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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO
TRADE AND TRANSPORT RECIPROCITY

by Cecil V. Hynes

Michigan and Ontario are large contiguous states
unique in location, similar in economic development and
interests, yet separated by an international boundary.

The trade moving between them offers an opportunity to
study trade and transport between contiguous foreign states.
The primary purpose of this study was to determine how
transport reciprocity affects trade between the two jur-
isdictions.

The core of this research is an empirical study
of the flow of commodities between Michigan and Ontario.
This study discloses both the tonnage and value of ship-
ments in the Michigan and Ontario trade. Accurate know-
ledge of this contiguous trade has not been available here-
tofore. The results should be useful to anyone studying
Canadian and American economic relations and hopefully the
study will contribute to scholarly activities, methodology,
and to future studies of Canadian-United States trade.

In this study the trade data afford the empirical support
for analysis of transport reciprocity.

The technique involved an exploration of secondary




Cecil V. Hynes

sources, survey research of primary sources, followed by
depth interviews and on-the-spot observation.

The sources of secondary data pertaining to customs,
carriers, and trade were thoroughly searched and revealed
little information on commodity flows. There is no specific
data on trade between Michigan and Ontario.

The survey technique using questionnaires yielded
considerable data from the carriers and industries in both
Michigan and Ontario. These data were useful in determining
the tonnage and value of commodity flows, and in providing
information on the modes of transport utilized in the border
traffic.

The depth interviews revealed valuable insights
and opinions on the ease of commodity and carrier movements
and restrictions to trade.

The empirical findings of this research study indi-
cate that the direct trade between Michigan and Ontario was
approximately $1 billion (7 million tons) in 1963. About
2 per cent of the total Michigan shipments to all markets
were exported to Ontario in 1963. These exports amounted
to approximately $500 million to form Michigan's largest
single foreign market. Yet most of the manufacturing com-
panies tended to view Ontario in the context of a domestic
market.

Again, during 1963 approximately 4 per cent of the
value of the total Ontario shipments were exported to Mich-

igan for a total of $525 million. Ontario ships almost
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as much to Michigan alone, as she does either to all other
U.S. states combined, or to all overseas countries.

But the problems of reciprocity are broader than
the direct trade between Michigan and Ontario. The gateway
traffic traversing Michigan-Ontario enroute to other points
is larger than the direct trade and moves primarily by rail,
highway, and water carriers. The Michigan and Ontario cor-
ridor serves as a very useful short-line route connecting
important markets and production areas in both Canada and
the United States.

With respect to transport reciprocity, Michigan
and Ontario have a formal agreement extending very limited
reciprocity to highway carriers. The lack of full reciproc-
ity restricts the interchange of equipment necessitating
additional handling of freight at the border. This increases
time enroute from origin to destination and causes ineffi-
cient carrier border operations resulting in higher operat-
ing costs which are reflected in higher rates to the shipper.

The investigation did not reveal any interest on
the part of the state and province in negotiating reciproc-
ity agreements with respect to the other modes of transport.

Based on the findings of this research study, some
specific courses of action are proposed for Michigan which
could lead towards more complete reciprocity with Ontario
for motor carriers.

More liberal transport reciprocity, more uniformity

in regulations at the border, and better through transport
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service would help to reduce the costs of distribution for
exporters serving the Michigan and Ontario markets. More
efficient and less costly distribution would improve ex-
porters' competitive positions, serve as a stimulus for an
expansion of trade between the two jurisdictions, and fur-
ther economic development on both sides of the border.

There was some evidence that Michigan, while in the
process of improving transport reciprocity, might wish to
consider other means of facilitating and expanding trade
with Ontario, such as the simplification of the customs
import and export procedures with emphasis on reducing the
documentation requirements; and providing more comprehensive
information to Michigan manufacturers on potential export
opportunities in the Ontario markets.

There were indications that in the future Michigan
might wish to study and examine the implications of: (1)
the possible development of a joint Canadian and United
States Foreign Trade Zone located somewhere in the Detroit-
Windsor area encompassing territory in both Michigan and
Ontario, and (2) how the possible future development of a
free trade arrangement between Canada and the United States
might affect the direct trade and transit traffic between

the two jurisdictions.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The study was undertaken to seek an answer to the
question, "How does transport reciprocity between Michigan
and Ontario affect trade and transportation between the
two sovereign areas?" In order to answer this question
it was necessary to: (1) ascertain the flow of commodities
between the two jurisdictions; (2) determine how the com-
modities are transported; (3) determine the problems of
transport service encountered by the shippers and carriers;
and (4) examine the state of transport reciprocity that
exists between Michigan and Ontario. With this background
information in hand the influence of transport reciprocity
on trade and transport service between Michigan and Ontario
could be evaluated.

