





































































































Figure 1: Antidumping investigations initiated

By groups of users, 1981-2001
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Figure 2: Antidumping measures in force
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Table 1 - Pooled OLS and fixed country-pair effects estimates of antidumping initiation and other trade friction effects on bilateral exports (1948-2001)

Ignoring multilateral resistance (untransformed trade frictions) Accounting for multilateral resistance (transformed trade frictions)
Trade friction determinants of normalized bilateral exports Model A Model B Model C Model D
Pooled OLS Fixed country-pair effects Pooled OLS Fixed country-pair effects

Coef. t-statistic Coef. t-statistic Coef. t-statistic Coef. t-statistic
Antidunmping variables:
ADj -0.076 -2.07 ** -0.068 -2.44 ** -0.112 -2.90 *** -0.073 -2.563 **
CADj; 0.002 0.75 0.005 1.62 0.001 0.26 0.004 1.43
Other trade frictions:
NCUj; -0.389 -4.90 *** -0.007 -0.08 -0.352 -4.2] ** -0.014 -0.14
NFTA;; 0.158 2.68 *** -0.107 -1.79 * 0.097 1.47 -0.227 -3.24 #*x
In DIST; -0.054 -8.05 *** - - -0.010 -1.21 - -
NBORD; 0.564 13.29 *** - - 0.495 11.44 *** - -
NLANG;; 0.043 3.23 *x* - - -0.011 -0.69 - -
Observations 294356 294356 294356 294356
Country-pairs 21450 21450 19458 19458
Joint signif. of all regressors (p-value of F-statistic) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Joint signif. of multilat. resistance (p-value of F-statistic) - - 0.084 0.000
Hauman test (p-value of ﬁz—statistic) - 0.000 0.000 0.000
Fixed country-pair effects (p-value of F-statistic) - 0.000 - 0.000
Fixed time effects (p-value of F-statistic) 0.000 0.000 0.924 0.000

*x +* *indicates significance at 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. ADy ~ number of bilateral antidumping investigations of country j against i in year t; CAD;; ~ cumulative number of ADj;
until year t; NCU/NFTA;;, ~ absence of pair ij's membership in customs union/free trade area in year t; In DIST; ~ great circle distance between i and j's capitals; NBORDj/NLANG; ~ absence of a
common border/language between i and j.



Table 2 - Sensitivity analysis of the antidumping effect on normalized exports (reference is Model D in Table 1)
Accounting for multilateral resistance (transformed trade frictions as in Model D of Table 1)

Type of model Parameter of ADj; Parameter of CADj;
Coef. t-statistic’ Coef. t-statistic’
Reference: Model D in Table 1 -0.073 -2.53 ** 0.004 1.43

Sensitivity analyses:

(i) Including further time-variant trade frictions® -0.075 -2.61 *** 0.005 1.69 *
(i) As in (i) plus lagged antidumping measures” -0.133 6.74 *** 0.011 4.31 **
(i) As in (ii) plus twice lagged antidumping measures® -0.131 3.23 ** 0.015 3.85 **
(iv) As in (iii) plus AD and CAD of exporter® -0.134 3.79 * 0.013 2.93 **
(v) As in (iv) but accounting for systematically missing trade flows® -0.135 10.25 ** 0.013 8.88 **
(vi) As in (iv) but using levels (incl. zeros) rather than the log of exports in a poisson QML model” -0.212 4.65 * 0.010 141
(vii) As in (iv) but using impositions of AD measures instead of investigationsg) -0.107 2.34 * 0.002 0.13
(viii) As in (iv) but using GDP-weighted rather than unweighted averages for third-country effects™ -0.046 -1.67 * 0.017 6.28 ***

