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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to study the impact of U.S. Antidumping
(AD) protection on US firms’ markups. In recent years traditional forms
of trade restrictions have decreased and been substituted by other forms
of protection, typically Antidumping provisions. Import restrictions tend
to weaken product market competition on the protected market which is
likely to result in an increase in domestic firms’ market power. However,
this effect may be offset by the presence of trade diversion, where imports
are diverted from targeted countries to the benefit of imports from other
source countries.

In this paper we turn to AD cases filed in the US between 1978 and
1994 and estimate markups using observed price-cost margins (PCM).
We fail to find a positive effect of AD on domestic firms’ markups. These
results are in line with previous evidence for Antidumping in the US;
however, they differ to what has been found for the EU.
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1 Introduction
Due to the advance of multilateral trade negotiation in WTO/GATT, the use
of traditional forms of trade restrictions has decreased and been substituted by
other forms of protection, particularly Antidumping (AD) provisions. In fact,
the number of AD cases filed increased systematically during the eighties and
nineties, with the US being one of its heavy users in terms of number of cases.

It is also relevant to point out that AD legislation has gone through continu-
ous revisions in the last decades, which has led to the divorce between the legal
definition and the economic notion of dumping that is, the phenomena these
policies were initially created to correct. Hence, AD has progressively become
just an alternative form of import protection (Blonigen & Prusa, 2003).

The objective of this paper is to study the impact of U.S. AD protection on
US’ firms’ markups. Lower barriers to trade allow foreign companies to enter
the home market and compete with domestic firms, increasing competition and
therefore decreasing firms’ market power. As a result, it would be expected
that any form of trade restriction that decreases imports and thus competition,
would increase domestic firms’ market power allowing them to increase their
markups. Moreover, the effects of AD law may not be limited to the imposition
of duties, and the fact that a case has been filed may already have effects on
market outcomes even before any duty is levied.

However, there are reasons why this may not be the case. Firstly, the pres-
ence of trade diversion; AD is country specific, meaning cases are filed against
imports of a particular country and so are the duties imposed; therefore, the
reduction in imports from the country or countries targeted by the AD filing
may be compensated by imports from other countries, which would mitigate the
anticompetitive effect of this policy. A second factor is the contestability of the
import competing industries; the imposition of trade barriers may increase entry
by new domestic firms or through FDI (tariff jumping) which would also limit
the ability of incumbent firms to raise markups (Konings & Vandenbussche,
2005).

Konings and Vandenbussche (2005) have studied this phenomenon for the
case of EU using a panel of firms involved in 1996 AD cases, as well as a randomly
drawn control group of firms in sectors not involved in AD. They estimate
markups using both the method proposed by Roeger (1995) and observed price-
cost margins (PCM). They find a positive effect of AD duties on markups.
However, they found no effect for sectors where an AD case has been filed but
no duty has been levied.

Nieberding (1999) studied the impact of Antidumping on firms’ market
power in the US using PCM, but focusing on four specific cases which resulted
in three different outcomes: acceptance (duties levied), termination by author-
ities and withdrawal by the complainants. He also finds that domestic firms’
PCM increases with AD duties, while for the case of withdrawal the effect is
ambiguous. As for the termination case, he finds that PCM actually decreases
after the petition is rejected by the authorities.

In contrast to these findings, Blonigen, Liebman, and Wilson (2007) study
the impact of different trade measures on market power in the US steel industry
using product data and a system of equations to estimate markups. They find
that only voluntary restraint agreements (quotas) increase markups, while the
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rest (mostly tariffs, including AD duties) had little effect on market power1.
Both papers studying the effects of AD on market power for the US do

this by focusing on specific sectors. In this paper we contribute to the existing
literature by generalizing the study of these phenomena considering all AD cases
affecting manufacturing industries in the period 1979 to 1994, using sector level
data.