While the study is primarily exploratory and infor-
mational, some recommendations are suggested for policy

consideration and for further research.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION AND SOURCE OF MATERIAL

All possible methods of securing material and in-
formation were used. Secondary sources were searched and
primary data were gathered by questionnaires, specific

letters, and field interviews. Regional trade and transport







data are hard to come by and the search called upon diverse

sources.

SECONDARY DATA

Secondary data tell relatively little about Mich-
igan-Ontario trade. In Canada the Dominion Bureau of Sta-
tistics publishes statistics on the total Canadian trade,
and export and import trade with the United States. How-
ever, a finer breakdown is not available. Ontario's total
foreign trade, including the trade with Michigan, is unknown.

The statistics available on United States foreign
trade are provided by the Bureau of the Census of the De-
partment of Commerce. Statistics are published for the
various customs districts of the United States, and those
supply the only data approximating state foreign trade.
The state of Michigan is coterminous with the thirty-eighth
customs district, except that one town, Menominee, is in
the Wisconsin district. Customs reports show the value
of the imports and exports passing through the customs dis-
trict. While providing some insight on the value and the
trends of foreign trade, they do not provide data on the
amount that originates or terminates in Michigan. Nor do
they provide any information on Michigan's trade with On-
tario.

Past studies of the foreign trade of Michigan have

been based on the customs district statistics provided by







the Bureau of Customs and the Department of Commerce.l

Sliger, in his study of the foreign trade of Mich-
igan, placed heavy reliance on customs district data. A
later study of the foreign trade statistics of Michigan by
O'Donnel and Verway utilized the same source of data and
extended the Sliger findings through 1959. Though both
were thorough and informative studies, their usefulness
was circumscribed. Because they used Michigan customs dis-
trict statistics, it was impossible to make meaningful state-
ments about the exports and imports that originated and
terminated in Michigan. In fact, the only Michigan trade
included were imports and exports moving overland to and
from Canada, and through Michigan's lake and air ports, to
and from overseas ports.

In July, 1957, a study was published entitled "For-

2

eign Trade Interests in the State of Michigan." It iden-

tified the primary importing and exporting interests in
Michigan but did not provide data on specific trade with
Ontario.

At present there are no published reports on the

lBernard F. Sliger, "Michigan and a Study of its
Foreign Trade, 1951-53" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Dept. of Economics, Michigan State University, 1955). See,
also, J. L. O'Donnell and D. I. Verway, "An Analysis of For-
eign Trade Statistics of the Michigan Customs District (1951-
53 and 1958-59)," Bureau of Business and Economic Research,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan, 1961.

2The Legislative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress, Foreign Trade Interests in the State of Mich-
igan, House Document No. 209, 1957.







trade between Michigan and Ontario.

PRIMARY DATA

Primary data were obtained through the use of mail
questionnaires and personal interviews.

A total of 2,179 questionnaires were mailed to com-
panies located in Michigan and Ontario. These included
1,001 questionnaires sent to Michigan manufacturing com-
panies, 1,008 to Ontario manufacturing companies, 109 to
Michigan motor carriers, 56 to Ontario motor carriers and
5 to the railroads that participate in the rail traffic
crossing the Michigan-Ontario border. Copies and details
of the questionnaires and information about the returns
appear in Appendix A.

Interviews were conducted with Michigan and Ontario
government officials, customs officials, officials of manu-
facturing companies in Michigan and Ontario, officials and
employees of various Michigan and Ontario transport com-
panies, and many other people who had some knowledge of,
or an interest in, Michigan and Ontario trade and transpor-

tation.

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
Some general terms used in the dissertation are
defined below. Other terms will be defined in the text
as necessary.
1. "Reciprocity" as used here means a mutual ex-

change of special privileges between two countries, to the
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advantage of both. It is the principle whereby one country
(A) grants specific concessions, i.e., outright waiver of
taxes and fees, to country (B), providing country (B) does
the same for country (A).

2. "Transport reciprocity" means reciprocity agree-
ments or arrangements between sovereign states pertaining
to the carriage of goods by a mode of transport.

3. "Mode of transport®" refers to one of the five
common types of transportation such as air, rail, waterborne,
pipeline, and motor truck.