All models include fixed country-pair effects and fixed time effects. ***, ** and * indicate significance levels of 1, 5, and 10 percent, respectively. - a) Beyond the time-
variant trade frictions of Model D in Table 1, the specification icludes the following covariates: absence of WTO membership for one of the two countries; absence of WTO
membership for both countries; absence of currency union membership; absence of currency peg membership; absence of currency band membership; absence of
preferential (other than customs union of free trade area) membership. These variables are jointly significant at one percent. - b) Beyond the variables in specification (i) in
this table, we include AD;., and CADj ;. These variables are jointly significant at five percent. The above coefficients are the accumulated ones (i.e., of ADy; and ADjj;4
together, and similarly for CADj). - ¢) Beyond the variables in specification (i) in this table, we include AD;., and CAD;,. These variables are jointly significant at five
percent. The above coefficients are the accumulated ones (i.e., of ADj;, AD;jj.1, and AD; ., together, and similarly for CADy,). - d) Beyond the variables in specification (iii) in
this table, we include the exporter's ADj; and CAD;.. These variables are jointly significant at one percent. - ) We apply Wooldridge's (1995) sample selection estimator
for panel data, following the Mundlak-Chamberlain device of modelling the fixed effects by the means of the right-hand-side variables. We estimate annual selection
models using the following determinants of the indicator for non-missing/non-zero exports: all variables as in specification (iv) in this table; the means of these variables;
time-invariant geographical determinants such as common language, adjacency, log distance, log area of exporter plus importer, location on a common continent, and
their demeaned counterparts to account for multilateral resistance as in equation (12). There is a vector of inverse Mill's ratios, one for each year. The test for sample
selection relies on a model with a single Mill's ratio being made up of the annual ones (as suggested by Wooldridge, 1995). The test statistic of the latter is significant at
one percent. - f) This model follows the suggestion of Tenreyro and Santos Silva (2006) by using a quasi-maximum likelihood Poisson model with robust standard errors.
We follow the Mundlak device and additionally include country-pair means of all variables in the model to account for the panel nature of the data. Since zero trade flows
are not wiped out by the logarithmic transformation, here, we cover 882,451 observations in this case. The model is nowWhile the point estimate in this model turns out to
be larger than that in (iv), the two confidence intervals overlap enough so that the parameters for AD and CAD are not significantly different between (iv) and (vi). - g) The
data are provided by Chad Bown and available only from 1980 onwards. The total number of observations is 85,052 and there are 9,744 country-pairs. Other than using
impositions rather than investigations, the estimated specification is the same as that in (iv) in this table. - h) See Baier and Bergstrand (2006) for this alternative
approximation of the model by Anderson and van Wincoop (2003). The exporter's antidumping investigations are jointly significant in this model. - i) The figures for
specifications (ii)-(vii) are F-statistics rather than t-statistcs.



Table 2B: Alternative measures of protection
A) Using price undertakings Bown's PU~# of price undertakings plus DPU~# of undertakings if price falls under a certain level
at the dyad-per-year level instead of the overall impositions as in experiment (vi) of the previous table.

Contemporaneous price undertakings -0.1190744 -1.24
Twice-lagged price undertakings -0.212215 -1.64 *
Caveats:

1) This regression does not obtain any significant results, if we use duties (AVD~# of ad-valorem dusties plus SD~# of specific duties as in Bown)
or suspension agreements (SA~# of suspension agreements as in Bown).
2) The cumulative impact of the two parameters is -.33128937 with an F-statistic of 1.71, which is insignificant at 10 percent (p-value = 0.1809).
3) Skipping the contemporaneous price undertaking variable leads to an insignificant parameter of the twice-lagged variable.
4) Including once-lagged price undertakings in addition renders all price-undertaking parameters insignificant.
5) The number of AD impositions in (vi) in Table 2 is higher than the sum of the numbers of AVD, SD, PU, DPU, and SA together.
Reason: for some of the impositions the mode is missing.



Table 2C: Retaliation Specifications
Experiment I: Using the specification as in (iii) of the Table 2 plus a dummy that is unity if the exporter used AD investigations
against the importer in year t or any other year before.

Coefficient 0.204337 1.27
Parameter -0.13876 3.57 0.0133 **
Parameter 0.013664 3.21 0.022 **

Experiment II: Using the specification as in (jii) of the Table 2 plus a dummy that is unity if the exporter used AD investigations
against the importer in year t or any other year before interacted with the # of AD investigations.

Coefficient 0.040233 0.67
Parameter -0.138812 3.36 0.0178 **
Parameter 0.014326 3.56 0.0136 **

Experiment Ill: Using the specification as in (iv) of the Table 2 plus a dummy that is unity if the exporter used AD investigations
against the importer in year t or any other year before.

Coefficient 0.026435 0.16
Parameter -0.134855 3.36 0.0178 **
Parameter 0.012577 2.79 0.0389 **

Here, the exporter's AD investigations are included as well. They are jointly significant at 1 percent. Hence, the exporter's investigations
matter, but not in a way that is interrelated with the importer's investigations as presumed in the retaliation literature.

Experiment IV: Using the specification as in (iv) of the Table 2 plus a dummy that is unity if the exporter used AD investigations
against the importer in year t or any other year before.

Coefficient -0.011495 -0.19
Parameter -0.131857 3.01 0.0289 **
Parameter 0.012806 2.93 0.0323 **

Here, the exporter's AD investigations are included as well. They are jointly significant at 1 percent.
Hence, the exporter's investigations matter, but not in a way that is interrelated with the importer's investigations
as presumed in the retaliation literature.



