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Abstract

Turkey is the tenth largest user of antidumping protection in terms of initi-
ations and measures among WTO members. This paper studies the economic
determinants and impact of antidumping duties in Turkey with a unique dataset
containing detailed industry-level information on the evolution of domestic out-
put, employment, production costs, working capital, and imports of investigated
products related to Turkish antidumping cases since 2002. We estimate the rela-
tive importance of each factor in determining the severity of antidumping duties.
Consistent with the dumping-margin formula, our results show that antidumping
duties are negatively related to the average price of investigated imports from
targeted countries. Interestingly, we also find that changes in domestic output
and working capital, which are not part of the dumping-margin formula, are
significantly correlated with the levels of antidumping duties whereas changes
in employment, general imports, and domestic product prices are not. Our re-
sults give some insight into the weights the Turkish antidumping administration
places on different factors in calculating duties.
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Introduction

Antidumping cases involve strategic interaction between domestic firms, for-

eign exporters, and the antidumping authority. One aspect of this strategic

interaction is for firms to figure out how an antidumping authority makes its

decisions, which is seldom clear-cut. In conducting antidumping investigations,

an antidumping authority has considerable discretion in deciding which coun-

tries to name as respondents, which products to include in an investigation,

which domestic products are comparable products, and, most importantly,

how to calculate dumping margins. As such, the outcomes of antidumping

cases may be shaped by other factors than the rules and procedures stated in

a country’s trade laws.

This paper is a study of Turkish antidumping for several reasons. First,

as of 2006, Turkey is the tenth largest initiator of antidumping cases and

user of antidumping measures among all WTO members, and it has had a

fast-growing number of cases since it is a relatively new user of antidumping

protection. Second, to our knowledge, there have been no studies of Turkey’s

antidumping regime. Third, we have been able to extract a new dataset of

industry-level information pertinent to Turkish antidumping cases. Lastly, we

are interested in whether the Turkish antidumping authority may be more

susceptible to the decision biases allowed by the ‘black box’ of antidumping

procedures. Notwithstanding political pressure, the fact that all parts of an

investigation are conducted by a single department may allow, for instance,

prima facie evidence for injury to influence dumping-margin calculations, es-

pecially in the computation of “normal” or “fair” value, and in turn determine

antidumping duty levels.

Hence, our paper has two objectives. First, we determine the impact of

Turkish antidumping duties on targeted imports. We perform an econometric

analysis to test whether there is a significant negative relationship between

duty levels and the import values of targeted products. Second, we study the
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determinants of Turkish antidumping duties by estimating the relative impor-

tance of domestic output, employment, production costs, working capital (i.e.,

the difference between current assets and current liabilities), prices of imports

and domestic products, and quantities of imports of investigated products in

determining the severity of antidumping duties in Turkey.

To preview our results, we find that Turkish antidumping duties signifi-

cantly reduce imports from targeted countries. In the majority of cases, the

imposition of antidumping duties is prohibitive to imports of targeted products

within two years. In analyzing the determinants of antidumping duty levels,

we find that, besides the price of allegedly dumped imports, certain domestic-

industry factors are significantly correlated with duty levels. We divide our

paper into five sections. In the next section, we describe the institutions and

characteristics of the Turkish antidumping process and its outcomes so far.

In sections 2 and 3, we discuss our methodology and the data used. Sec-

tion 4 contains our results, and the final section summarizes our findings and

conclusions.

1 Antidumping in Turkey

1.1 The Turkish Antidumping Process

Turkey’s current legislation on antidumping consists of: (i) Law No. 3577

(1989) on the Prevention of Unfair Competition in Imports, as amended by

Law No. 4412 (1999); (ii) Decree No. 23861 on the Prevention of Unfair Com-

petition in Imports (1999); and (iii) the Regulation No. 23861 (1999) (“The

Regulation”). These laws are largely consistent with Article VI of GATT 1994,

otherwise known as the Antidumping Agreement. Turkey, therefore, allows

domestic firms to file complaints against dumped imports that are injuring

or threatening to injure the domestic industry. Antidumping duties may be

imposed at the level of or less than the dumping margin, which is the differ-

ence between the import price and one of three alternatives: the price of the
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product in the exporting country, the price of the product sold by the export-

ing country in a third country, or a constructed “fair value”. The legislative

framework contains provisions on de minimis dumping margins and negligible

import volumes. An investigation shall not be initiated where it is determined

that the dumping margin is less than 2% of the export price or the volume of

dumped imports accounts for less than 3% of imports of the like product. A

like product is defined as a good that is similar to the product that is dumped,

or in the absence of such a product, another good with similar characteristics.

