
Anti-Dumping and Global Cartels: Coincidence or
Interdependency?

Arevik Gnutzmann-Mkrtchyan12 and Martin Hoffstadt1

1Institute for Macroeconomics, Leibniz University of Hanover, Germany
2 Center for Economic Studies (CESifo), Munich, Germany

PRELIMINARY AND INCOMPLETE

Abstract

We investigate whether antidumping helps cartels to reinstate collusive outcomes after
a breakdown. Exploring the period after the breakdown of international cartels, we analyse
the use of antidumping protection and its effect on market competition, prices and trade.
Our first contribution lies in empirical examination of the extent to which trade protection
measures have been used to re-establish collusive market outcomes. Second, this work
contributes by assessing how successful antidumping has been at raising prices to the cartel
level following its break-up, both in the market that provides anti-dumping protection and
globally.
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Introduction

Historically, cartels have been known to make use of a number of tools to gain the profits of

successful collusion. Evenett et al. (2001, section 3) provide anecdotal evidence for cartels

that have turned to antidumping laws1 or mergers2 to overcome the difficulties of colluding.

But while there is empirical evidence for increased merger activity following the breakdown

of cartels (Davies et al., 2015), the only empirical study regarding the connection between an-

tidumping and explicit cartel cases is Messerlin (1990), who has provided descriptive evidence

for twin antidumping and cartel cases in the European chemical industry. Nevertheless, a sub-

stantial body of literature has demonstrated that antidumping laws could support anticompetitive

behaviour.

This paper examines the use of antidumping protection by cartels and its impact on global

prices. Making use of explicit cartel data, we assess whether cartel member firms turn to an-

tidumping petitions in order to raise prices after the cartel collapsed. Our article contributes

to the existing literature in three ways. First, we document the extensive use of antidumping

by global cartels resulting in increased world import prices. Second, we construct a combined

dataset of antidumping and cartel cases, identifying 319 product codes3 that are both subject

to at least one antidumping investigation and at least one cartel case. Third, we contribute by

linking the existing antidumping literature to the literature that explores the circumstances that

allow former cartels to reinstate collusion. In particular, we examine the question whether for-

mer cartel members exploit antidumping petitions to reinstate collusion.
1Evenett et al. (2001, p. 1227) provide descriptive evidence of the Citric Acid and the Ferrisilicon cartel cases.

They cite that US firms tried twice to block the entry of Chinese citric acid imports - once during and once after
the conspiracy.

2Studying the first big merger wave that started just after the introduction of the first antitrust laws in the USA in
1890, Bittlingmayer (1985, p. 77) showed that the number of mergers increased significantly after the introduction
of antitrust policies. For a more recent contribution, see also Cosnita-Langlais and Tropeano (2013)

36 digit HS product codes
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Literature Review

Our research question is embedded in a substantial body of literature on the determinants of

cartel success and the use of antidumping policy. At least since 1990, the increasing number

of cases and countries using antidumping legislation have motivated extensive research on the

implications of antidumping laws (Bown, 2008).

The link between antitrust and antidumping legislation dates back to the early 20th century

when a number of Western developed countries began to regulate large cartels and monopolies

(Blonigen and Prusa, 2016, p. 111). Beginning with the Clayton Act of 1914, the United States

prohibited a number of anticompetitive policies. One of these policies was to price low with

the intent of driving competitors out of the market - a strategy nowadays known as predatory

pricing. Only two years later, the same principle was applied towards imports in the first An-

tidumping Act of the United States. According to Viner (1966, p. 242), this step came as a

response to the highly cartelised German industries that were selling excess capacity at low

prices in the U.S. market. However, while the threat of cartels played a key motivation in the

development of antidumping laws, their impact on cartel formation and stabilization has been

unnoticed until the late 1980s (Staiger and Wolak, 1989; Messerlin, 1990; Prusa, 1992).

While the longevity, stability, efficiency and profitability of cartels has been assessed by

scholars and policy-makers for at least 125 years (Connor, 2014a, p. 252), the link between

explicit anticartel and antidumping cases has received little attention in the literature. To the

best of our knowledge, the only empirical contribution that has linked antidumping and anticar-

tel cases is Messerlin (1990, p. 466). For the European Commision’s anticartel cases between
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1980 and 1987, he observed that roughly one quarter of these cases were dealing with products

that were also involved in antidumping investigations. Messerlin (1990, p. 491) finds that the

firms’ benefits of antidumping protection outweighted later antitrust fines, leaving him to ex-

pect the number of antidumping cases to increase in the future. Less than 20 yeras later, this

expectation became a reality (Bown, 2008, p. 257)4.