4. "“Private motor carrier™ means the load being
hauled is the property of the owner of the vehicle.

5. "Common motor carrier of property" means any
person who holds himself out to the public as being engaged
in the business of a common carrier as at the common
law, . . . in the transportation by motor wvehicle from
place to place upon or over the highways of the state of
Michigan, the property, or any property, or any class there-
of of others who may choose to employ him.l The short
title of "common motor carrier® will be used throughout
the study.

6. "Contract motor carrier of property™ means any
person engaged in the transportation by motor wvehicle of

property for hire upon the public highways of Michigan other

1Michigan Motor Carrier Act, 254 of Public Acts
1933, Article 1, Section 1, paragraph (f).
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than as a common carrier of property, either directly or
through any device or arrangement.l Normally the carrier
contracts with certain manufacturing companies to transport
their products.

7. "For hire" means Public Commercial Vehicles
(P.C.V.) owned and registered in Ontario, operated for com-
pensation beyond urban areas. This is comparable to the
Michigan common motor carrier. In this study the term "On-
tario common motor carrier"™ shall be used in place of "for
hire" carriers.

8. "Private intercity" means Ontario private non-
farm commercial vehicles operated beyond urban areas. In
this study the term "private motor carrier™ will be used
in place of "private intercity."

9. "Trade" is used here in a narrow sense of the
term. It refers primarily to the tangible products of trade,
i.e., manufactured goods, raw materials and semi-processed
goods. The definition excludes all intangible items and
non-trade transactions such as tourist travel, service,
and financial transactions, primarily because these items
are not significantly influenced by commercial transport
reciprocity as defined above and examined in this study.

10. "Commercial motor vehicle" means any motor
vehicle having permanently attached thereto a truck or

delivery body, or a highway tractor with a fifth wheel

1Ibid., paragraph (i).
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used for hauling purposes on the highways.

11. "Trailer" means any vehicle that is at any
time drawn upon a highway by a motor vehicle, designed to
transport property and considered to be a separate vehicle
and not part of the motor vehicle by which it is drawn.

The term includes the vehicle called a "semi-trailer" which

is a trailer mounted to the fifth wheel of a tractor.

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The primary concern of the study is with the trade
and transport reciprocity between Michigan and Ontario.
Background data are presented for Michigan and Ontario with
respect to their contiguous geographic location, population,
work force, personal income, value added by manufacture,
and size and location of the principal markets.

The study concentrates on manufacturing companies
that are interested in the export markets of Michigan and
Ontario. Manufacturing companies in both jurisdictions
are surveyed regarding value of shipments to various markets,
mode of transport utilized to reach each market, and prob-
lems of initiating or expanding trade between the two areas.
Primary emphasis is placed on company shipments with little
consideration being given to the inbound traffic.

Problems of transport service between Ontario and
Michigan, caused by the existence of the border, are ex-
amined from the shipper's and carrier's point of view.

Reciprocity between Michigan and Ontario is examined for






its effect on the modes of transport and the movement of
goods between the two areas.

Data pertaining to the primary-extractive industries
are derived as much as possible from secondary sources.

Secondary data on commodity origin and destination
are gravely limited. What is available affords little aid
to this study; as a consequence, findings must be based on
primary data.

A policy of non-disclosure of the identity of com-
panies was observed throughout the study. Some information
was given in confidence with the understanding that it would
serve as background material and not be included in the
written report. Therefore, some of the more interesting
statistics and data had to be eliminated, or where possible,
aggregated in order to prevent disclosure of the source.

No attempt has been made to relate or derive elab-
orate location theory from this study. Although such an
analysis could be interesting and rewarding, it is not the
purpose of this study.

Very little consideration is given to the problem
of documentation required for custom clearance. It is rec-
ognized as a problem that has some influence on Michigan
and Ontario trade, but time and financial resources did

not allow pursuing the matter in detail.

POSSIBLE CONTRIBUTIONS

The stated policy objectives of both Michigan and






Ontario are to increase their economic output and thereby
provide high standards of living and more employment for
their citizens. A greater flow of trade between the two
jurisdictions could aid in this expansion and thus be bene-
ficial to both economies.

The law of comparative costs is a basic principle
of international trade. Stated differently, it is the dif-
ference in the costs of production between nations that
provides the basis for trade. Trade free from artificial
barriers allows economic specialization and results in op-
timum output from scarce resources. Free trade encourages
economic growth in the industries where the state has a
comparative advantage. Artificial barriers distort the
economies and may hinder the economic growth. Thus, those
barriers that no longer serve the best interests of their
respective societies, should be removed.