According to Konings and Vandenbussche (2005), the US is a particularly
interesting case of study for various reasons. On the one hand, it would be
expected that AD protection would have a greater impact on markups in the
US than in EU, since the US have on average higher duty levels than the EU, this
is because, unlike US law, EU AD law applies the "lesser duty rule". However,
on the other hand, there is greater trade diversion in the US than in EU which
would diminish the effect of trade restrictions on the domestic market.

In the analysis presented in this paper, we use information on AD cases
filed in the US between 1979 and 1994, coming from the Global Antidumping
Database (Brandeis University and World Bank). To estimate the impact of
AD on markups, we use observed PCM as discussed by Tybout (2003), using
NBER 4-digit-sector-level data from 365 manufacturing industries, 116 of which
were involved in AD cases. We do not find evidence of a positive effect of AD
duties on domestic firms’ markups, which is in line with what Blonigen and
Prusa (2003) found for the steel sector. However, we believe that a plausible
reason for not finding this effect may be the relative importance of the specific
product lines affected by AD filings in the 4-digit-level industries.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we present a brief
description of US legislation on Antidumping. In section three, we introduce our
theoretical framework. In section four, we describe the empirical methodology
used and the data sources. In section five, we present our results and in section
six we conclude.

2 Overview of US Antidumping legislation
WTO rules allow member countries to use tariffs or quotas through two excep-
tions "escape clause" and "Antidumping and countervailing duties". In partic-
ular, Antidumping duties are allowed under Article VI, which was incorporated
into Title VII of U.S. Trade Laws, section 731. According US legislation, for
AD duties to be imposed two criteria must be met: 1) the importing country
must sell its product in the US market at "less than fair value", which means
it charges a lower price than in its own home market or that is less than aver-
age cost of production; and 2) there must be "material injury" to the domestic
industry, which is defined as "harm that is not inconsequential, immaterial, or
unimportant".

The investigation procedure is carried out by two independent institutions:
the International Trade Administration of Department of Commerce (ITA) and
the International Trade Commission (ITC). The ITC determines whether there
is "material injury" to the domestic firm, while the ITA is in charge of estab-
lishing if the imported goods are sold in the US market by "less than fair value"
and calculating the "‘dumping margin"’, and hence, the duties to be imposed.

1For a more extensive review of AD literature see Blonigen and Prusa (2003)
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This procedure is repeated in two phases of the investigation, a preliminary
ruling by both institutions, where preliminary duties can be granted, and a final
decision. With the exception of the preliminary ruling by the ITA, if a negative
decision is taken by either ITA or ITC, the case is terminated in both agencies.
Apart from the two mentioned outcomes (imposition of duties and termination
of cases), AD filings may have two additional results: suspension agreements, in
which the import country agrees to limit their imports and no duty is imposed;
and withdrawal by the petitioner. In this last case, the reason for the withdrawal
is not known, but it may be due to an outside-of-court agreement between the
importer and the domestic firms.

3 Theoretical framework
In this section we introduce theoretical findings that motivate and guide our
empirical work. At first glance, AD duties are just another form of import
tariffs. The effect of tariffs on domestic prices has been widely studied by trade
theory: import tariffs (either specific or ad valorem) increase prices. Under
general assumptions, in imperfectly competitive domestic markets the same can
be said about markups.

As illustration, let us consider a Bertrand duopoly in which a domestic firm
competes in prices with a foreign firm in the domestic market.2 Assuming that
goods are imperfect substitutes, their demand functions would be of the form:
x = x(p, p∗) and x∗ = x∗(p, p∗), where p and x are the price and demand for the
domestic good respectively, and p∗ and x∗ are price and demand for imports,
with the usual assumptions with respect to their partial derivatives.3 Now, let
us assume that an ad valorem tariff of t is imposed on the imported good4;
denoting by p̃∗ the price received by the foreign firm net of tariffs, we have
that p∗ = p̃∗(1 + t). Letting c(x(p, p∗)) and c∗(x∗(p, p∗)) denote marginal costs
of the domestic and foreign firm respectively, first order conditions for profit
maximization can be expressed as follows:

p
(

∂p
∂x(p,p∗)

x(p,p∗)
p + 1

)
= c

p∗
(

∂p∗

∂x∗(p,p∗)
x∗(p,p∗)

p∗ + 1
)