A number of theoretical models have addressed the question whether cartel member firms

have an incentive to strategically exploit antidumping investigations. Modelling the actual an-

tidumping investigation procedure5, Staiger and Wolak (1989) and Prusa (1992)6 have provided

a theoretical framework for how antidumping petitions can lead to anticompetitive outcomes.

Staiger and Wolak (1989, p. 39) conclude that the filing of an antidumping petition helps to

maintain collusion in periods of low demand, because the foreign competitor would not attempt

to decrease prices due to the threat of antidumping duties. Similarly, Prusa (1992) showed that

domestic firms have an incentive to initiate antidumping petitions in order to align defecting

firms in a private settlement - a process after which the antidumping petition is withdrawn. As

a result, Prusa (1992) proposed that a withdrawn antidumping case could be a signal of a collu-

sive agreement between domestic and foreign industry.

Motivated by the theoretical models of Staiger and Wolak (1989) and Prusa (1992), the

following contributions focused on the empirical assessment of the anticompetitive effects of

antidumping. More specifically, it has been debated whether the withdrawal-mechanism pro-

posed by Prusa (1992) holds as an indicator for tacit collusion. Withdrawn petitions were not

4But in contrast to the 1980s when Australia, Canada, the EU and the USA accounted for 73.1% of antidumping
investigations, Bown observed that since 1995 39.5% of antidumping investigations were initiated by ”new user”
countries, such as Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Peru, Turkey and Venezuela.

5For a model of the EU antidumping investigation, consider (Veugelers and Vandenbussche, 1999).
6See also (Zanardi, 2004) for an extension of the model developed in (Prusa, 1992).
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associated with significant effects on trade in the antidumping investigations in the United States

between 1980 and 1985 (Staiger and Wolak, 1994) and between 1990 and 1997 (Taylor, 2004).

This finding stands in contrast to the results reported by Zanardi (2004), who uses a different

definition of withdrawn cases and does not include cases that were withdrawn because they

were incomplete or did not satisfy legal requirements. For the European Union’s antidumping

cases between 1996 and 2004, Rutkowski (2007) finds that withdrawals were very likely to sig-

nify collusion in the EU. Nevertheless, a key problem in this section of the literature concerns

the fact that evidence of collusion is very difficult to establish, creating a challenge to observe

the unobservable (see Connor, 2014a; Blonigen and Prusa, 2016, p. 128).

A number of empirical studies have assessed whether and how domestic industries benefit

from antidumping protection. Konings and Vandenbussche (2005) demonstrate for more than

4,000 EU producers that eventual antidumping protection had positive and significant effects

on domestic markups. In a later contribution they highlight that antidumping protection had

positive effects on domestic sales of non-exporting firms, while sales and exports of exporting

firms decreased (Konings and Vandenbussche, 2013, p.316). The implications for domestic

market shares have been assessed by Nieberding (1999), who reports that firms receiving pro-

tection did increase their domestic market power, while firms who had their petition rejected

saw a decrease in market power. In contrast, Reynolds (2013) finds that domestic firms in the

U.S. semiconductor and tapered roller industries were not able to increase their market shares

through antidumping protection.
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Data

We construct our dataset by combining the (1) Global Anti-Dumping Database (Bown, 2015)

and the (2) Private International Cartels dataset (Connor, 2014b). The Global Anti-Dumping

Database contains data on all antidumping petitions filed in 33 countries between 1978 and

2015. Moreover, this dataset includes product descriptions and 6-digit HS codes for each an-

tidumping case, as well as information on the domestic firms filing and the foreign firms targeted

by antidumping petitions. In addition, the dataset holds for each petition the date of its initiation

and the day of its revocation, and the type of measure applied.

