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ABSTRACT 

 

This study investigates whether retaliation is a signifant predictor of 

antidumping (AD) investigations when allowing for policy learning; both (i) learning 

by doing and (ii) learning from others or policy transfer.  Using fixed and random 

effects techniques to analyze panel data for 41 WTO-member countries, I find that 

retaliation is no longer a signficant predictor of AD investigations when controlling 

for policy learning.  Furthermore, I find that variables for learning by doing and 

policy transfer significantly predict the frequency of global inititations of AD 

investigations.  
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

The frequency of antidumping (AD) investigations filed by countries around 

the world has increased dramatically since the 1980s (Figure 1).  Using data from Chad 

Bown’s Global Antidumping Database Version 2.11, global filings during the 1990s 

increased over three-fold compared to the 1980s.  Furthermore, the frequency of filings 

in recent years, 2000-05, is on track to surpass that of the 1990s (Table 1).  Recently, 

researchers have argued that this rise in AD activity is not only explained by traditional 

economic factors but also, in part, by strategic motives or retaliatory behavior.  Using a 

new and comprehensive dataset, this study investigates whether this rise in AD activity 

is better explained by policy learning factors than retaliation.  Specifically, using fixed 

and random effects techniques, I examine whether retaliation is a signifant predictor of 

AD investigations when policy learning is controlled for; both (i) learning by doing; 

and (ii) policy transfer.  

The increase in AD activity experienced in the 1990s is a result of the shift in 

the types of AD users as well as the AD pie getting larger.  Bown (2006) attributes the 

rise in activity to the emergence of “new user developing countries,” such as 

Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Peru, Turkey, and Venezuela.  

Indeed, the data reveals that traditional or “older users” of AD measures such as the 

United States, Canada, the European Union (EU), and Australia have accounted for a 
 

1 Accessed at, http://people.brandeis.edu/~cbown/global_ad/.  

http://people.brandeis.edu/%7Ecbown/global_ad/
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smaller share of total filings since the 1980’s, while new users have increasingly 

enlarged their share (Figure 2).  In 1989, older users accounted for 83 percent of global 

AD filings, but in 1999 their share had dropped to 41 percent.  But this is not the 

complete story.  Older users have also increased their AD filings, nearly doubling their 

average, from 71 in the 1980s to 134 in the 1990s.  Older users have also increased AD 

filings; its simply that new users have increased AD filings at a much faster pace 

(Table 2).  

There has also been a proliferation in the adoption of AD legislation, which 

stems from the development of the rules-based trading regime.  Zanardi (2004) 

documents the implementation of AD legislation for 91 countries.  According to 

Zanardi’s data, 11 countries implemented AD legislation during 1980-90, while an 

additional 41 countries did so over the 1990-99 period (Table 3).  AD tariffs have long 

been a tool of governments to restrict imports in order to protect domestic industries,2 

with the first formal AD legislation dating back to Canada in 1904.  However, it was 

not until the 1947 GATT agreement, which signaled the shift to a rules-based 

international trading system, that countries began to enact AD legislation.  Revisions to 

GATT in 1967 during the Kennedy Round, 1979 during the Tokyo Round, and finally 

the establishment of the WTO in 1995, as a result of the Uruguay Round, further 

 

2 Jacob Viner (1923) Dumping:  A Problem in International Trade. Chicago:  University of 
Chicago Press. Reprints of Economic Classics, 1966. New York: Augustus M Kelley. 



 

 3

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

defined the guidelines and procedural requirements that concerned determinations of 

dumping and injury.3  More importantly, these revisions helped to legitimize AD use 

by reinforcing its underlying legal framework among members of the international 

trading system.4   

But is the proliferation of AD legislation and the increase in global AD filings a 

cause for worry?  Some economists, Destler (1996) and Finger and Nogués (2005), 

have reasoned that AD measures can act as a “safety valve” to help manage trade 

frictions, whereby the imposition of AD duties are seen as legitimate measures to 

cushion the impact of broad-based trade liberalization on domestic industries.  In this 

sense, one may think of AD measures as a necessary evil or a cost of doing business 

associated with ongoing worldwide tariff reductions.  While advances in tariff rate 

reductions through the various rounds may have been facilitated by a counter-balance 

of AD tariffs, recent research by Vandenbussche and Zanardi (2006) suggests that AD 

measures or safety valves are very costly.  Using a gravity equation to estimate trade 

flows, they find that “new tough users,” Brazil, India, Mexico, Taiwan, and Turkey 

have their imports contract by $15.7 Billion annually due to AD measures, and for the 

U.S., annual imports are depressed by $20 Billion.  These figures are large and warrant 

a systematic examination of the causes of increasing AD activity. 
 