= (1 + t)c∗

Moreover, letting η = −(∂x/∂p)(p/x) denote the elasticity of demand for the
domestic product, and rearranging the domestic firm’s first order condition, we
get the expression of the Lerner Index as a negative function of the elasticity of
demand:

p− c

p
=

(
1
η

)
(1)

2See Feenstra (2004) for details on these types of models as well us Cournot examples.
3For simplicity, we assume that there exists a separable numeraire good that absorbs all

income effects, and hence do not consider income as a fundamental of the demand functions.
4We chose to work with an ad valorem tariff since the vast majority of affirmative AD cases

in the United States results in the imposition of this type of duty, however we verified that
the results also hold for specific tariffs.

4



The definition of elasticity of demand implies that η is a function of prices.
In the general case we will have that ∂η/∂p > 0 and ∂η/∂p∗ < 0. Moreover,
with the assumption made previously regarding income elasticities, η can be
expressed as a function of the relative price p∗/p, with ∂η/∂(p∗/p) < 0. Con-
sequently, if the tariff increases the relative price of the imported good with
respect to the domestic good (p∗/p), η will decrease allowing the domestic firm
to increase its markup.

Assuming concave demand functions and convex costs, it can be shown that
the tariff increases both the price of domestic and foreign firm. However, the
effect of t on p∗ is greater than its effect on p. The reason is that the tariff
affects the price of the imported product directly and also through its impact
on p, while it affects p only through its effect on p∗. This means that the
elasticity of demand of the domestic product will decrease, which will increase
the markup of the domestic firm5.

In conclusion, a tariff on imports has an anticompetitive effect on the market,
which decreases the elasticity of demand for the domestic product, allowing
domestic firms to raise their markups. Therefore, we will expect to find a
positive correlation between PCM and AD duties.

However, there is more to AD than just an import tariff. The mere filing
of an AD case is an indication that a duty may be imposed and therefore may
already have anticompetitive consequences. Also, the different outcomes of an
AD filing may have different effects. Following Staiger and Wolak (1994), we
can identify three possible non-duty effects: a "filing effect" (effects caused by
the fact that a case have been filed before any decision is reached), a "suspension
effect" (for cases ended in a suspension agreement between the parties) and a
"withdrawal effect" (for cases that are withdrawn by the complaints presumably
as a result of an agreement between the parties). The first effect is common to
all AD cases while the other two depend on the case outcome.

Also, current AD duties are not permanent, in most countries they are im-
posed for a maximum of five years and then reviewed. However, in US this was
not the case until 1995 when US Antidumping law was amended by the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act, which among other things established "sunset reviews"
to determine if Antidumping orders should be revoked after five years. This was
a major change for US Antidumping legislation since it meant that AD duties
stopped being perceived as permanent and became a form of temporary import
protection. However, the sample considered here goes until 1994, and therefore
before this modification in the law was introduced.

4 Methodology and Data

4.1 Methodology
To measure market power, we use observable price-cost margins as discussed by
Tybout (2003). Rather than estimating markups (price/cost), this method is
based on the Lerner index, and is calculated as follows:

PCMit =
pitqit − pMitMit − pNitNit

pitqit
(2)

5For brevity we do not include the analytical demonstrations but they can be requested to
the author.
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where pitqit are total sales, pMitMit are total expenditures on materials and
pNitNit are total expenditures on labor. Assuming unit labor and material costs
are flat with respect to output, equation (2) is a monotonic transformation of
the left-side expression in equation (1).