The Turkish antidumping authority is housed in the Directorate General of

Imports of the Undersecretariat of Foreign Trade, and is overseen by the Board

of Evaluation of Unfair Competition in Imports. The Directorate General

of Imports conducts preliminary examinations, recommends the initiation of

investigations, carries out such investigations, and acts as the secretariat of the

Board. The Board, headed by the Director General of Imports or the Deputy

Director General, consists of representatives of the Ministry of Agriculture and

Rural Affairs, Ministry of Industry and Trade (MIT), the Undersecretariat of

the State Planning Organization, the Undersecretariat of Customs, the Union

of Chambers of Commerce, and the Union of Chambers of Agriculture. The

Board makes proposals in the course of an investigation and is responsible for

deciding whether to initiate an investigation, adopt provisional measures, and

approve definitive measures.

The duration of each stage in an investigation is governed by rules. The

examination of a complaint must be completed within 45 days, and decisions to

initiate an investigation must be published in the Official Gazette. Petitioning

firms can claim to represent the domestic industry if their collective output

constitutes more than 50% of the total production of the like product. If the

collective output of the petitioning firms is less than 25% of total production

of the like good by the domestic industry in Turkey, then the complaint will

be not be considered. Interested parties are notified following the initiation of

the proceedings. They are sent questionnaires and have a maximum of 37 days
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to respond. The time-limit may be extended upon request, provided that due

cause is shown. Provisional measures may be imposed no earlier than 60 days

from the initiation of an investigation, and their duration will be limited to

four months. Provisional measures may be extended to a period not exceeding

six months upon request by foreign exporters with a significant share of the

exports of the product to Turkey. The final decision must be taken within one

year from the initiation of the investigation, but, if necessary, this period can

be extended by up to six months. Definitive measures shall remain in force for

five years from the date of the conclusion of the investigation.

1.2 The Turkish Trade Regime and Antidumping

Turkey is a newly-industrialized country that has benefited from liberaliza-

tion and reform in its trade sector. Despite sporadic crises in the 1990s and

early 2000s, Turkey has had an average of 4.3% annual real GDP growth be-

tween 1990 and 2005 while the OECD average for the same time period has

been 2.5%. Liberalization and reform in Turkey’s trade sector have proceeded

gradually for almost three decades since the country abandoned its import

substitution policies. Turkey has been a member of the WTO since 1995 and

has amended its trade-related legislation not only in the area of antidumping

but also in intellectual property, safeguards, and countervailing measures to fit

international norms. In addition, Turkey has been part of a Customs Union

with the European Union (EU) since 1996. The Customs Union agreement

with the EU required that Turkey adopt the EU’s common customs tariff on

imports of industrial goods from third countries and be part of all preferential

trade agreements that the EU had concluded.

Turkey’s trade in goods and services as a share of GDP has grown rapidly

from 8.6% in 1980 to 30.7% in 2005 while the OECD average was 31.2% in

1980 and 45% in 2005. Turkey’s main imports in 2006 were of intermediate

inputs such as mineral fuels and oils, steel, plastics, and electronic components.

Its main exports in 2006 were clothing and textiles, which accounted for 23%
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of total export value, and motor vehicles and parts with a 14% share of total

export value.

According to WTO statistics, Turkey reported the initiation of 109 an-

tidumping cases and the imposition of measures in 107 cases in the period

1995 to 2006.1 In other words, all except two of the 109 initiations ended in

antidumping duties. In terms of the number of cases initiated and measures

imposed in the same period, Turkey holds the tenth rank among WTO Mem-

bers. Out of the 109 cases initiated by Turkey during 1995 to 2006, China was

the top target with 43 cases. The rest of the cases were mainly against East

Asian countries like Taiwan, Thailand, India, and Korea. Despite the Customs

Union with the EU, Turkey can legally adopt trade-protective measures such

as antidumping duties against imports from the EU. In fact, 10 cases were ini-

tiated against EU countries in the 1995 to 2006 period. Turkish antidumping

duties have affected mostly textiles and clothing, base metal products, plastics

and rubber articles, and other manufactured items such as lighters and pen-

cils. The levels of the antidumping duties, both ad-valorem and the ad-valorem

equivalents of specific duties, ranged from 3% to more than 300%.