3 See Prusa and Skeath (2004) for an in-depth discussion of the history of AD legislation. 
4 The core principles of the WTO, namely, reciprocity and equal treatment, were now applied, 

and members were held accountable through the dispute settlement process. 
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Chapter 2.  Literature Review 

The bulk of the research concerning AD use began in the mid to late 1980’s as 

a result of the availability of data.5  One particular avenue of research that has gained 

momentum recently focuses on the retaliatory effects of AD policy.  Researchers have 

been trying to explain whether the trend of increasing AD use is explained by not only 

valid economic distortions but also strategic motives.  The literature examining the 

retaliation effect on AD filings has, in general, found retaliation to be a significant 

predictor of filings.   

The earliest work investigating retaliation is by Prusa and Skeath (2001).  They 

examined worldwide AD filing patterns between 1980 and 1998 using non-parametric 

methods and found strategic concerns or retaliatory effects to be significant.  Blonigen 

and Bown (2003) analyzed U.S. AD cases over the same period, and using a nested 

logit framework, found that retaliation effects significantly affect U.S. industries 

through AD channels while U.S. AD authorities experience a retaliation effect through 

the WTO dispute settlement process.  Prusa and Skeath (2004) were the first to 

measure the “tit-for-tat” retaliation effect and found that a country is more likely to 

enact AD measures against suppliers that have previously filed against it.  However, 

Prusa and Skeath measured retaliation based on whether a country ever filed against 

 

5 Prior to 1980, the GATT did not obligate countries to report their AD activity. 
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another country in its history.  It is likely that retaliatory motives are driven by recent 

actions instead. 

The recent literature has focused on the “tit-for-tat” retaliatory effect, but 

refined the measurement for retaliation to include filings in the previous year.  Francois 

and Niels (2004) found retaliation to be a significant predictor of AD filings in Mexico, 

and Feinberg and Reynolds (2006a and 2006b) both find retaliation to be significant in 

WTO and U.S. cases respectively.   

Unfortunately, while most find retaliation effects to be significant, none of 

these studies control for policy learning.  There are sufficient theoretical motivations to 

include factors for policy learning as explanatory variables; both the practice of 

learning-by-doing (as measured by experience) as well as policy transfer through WTO 

membership.  It is clear that the costs to firms in filing an AD case are large.  For 

example, in the U.S., a firm must receive an affirmative determination through both a 

preliminary investigation and a more thorough, final investigation by two different 

government bodies to reach an AD duty order; this process requires an understanding 

of government procedures and can be very time intensive.6  Furthermore, GATT’s 

vague guidelines allow significant discretion in determining dumping and injury which 

makes the U.S. AD process subject to legal interpretation, and thus legal expertise is 

important.  So as firms gain experience in filing AD cases, they face lower fixed costs 
 

6 See Appendix for a discussion of the U.S. AD process. 
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by increasing their understanding of government procedures and lower their variable 

costs as their ability to build strong legal defenses improves.  Firms facing lower cost 

structures, all else being equal, expect higher returns to filing a case and become 

motivated to increase their frequency of filings.  Blonigen (2004) examined how firm 

learning affected AD filings and the outcome in the U.S.  The study found that prior 

experience increases the filing probability for an average U.S. industry by seven 

percent, from two to nine percent.  

Policy learning through transfer is also a potential predictor of AD use.  The 

formation of the WTO after GATT in 1994 effectively legalized the trading regime for 

member countries.  With regard to AD, Article VI of the GATT established binding 

rules for members’ implementation of such measures.  Although the WTO does not 

directly offer policy advice, one of its main functions as a multilateral institution is to 

monitor and determine members’ compliance with its commitments.7  Using Dolowitz 

and Marsh’s (2000) framework8 to analyze the process of policy transfer, the WTO can 

be viewed as a source of coercive policy transfer.  The transfer of AD policies are 

spread to member countries by direct imposition, since member countries are bound by 
 

7 One of the most important functions of the WTO is its system of accountability through the 
Dispute Settlement Body.  Violations of members’ commitments to its WTO agreements may be 
challenged by other members in the Dispute Settlement Process. 