Following Tybout (2003) and Konings and Vandenbussche (2005), we esti-
mated the following equation:

PCMit = α0 + α1PCMit−1 + βAD + δXit + εit (3)

where PCMit is price-cost margin for sector i at time t, AD is a set of
variables indicating the presence of AD filings, Xit is a group of control variables
and εit is the error term. The matrix AD includes four AD variables: Initiation,
Withdrawal, Suspension Agreement and AD duty, for which two different
specification were considered. First, we took account of number of cases, and
therefore the AD variables are:

Initiationit = Number of cases that have been filed in sector i by year t and
have not yet reached a final decision

Withdrawalit = Number of cases that were withdrawn in sector i in year t

Suspension Agreementit = Number of suspension agreement in place in
sector i in year t

AD dutyit = Number of AD duties in place in sector i in year t

Secondly, we considered simply dummy variables defined as follows:

Initiationit = 1 if at least on case has been filed in sector i by year t and
have not yet reached a final decision

Withdrawalit = 1 if at least on case was withdrawn in sector i in year t

Suspension Agreementit = 1 if at least one suspension agreement is in place
in sector i in year t

AD dutyit = 1 if at least one duties is in place in sector i in year t

The control variables X include capital intensity measured as capital per
worker, energy consumption per worker, import penetration, trade weighted
tariff schedules (TWTS), real GDP growth rate and year dummies. We also
included one lag of PCM to account for the possibility that PCM might be
mean reverting. Summary statistics are presented in table 1.

4.2 The data
The industry data used in this paper comes from the NBER-CES Manufacturing
Industry Database. It contains sector-level data ranging from 1958 to 1996
on output, sales, employment, payroll and other input costs, investment and
capital stocks. Industries are classified by 4-digit manufacturing SIC codes
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(1987 version)6. Additional information on imports and exports was collected
from University of California, Davis and NBER’s Trade Database by Robert C.
Feenstra7. It includes information on value of imports, exports and industry
shipments, ranging from 1958 to 1994 of industries classified by their 1972 4-
digit SIC code, therefore a concordance table, also provided by NBER, was used
to transform them into the 1987 SIC classification.

The information on AD case files comes from Global Antidumping Database
(version 3.0, March 2006), funded by Brandeis University and the World Bank8.
For the particular case of the United States, it includes detailed information on
AD cases from 1979 to 2005, including product descriptions, TSUSA/HS codes,
domestic and foreign firms involved in each case, relevant dates (initiation, de-
cisions, imposition of duties, revocations) as well as outcomes.

In order to work with AD and manufacturing databases, the corresponding
SIC code had to be assigned for each AD case. This was done by matching
TSUSA/HS codes to the 1987 SIC classification, using a concordance tables
available in the NBER Import Trade Database. In some cases, AD files do not
map into just one SIC code for various reason. Firstly, it may be the case that
the investigation affects not only a certain product, but parts of the product as
well; secondly, in some cases not only the TSUSA/HS codes relevant to the case
are reported but also those of substitute products; additionally, in many cases
the codes reported are 4 to 8 digits, meaning that they do not specifically refer
to the relevant 7/10 digit code. To solve these issues a case-by-case analysis
was carried out to identify the relevant industry based on product description,
profile of named firms and trade flows. However, in 20% of the AD cases it was
not possible to clearly establish a unique relevant industry, and therefore they
were considered for two industries.

An additional difficulty arises when matching trade and domestic production
data due to the fact that industry classifications are based both on product char-
acteristics and production process, while trade codes are based only on product
description. For this reason, trade information regarding industries are con-
structed using import-based SIC codes assigning all imports and exports to one
of the relevant industries, and leaving the rest out. For example, all imported
goods competing with products of both SIC 3312 and 3317 are assigned to 3312,
while 3317 is excluded from trade statistics. Given that our interest here is to
identify the domestic industries that compete with imports, we are concerned
with product description and not product process. Therefore, in order to match
trade data with production data we simply summed up these industries using
information provided in Feenstra, Romalis, and Schott (2002) to identify ex-
cluded and destination industries. Therefore, we worked with imported-based
SIC codes rather than the regular SIC classification. Additionally, import-based
SIC codes that included more than three domestic industries or where the cor-
respondence was not clear, were dropped out from our sample.