Table 1 shows the impact of antidumping duties on targeted imports into

Turkey. The mean level of import values from named countries (i.e., countries

that are explicitly identified as being investigated in an antidumping cases)

appear to drop two years after the initiation of an investigation, whereas non-

named countries have an apparent increase in the values of their imports a

year after initiation. The mean statistics on import values from both named

and non-named countries tend to shrink rapidly two years after initiation. The

median statistics on import values display the same pattern. This preliminary

evidence points to the effectiveness of Turkey’s antidumping duties in reducing

the level of imports.

1The WTO’s statistics on antidumping were last accessed on August 10, 2006 at
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop e/adp e/adp e.htm
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2 Methodology

In this paper, we attempt to answer two questions. First, we ask whether the

imposition of Turkish antidumping duties has had a statistically and econom-

ically significant effect on investigated imports. There are many papers in the

literature that have addressed this question mainly for the U.S. (Staiger and

Polak, 1994; and Prusa, 2001) and the EU (Messerlin, 1989; Brenton, 2000;

Konings, Springael, and Vandenbussche, 2000; and Lasagni, 2000). Our econo-

metric approach is closest to that used in Prusa (2001), and our specification

can be expressed as follows:

ln(imports)it = ln(imports)it−1+Dutyi∗(t = 1)+Dutyi∗(t = 2)+Dutyi∗(t = 3)+Y ear+εit

where the i subscript refers to an antidumping case against a trading partner

and the tsubscript refers to the annual timing of the investigation with t= 0

being the year of initiation,t= -3,-2-,-1 are the three years prior to the initiation

year, andt= 1,2,3 are the three years after the initiation year. The main

regressors are the Duty variables, which are interactions between the final duty

imposed and time dummies. For instance, Duty*(t=2) is equal to the final

duty imposed in a case if the observation is made two years after initiation,

and it is zero otherwise. Year stands for a set of calendar year dummies that

control for year-specific macroeconomic effects and εitis the idiosyncratic shock.

Turkish antidumping cases take a year on average before a final determination

is made, so the Duty variables will capture the trade impact of duties in most

cases. Unlike Prusa (2001), we do not include variables for cases with negative

decisions or settlements because all of the Turkish antidumping cases in our

sample period ended in duties except for two that were withdrawn.

The equation above is estimated without the lagged dependent variable us-

ing the Fixed Effects estimator and with the lagged depended variable using

the Difference GMM estimator as developed by Arellano and Bond (1991).

With the Fixed Effects estimator, we can control for time-invariant factors
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but cannot include a lagged dependent variable because this leads to biased

and inconsistent estimates. The Difference GMM estimator can have both

fixed effects and a lagged dependent variable. Moreover, by including lagged

imports in the specification, the conditional error is less likely to have sub-

stantial correlation with antidumping duties because past imports and factors

directly related to past imports are often the main variables that feed into an-

tidumping decisions. As such, by controlling for past imports and fixed effects,

we purge the error term of much of its correlation with duties. The Difference

GMM procedure allows for endogeneity by using lagged levels of the regres-

sors as instruments in a first-difference specification. In our specification, we

use twice-lagged imports as instruments but not higher order lags to avoid

an excessive number of instruments, which is likely to weaken estimation and

inference. We do not instrument for the Duty variables because each Duty

variable has only one non-zero entry for each antidumping case, which implies

that lags of the Duty variables would be poor instruments. We perform spec-

ification tests to check whether the assumptions made to perform Difference

GMM are valid.