8 Dolowitz and Marsh (2000) developed a framework to analyze the process of policy transfer  
by focusing on a series of six questions:  Why do actors engage in policy transfer?; Who are the key 
actor involved in the policy transfer process?; What is transferred? From where are lessons drawn? What 
are the different degrees of transfer? What restricts or facilitates the policy transfer process?; and How is 
the process of policy transfer related to policy success or policy failure? 
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its WTO agreements.  Stone (2004) expands on the work of Dolowitz and Marsh to 

include an examination of international organizations’ role in transnational policy 

transfer networks.  More importantly, Stone identifies that international institutions 

play a role in both hard and soft transfers.  In the context of the WTO, soft transfers 

may include the development and spread of economic norms among its member 

countries.  Applying this role to AD policy, the intensity of AD usage by older users 

may have transferred to newer users as an economic norm, which helps to explain the 

shift in AD users.  Morrisey and Nelson (2001) specifically analyzes the role of the 

WTO in the transfer of AD trade policy.  They argue that the WTO acts as an 

institution that spreads information and condones policy use.  Therefore, AD policy, 

while viewed as inefficient by most economists, is condoned by the WTO, and so 

encourages the spread of a sub-optimal policy from developed to developing countries.  
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Chapter 3.  Empirical Model and Data 

Empirical Model 

The empirical model in this thesis focuses on retaliation as a significant 

predictor of AD filings controlling for the possibility that the recent wave of filings are 

instead a result of policy learning.  To examine this effect, two models are used.  First, 

a base model (consistent with the recent literature) is constructed to examine the effect 

of retaliation on AD filings: 

Base Model 
inv=  β0+β1retaliation1+β2rgdpr1+β3rimportlog+β4reer1log+ui 

where: 

inv = the annual frequency of AD filings initiated by the 41 countries in the dataset; 
retaliation1 = the number of AD filings undertaken against the home country in year t-1; 
rgdp1 = the real growth rate of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in the home country for year 
t-1; 
rimportlog = real imports of the home country in year t, logged; and 
reer1log = the real exchange rate index, defined as home/foreign, in year t-1, logged. 

 

Dependent variable (Model 1) 

The base model examines the annual frequency of AD filings undertaken by all 

41 countries in the dataset and is represented by the independent variable, inv (Table 

4). 

 

 

 



 

 9

Independent variables 

1. Retaliation variables 

The independent variables account for both strategic and economic motives of 

AD filings.  Retaliation1 represents the number of AD filings undertaken against the 

home country in year t-1.  The one-year lag allows for policy absorption as countries’ 

retaliatory actions may not immediately be triggered by AD filings against it in the 

same year.  In line with the recent literature, I suspect that the number of filings 

enacted against the home country induces retaliatory actions by the home country, 

therefore a positive relationship between retaliation1 and inv is expected.   

2. Control macro-variables 

GDP, imports, and exchange rates (in real terms) account for the economic 

factors explaining AD filings.  These control variables account for the actual and 

perceived injury and incidence of dumping on domestic industries.  Niels and Francois 

(2006) have argued that domestic industries may not only respond to unfavorable 

economic conditions by seeking protection through AD filings, but also unfavorable 

economic conditions (whether or not it directly impacts domestic industries) help 

create an environment in which filings are more likely to succeed.  Under these 

circumstances, domestic industries may perceive higher success rates and thus be 

motivated to file more AD cases when domestic economic conditions weaken.   
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Rgdpr1, represents the real growth rate of GDP for each country.  Economic 

theory as well as the literature9 suggests that in periods of low growth, domestic 

industries are more likely to seek protection through AD measures.  As such, I expect a 

negative relationship between rgdpr1 and the dependent variable, inv.   

Rimportlog, represents the logged current year volume of imports for each 

country in the dataset.  Sadni-Jallab, Gbakou, and Sandretto (2005) argue that 

increased imports penetrating domestic markets are likely to intensify competition, and 

thus create higher incentives for domestic industries to seek protection through AD 

measures.  Surging imports also provide evidence for domestic industries to claim to 

AD authorities that products have been dumped and their operations have been injured.  

I expect rimportlog to have a positive relationship with inv.   

Finally, reer1log (expressed as home currency/foreign currency) represents the 

real effective exchange rate, logged and lagged one year.  Reer1log is expected to have 

an impact on the price competitiveness of a country’s exports.  As the results of 

Knetter and Prusa (2003) suggest, import prices may not adjust in full to an 

appreciation of the domestic currency, which reduces import prices in terms of the 

domestic currency, increasing the likelihood of a finding of dumping by AD 

authorities.  Domestic industries may then have the incentive to file AD cases in 

situations where the domestic currency is appreciating.  Since the data for reer1log is 
 

9 See Feinberg (2004) and Knetter and Prusa (2003). 
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expressed as home/foreign, an increase in the index implies that more home currency is 

required to exchange for a fixed amount of foreign currency.  Therefore, an increase 

(decrease) denotes a depreciation or weakening (appreciation or strengthening) of the 

domestic currency, consequently I expect a negative relationship between reer1log and 

inv. 

3. Policy learning variables 

 The target model adds to the base model by including independent variables for 

policy learning.  Five policy learning variables are added to the model specification. 