Experiment V: Using the specification as in (iv) of the Table 2 plus 3 dummies: AD-law adoption of exporter; AD-law
adoption of importer and the interactive term. The dummies are set at 1 in any year of AD-law adoption and thereafter.

Coefficient 14.74258 4.5 ***

Coefficient -7.422404 -2.26 **

Coefficient 0.022995 0.72 <- If retaliation were important with law-adoption, we'd expect a significant effect, here.
Parameter -0.135 3.43 0.0162 ** The dummies have the same sign as the # of AD investigations/impositions.
Parameter 0.012751 2.95 0.0312 **

Here, the exporter's AD investigations are included as well. They are jointly significant at 1 percent.
Hence, the exporter's investigations matter, but not in a way that is interrelated with the importer's
investigations as presumed in the retaliation literature.

Table 2D: “Global Chilling Effect” Specifications

B) Using the sum of antidumping investigations of country j against all countries in year t in addition

to the dyad-by-year specific ones (in the spirit of Vandenbussche and Zanardi):

Sum of all contemporaneous investigations of country j in year t 0.0903992 0.90
Here, we used the long panel (since we got data on AD investigations since 1948)

C) Using the sum of antidumping impositions of country j against all countries in year t in addition

to the dyad-by-year specific ones (in the spirit of Vandenbussche and Zanardi):

Sum of all contemporaneous impositions of country j in year t -0.045906 -0.32
Here, we used the short long panel (since we got data on AD impositions only since 1980)

D) Using the sum of antidumping investigations and that of impositions of country j against all countries in year t in addition

to the dyad-by-year specific ones (in the spirit of Vandenbussche and Zanardi):

Sum of all contemporaneous investigations of country j in year t -0.1604557 -1.12

Sum of all contemporaneous impositions of country j in year t 0.1112153 0.56
Here, we used the short long panel (since we got data on AD impositions only since 1980)

OVERALL FOR B)-D): these sums are insignificant while the dyad-per-time-specific effects of AD investigations and impositions remain significant.



Table 3 - Quantifying the antidumping initiation effect on export volume
(Percentage point changes of normalized exports from 1960 to 2000)

Effect on exports of all countries into

Total effect

Effect due to multi-
lateral resistance

average country-pair in the sample -0.119 -0.024
average country-pair with violating importer in the sample -1.597 -0.575
average country-pair with non-violating importer in the sample 0.035 0.035

The reported effects are trade-weighted averages.



Table 4 - Descriptive statistics

Untransformed Demeaned as in Baier and
Variables Bergstrand (2006)
Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev.

Antidumping investigations (AD)

contemporaneous (ADy) 0.0067 0.1515 0.0002 0.1424

once lagged (ADjjt.1) 0.0063 0.1480 0.0003 0.1392

twice lagged (ADj.2) 0.0059 0.1418 0.0003 0.1336
Cumulative antidumping investigations

contemporaneous (CADj) 0.0577 2.1188 0.0076 2.0497

once lagged (CADj;.1) 0.0522 2.0465 0.0073 1.9812

twice lagged (CAD;;,..2) 0.0490 2.0416 0.0076 1.9798
Absence of regional trade agreements

customs unions (CUjyy) 0.9956 0.0664 0.0007 0.0633

free trade areas (FTAy) 0.9918 0.0902 0.0003 0.0799

other preferential trade agreements (PTA;) 0.9836 0.1272 -0.0004 0.1081
WTO non-membership of

one country in a pair 0.4315 0.4953 -0.0004 0.4377

both countries in a pair 0.3460 0.4757 0.0001 0.2187
Absence of currency arrangements

currency unions 0.9910 0.0947 0.0001 0.0356

currency pegs 0.9628 0.1892 -0.0011 0.1665

cureny bands 0.9926 0.0856 -0.0002 0.0791
Geographical and cultural variables

log bilateral distance (In DIST;) 8.7524 0.7796 -0.0053 0.6690

absence of a common border 0.9852 0.1206 0.0013 0.1193

absence of a common language 0.8423 0.3645 -0.0025 0.3114

The dependent variable is the log of bilaeral exports over exporter-times-imorter GDP (mean=-46.2346; std.
dev.=2.5988). In some of the regressions, we use the non-demeaned log exporter GDP (mean=23.8455; std.

dev.=2.3315) and log importer GDP (mean=23.9068; std. dev.=2.2935) as additional control variables.