This study examines the trade flowing between Mich-
igan and Ontario. Many of the problems and artificial re-
strictions encountered by the shippers and carriers in each
jurisdiction are presented and discussed. Recommendations
as to possible ways of eliminating the various restrictions
are set forth for consideration. The study indicates some
areas and problems where further research and consideration

would be beneficial for the state or province.

ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The first chapter is an introduction to the study.
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The second chapter contains material pertaining to the lo-
cation and economic aspects of both Michigan and Ontario,
and provides a setting for the discussion of trade and
reciprocity in the ensuing chapters.

The third chapter is used to present data on the
specific trade between Michigan and Ontario. Data obtained
from the manufacturing companies are presented first, fol-
lowed by the origin and destination statistics of transport
carriers, closing with an analysis of some of the obstacles
to Michigan and Ontario trade.

Chapter four contains a discussion of the history
and origin of the power to regulate commerce and transport;
information pertaining to the transport regulatory agencies
in Michigan and Ontario; and closes with a consideration
of the present transport reciprocity agreement. Transport
problems and reciprocity as viewed by the exporters and
carriers are discussed in chapter five.

The final chapter is used to present some conclu-
sions, and make some policy suggestions for Michigan and

Ontario.






CHAPTER II

MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO: CONTIGUOUS, INTERIOR ECONOMIES
SEPARATED BY NATIONAL BOUNDARIES
INTRODUCTION
The major purpose of this chapter is to provide

background information on Michigan and Ontario as the basis
for the discussion of trade and transport reciprocity in
the ensuing examination. A brief geographic description
will be presented first, then economic data for both Mich-
igan and Ontario will be examined, and finally a discussion

of the influence of a political border completes the chapter.

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

As shown by Figure 1, Michigan and Ontario are lo-
cated in the interior of the North American Continent. The
major portion of their border lies nearly in the middle of
the Lakes Superior, Huron, St. Clair and Erie. They do,
however, share over one hundred miles of border, narrowly
separated by rivers and channels. Part of this common bor-
der is in the vicinity of Sault Ste. Marie, as shown in
Figure 2. Here Michigan's Upper Peninsula is separated
from Ontario only by the St. Mary River which may be crossed
by the International Bridge or Soo Line railroad bridge.

The remainder of the common border is in the thumb

area of the lower peninsula, as shown in Figure 3. The two

11
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Source:

American Automobile Association, Washington, D.c.

Figure 3, Port Huron and Detroit ports—of—entry
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jurisdictions are separated at Port Huron by the St. Clair
River which flows south from Lake Huron for about 35 miles,
emptying into Lake St. Clair. At Port Huron, highway traffic
crosses the river by the Blue Water Bridge, while the rail-
roads use a tunnel.

At four small towns south of Port Huron (St. Clair,
Marine City, Roberts Landing, and Algonac) the river may
be crossed by ferry. These, however, are used primarily
for passenger cars.

In the vicinity of Detroit and Windsor the land
area is separated by the Detroit River. The river is about
30 miles long and flows from Lake St. Clair to Lake Erie.
Highway traffic may cross the river by the Detroit-Windsor
tunnel, or by the Ambassador Bridge. All railroad traffic
crosses by ferry.

Table 1 shows a comparison of the size of United
States, Michigan, Canada, and Ontario. The total land area
of Ontario is six times that of Michigan, or equal to the
states of New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana,
Missouri, Illinois, and Wisconsin taken together. However,
the southern industrial and agricultural section of Ontario
is about the same size as all of Michigan.

Geographically, Michigan lies south of the northern
region of Ontario and is contiguous with part of southern
Ontario.

The western half of Michigan's upper peninsula is

made up of old limestone and sandstone formations containing
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Table 1. Comparison of the size of United States, Michigan,
Canada, and Ontario

(Square miles)

Inland Great Total
Land Water Lakes square
area miles

United States 3,548,974 66,237 60,489 3,679,700
Michigan 57,022 1,194 38,575 96,791

Michigan as a
per cent of

United States 1.6% 1.8% 60.0% 2.6%
Canada 3,560,238 291,571 35,908 3,887,717
Ontario 344,092 68,490 35,908 448,490

Ontario as a
per cent of
Canada 9.7% 23.0% 100% 11.5%

Sources: Statistical abstract of the United States, 1964;
Michigan Manual, 1963-64; Canada Year Book, 1963-64.

iron and copper deposits. Through the years the depletion
of these metallic ore deposits has effected a decline in
the economy of this part of the state.