The Private International Cartels’ dataset contains information on 1,653 overcharge obser-

vations that are classified into three categories: domestic, international and global cartels. For

our initial analysis we focus only on global cartels, as this type refers to international cartels that

fixed prices on two or more continents (Connor, 2014b, p.51). These cartels are most relevant to

our assessment of the global use of anti-dumping petitions, which often involves firms from two

or more continents. As a result, we draw only all 73 global cartels into our initial dataset. How-

ever, the number of cartels that we can finally use for our analysis reduces by observations that

are either in the services sector, as there are no trade services data available (Agnosteva, 2016,

p.15). Also, we drop those cartels that were active before 1990 due to the lack of trade data

available. Our final global cartels’ dataset includes 41 cartels. For these cartels we collected

the corresponding 6 digit product codes by examining each HS vintage of the COMTRADE

database regarding its fit to the activity of the cartel in question. From official documents pro-

vided by antitrust authorities, such as the European Commission, the Canadian Competition

Bureau and the US Department of Justice, we collect information on the firms involved in the

cartels and on the fines received by the cartel participants.
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Estimation Strategy

We use an OLS model to evaluate the impact of antidumping measures in cartel-prone industries

on global prices. The dependent variable is the average annual price of a product at 6-digit HS

classification for the period of 5 years before and 5 years after the initiation of antidumping

investigation. Thus the unit of observation is antidumping-product-year. Time dimension is

normalized around the year when the antidmuping investigation is initiated.

The identification is based on the comparison of the impact of antidumping on global prices

of products that have not been in global cartels with those that have been at some point in a

global cartel. We expect that antidumping, on average, should have no significant impact on

global prices. As antidumping measures are imposed on bilateral basis and affect only firms

from a specific country when they export to the country that imposed the measure then the

impact is likely to be localized. In contrast, antidumping measure for a product that has been

at some point in a global cartel due to sufficiently concentrated market can invoke strategic

behaviour (e.g., collusion) that affects global market prices.

We distinguish two stages of antidumping process: year of initiation of an investigation and

period when the measure is in force (if investigation resulted in measures being imposed). Thus

out baseline regression is:

LnPriceixt = α + βADInitiationixt ∗ CartelProductx + λADInForceixt (1)

+ θADInforceixt ∗ CartelProductix + ηix + δt + εixt,

where ADInitiation is a dummy equal to 1 in the year when the AD investigation i for

product x is initiatiated,ADInForce is a dummy equal to 1 in the years twhen the antidumping
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i against product x is in force, CartelProduct is a dummy equal to 1 if product x has at some

point been in a global cartel, ηit are antidumping case-product fixed effects and δt are year fixed

effects.

Next we interact antidumping cases in cartel-prone products with the information who initi-

ated the investigation and against whom the measures are targeted. For example, an antidump-

ing case initiated in the home country of firms that have at some point been in a cartel could

signify an attempt to establish or maintain collusion. In contrast, an antidumping case by firms

from countries that have not been involved in a cartel could be a consequence of predatory

dumping by cartel members for non-compliance. Alternatively, non-member firms that were

shielded from imports by high cartel prices, could use antidumping protection after the cartel

collapse.

To explore the various channels of impact we interact the initiation of antidumping inves-

tigation in cartel-prone products with the status of complainant and targeted country firms as

cartel members or non-members:

LnPriceixt = α + β1ADInitiationixt ∗MvMix + β2ADInitiationixt ∗MvNMix (2)

+ β3ADInitiationixt ∗ NMvMix + β4ADInitiationixt ∗ NMvNMix

+ λADInForceixt + θADInForceixt ∗ CartelProductix + ηix + δt + εixt

Finally, the motivation behind the antidumping investigation in a cartel-prone product and

its consequences can significantly depend on the timing of the initiation of antidumping inves-

tigation. Specifically, an antidumping investigation before the start of the cartel could be used

to initiate a cartel; an investigation during the cartel activity could be a way to maintain a cartel.

Key to our hypothesis are antidumping investigations initiated after the cartel is collapsed as a

mechanism to reinstate collusion.
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To explore these options we interact the timing of antidumping investigation with the timing

of cartel activity. We identify three relevant possibilities: whether antidumping investigation is

initiated before the cartel was active, during or after its collapse, as shown in the regression

equation below.

LnPriceixt = α + β1ADInit.BeforeCartelixt ∗MvMix + β2ADInit.BeforeCartelixt ∗MvNMix

+ β3ADInit.BeforeCartelixt ∗ NMvMix + β4ADInit.BeforeCartelixt ∗ NMvNMix

+ β...ADInit.DuringCartelixt ∗ ...ix + β12ADInit.AfterCartelixt ∗ NMvNMix

+ λADInForceixt + θADInForceixt ∗ CartelProductix + ηix + δt + εixt

An alternative model interacts the antidumping measures in force in a cartel-prone product

with the cartel membership status of complainant or targeted firms.

