financial freedom is a 

measure of banking efficiency and independence from government control and interference in 

the financial sector. Labor freedom is a composite measure of various aspects of the legal and 

regulatory framework of a country’s labor market as they relate to the freedom of managers to 

make labor market decisions. Higher reported index values reflect greater private sector 

freedom in all three aspects of decision-making.  

Table 6 

Business Freedom 

 1995 2000 2005 2011 

Superior to U.S. 1 0 1 8 

Equal to U.S. 8 5 5 0 

Inferior to U.S. 8 12 12 9 

U.S. Value 85 85 85 91 

Source: Heritage Index of Economic Freedom 
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Table 7 

Financial Freedom 

 1995 2000 2005 2011 

Superior to U.S. 5 4 0 9 

Equal to U.S. 7 7 6 4 

Inferior to U.S. 5 6 11 4 

U.S. Value 70 70 90 70 

Source: Heritage Index of Economic Freedom 

 

Table 8 

Labor Freedom 

 2005 2008 2011 

Superior to U.S. 1 2 0 

Equal to U.S. 0 0 0 

Inferior to U.S. 16 15 17 

U.S. Value 95 95 96 

Source: Heritage Index of Economic Freedom 

 

The information reported in Tables 6-8 present a somewhat mixed picture. Specifically, 

while business freedom in the U.S. increased absolutely between 2005 and 2011, the U.S. lost 

ground relative to other OECD countries over that time period. With respect to financial 

freedom, U.S. performance deteriorates markedly relative to other OECD countries from 2005-

2011, as does the absolute ranking respondents give to the U.S. for this measure, after 
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improving from 2000-2005. On the other hand, the U.S. ranking for labor freedom improves 

slightly relative to other countries over the period 2005-2011. 

Evidence from the World Competitiveness Yearbook 

The IMD’s World Competitiveness Yearbook reports survey opinion responses for 

various aspects of national regulatory environments. Table 9 summarizes responses to the 

statement: “Bureaucracy does not hinder business activity.” Tables 10 and 11 summarize 

responses to similar statements for labor market regulations and environmental regulations. 

Higher reported values denote less hindrance. The comparison is again between the U.S. and 

the 17 other OECD countries.  

 

Table 9 

Bureaucracy Hindrance 

 1995 2000 2005 2010 

Superior to U.S. 8 6 9 8 

Equal to U.S. 0 1 1 0 

Inferior to U.S. 9 10 7 9 

U.S. Value 4.37 4.66 3.37 4.26 

Source: World Competitiveness Yearbook 
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Table 10 

Labor Regulation Hindrance 

 1995 2000 2005 2011 

Superior to U.S. 3 1 1 1 

Equal to U.S. 0 0 0 0 

Inferior to U.S. 14 16 16 16 

U.S. Value 6.62 6.86 6.55 6.48 

Source: World Competitiveness Yearbook 

 

Table 11 

Environmental Regulation Hindrance 

 1995 2000 2005 2011 

Superior to U.S. 16 13 7 9 

Equal to U.S. 1 0 1 1 

Inferior to U.S. 0 4 9 7 

U.S. Value 5.02 5.83 5.98 6.42 

Source: World Competitiveness Yearbook 

 

 

For bureaucratic hindrance, the relative and absolute measures for the U.S. are 

essentially unchanged comparing 1995 to 2010, although there are changes within the 

intervening period. Hindrance associated with the U.S. labor market regulatory environment 

decreased modestly (in relative terms) from 1995 to 2000 and then essentially remained 

unchanged. There was a notable relative and absolute improvement in the effects of 

environmental regulation on the U.S. business sector from 1995-2005; however, while the 



18 
 

absolute improvement continued from 2005-2011, the U.S. lost ground modestly relative to the 

other OECD countries over that same time period.  