The resulting database contains information on 365 manufacturing indus-
tries between 1975 and 1994, 116 of which were involved in AD cases between
1979 and 1994. This means that for all sectors we have at least four years of
information before AD measures were imposed.

6For more information on this database see Bartelsman and Gray (1996)
7Available at http://www.nber.org/pub/feenstra/.
8See Bown (2007) for details.
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5 Results
Below we report the results of the price-cost margin equation give in (3) us-
ing the two specifications of AD variables discussed in section 4.1. Estimations
were performed by robust fixed effects (FE) and random effects (RE). Given
that some of the regressors in (3) may present endogeneity, we also estimated
the equation in first difference using instrumental variables (FD IV) with lags
of the endogenous variables as instruments. Results are presented in table 3. In
the first three columns, we report the results for the first specification account-
ing for the number of AD cases, while the last three correspond to the second
specification using dummy variables. With the exception of "AD duty" in col-
umn (3) and "Suspension Agreement" in column (6), we find no evidence of
a positive effect of AD on markups. Note that the coefficient of "Withdrawn"
is negative and significant in all estimation using number of cases. A possible
interpretation of this result would be that once a case is withdrawn, markups
go down instead of up, suggesting that withdrawals may be due to other rea-
sons and not collusive arrangements between domestic and foreign competitors.
However, this result does not go through in the second specification.

Nonetheless, before extracting any conclusions from the evidence, it should
be taken into consideration that the distribution of number of cases is not ho-
mogeneous among sectors. As table 2 shows, some sectors are involved in a
much greater number of AD cases than others, notably in the steel industry 245
AD cases were filed in the period considered, more than four times the number
of cases of its closer followers. The presence of these "‘outliers"’ may affect the
results, specially in the case of the first set of AD variables which account for
the number of cases. Therefore, we reestimated equation (3) first dropping out
the steel industry, and second, dropping all sectors that were involved in more
than fifteen AD cases throughout the period. The results of this estimations are
presented in tables 4 and 5 respectively. With the exception of "Suspension
Agreement" in column (6), the removal of these "outliers" changes the previous
estimations making now all AD variables non significant.

In light of these results, we may wonder what this failure to pick up an effect
means. Is the effect really not there? This would be in line with what Blonigen,
Liebman, and Wilson (2007) found for the steel industry, suggesting that these
sectors are not particularly concentrated and import restrictions do not affect
market power, or that simply trade diversion is strong enough to offset the effect
of AD filings. However, claim that the effect is actually not there is to big a
statement at this point and the fact that we do not find it in our estimation
may be due to other reasons.

One possibility is that sectors involved in AD are industries facing particu-
larly strong foreign competition. In that case, they would have on average lower
markups than other industries. Since in our sample we include both industries
involved in AD and industries not involved in AD, if the first have on average
lower PCM than the second, we would have a downward bias in our estimation
and this may be the reason why we find no effect. However, if we consider aver-
age markups of these two group of industries as well as average PCM in year of
AD initiations (table 1), we do not see remarkable differences. Anyhow, to be
in the safe side we reestimated our model considering only industries involved
in AD cases. Theses estimations are presented in table 6. We see that the re-
sults do not change, the coefficients of our AD variables are still non significant.
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For brevity we only include the fixed effect estimation, nonetheless the random
effects and instrumental variables estimations give in the same conclusions.

In consequence, other possible reasons have to be explored. One relevant
element to consider is the fact that AD cases refer to a specific product, and the
extend to which a tariff in a particular product line would affect a 4-digit sector
depends obviously in how important that product is for the industry. Moreover,
if we consider the fact that AD cases are filed against particular countries and
not all importers, then one may wonder how much of the relevant trade for a
given industry is really affected by an AD case. If the product in question is not
particularly relevant for the industry, then it would not be surprising that the
effects of AD, even if they exist, do not show in at 4-digit level. In table 7 we
present summary statistics of three measures of the trade and product relevance:
the share of affected imports9 on total imports of AD products10 (share I), the
share of total imports of AD products on total imports of the industry (share
II) and the share of affected imports on total imports of the industry (share III).
We note that on average imports affected by the AD filings account for about
3% of total imports of the industries. Additionally, we see that this average
hides great diparities between different cases, reaching a maximum of 65%.

