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5. CONCLUSIONS 

Our analysis of CETA, the free trade agreement between the EU and Canada, was focused 

on an assessment of the economic impact of the agreement. We used a critical survey of 

existing studies (see section 3) as a benchmark for our own, alternative assessment based 

on the ÖFSE Global Trade Model, a structuralist CGE model, which in particular allows for 

an assessment of the impacts of trade liberalization on employment, income distribution 

and macroeconomic balances. 

 

Our results may be summarized as follows: 

 

1) Real GDP grows by 0.023% for the EU and 0.062% for Canada; these changes rep-

resent long run level effects, meaning that the GDP changes occur over a 10 to 20 

year implementation period. 

2) Stronger effects occur in the larger EU countries (Germany, France, Italy), meaning 

the other EU countries such as Austria are losing ground relative to these EU part-

ners. 

3) The effects are both caused by tariff and NTM reduction; NTM trade cost reductions 

are crucial for Canada but of less importance for EU countries and Austria. 

4) For Austria, real income effects amount to 0.016% or EUR 50 Mio, which is roughly 6 

EUR per Austrian citizen. These effects are below EU average. 

5) On the sectoral level in Austria, the sectors ‘motor vehicles’ (0.10%), ‘processed 

foods’ (0.06%) and ‘other machinery’ (0.03%) show above-average gains. In the ser-

vice sectors only small changes appear (around 0.01%). 

6) Changes in employment in Austria (+450 full-time jobs) are small and follow the small 

positive gains in GDP. 

7) Changes in real wages are different for the two skill-levels. While the real wage of 

high skilled workers increases slightly (0.01%), lower skilled workers see declines in 

real wages (-0.002%).  

These results should be seen, in general, as best case scenarios. They should be inter-

preted as upper limits of the overall effects of CETA, since the potential positive effects of 

rules and regulations and hence the social costs of their alignment are not considered. In-

stead, our model – like others – adopts the narrow perspective that regulations in general 

impose only costs, and their reduction through a CETA-lead process would bring about 

economic benefits. Regulatory alignment, regardless of whether it is done by mutual recog-

nition, harmonization or elimination of a regulation thus always confers a benefit to society. 

We do, however, know that regulations aim at serving the public interest. Thus, a balanced 

assessment of regulatory alignment would also have to consider its effect on the social 

benefits a regulation brings to the public.  

In addition, our model (as most others) does not include a proper assessment of many of 

the other elements of new generation trade agreements, in particular investment liberaliza-

tion, the protection of intellectual property rights, or the liberalization of public procurement. 

Other ‘side effects’ of trade liberalization, such as environmental or human rights impacts 

are equally not taken into account. Thus, in effect, our model (as others) measures a subset 

of the costs and benefits of CETA only, and, arguably, has a tendency to overestimate the 

benefits of trade. 

  