Evidence from the World Bank 

The World Bank reports a well-known index of regulatory quality created from 

responses to surveys of a wide range of experts knowledgeable about business conditions in 

the countries covered by the surveys. The overall index of regulatory quality provides an 

integrated perception of the ability of national governments’ to formulate and implement 

regulatory policies that permit and promote private sector development.13 The responses 

summarized in Table 12 provide evidence of a substantial deterioration of regulatory quality in 

the U.S. relative to the sample of 17 OECD countries over the period 2005-2010 after remaining 

relatively unchanged over the period 1996-2005. 

 

Table 12 

Regulatory Quality 

 1996 2000 2005 2010 

Superior to U.S. 4 3 4 10 

Equal to U.S.  1 2 3 0 

Inferior to U.S. 12 12 10 7 

U.S. Value 1.63 1.69 1.61 1.42 

Source: World Bank 
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Summary 

While not uniformly the case, the evidence reviewed above, on balance, suggests that 

the burden of regulation on the private sector became more onerous in the U.S. relative to 

other OECD countries in recent years. 

Impact of Regulation of Productivity 

A critical policy issue is whether there is a behavioral link between the international 

competitiveness of the U.S. economy and the burden of regulation on the private sector in the 

U.S. relative to the private sector of other developed economies. This study provides no new 

statistical evidence on this issue; however, there is a fairly extensive empirical literature bearing 

upon the linkage. 

A brief review and assessment of that literature is provided in this section. Specifically, 

Tables 13-15 summarize the findings of a number of econometric studies that estimate the 

statistical relationship between various types of regulation and specific measures of 

productivity performance.  

Table 13 

Studies Examining the Link between Product Market Regulation and Productivity Performance 

Author(s) Sector Country/Region Measure of 
Performance 

Impact of 
Regulations 

Koedijk & 
Kremers (1996) 

Business EU Countries 
(1981-1993) 
 

TFP growth   Negative 

Nicoletti & 
Scarpetta (2003) 

Mfg & service OECD countries 
(19984-1998) 

TFP growth  Negative 

Conway, de Rosa, 
Nicoletti & Steiner 

(2006) 

Economy & 
services 

OECD countries 
(1978-2003) 

Labor productivity Negative 
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Table 14 

Studies Examining the Link between Labor Market Regulation and Productivity Performance 

Author(s) Sector Country/Region 
Measure of 

Performance 
Impact of 

Regulations 

Koedijk & 
Kremers (1996) 

 
Business 

EU 
(1981-1993) 

TFP growth Negative 

Gust and Marquez 
(2002) 

Business sector 
Industrial 

countries (1992-
1999) 

Labor productivity 
growth 

Negative 

Bassanini, 
Nunziata & Venn 

(2008) 
All industries 

OECD 

(1982-2003) 
TFP Negative 

Hall, Propper & 
Van Reenan 

(2008) 
Hospitals 

England 

(1995/6-2002/3) 
Output/worker Negative 

Autor, Kerr & 
Kugler (2007) 

Mfg U.S. (1970-1999) TFP Negative 

Storm & 
Naastepad (2009) 

All 

OECD 

(1984-1994; 1994-
2004) 

Growth in 
output/hour 

Positive 

Bassanini & Venn 
(2007) 

Various 
OECD 

(1979-2003) 

Growth & levels of 
TFP & labor 
productivity 

Mixed 
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Table 15 
 

Studies Examining the Link between  
Environmental Regulation and Productivity Performance 

 

Author(s) Sector Country/Region 
Measure of 
Productivity 

Impact of 
Regulations 

Lanoie, Patry & 
Lajeunesse 

(2001) 
Mfg 

Quebec 

(1985-1994) 
TFP growth Mixed 

Berman & Bui 
(2001) 

Oil refining 

 

Los Angeles  

(1979-1992) 
TFP growth Positive 

Greenstone, List 
& Syverson 

(2011) 

Mfg 

 

U.S. 

(1972-2000) 
TFP level Negative 

Gray & 
Shadbegian 

(1993) 

Paper, oil & 
steel 

(1979-85) 

U.S. 