A second element to be taken into account is the magnitude of the tariffs
imposed. In table (8) we present some summary statistics regarding AD duties
and trade weighted AD duties (TWAD). Again we notice remarkable differences
among cases, with an average for TWAD of 8% with a s.d. of 21% and reaching
a maximum of 233%! .

In consequence, our previous estimation neglect the relative importance of
products affected by AD as well as two sources of heterogeneity among different
AD cases, which we believe is the main reason why no effect is found in our
estimations. Therefore, these elements should be introduced in further research
before concluding on the effects of AD policy on market power in the US.

6 Conclusion
In this paper we studied the impact of AD protection on domestic industries’
market power, using 4-digit sector level data and price-cost margins (PCM) as
proxy for markups. We do not find evidence of the expected positive effect
of these policies on PCM. However, we believe that a probable reason for not
finding this effect may be the low average participation of the products affected
by AD cases on total industry imports, which may prevent us from pick up an
effect at 4-digit level even if it were there.
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Table 1: Summary statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. N

Complete sample:
PCM 0.293 0.095 7291
Capital Intensity 122.477 141.708 7291
Energy Consumption 6.256 13.746 7291
Import Penetration 0.13 0.155 7291
TWTS 0.057 0.051 7291
GDP growth 2.096 2.787 7291

Sectors not involved in AD:
PCM 0.295 0.098 4972
Capital Intensity 109.523 136.246 4972
Energy Consumption 5.324 12.262 4972
Import Penetration 0.124 0.161 4972
TWTS 0.061 0.057 4972

Sectors involved in AD:
PCM 0.287 0.087 2319
Capital Intensity 150.251 149.044 2319
Energy Consumption 8.254 16.308 2319
Import Penetration 0.144 0.14 2319
TWTS 0.049 0.036 2319

Year of initiation of AD:
PCM 0.29 0.088 308
Capital Intensity 186.795 180.352 308
Energy Consumption 12.627 19.792 308
Import Penetration 0.17 0.154 308
TWTS 0.044 0.034 308

Table 2: Distribution of number of AD cases

Number of SIC Number of AD cases
industries codes per industry

1 3312 245
2 3562, 3568 57
3 2819, 2869, 3315 2
1 3494 28
1 3496 23
2 3865, 3241 14
2 3313, 3339 13
3 2298, 3351, 3714 12
1 2821 10
2 2621, 2678 9
2 2812, 3052 8
2 3321, 3663 7
2 2399, 3231 6
6 - 5
17 - 4
9 - 3
22 - 2
38 - 1

116 - -
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Table 3: Effect of AD on PCM, complete sample

Number of cases Dummy variables
FE RE FD IV FE RE FD IV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

PCMt−1 0.6468*** 0.9639*** 0.2350* 0.6460*** 0.9640*** 0.2305*
(0.0168) (0.0059) (0.1287) (0.0169) (0.0059) (0.1286)

Initiation -0.0001 -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0015 -0.0012 -0.0013
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0015) (0.0014) (0.0019)

Withdrawn -0.0004** -0.0005** -0.0006** -0.0001 -0.0020 -0.0036
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0033) (0.0037) (0.0046)

Suspen. Agreem. 0.0021 0.0033 0.0054 0.0037 0.0036 0.0135**
(0.0042) (0.0037) (0.0033) (0.0096) (0.0061) (0.0057)

AD duty 0.0001 0.0002 0.0009** -0.0021 0.0003 -0.0039
(0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0004) (0.0022) (0.0012) (0.0033)

Capital Inten. -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001)

Energy consump. -0.0004** -0.0000 -0.0012 -0.0004** -0.0000 -0.0013
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0011) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0012)

