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log export  log export  log quantity log quantity  log price log price
AD 0. 087 ™ 0. 067 ™ 0.075™ 0. 053 0.010 0.011
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.007) (0.007)
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) 0.224™ 0. 199 0. 027 ™
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log export  log export  log quantity log quantity  log price log price
D 0.079™  0.061™  0.068™  0.048™ 0.010 0.011
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.007) (0.007)
. 0. 080 0. 069 ™ 0.013™
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2005
10 05.1
(1 (2) (3) (4 (5) (6
log export  log quantity  log price log export  log quantity log price
AD 0. 089 ™ 0.076™ 0. 009 0. 090 ™ 0.072™  0.016"
(0.022) (0.022) (0.009) (0.024) (0.025) (0.010)
. 0. 080 ™ 0.075™ 0. 008 ™ 0. 089 ™ 0.084™  0.007"
log approxi_lp
(0.009) (0.009) (0.003) (0.010) (0.010) (0.004)
) 0.183™ 0. 166 ™ 0.018™ 0.213™ 0.191™  0.022™
log approxi_empoly
(0.015) (0.015) (0. 006) (0.017) (0.017) (0.006)
0. 005 -0.004 0.015 0. 009 0. 003 0.010
log real_age
(0.024) (0.025) (0.010) (0.025) (0.026) (0.009)
8.361™ 7.116™ 1.253™ 8.202™ 7.0057  1.2117
(0.113) (0.115) (0.044) (0.124) (0.125) (0.046)
652 507 650 549 651 655 529 219 527 391 529 219
R’ 0.745 0. 811 0.939 0.753 0.811 0.938
2000-2006 N
2000-2006
6.9%-9. 1% 5.4% -7. 8%
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The Spillover Effects of US Antidumping Duties against China on Export Products
Long Xiaoning; Fang Feifei; Chandra Piyush

Abstract: Based on productdevel micro-data from firms during the period from 2000 to 2006 we use
the DID technique to explore the effects that US antidumping duties exerted against China in relation to ex—
ports of non—argeted goods by firms that have been affected by US antidumping duties. At first glance it is
noted that antidumping duties led to a significant increase in exports as well as exported quantities of non—
targeted products sold by the affected firms to the United States 1. e. that the US antidumping duties really
caused product spillovers. There is also heterogeneity between types of business ownership as well as be—
tween multi-sectoral and uni-sectoral firms. On the other hand these multi-product firms” exports of these
non-targeted goods to other countries have also been increasing if these countries were the original export
destinations. These results allow us to conclude that one of the most effective ways for firms to minimize the
negative impacts of foreign antidumping duties and stabilize their exports is to maintain the introduction of
new products and the transfer of exports from non-targeted goods.

Key words: antidumping duties multi-product firms firms” exports product spillovers
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