Target Model 
inv= β0+β1retaliation1+β2invtotal+β3invtotalsq+β4adlawlog+β5wto+β6wtoyears 

+β7rgdpr1+β8rimportlog+β9reer1log+ui
10

where: 

invtotal = the cumulative amount of investigations initiated by a home country up to year t; 
invtotalsq = the square term of invtotal to allow for non-linear relationships; 
adlawlog = the number of years elapsed since the establishment of each country’s AD law, logged; 
wto = dummy variable that equals one if the country is a member of the WTO and zero otherwise; and 
wtoyears = the number of years a member has been part of the WTO. 

 

Invtotal, invtotalsq, and adlawlog are variables that account for learning by 

doing.  Invtotal is the cumulative amount of investigations initiated by a home country 

up to year t.  By measuring cumulative learning by doing, the model allows for 

incremental gains in experience, which lower the costs of AD filings on a continual 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

10 See Table 5 for a detailed description of each variable. 
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basis.  I expect a positive relationship between invtotal and inv, as experience lowers 

the costs of AD filings and so increase the incentive to do so.  Invtotalsq is simply the 

squared term of invtotal, to allow for a non-linear relationship with the dependent 

variable, reflecting the proper functional form specification.  It is likely that the 

marginal benefit from invtotal diminishes as petitioning firms can gain more 

experience.  I expect it to be small and have a negative relationship with inv.  Adlawlog 

represents the number of years elapsed since the establishment of each country’s AD 

law.  Increased policy learning by doing should result from a longer established AD 

law regime, as it takes time for domestic industries to learn the legislation that governs 

AD measures.  I expect a positive relationship between adlawlog and inv. 

Finally, wto and wtoyears account for the policy transfer effect in the empirical 

model.  Wto is a dummy variable that equals one if the country is a member of the 

WTO and zero otherwise.  Since the WTO plays the role as a coercive transfer agent of 

AD law, and also as a transfer agent of economic norms, it is expected that the effect of 

WTO membership would be to increase the number of filings made by countries as 

these actions are legitimized by the GATT.  Wtoyears measures the number of years a 

country has been a member of the WTO.  This variable examines whether the length of 

WTO membership has an effect on policy transfer.  Specifically, the transfer of 

economic norms may play a more influential role as members increase their exposure 
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to other actors.  It is likely that new users absorbed the economic norms of traditional 

heavy users of AD measures:  the U.S., EU, Canada, and Australia, through 

interactions and observations within the WTO.  I expect a positive relationship 

between wtoyears and inv. 

Data 

The data used in this study is the Global Antidumping Database Version 2.1, compiled 

by Chad P. Bown of Brandeis University.  The Global Antidumping Database Version 

2.1 contains detailed information of AD measures undertaken by 19 countries since the 

1980’s.  It also contains basic information on AD measures for an additional 22 

countries.  In this analysis, data from the Global Antidumping Database Version 2.1 

was used to create four variables:  inv, retaliation1, invtotal, and invtotalsq.  Data on 

AD legislation enactment from Zanardi (2004) was used to create adlawlog, while 

WTO member accession dates retrieved from the WTO website was used to create 

wtoyears.  For the macro-control data, real GDP and real imports was sourced from the 

World Bank Development Indicators Database Online, while real effective exchange 

rate indexes were retrieved from the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Economic 

Research Service.  My constructed dataset includes a total of 41 countries and has 545 

observations.  Since the dataset follows the same observations over time and includes a 

cross-section of other covariates, I have panel data. 
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Chapter 4.  Results11 

Retaliation without policy learning variables 

The first step in this analysis was to determine if retaliation is a significant 

predictor of AD filings, in line with the findings in the recent literature.  Using panel 

data, I estimated a fixed and random effects model that included retaliation1 and the 

three macro-control variables, rgdpr1, rimportlog12 and reer1log as independent 

variables.  Applying the Hausman test, it was determined that the random effects 

model produces estimates that are more efficient.13  From specification (iii) in Table 6, 

the random effects model produced significant estimates for retaliation1, rimportlog, 

and reer1log.14   

The coefficient for retaliation (retaliation1), .214, is significant to the 99 

percent confidence level, and implies that for every 10 filings filed against a country in 

the previous year, it is predicted, that country will retaliate by filing two filings in 

return, holding other motivations for filing constant.  The coefficient for retaliation is 

robust as it is also significant and positive in the fixed effects model.  The coefficient 

 

11 All regression results are presented in Table 6.  
12 The dataset has missing data for rimportlog.  However, the frequency of missing data are not 

large and believed to be randomly distributed.  Data are missing because the data is not readily available 
from public sources.  A test for missing data bias revealed no bias on the parameters in my model.  

13 In Stata, the Hausman test tests the null hypothesis that the coefficients estimated by the 
random effects model are the same as the ones estimated by the fixed effects model.  If the test yields 
insignificant P-values, then the null hypothesis cannot be rejected and it is safe to use random effects as 
a more efficient model. 