Import Penetr. -0.0248*** -0.0055*** -0.0010 -0.0245*** -0.0054*** -0.0010
(0.0073) (0.0019) (0.0006) (0.0073) (0.0019) (0.0006)

TWTS 0.0208 0.0135** -0.8513 0.0216 0.0134** -0.8422
(0.0167) (0.0068) (0.5875) (0.0167) (0.0067) (0.5849)

GDP growth 0.0001 -0.0006*** -0.0043*** 0.0002 -0.0006*** -0.0043***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0011) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0011)

Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 7289 7289 7282 7289 7289 7282
Number of SIC 365 365 - 365 365 -
R2 0.555 0.535 - 0.555 0.535 -

Underidentification test:
LM statistic - - 24.31 - - 24.16
(P-value) - - (0.001) - - (0.001)

Overidentification test:
Hansen J statistic - - 8.065 - - 8.296
(P-value) - - (0.233) - - (0.217)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***/**/* denotes statistically different from zero
at 1/5/10 % levels respectively. Instruments in columns (3) and (6) include lag values of

endogenous variables.
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Table 4: Effect of AD on PCM, without SIC 3312 (Steel)

Number of cases Dummy variables
FE RE FD IV FE RE FD IV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

PCMt−1 0.6469*** 0.9639*** 0.2340* 0.6463*** 0.9640*** 0.2291*
(0.0168) (0.0059) (0.1290) (0.0169) (0.0059) (0.1281)

Initiation -0.0004** -0.0004** -0.0004 -0.0018 -0.0012 -0.0012
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0015) (0.0015) (0.0020)

Withdrawn 0.0003 0.0001 0.0009 -0.0005 -0.0023 -0.0030
(0.0010) (0.0014) (0.0026) (0.0037) (0.0042) (0.0049)

Suspen. Agreem. 0.0025 0.0035 0.0053 0.0039 0.0036 0.0136**
(0.0041) (0.0037) (0.0033) (0.0097) (0.0061) (0.0057)

AD duty -0.0002 0.0001 0.0008 -0.0024 0.0002 -0.0036
(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0007) (0.0022) (0.0012) (0.0033)

Capital Inten. -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001)

Energy consump. -0.0004** -0.0000 -0.0012 -0.0004** -0.0000 -0.0013
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0011) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0011)

Import Penetr. -0.0246*** -0.0055*** -0.0009 -0.0243*** -0.0054*** -0.0010
(0.0073) (0.0019) (0.0006) (0.0073) (0.0019) (0.0007)

TWTS 0.0213 0.0135** -0.8389 0.0212 0.0134** -0.8382
(0.0167) (0.0068) (0.5888) (0.0167) (0.0067) (0.5854)

GDP growth 0.0001 -0.0007*** -0.0044*** 0.0001 -0.0007*** -0.0044***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0011) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0011)

Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 7269 7269 7262 7269 7269 7262
Number of SIC 364 364 - 364 364 -
R2 0.555 0.535 - 0.555 0.535 -

Underidentification test:
LM statistic - - 24.28 - - 24.13
(P-value) - - (0.001) - - (0.001)

Overidentification test:
Hansen J statistic - - 7.952 - - 8.239
(P-value) - - (0.242) - - (0.221)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***/**/* denotes statistically different from zero
at 1/5/10 % levels respectively. Instruments in columns (3) and (6) include lag values of

endogenous variables.
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Table 5: Effect of AD on PCM, sectors with no more than 15 AD cases

Number of cases Dummy variables
FE RE FD IV FE RE FD IV
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

PCMt−1 0.6466*** 0.9641*** 0.2391* 0.6466*** 0.9642*** 0.2362*
(0.0170) (0.0059) (0.1303) (0.0171) (0.0059) (0.1298)

Initiation -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0001 -0.0012 -0.0011 -0.0007
(0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0008) (0.0016) (0.0016) (0.0021)

Withdrawn 0.0010 0.0009 0.0021 0.0028 0.0001 -0.0019
(0.0007) (0.0012) (0.0028) (0.0043) (0.0056) (0.0066)