(1979-1985) 

TFP growth 
& levels 

Negative 
(compliance 

costs) 

 

 

 

Table 13 underscores the observation that regulatory initiatives that discourage 

competition in product markets also discourage productivity growth in those markets. In 

particular, product market deregulation of industries such as airlines allowed new entry and 

intensified competition which became driving forces in the reduction of costs and improvement 

of efficiency (Duke and Torres, 2005).  

Table 14 reports the broad finding that labor-market regulations and productivity 

growth are negatively related, although the findings are more nuanced than those for product 

market regulations. That is, specific labor market regulations have been found to improve 

productivity. Finally, the evidence with respect to the relationship between environmental 

regulations and productivity performance is inconclusive, as suggested by Table 15. Economists 
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tend to believe that while environmental regulations have sizeable compliance costs for U.S. 

businesses, they have not yet had a consistent and serious impact on the overall performance 

of the private sector (Echeverri-Carroll and Ayala, 2008). 

Summary 

Empirical studies point to a conclusion that regulations, particularly in product and labor 

markets, harm private sector productivity growth. This conclusion heightens concerns that an 

increasing burden of regulation in recent years, if continued, will contribute to a deterioration 

of the international competitiveness of the U.S. economy.  

The survey by Porter and Rivkin (2012) discussed earlier identifies increasingly 

inefficient regulation as an important factor encouraging companies to consider relocating 

outside the United States. When respondents were asked the leading reasons for moving 

existing activities out of the U.S., almost one-quarter cited fewer or less-expensive regulations 

in other countries. They also identified regulatory uncertainty and regulatory burden as 

prominent barriers to investing and creating jobs in the United States. 

Overall Conclusions 

This study finds some evidence of declining international competitiveness of the U.S. 

economy post-2005, although the evidence is limited and suggestive, rather than conclusive. In 

particular, while the U.S. continues to enjoy an absolute productivity advantage relative to 

other OECD countries, the advantage seems to have weakened in recent years. Furthermore, 

there are increasing threats of production being relocated outside the United States. 

The available evidence also indicates that government regulation in the U.S. has become 

more onerous in recent years compared to other countries. A particular concern is that 
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government regulation is discouraging competition in the U.S. product and labor markets. The 

existing literature identifies a strong positive linkage between competition, innovation and 

productivity growth. It therefore supports a conclusion that increasingly onerous product and 

labor market regulations in the U.S. will adversely affect future productivity performance and 

other dimensions of U.S. international competitiveness.  
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Notes 
 
1
 See, for example, Baily & Slaughter (2008).  

2
 The data and analysis presented here are part of a larger study by Globerman & Georgopoulos (2012). Obviously, 

the performance of the U.S. economy will reflect the performance of companies and other business entities within 
that economy. 
3
 Porter & Rivkin (2012) argue that a country’s ability to generate higher output per employable person, rather 

than per currently employed person, reveals its true competitiveness; however, productivity estimates based on 
potential employment are unavailable.  
4
 The OECD countries include Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Korea, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. All data used in the study are 
available on an annual basis upon request from the author. 
5
 For a description of the WEF’s Global Competitiveness Index and a discussion of the underlying methodology, see 

World Economic Forum (2011). 
6
 These include the 16 OECD countries included in Figure 1 plus Austria. 

7
 For a description of IMD’s survey methodology, see “Research Methodology” at 

http://www.imd.org/research/centers/wcc/research_methodology.cfm 
8
 The last row in Table 2 shows the average value for respondents’ ranking of the U.S. on the 10 point scale.  

9
 While the U.S. economy can benefit from R&D conducted abroad, the productivity gains will ordinarily be smaller 

than those from indigenous R&D (Berstein, 1996). 
10

 See Porter & Rivkin (2012).  
11

 A higher reported value on a scale from one to seven identifies a less burdensome regulatory environment. 
12

 For more about the index, see “About the Index,” The Heritage Foundation, 2012, 
http://www.heritage.org/index/about. 
13

 For a description of this index, see Kaufmann, Kraay & Mastruzzi (2008).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.imd.org/research/centers/wcc/research_methodology.cfm
http://www.heritage.org/index/about
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