In the eastern half of the upper peninsula and the
northern half of the lower peninsula, cattle and a few field
crops are raised. Both are considered to be marginal agri-
cultural areas because of poor soils, a small amount of
rainfall, and a short, unpredictable growing season. One
exception is the fruit area around Grand Traverse Bay in
the northern part of the lower peninsula. However, most
commercial agricultural production is found in the southern

half of the lower peninsula.



17

Ontario is separated into two definite geological
regions, with the dividing line about fifteen miles north
of the 46th parallel, or nearly due east of Sault Ste. Marie.
This line separates the heavily populated and industrialized
region of the south, from the sparsely inhabited, mineral
and mining area of the north.

The northern region of Ontario extends from the
46th parallel north to 57° latitude at Hudson Bay, and west
from 80° to 90° west longitude. It covers approximately
294,000 square miles of land and is a vast area of mineral
and forest wealth. While it is thinly inhabited (3 persons
per square mile), with only 14% of the Ontario population,
it still accounts for close to 40% of the total mineral
output of Canada.l This includes 85% of the nickel, 50%
of the copper, 60% of the gold, 25% of the iron ore, and
75% of the uranium that is produced in Canada. There has
also been an increase in the production of sand, gravel,
stone, and cement in recent years.

Ontario has about 262,000 square miles of forested
land which supports a large pulp and paper industry. It
produces close to 30% of the paper output of Canada.2

The southern region of Ontario contains about 50,000
square miles of land and is roughly triangular in shape,

lying between Lake Huron on the west, Lakes Erie and Ontario

lcanada Year Book, 1963-64, p. 11.

2Ibid., p. 12.
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on the southeast, and the Ottawa River on the northeast.

It is the most densely populated (109 persons per square
mile) and highly industrialized area of Canada. The focal
point of industrial development is Toronto, the second larg-
est city in Canada. Hamilton, located at the west end of
Lake Ontario, is the steel producing center of Ontario.

Southern Ontario, favorably endowed in climate and
soil, is the most highly diversified and productive agri-
cultural area in Canada. It specializes in fruit, tobacco,
commercial vegetables, dairy products, and cattle.

Geographically, the way in which Michigan and On-
tario are located in relation to the Great Lakes affects
all aspects of their economies. Because of their location,
a large volume of commerce crosses Michigan and Ontario
flowing both to and from various parts of Canada, United
States and the world. This commerce moves on the overland
route or by the Great Lakes waterway.

The primary overland route is the corridor formed
between Lake Huron on the north, and Lake Erie on the south,
in which Michigan and Ontario are connected by two gateways,1
one at Port Huron, and the other at Detroit. This route
is used extensively by the railroads serving Michigan and

Ontario, and by many United States and Canadian motor carriers.

lGateway is used here to indicate the point of cross-
ing the border between Michigan and Ontario, where commer-
cial traffic may be cleared through United States and Canad-
ian customs.
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A secondary overland route is the corridor formed
by Lake Superior on the northwest and Lake Huron on the
southeast, where Michigan and Ontario are connected at
Sault Ste. Marie. The Sault Ste. Marie gateway serves
primarily the Soo Lines railroad and some Canadian and
United States motor carriers. There is considerably less
traffic on this route than on the main route in southern
Michigan and Ontario.

Michigan and Ontario enjoy the advantages accruing
from the use of low cost waterborne transport in the Great
Lakes for intrastate (intraprovincial), interstate, and
international trade. The Lakes serve as a shipping route
for the economical movement of bulk commodities. Such ma-
terials as grains, oil and oil products, metallic ores,
non-metallic minerals (gypsum, sand, gravel, and limestone),
and forestry products are moved extensively by waterborne
carriers, to and from Michigan and Ontario ports.

Internationally, the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Sea-
way furnishes a unique seagoing trade route. Few interior
regions can boast of providing such advantages for reaching
world markets as:1 Low transport and distribution costs,
low intermediary and service costs, less loss and damage

in transit, and more direct control over shipments.

1"Toward a Trade Expansion Policy for the Midwest,"
a statement prepared for the Midwestern Governors' Confer-
ence, at Minneapolis, Minnesota, Sept. 10, 1964, by J. L.
Hazard, Michigan State University, p. 12.
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However, there are three technical limitations that
restrict the Seaway's usefulness:1 seasonal--it is open
for navigation approximately eight months of the year; di-
mensional-~determined by the length, breadth, and depth of
the locks; and directional--opens into the North Atlantic,
limiting the advantage to trade moving to the south and
west of the Seaway opening. The last limitation, however,
is the only permanent obstacle, as the other two will eventu-

ally be overcome by technological progress.

ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF MICHIGAN AND ONTARIO

POPULATION AND WORK FORCE

Although Canada has a similar geographic location
and is slightly larger than the United States, it still
has only about one-tenth as many people. A comparison of
the size of the population and work force of United States,
Michigan, Canada, and Ontario is shown in Table 2.

Michigan, with 140 persons per square mile, accounts
for 4.3% of the total United States population, but only
3.4% of the work force. Only 31% of Michigan's population
is included in the state's work force, compared to the na-
tional average of 39%. It appears that Michigan has a larger
proportion of unproductive people than does the nation as
a whole.

Ontario is just the opposite, with 34% of the total

l1pid., p. 3.
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Table 2. Population and work force of United States,
Michigan, Canada, and Ontario, 1961

Persons Work force
per Work as per
Population square force cent of
(000 mile (000) population
United States (1961) 183,043 51.6 71,063 39%
Michigan (1961) 7,993 140.0 2,437 31
Michigan as per cent 4.3% 3.4%
of United States
Canada (1961) 18,238 8.6 6,472 35%
Ontario (1961) 6,236 18.1 2,392 38
Ontario as per cent 34% 37%
of Canada

Sources: Statistical Abstract of United States, 1964; Agri-
cultural Statistics, USDA, 1963; Ontario Statis-
tical Review, Dept. of Economics and Development,
Toronto, Ontario, 1963.

Canadian population and 37% of the Canadian national work
force. The Ontario per cent of population in the work force
is 3% higher than the Canadian national figure, or about
equal to that of the United States. About 38% of the On-
tario people were working as compared to 31% for Michigan.
Thus, although Michigan has 1,757,000 more people than On-
tario, her actual work force is only 45,000 greater.
One-third of the Canadian population lives in On-
tario. Eighty-five per cent of these people are concentrated
in the southern section of Ontario, as shown in Figure 4.
The heaviest populated area surrounds the west end of Lake

Ontario in the Kitchener, Hamilton, and Toronto section.
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Table 3 shows the industry distribution of the labor
force for the United States, Michigan, Canada, and Ontario
for the year 1961. These are the latest figures available
for comparison. Michigan's labor force is only slightly
(45,000) larger than Ontario's, but is distributed somewhat
differently. Michigan has 9% more of her labor force in
the manufacturing industry than does Ontario, and 2.3% more
in retail and wholesale trade, 6.2% more in public adminis-
tration and government, and 1.6% more in agriculture. While
forestry, fishing, and trapping employ .8% of Ontario's
labor force, it is of little significance in Michigan.
Ontario employs 1.2% more of her labor force in mines,
quarry, and oil than does Michigan, and 2.6% more in con-
struction, 2.9% more in transportation and communications,
.7% more in finance, insurance and real estate, and 8.6%
more in the service industry. Thus, the greatest differ-
ences in the labor force distribution are in the manufac-
turing and the service industries, and in public administra-
tion and government.

Since 1961 Ontario has pursued a very aggressive
program for industrial expansion and it is very possible
that a larger percentage of the labor force is now utilized
in the manufacturing industry. This aggressive program was
responsible for establishing 143 new manufacturing operations

in the year of 1961, 149 in 1962, and 173 in 1963.1

lOntario Industrial Review, 1963, Department of
Economics and Development, Toronto, Ontario, p. 24.
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Comparing the labor distribution by industry between
Michigan and Ontario, it is apparent that, although Ontario
is Canada's principal mining province, her economy is highly
diversified and in many respects is comparable to that of

Michigan.

PERSONAL INCOME

Table 4 shows the personal income for United States,
Michigan, Canada, and Ontario. Michigan's personal income
has been about 4%% of the total United States personal income
for the past decade. During the same period, Ontario ac-
counted for about 40% of the total Canadian personal income.
Although the labor forces are about equal, personal income
in Ontario is only about two-thirds that of Michigan. Much
of the difference is in wage rates in the two areas. In
1962 the average hourly earnings in Ontario for all manufac-
turing concerns were $1.98 per hour,1 while at the same
time, the figure for Michigan was $2.91.2 The greatest
differences were in manufacturing industries; however, the
general wage level in Michigan was also higher than that
in Ontario.