14 Models correcting for autocorrelation were also conducted and the results are presented in 
specifications (ii) and (iv) in Table 6.  
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for the first macro-control variable, the lagged real growth rate of GDP (rgdpr1) is not 

significant, although the sign is negative as expected.  The coefficient for real imports 

(rimportlog), 3.571, is significant to the 95 percent confidence level.  The sign is also 

positive as expected.  The coefficient for rimportlog is interpreted to mean that a 100 

percent increase in real imports is predicted to increase the number of AD filings in the 

same year by 3.57.  Finally, the coefficient for the lagged and logged real effective 

exchange rate index (reer1log), -5.435, is negative as expected and significant to the 

95 percent confidence level.  The coefficient is interpreted to mean that a 100 percent 

decrease in the index, or 100 percent strengthening in the home currency, results in a 

predicted 5.4 increase in AD filings filed.  The results of the base model are consistent 

with the recent literature that finds retaliation and macro variables to be significant 

predictors of AD filings.  

Retaliation with policy learning variables 

Having established that retaliation is a significant predictor of AD filings, in 

specifications v-viii, I also include regressors for learning by doing and learning by 

policy transfer.  Fixed effects and random effects models were used to estimate the 

models including policy learning variables, and are presented in Table 6.  Again, the 

Hausman test was employed, which determined the fixed effects model to be the most 

appropriate model.  From specification v in Table 6, the coefficient for retaliation is no 
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longer significant, and the variables for learning by doing (invtotal and adlawlog) as 

well as the policy learning effect from WTO membership, are significant.  However, 

one may suspect autocorrelation to exist among the macro-control variables as their 

residuals are likely to be affected by the same economic factors.  A test for 

autocorrelation was positive, so the model was further refined to correct for 

autocorrelation; these results are presented in specification vi and are robust to the 

results from specification v.15

Specification vi yields the most efficient estimates.  Using the results from 

specification vi, the coefficient for retaliation is no longer significant when controlling 

for policy learning.  The coefficient for learning by doing through experience 

(invtotal), .059, is positive as expected, and is significant to the 99 percent confidence 

level.  It is interpreted to mean for every 100 investigations filed by a country, it is 

predicted that AD filings will increase by 5.3.  The coefficient for the WTO effect 

(wto), -6.86, is negative contrary to expectations and significant to the 99 percent 

confidence interval.  It is interpreted to mean that all countries in my dataset together, 

as members of the WTO, file on average, about seven less AD investigations compared 

to when these countries were not WTO members.  So, in effect, WTO membership has 

a dampening effect on AD filings (an explanation follows in the concluding chapter).  
 

15 While autocorrelation was corrected in STATA using the xtserial command, it is evident that 
many different “fixes” exist for autocorrelation and there is no established consensus on a preferred 
particular approach. 
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It is also interesting to note that wtoyears, while not significant has a negative sign, and 

the variables for all three macro-controls are not significant. 

Chapter 5.  Conclusion 
The recent literature has argued that retaliation is an explanatory factor of the 

recent rise in AD measures since the 1980s and may be a cost unaccounted for by 

countries that impose AD measures.  My results show that when policy-learning 

factors are also accounted for, retaliation no longer plays a significant role.  The 

coefficient for retaliation is not significant for all four of my specifications, v-viii, 

which suggests that this result is robust.  Since domestic industries are responsible for 

initiating AD investigations and not AD authorities themselves, it is unlikely that 

retaliatory motives would exist between domestic industries across different countries.  

Equally important however are the implications drawn from the coefficients on policy 

learning.   

Although learning by doing, invtotal, has a relatively small impact on the 

number of investigations initiated (an increase of 100 accumulated filings predicts an 

additional six filings), the coefficient is highly significant and robust across several 

models.  This suggests that countries experience a learning effect in filing AD 

investigations and that this learning effect may have contributed to the rise in AD 

activity measured during the 1990s and 2000s.  Specifically, incremental gains in AD 
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filing experience lowers a firms AD filings costs on a continuing basis, and if expected 

gains do not decline, the incentive to file increases. The length of time a country has 

had AD laws is not significant in my models corrected for autocorrelation.  Indeed 

while 45 countries had enacted domestic AD laws by 1989, only 10 countries had AD 

filings by this time.  This suggests that the existence of domestic AD legislation did not 

play a strong role in encouraging domestic industries to file AD investigations, but 

rather that softer transfers of economic norms may play a larger role in determining 

AD activity.  