The second question in our study relates to the determinants of the levels

of Turkish antidumping duties. The specification we use is as follows:

FinalDutyi = βXi + εi

where i is a subscript denoting an antidumping case against a trade part-

ner. There is no time subscript in our second specification because we treat

the data as a cross section. We estimate the second equation by OLS. The

explanatory variables included in the matrix X are a set of import-related

variables and another set related to the Turkish domestic industry. Among

the import-related variables, we include the average price level of investigated

imports from named countries, the average percentage change in these prices,

the average percentage change in import quantities from named countries, and

the average percentage change in import quantities from both named and non-
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named countries. We compute the average percentage change for any variable

as the mean growth rate in the variable in the three years before the imposition

of duties. We do not have any a priori expectations on how the price-related

variables and the quantity-related variables affect final duties. In theoretical

analyses of firm behavior in antidumping investigations, there can be different

optimal strategies depending on the type of game played (Cournot or Bertrand)

and the method used by the antidumping authority to calculate the dumping

margin, which is then imposed as a final duty.2 Among the domestic-industry

regressors, we include the following variables in the form of average percentage

changes: output, working capital, employment, production costs, and price.

These variables should not, in principle, have any influence on the calcula-

tions of dumping margins and final duties. However, if these variables indicate

injury to the domestic industry, the antidumping authority may be swayed

to increase the estimated dumping margin and protect the domestic industry

with a higher duty.

3 Data

We constructed the dataset used in this paper by combining data from three

sources. The first source was the Turkish antidumping file provided as part of

the Global Antidumping Database Version 3 (Bown, 2007). This file provided

basic data on Turkish antidumping cases, e.g. initiation of case, product codes,

date final duties imposed, levels of final duties, etc. from 1989 to 2005. We

extended the coverage of this file by adding cases that ended in 2006.

The second source was the collection of communiqués on Turkish antidump-

ing cases provided by the Turkish Undersecretariat for Foreign Trade and avail-

able for public access online.3 These communiqués contained information on

2See Blonigen and Prusa (2003) for a survey of theoretical papers analyzing strategic firm behavior in an
antidumping investigation.

3The Turkish Undersecretariat of Foreign Trade has an online portal at http://www.dtm.gov.tr/, from
where the public can access information on Turkish trade policy including Antidumping policies and cases.
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import quantities and prices of investigated products, the domestic output of

products concerned, employment in the domestic industry, production costs

of the domestic industry, working capital in the domestic industry, domestic

prices of the products concerned, and other variables.4 In most cases, the in-

formation was provided for each of the three years preceding the imposition of

final duties. We provide summary statistics of these variables in the appendix.

There are advantages and disadvantages to the information in the commu-

niqués. A significant feature is that the communiqués contain industry-level

details. No other country, except Turkey and the EU, provide the same level

of detail in their antidumping reports.5 Another advantage is that we did not

have to map the investigation data to the trade data, which is a common prob-

lem in antidumping studies due to trade data being unavailable at the required

level of disaggregation or product codes changing over time. One drawback is

that the data were provided in actual levels for only some of the cases; in other

cases, the data were in index form. This restricted us to the use of percentage

changes for most of the variables. A second drawback is that imports were

not divided according to named and non-named countries in each investiga-

tion. Instead, we had one variable on total import quantities from all sources

and another variable on total import quantities from countries named in the

investigation. These were also sometimes provided in index form. A third

drawback is that the communiqués only begun to consistently report all the

required information from the end of 2001. As such, our sample is limited to

cases that ended in each of the years 2001 to 2006. In this period, according to

WTO statistics, Turkey initiated 89 cases and imposed 87 measures. As such,

our final sample of 60 cases covers 67% of cases initiated during the period.

The third source was the trade database of the Turkish Undersecretariat
4The credibility of the information is an issue. Arguably, the information could be biased to support

the Turkish antidumping authority’s findings. However, under Turkish law, foreign exporters and domestic
importers may sue the Department of Dumping and Subsidies for wrongly imposing measures. This provides
a check to the credibility of the information.

5In the U.S., information from antidumping cases on employment, production, and shipments of the
domestic industry are either unreleased or withheld to avoid disclosure of business proprietary information.
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for Foreign Trade, which is not publicly available. We requested trade data

related to all the HS codes of investigated products. We were provided with

import values but not quantities. In mapping the investigation data to the

trade data, we were able to match only 43 cases. These cases were used in our

regressions of the effects of antidumping duties on trade.