Table 5 shows the per capita income for United
States, Michigan, Canada, and Ontario. In 1950 the per

capita income of Michigan was $1,682, or $191 greater than

lcanada Year Book, 1963-64, p. 724.

2Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1964,
p. 240.
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Table 4. Personal income for United States, Michigan,
Canada, and Ontario for selected years

(millions of dollars)

Mich. Ontario
Total as per as per
United cent of Total cent of
States Michigan U.S. Canada Ontario Canada

1950 $255,473 $10,803 4.2%  $13,428 $5,285 39.4%

1955 306,598 15,785 5.1 19,738 7,918 40.0
1960 398,561 18,151 4.5 27,411 11,002 40.2
1961 414,022 18,054 4.4 28,506 11,540 40.4
1962 439,661 19,307 4.4 30,794 12,292 40.0

Note: Ontario and Canada figures in Canadian dollars.

Sources: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1963,
and 1964; Ontario Statistical Review for 1963,
Dept. of Economics and Development, Ontario, Canada.

Table 5. Per capita income for United States, Michigan,
Canada, and Ontario for selected years

% % % %
inc. inc. inc. inc.
('50- (55~ (*'60- (1950~

1950 1955 '55) 1960 '60) 1962 '62) 1962)

United
States $1,491 $1,866 25% $2,215 19% $2,366 7% 58.5%

Michigan 1,682 2,178 29% 2,313 6% 2,416 4.5% 43.6%
Canada 979 1,257 28% 1,534 22% 1,658 8% 68.5%
Ontario 1,182 1,504 27% 1,800 20% 1,938 8% 64.0%

Note: Canada and Ontario income in Canadian dollars.

Sources: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1963
and 1964; Ontario Statlstlcal Review _for 1963,
Dept. of Economics and Development, Toronto, Ontarlo.
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the United States average, and $500, or 42% greater than
that of Ontario. The per cent increase from 1950 to 1955
ranged from a low of 25% for the U.S. average to a high of
29% for Michigan. Canada and Ontario were very close to
the Michigan rate, with 28% and 27% respectively.

In the next five years, Canada had the highest per
cent increase, 22%, with Ontario slightly less at 20% and
United States close with 19%. Michigan, however, increased
at a very low rate of only 6% for the period. This trend
for Michigan continued into 1962 with a low of 4.5% as com-
pared to 7% for United States as a whole, and 8% for both
Ontario and Canada.

In 1962 Michigan still had the highest per capita
income at $2,416, but this was only $50 above the United
States average, and $478, or 24.7% greater than that of
Ontario. Thus, in the twelve-year period, Ontario had grad-
ually increased her per capita income in relation to Michigan.

For the period between 1950 and 1962, Michigan had
the lowest per cent increase of 43.6%, while Canada had
the highest with 68.5%. Ontario at 64% was somewhat less
than Canada, but still greater than the United States av-
erage of 58.5%.

Although Canada's per cent increase from 1950 to
1962 was greater than that of the United States, the gap
in the dollar amount between the two national per capita
figures increased by $196, resulting in a difference of

$708 in 1962, compared to $512 in 1950. Comparing Ontario
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to the United States average, the difference in 1962 had
increased to $428 from $309 in 1950, or in other words,
Ontario's increase for the period had not kept pace with
that of United States.

The change in per capita income, as shown in Table
5, has been steadily upward for the last several years.
This increase has resulted in a relatively high level of
per capita income in Canada, and especially Ontario. This
indicates an expanding economy and should serve as a basis
for continued growth in the Ontario markets that are of

interest to Michigan exporters.

MANUFACTURING AND VALUE ADDED

Table 6 shows some manufacturing statistics for
United States, Michigan, Canada, and Ontario. The data
showing the number of establishments and number of employees
for the United States and Michigan are for the year 1958.
The corresponding Canada and Ontario data are for 1961.
It is therefore difficult to make comparisons between Mich-
igan and Ontario, yet some meaningful relationships can
be observed.

Michigan accounted for 4.5% of the total United
States establishments and 5.5% of the number of the total
United States employees. The Michigan establishments were
slightly larger than the U.S. average, employing 12 more
employees per establishment. Michigan accounted for 6.5%

of the total United States manufacturing payroll, but only
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Table 6. Manufacturing statistics for United States,
Michigan, Canada, and Ontario, 1961

No. No. Ave. Payroll Value
added
Employ- Employ- by mfg.