A surprising result is that policy transfer through WTO membership, while 

highly significant, is negative.  The model predicts that, on average, countries as 

members of the WTO together initiated 7.7 less cases than when they were not WTO 

members, when controlling for other factors in the model.  This runs contrary to the 

assumption that the GATT agreement of the WTO worked to legitimize the use of AD 

measures through coercive policy transfer and that soft transfers of economic norms 

from old users to new users encouraged WTO members to increase their use of AD 

measures.  In fact, the results suggest the opposite.  It may be that the WTO worked to 

restrain AD measures by imposing relatively more stringent AD guidelines on 

countries, and more importantly, providing a legal mechanism for countries to dispute 

alleged violations of AD misuse.  In short, the legalization of the world trading regime 
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may have increased the risk for countries imposing unjustified AD measures, leading 

to a reduction in AD filings among WTO-members. 

While the signs of the macro-control variables are consistent with expectations, 

they are all insignificant.  It may be that a global analysis of AD filings washes out the 

relationships between economic factors and AD filings.  In their analysis of the U.S. 

and EU, Sadni-Jallab, Sandretto, and Feinberg (2005) found that economic factors 

impact AD filings in each country in significantly different ways.  Namely, the real 

exchange rate has a larger effect on AD initiation in the U.S. than the EU, and 

fluctuations in GDP only have an impact in the U.S.  Sadni-Jallab, Gbakou, and 

Sandretto (2005) also found similar results.  This implies that different sets of factors 

influence AD filings across countries.  

A logical avenue of future research is to examine the different factors that drive 

AD filings between countries.  For example, strategic, economic, and learning factors 

may have different intensities in explaining AD filings as one moves from developed 

countries to developing countries and from old users to new users.  An examination of 

development-based country groupings for retaliation may be appropriate since it is 

expected that the traditional trade frictions between labor abundant commodity 

exporting countries (developing countries/new users) and capital abundant service 

exporting countries (developed countries/old users) remain in AD filings.  
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Furthermore, it is expected that policy learning variables may play a larger role for 

developing countries.  
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Table 1:  Total AD Filings 1980-2005 

            
1980 21 1990 189 2000 288 
1981 19 1991 216 2001 348 
1982 70 1992 336 2002 317 
1983 49 1993 306 2003 231 
1984 54 1994 183 2004 201 
1985 130 1995 151 2005 224 
1986 99 1996 265     
1987 122 1997 256     
1988 137 1998 258     
1989 102 1999 389     

1980-89 803 1990-99 2549 2000-05 1609 
 

 
Table 2:  Older Users and Newer Users AD Filings 1980-2005 

        
  1980-89 1990-99 2000-05 
Older Users (U.S., EU, Canada, and Australia) 

Total 712 1339 563 
Annual average 71 134 94 
Percent share 89% 53% 35% 
 

Newer Users (all other countries) 
Total 91 1210 1046 
Annual average 9 121 174 
Percent share 11% 47% 65% 
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Table 3:  Country AD Law Implementation by Year 

      
1900-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000-02 

Antigua Barbuda Japan Brazil Albania Kyrgyzstan Armenia 

Argentina Luxembourg Chile Belarus Lithuania 
Dominican 
Rep. 

Australia Malawi Iceland Bolivia Morocco Latvia 
Austria Malaysia India Bulgaria Nicaragua Moldova 
Barbados Netherlands Mexico Cameroon Panama Saudi Arabia 
Belgium New Zealand Pakistan China Paraguay   
Canada Nigeria Singapore Colombia Peru   
Cyprus Norway Spain Costa Rica Philippines   
Dominica Portugal Taiwan Croatia Poland   
Finland Saint Lucia Turkey Cuba Romania   
France South Africa Uruguay Czech Rep. Russia   
Germany South Korea   Ecuador Senegal   
Greece Uganda   Egypt Slovak Rep.   

Grenada 
United 
Kingdom   El Salvador Slovenia   

Ireland United States   Fiji Thailand   
Italy Zambia   Guatemala Trinidad Tobago   
Jamaica Zimbabwe   Honduras Tunisia   
      Hungary Ukraine   
      Indonesia Uzbekistan   
      Israel Venezuela   
      Kazakhstan     

Total:  34 Total:  11 Total:  41 Total:  5 
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Table 4:  Country Total AD Filings 
      