4 Results

Table 2 provides our estimation results on the impact of Turkish antidumping

duties on investigated imports. In the fixed-effects estimation in Column 1, we

find evidence of a significant negative impact on imports two and three years

after the initiation of an investigation. When the final duty is one percentage

point higher, imports fall by 3.97% and 3.65% in the second and third years

after initiation respectively. This implies that a 26% final duty is sufficient

to wipe out imports two years after the investigation begins. Given that the

average final antidumping duty was 83% and the median final antidumping

duty was 53%, the imposition of duties in many cases could have been pro-

hibitive. In our sample, all cases have a positive amount of imports in the year

of and one year after initiation, but approximately a fifth of the cases have

zero imports two years after initiation. As investigations normally take a year

before final duties are imposed, these numbers indicate that there is a strong

deterrent effect of Turkish antidumping duties on top of any “investigation

effect”.

Column 2 of Table 2 shows that the coefficient on lagged imports is sta-

tistically significant with an estimate of 0.40. We reject a test of the null

hypothesis that the lagged imports coefficient is more or equal to one, i.e. a

unit root. This implies that observations on imports do not follow a random

walk. This is worth noting because if imports had had a unit root then the

twice-lagged levels of imports would be very weak instruments for the differ-

enced lag dependent variable. Therefore, the rejection of a unit root is a check
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on the adequacy of our specification. The estimates on the Duty variables are

lower, in absolute terms, than those from the Fixed Effects estimation. Only

the Duty variable in the second year after initiation is statistically significant

at the 5% level. Its estimate implies that each percentage point of the final

antidumping duty reduces imports by 2.95% in the second year after initiation.

Therefore, the minimum duty for zero imports would be a mere 34%, which

again is much lower than the average and median duty imposed in our sam-

ple. As for the validity of our specification, we find that our model passes the

Arellano-Bond tests (i.e., we reject serial correlation in the differenced errors)

and the Hansen test (i.e., we accept the joint validity of the instruments).

In summary, our results show that final antidumping duties in Turkey have

been an effective means to reduce imports of investigated products. The de-

terrent effect is evident two years after the initiation of an investigation or,

since the average time to a final decision is one year, one year after the imposi-

tion of duties. The estimated effects of antidumping duties are large. We find

that the average and median duties actually imposed are much larger than the

predicted minimum duty to wipe out imports of investigated products.

Table 3 reports the results of our regressions of the determinants of Turkish

antidumping duty levels. Column 1 includes only variables that are directly

related to imports of the investigated product, and Columns 2 to 7 sequen-

tially add other explanatory variables. Column 7 is our preferred specification

because it includes all relevant variables.

Among the variables that are directly related to investigated imports, we

find that the average price of investigated imports from named countries and

the average percentage change (in the three years preceding the imposition of

duties) in this price are both estimated to be negatively related to final an-

tidumping duties. The negative correlation between import price and import

price changes with final duty levels is unsurprising because duties are primarily

based on calculations of the dumping margin, which is the difference between

the import price and the “normal value”. The lower the import price relative
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to the latter, the higher the dumping margin and the higher the final duty.

In all seven specifications, the average import price level is statistically signif-

icant. The estimate in our preferred specification (Column 7) indicates that

a 10% decrease in the average price of imports from a named country leads

to 1 percentage point increase in the duty level. In our sample, the average

percentage change in import prices from a named country over the three years

prior to duties was -6.1%, which would raise the final duty by 12.2 percentage

points. However, the results on the average percentage change in import prices

are significant in only three of the specifications.

In the third row of results in Table 3, the variable for the average percentage

change in the quantity of investigated imports from all sources has a positive

coefficient while the variable denoting the average percentage change in the

quantity of imports from the named country does not have a consistently-

signed nor significant coefficient across specifications. We offer two possible

interpretations of these puzzling results. First, as mentioned in our data de-

scription section above (Section 3), we could not separate out import quantity

changes by named and non-named countries due to data constraints. As such,

it is possible that there is high collinearity between the variable measuring

import quantities from named countries and the variable measuring import

quantities from both named and non-named countries since, in most cases,

named countries account for most of the imports of an investigated product.6

This could explain why changes in the quantity of investigated imports from

all countries is significant in some specifications whereas changes in the quan-

tity of investigated imports from named countries, which presumably is more

relevant, are insignificant in all specifications. Second, it is possible that the

quantities of imports have no impact on final duties after controlling for import

prices. The lack of a partial effect of import quantities on duties could be due

to the focus on prices in the antidumping authority’s investigation methods.