Suspen. Agreem. 0.0033 0.0044 0.0080 0.0038 0.0035 0.0152**
(0.0064) (0.0050) (0.0057) (0.0106) (0.0065) (0.0067)

AD duty -0.0007 0.0000 -0.0003 -0.0022 0.0001 -0.0037
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0013) (0.0024) (0.0013) (0.0036)

Capital Inten. -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001)

Energy consump. -0.0004** -0.0000 -0.0012 -0.0004** -0.0000 -0.0012
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0012) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0012)

Import Penetr. -0.0241*** -0.0055*** -0.0011 -0.0239*** -0.0054*** -0.0010
(0.0073) (0.0019) (0.0007) (0.0073) (0.0019) (0.0007)

TWTS 0.0204 0.0136** -0.8347 0.0197 0.0135** -0.8439
(0.0168) (0.0068) (0.6072) (0.0168) (0.0068) (0.6061)

GDP growth 0.0001 -0.0007*** -0.0043*** 0.0001 -0.0007*** -0.0043***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0011) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0011)

Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 7129 7129 7122 7129 7129 7122
Number of SIC 357 357 - 357 357 -
R2 0.553 0.534 - 0.553 0.534 -

Underidentification test:
LM statistic - - 23.56 - - 23.42
(P-value) - - (0.001) - - (0.001)

Overidentification test:
Hansen J statistic - - 8.013 - - 8.106
(P-value) - - (0.237) - - (0.230)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***/**/* denotes statistically different from zero
at 1/5/10 % levels respectively. Instruments in columns (3) and (6) include lag values of

endogenous variables.
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Table 6: Effect of AD on PCM, only sectors involved in AD

Number of cases Dummy variables
FE FE FE FE
(1) (2) (3) (4)

PCMt−1 0.6608*** 0.6596*** 0.6618*** 0.6616***
(0.0258) (0.0265) (0.0267) (0.0273)

Initiation -0.0001 -0.0011 -0.0004 -0.0009
(0.0002) (0.0016) (0.0007) (0.0016)

Withdrawn -0.0004** 0.0006 0.0012* 0.0037
(0.0002) (0.0033) (0.0007) (0.0042)

Suspen. Agreem. 0.0027 0.0045 0.0039 0.0048
(0.0037) (0.0089) (0.0056) (0.0097)

AD duty 0.0002 -0.0014 -0.0004 -0.0014
(0.0002) (0.0024) (0.0006) (0.0026)

Capital Inten. -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0000
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

Energy consump. -0.0004* -0.0004* -0.0003 -0.0003
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Import Penetr. -0.0310*** -0.0309*** -0.0289** -0.0287**
(0.0112) (0.0112) (0.0112) (0.0111)

TWTS -0.0424 -0.0410 -0.0513 -0.0542
(0.0351) (0.0352) (0.0362) (0.0363)

GDP growth -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0004 -0.0003
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2319 2319 2159 2159
Number of SIC 116 116 108 108
R2 0.576 0.576 0.572 0.572
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***/**/* denotes
statistically different from zero at 1/5/10 % levels respectively.
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Table 7: Shares of AD products on total imports

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Share I 0.251 0.241 0.008 0.998
Share II 0.129 0.187 0 0.869
Share II 0.028 0.066 0 0.648

Note: Share I is the ratio of imports from the country or countries
targeted by the AD case in the products in which the case was filed
on total imports of these products; Share II is the ratio of total

imports of AD products on total imports of the corresponding 4-digit
SIC industry; and Share III is the ratio of imports from targeted
countries on AD products on total imports of the corresponding

4-digit SIC industry.

Table 8: AD duties

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Duty 18.518 39.667 0 376.67
TWAD 9.727 21.25 0 233.148

Note: Duty refers to AD tariffs as stated in case resolutions;
TWAD are trade weighted AD tariffs, calculated using trade

flows of the year of initiation of the AD case.
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