Estab- ees ees per (million (million

lishments (000) estab. dollars) dollars)

United States 299,036% 16,025% 53  $88,141 $164,369

Michigan 13,4292 8802 652 5,681 10,203
Michigan as per

cent of U.S. 4.5% 5.5% 6.5% 6.2%
Canada 32,415 1,265 39 5,231 10,682
ontario 12,081 591 49 2,597 5,430

Ontario as per
cent of Canada 37.2% 46.7% 49.7% 50.8%

aE‘igures for 1958, latest available. All other
statistics are for 1961.

Sources: Statistical Abstract of U.S., 1963; Canada Year
Book, 1963-64.

6.2% of the value added by manufacture.

Ontario, with about 1,500 fewer establishments than
Michigan, still accounted for 37.2% of the total establish-
ments in Canada. These Ontario establishments provided
employment for 46.7% of the total number of Canadian em-
ployees in manufacturing; accounted for 49.7% of the total
Canadian manufacturing payroll; and 50.8% of the national
value added by manufacture. The average Ontario establish-
ment employed 25% more employees than did the average manu-

facturing establishment in the rest of Canada. The average
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Ontario establishment was nearly the size of that found
in the United States; however, it was about 30% smaller
than its counterpart in Michigan.

Michigan, with only 43% as many establishments as
all of Canada, had a manufacturing payroll $450 million
dollars greater than the Canadian total, but produced $479
million less in value added by manufacture. Michigan's
payroll and value added by manufacture was about twice that
of Ontario.

It is clearly evident that, based on manufacturing
data, Ontario is the most important Canadian province for
industrial production.

Table 7 shows the number of manufacturing employees
and the value added by manufacture for the most important
metropolitan areas in Michigan and Ontario. Three cities
and their surrounding suburbs account for 63.1% of Michigan's
manufacturing employment and 62.8% of the value added by
manufacture.

Industry is less concentrated in Ontario. Each of
the six Ontario cities individually produced over 100 million
dollars in value added by manufacture. They accounted for
39.1% of Ontario's manufacturing employment, and 36.9% of
the value added by manufacture.

The remaining 63% of value added was manufactured
in 62 cities, located for the main in the populated area
between Windsor and Toronto. There were some exceptions

such as Sault Ste. Marie, which had a value added of 82






31

Table 7. Manufacture employment and value added at
selected Michigan and Ontario cities, 1961

Number of Value
Employees in Per cent added by Per cent
City manuf. est. of state manuf . of state
(000) total (mil. $) total
Michigan Total 890 100.0% $10,203 100.0%
Detroit 450 50.6 5,139 50.3
Flint 64 7.2 760 7.5
Grand Rapids 47 5%3 514 5.0
Total three
cities 561 63.1% $6,413 62.8%
Ontario Total 594 100.0% $5,219 100.0%
Toronto 120 20.2 851 16.3
Hamilton 51 8.6 517 9.9
Windsor 22 3.7 215 4.1
London 16 2.7 124 2.4
Kitchener 16 2.7 110 2.1
Sarnia 7, 1.2 112 2.1
Total above
cities 232 39.1% $1,929 36.9%

Note: All Michigan statistics are for 1961; all Ontario
statistics are for 1960.

Sources: Statistical Abstract for United States, 1963;
Canada Year Book, 1963-64; Ontario Statistical
Review, 1963.

million dollars. Other northern cities such as Port Arthur,
Fort Williams and Pembroke have some manufacturing estab-
lishments, but together accounted for only 88 million dol-
lars in value added.

Figure 5 shows the value added by manufacture by
areas, for both Michigan and Ontario. These are the most
important industrial areas; however, there is considerable

industrial activity in the whole land area extending from
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Benton Harbor and Muskegon on the west, to Hamilton and

Toronto on the east.

LOCATION AND SIZE OF MARKETS

Table 8 shows the metropolitan areas of Michigan
and Ontario, and their population and personal income. The
personal income was computed by multiplying the city popu-
lation by the per capita income for the respective state
and province. Ten Michigan cities accounted for 75% of
the state's population and personal income. In Ontario
seven cities accounted for 55% of the province's population
and personal income.

Figure 6 shows the geographic location of the above
metropolitan areas. The mileage circles are drawn so that
the distance between each circle represents one hundred
miles.

Five of the Ontario markets listed in Table 8 are
located within, or very near, the three~-hundred-mile circle
from Lansing. These five markets account for 44% of the
total population and personal income of Ontario. They are
the most important Ontario markets for Michigan export prod-
ucts.

Although i1t is technically possible to reach mar-
kets located three hundred fifty miles from Lansing (such
as Toronto) with o<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>