Among the domestic variables, we find that changes in domestic produc-
6As multicollinearity is a potential problem in our specification, we computed the variance inflation

factors. The largest variance inflation factor was 2.64. So, this test rejects any problems of multicollinearity.
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tion are negatively correlated with final duties. This result is robust across all

specifications. This points to the economic significance of injury to domestic

production as a potential factor in determining final duties As an example,

in our sample, the domestic production variable has a mean of 14%, which

implies a final duty that is 26 percentage points lower or about a third off the

average duty of 83%. Next, we find that changes in domestic firms’ working

capital has a positive coefficient. Although this result is not significant in

one regression, this result provides some evidence that the short-term finan-

cial health of the domestic industry has some impact on the levels of duties

imposed. Changes in employment appear to have a positive relationship with

duties, indicating a possible employment-protection motive. However, the es-

timates on employment are significant in only three regressions and significant

only at the 10% level. Changes in domestic production costs have a negative

estimated relationship with duties as do changes in the domestic price of the

investigated product. These results imply that the Turkish antidumping au-

thority is unwilling to offer antidumping protection to cost-inefficient domestic

firms or industries with rising product prices. However, the estimates on these

two variables are significant only at the 10% level. The result on the China

dummy is positive and indicates that duties on Chinese cases are 9.58 percent-

age points higher than on non-Chinese cases, but the estimate is statistically

insignificant.

To summarize, we find that the two most important factors in determining

Turkish antidumping duties are the average price of investigated imports and

percentage changes in domestic production. The former has a negative effect

while the latter has a positive one. We also find some evidence, although not

robust, that percentage changes in domestic firms’ working capital and domes-

tic employment are positively related to final duties while percentage changes

in domestic production costs and domestic prices of investigated products are

negatively related to final duties. Although, according to the law, these fac-

tors are not part of the formulas for dumping margins and - by extension -

13



duties, they apparently have some influence in the antidumping authority’s

final calculus.

5 Conclusions

This paper has studied the economic determinants and impact of antidump-

ing duties in Turkey. Our study contributes to the literature on the empirical

analysis of antidumping by focusing on a previously-unstudied country’s an-

tidumping regime and using a unique dataset containing detailed industry-level

information related to Turkish antidumping cases since 2002. Unsurprisingly,

our results confirm that antidumping duties are negatively related to the av-

erage price of investigated imports from targeted countries. However, we also

find certain factors, which are not part of the legal formula for dumping, to

be significantly correlated with antidumping duty levels. Changes in domestic

production have a significant and negative effect on duty levels while changes

in working capital have the opposite effect. We also find that Turkish an-

tidumping duties severely reduce targeted imports. Our paper may be useful

in giving some insight into the weights the Turkish antidumping authority

places on different factors in calculating duties, and it also offers some leads

to further research on the problems of discretion in antidumping procedures.
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APPENDIX 

 
Summary Statistics of Antidumping Duties in Turkey and Related Variables 

 
 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Final Antidumping Duty (%) 60 83 81 3 393
ln (Avg. Price of Imports from 
Named Countries) 60 1.42 2.57 -3.02 7.13
Avg. %∆ in Price of Imports from 
Named Countries 60 -0.06 0.21 -0.55 0.63
Avg. %∆ in Quantity of Imports 
(Named and Non-Named 
Countries) 60 0.43 0.39 -0.28 1.96
Avg. %∆ in Quantity of Imports 
from Named Countries 60 10.57 61.38 -0.07 475.38

Avg. %∆ in Domestic Production 60 0.14 0.30 -0.37 0.89

Avg. %∆ in Domestic Employment 60 -0.02 0.12 -0.25 0.23
Avg. %∆ in Domestic Production 
Costs 60 0.01 0.17 -0.22 0.55
Avg. %∆ in Domestic Working 
Capital 60 0.23 0.70 -0.49 5.34
Avg. %∆ in Price of Domestic 
Product 60 0.07 0.30 -0.22 1.09
China 60 0.38 0.49 0 1  
 



 
 
 
 