Country Year Filings Country Year Filings 
Argentina 1995-2005 216 Lithuania 1995-2005 7 
Australia 1989-2005 498 Malaysia 1995-2005 35 
Brazil 1988-2005 226 Mexico 1987-2005 226 
Bulgaria 1995-2005 1 New Zealand 1995-2005 42 
Canada 1985-2005 347 Nicaragua 1995-2005 2 
Chile 1995-2005 14 Pakistan 1995-2005 18 
China 1995-2005 135 Panama 1995-2005 2 
Colombia 1991-2005 50 Paraguay 1995-2005 1 
Costa Rica 1995-2005 9 Peru 1992-2005 117 
Czech Republic 1995-2005 3 Philippines 1995-2005 18 
Ecuador 1995-2005 1 Poland 1997-2005 12 
Egypt 1995-2005 50 Slovenia 1995-2005 1 
European Union 1978-2005 632 South Africa 1992-2005 274 
Guatemala  1995-2005 1 Taiwan 1983-2005 122 
India 1995-2005 399 Thailand 1996-2005 34 
Indonesia 1995-2005 65 Trinidad and Tobago 1995-2005 10 
Israel 1995-2005 33 Turkey  1989-2005 62 
Jamaica 2000-2005 4 United States 1978-2005 1155 
Japan 1982-2005 10 Uruguay 1995-2005 6 
Korea 1986-2005 107 Venezuela 1992-2005 27 
Latvia 1995-2005 7       



 

 

Table 5:  General Model Specification 

Var Name Description Justification Sign Source 

Dependent Variable 

inv Total number of investigations made by 
the home country against all countries in 
year t. 

 Global Antidumping Database V 2.1 

Independent Variables 

Retaliation Variables 
retaliation1 Total number of investigations made 

against the home country by all 
countries in year t -1. 

This is a key explanatory variable.  Is there a relationship between filings made 
against the home country and filings made by the home country?  Allows for one 
year-lag period to respond to policy absorption. 

+ Global Antidumping Database V 2.1 

Policy Learning Variables 
invtotal Cumulative amount of filings made by 

home country up to year t 
This is a key explanatory variable.  To what extent does previous experience in AD 
procedures (measured by cumulative number of filings) explain current filings?  Is 
there a policy learning effect? 

+ Global Antidumping Database V 2.1 

invtotalsq (Cumulative amount of filings made by 
home country up to year t)² 

The square term allows for proper functional form specification to allow for a non-
linear relationship with the dependent variable. 

+/- Global Antidumping Database V 2.1 

adlawlog Years elapsed from the establishment of 
domestic AD laws.  Logged. 

The amount of time elapsed (measured in years) since the establishment of a 
country’s domestic AD laws can indicate policy learning, since AD laws form the 
legal framework for AD activity.  

+ Zanardi 2004 

wto Dummy variables. 1, if country is a 
WTO-member, zero otherwise. 

The WTO establishes an accepted legal framework that governs the AD actions of 
member countries.  The WTO may act as an agent of soft and hard policy transfer.  

+ WTO website 



 

 

 

Table 5:  General Model Specification (cont.) 

Var 
Name Description Justification Sign Source 
wtoyears Years elapsed from the WTO 

membership 
Another effect policy learning could result from the amount of time elapsed since a 
member country’s membership in the WTO.  Since the WTO establishes an 
accepted framework for filings the amount of time in this system may explain policy 
learning. 

+ WTO website 

Macro-control Variables 
rgdpr1 Real GDP in growth rate in year t-1. Variations in domestic output growth have been found to be a significant predictor 

of filings.  I allow for a one-year lag. 
     - World Bank Development Indicators Database Online 

rimportlog Volume of imports in year t, logged. The volume of imports has been found to be a significant predictor of filings.  
Increased volumes threaten import competing sectors in the domestic economy.  
Furthermore, domestic industry may find rising import volumes a condition 
necessary to prove injury.  Large changes are likely to cause increased filings. 

+ World Bank Development Indicators Database Online 

reer1log Real exchange rate index in year t, 
logged. 

A real appreciation in the domestic currency (ceteris paribus) tends to increase 
imports, which threaten domestic import-competing industries.  Also, import prices 
may not adjust in full to an appreciation of the domestic currency, which reduces 
import prices in terms of the domestic currency, increasing the likelihood of a 
finding of dumping by AD authorities.  An increase in the index signals a 
depreciation in the home currency and thus I expect a negative relationship. 

- USDA Economic Research Service 
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Table 6:  Regression Results (Retaliation and Policy Learning) 
         

Dependent Variable:  inv 
Regressor (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi)1 (vii) (viii) 

Retaliation                 
Retaliation1 0.208** -0.035 0.214*** 0.142 0.057 -0.116 -0.009 -0.037 
  0.091 0.097 0.079 0.081 0.099 0.103 0.051 0.062 

Learning by Doing                 
Invtotal         0.053*** 0.059*** 0.085*** 0.092*** 

          0.014 0.022 0.009 0.011 

Invtotalsq         0.000*** 0.000** 0.000*** 0.000* 
          0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Adlawlog         4.572* 2.938 2.112** 1.668 
          2.353 4.154 0.937 1.207 

Learning by Transfer                 
Wto         -6.860*** -7.658*** -7.906*** -6.813*** 

          1.926 2.317 1.426 1.664 

Wtoyears         -0.425 -0.411 -0.414** -0.447 
          0.272 0.372 0.197 0.233 