Table 1 
 

Summary statistics on effects of antidumping duties on import values (million $US) 
 
 
Import Sources Statistics Years in relation to Initiation Year (t=0)

t=-3 t=-2 t=-1 t=0 t=1 t=2 t=3
Named Mean 6.39 7.31 9.31 8.07 7.01 1.39 0.43
countries Median 1.07 1.38 1.97 1.23 0.42 0.53 0.44

Standard Deviation 13.76 15.12 18.84 19.99 19.94 2.14 0.37

Non-named Mean 30.49 27.19 32.56 37.26 54.05 15.12 3.78
countries Median 4.22 7.30 5.14 6.62 3.70 4.21 2.11

Standard Deviation 48.27 42.36 47.47 56.20 93.10 23.33 4.91  
 



 
Table 2 

 
The Impact of Turkish Antidumping Duties on Imports from Named Countries 

 

(1) (2)
Fixed Effects Difference GMM

ln(Imports)t-1 0.3985**
(0.1177)

Duty x One Year After Initiation -0.009 -0.0074
(0.009) (0.0048)

Duty x Two Years After Initiation -0.0397** -0.0295*
(0.0101) (0.0148)

Duty x Three Years After Initiation -0.0365** -0.0181
(0.0120) (0.0171)

Year Effects Included? Yes Yes
R-Squared 0.14
Observations 270 268
Groups (i.e. Cases) 43 43

Dependent Variable: ln(Imports)t

 
 
Notes: 
1) Column 1 contains results using the Fixed Effects Estimator.  
2) Column 2 contains results using the Difference GMM estimator as formulated in 
Arellano-Bond (1991).  
3) The R-squared reported in Column 1 is the Within R-squared.  
4) Year effects are included but not reported. 
5) Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. 
6) * is significant at the 5% level and ** is significant at the 1% level. 
 



 
Table 3 

 
The Determinants of Turkish Antidumping Duties 

 

Explanatory Variables
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

ln (Avg. Price of Imports from 
Named Countries) -7.52+ -8.41* -7.71* -8.55** -9.09** -10.02** -10.16**

(4.00) (3.24) (3.22) (2.31) (2.31) (3.05) (2.87)
Avg. %∆ in Price of Imports from 
Named Countries -112.10* -82.85 -101.98 -106.24 -120.97 -210.30* -199.88*

(47.53) (70.36) (72.49) (70.89) (80.06) (89.66) (81.79)
Avg. %∆ in Quantity of Imports 
(Named and Non-Named 
Countries) 42.38+ 37.48 47.01 51.20 67.22* 58.73* 56.52*

(25.16) (37.40) (38.38) (35.41) (24.81) (25.44) (25.63)
Avg. %∆ in Quantity of Imports 
from Named Countries 0.04 -0.01 0.02 -0.08 -0.01 -0.08 -0.08

(0.16) (0.06) (0.07) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)

Avg. %∆ in Domestic Production -94.57** -81.40* -126.98** -141.52** -192.94** -184.23**
(31.11) (34.14) (39.23) (43.45) (49.92) (52.78)

Avg. %∆ in Domestic Capital 21.56* 14.02 26.96* 29.11** 28.00**
(9.44) (9.58) (10.27) (9.60) (9.46)

Avg. %∆ in Domestic 
Employment 212.66+ 177.81 233.24+ 224.30+

(121.11) (106.82) (119.84) (121.02)
Avg. %∆ in Domestic Production 
Costs -122.49+ -129.39+ -130.18+

(71.50) (66.92) (66.88)
Avg. %∆ in Price of Domestic 
Product -112.52+ -104.52+

(56.01) (52.37)
China 9.58

(17.87)
Constant 67.808** 86.65** 73.41** 84.87** 77.01** 92.55** 89.05**

(17.138) (23.42) (26.24) (24.61) (21.09) (24.12) (26.40)
Observations 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
R-squared 0.22 0.34 0.37 0.43 0.47 0.55 0.55

Dependent Variable: Final Antidumping Duty (%)

 
Notes:  
1) All regressions used the OLS estimator. 
2) Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. 
3) “Avg. %∆” is the average percentage change of the variable in the three-year period 
preceding the imposition of final antidumping duties. 
4) + significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%.  