Macro-control                  
Rgdpr1 -0.120 -0.152 -0.150 -0.160 -0.097 -0.143 -0.036 -0.092 

  0.143 0.143 0.139 0.132 0.150 0.148 0.138 0.130 

Rimportlog -0.018 2.077 3.571** 4.314*** 2.389 2.015 2.149*** 1.919 
  3.313 1.970 1.503 1.551 6.320 2.208 0.516 0.695 

Reer1log -4.961* -3.949 -5.435** -5.061 -4.617 -3.858 -4.025 -4.498 
  2.731 3.522 2.670 3.191 3.432 3.805 2.628 3.047 

                  
Autocorrelation 

Correction No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 
Fixed Effects Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No 

Random Effects No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes 
                  

R² 0.131 0.134 0.212 0.201 0.524 0.528 0.553 0.551 
Observations 507 467 507 507 498 458 498 498 

 
1 Model vi is the most efficient model.  
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Figure 1:  Global AD Initiations 1978-2005
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Figure 2:  Global AD Initiations Old Users vs. New Users 1978-2005
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Appendix 

What is Antidumping? 

The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1994 (“GATT”) of the World 

Trade Organization (“WTO”) set forth legal guidelines that govern the application of 

AD measures by WTO-member countries.  Specifically, Article VI of the GATT 

considers a product to be “dumped” when it is “introduced into the commerce of 

another country at less than its normal value.”  Products are determined to be less than 

its normal value when “the export price of the product exported from one country to 

another is less than the comparable price, in the ordinary course of trade, for the like 

product when destined for consumption in the exporting country.”  In other words, 

products are considered dumped when their export price is less than their home country 

price. 

Article VI of the GATT also establishes guidelines for the determination of 

injury on a country.  WTO-members are required to prove both the existence of 

dumping (by calculating and comparing normal values to export prices) and a 

determination of injury (that the dumped product’s has in fact injured domestic 

producers).  Under the GATT, WTO-members can apply AD duties (essentially tariffs) 

on products to offset the injury that the dumped products have had on domestic 

producers.  Unfortunately, the GATT’s guidelines are vague in the specific procedures 
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required to arrive at such determinations of dumping and injury.  As a result, WTO-

member countries have exercised varying degrees of discretion in applying such 

determinations, which usually work to protect domestic industries from competition 

rather than counter predatory export pricing behavior as originally intended.   

For example, the U.S. Department of Commerce (“Commerce”) had previously 

determined dumping by using a method commonly referred to as zeroing.  Commerce 

only considered export prices that exceed its normal value in determining whether the 

product is being dumped.  Export prices less than or equal to normal values were 

omitted in Commerce’s calculation of the export price.  In practice, this upward biased 

a products export price when compared to its normal value, leading to higher AD 

duties.  In December 2006, the Commerce announced it would no longer use zeroing in 

its calculation of export prices after the WTO Dispute Settlement Body found it to be 

in violation of the GATT. 
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U.S. Antidumping Policy and Process 

U.S. Antidumping legislation originated with the Anti-Dumping Act of 1916 

that made it illegal to sell imported goods substantially lower than the exporting 

countries market value. However, this law was rarely invoked, as exporters must be 

shown to have had predatory intent. Through a series of negotiations, revisions and 

repeals, the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 revised current AD legislation to include 

Title VII to the Tariff Act of 1930, which guides AD policy today.  

Two different government organizations govern the process of determining 

dumping and injury.  Since 1980, Commerce has determined dumping and the U.S. 

International Trade Commission (“USITC”) determined injury.  Domestic producers 

formally initiate AD investigations by simultaneously petitioning both the Commerce 

and USITC to investigate its claim of dumping.16  The investigation then proceeds into 

the preliminary stage; if the USITC and Commerce both “preliminarily” find injury 

and dumping, an estimated tariff is imposed on the products in question and the 

investigation moves into the “final” phase.  In the final phase, Commerce and the 

USITC conduct a comparably more in-depth investigation and affirmative decisions 

from both organizations are necessary for a final dumping duty to be imposed.  

Commerce calculates these duties, and immediately applies them as an ad valorem tax.  

Commerce annually reviews these duties and adjusts them downward when the 
 

16 Under certain circumstances, Commerce itself may initiate an AD investigation.  
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evidence suggests dumping is subsiding.  Alternatively, because of the Uruguay round 

of negotiations, the USITC is required to review every affirmative AD investigation 

every five years until its repeal.17  It is important to note that almost all of Commerce’s 

decision is affirmative while the USITC finds in the affirmative approximately half the 

time. 

 

17 A more detailed review of the U.S. AD investigation process is documented in the 
“Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Handbook,” Twelth Edition, USITC Pub. 3916. 
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