Results

The regression output for our baseline specification is displayed in column 1 of Table 1. Our

basic results are as follows: First, an initiation of antidumping investigation in a cartel product

is associated with increase in average world price of about 8% in that year. Second, if antidump-

ing investigation leads to imposition of antidumping duties, this leads to a small but significant

increase of world average price by 1.3% (likely through the direct impact on the local market).

Third, on average, antidumping duties in cartel products do not influence global prices differ-

ently than in non-cartel products.

Given that antidumping duties are a bilateral outcome, our first results motivate us to re-

fine our examination of the relationship between antidumping investigations, global cartels and
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Table 1: Impact of antidumping in cartel products on price, by cartel membership

(1) (2) (3)
LnPrice LnPrice LnPrice

AD Initiation × CartelProduct 0.0789∗∗∗ 0.0766∗∗∗

(0.0263) (0.0268)

AD In Force 0.0129∗ 0.0130∗ 0.0129∗

(0.00675) (0.00675) (0.00675)

AD In Force ×CartelProduct -0.0216 -0.0225
(0.0311) (0.0311)

AD Initiation × MvM 0.134
(0.0889)

AD Initiation × MvNM 0.0554
(0.0682)

AD Initiation × NMvM -0.0689
(0.0644)

AD Initiation × NMvNM 0.101∗∗∗

(0.0311)

AD In Force × MvM -0.246
(0.314)

AD In Force × MvNM 0.171∗∗∗

(0.0375)

AD In Force × NMvM -0.0272
(0.0755)

AD In Force × NMvNM -0.0588
(0.0359)

Observations 127848 127848 127848
AD-Products 13877 13877 13877
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
AD-Products FE Yes Yes Yes
t-statistic in parentheses
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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global prices. More precisely, our data allow us to assess the relation between the initiator

and target of each antidumping case. Hence, we split-up the variable ’CartelProduct’ into four

variables that indicate whether an antidumping case is initiated by or targeted at cartel member

countries. For instance, the variable ’MvM’ is a dummy that switches to 1 if an antidumping

case is initiated by a cartel member country against another cartel member country. Conse-

quently, ’MvNM’ is a dummy that switches to 1 if the antidumping case is initiated by a cartel

member country against a non-member country. In contrast to our baseline specification, col-

umn 2 of Table 1 shows the regression output for this adjusted approach, where we interact

the” inforce-period” with each of the member/non-member dummies. Here we find that prices

increase by as much as 17.1% when antidumping cases are initiated by a cartel member country

against a non-member country. In column 3, we find that antidumping petitions initiated by

non-cartel members against non-cartel members had a higher price (10.1 %) in the year of the

initiation.

Our finding that antidumping cases initiated by cartel member countries against non-member

countries affect global prices is consistent with our main hypothesis of cartel members using

antidumping to raise global prices. Our hypothesis highlights this channel as a way to reinstate

collusion after the collapse of the cartel. To test for this, we distinguish between antidumping

petitions that were initiated before, while or after a cartel has been active. In fact, the identi-

fication of the exact start year of a conspiracy usually relies on the data reported by antitrust

authorities and scholars. In addition, although it is not clear that sanctions imposed by antitrust

authorities do truly mark the end of cartels, the period after the reported cartel collapse has been

studied as a quasi-natural experiment for the assessment of changes in competitive intensity

(Levenstein et al., 2015). Therefore, a considerable section of literature has assessed post-cartel
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effects on prices7 and other market outcomes, such as mergers (Bittlingmayer, 1985; Davies

et al., 2015) and tacit collusion (Chowdhury and Crede, 2015; Crede, 2016).

Table 2 presents the results for a regression where we additionally interact the antidumping

investigation and and antidumping duties in cartel products with the timing of cartel activity.

Thus we distinguish investigations initiated (1) before a cartel start, (2) during a cartel, and (3)

after the cartel collapse. Interaction variables in the regression of Table 2 are presented in table

rather than in one column to facilitate tractability.

7Harrington (2004, p. 519-520) observes that prices decreased only gradually after the breakdown of the
graphite electrodes cartel. At hand of a theoretical model, he argues that the former cartel members had an incentive
to keep prices high at least during the litigation period since the immediate post-cartel price was used to estimate
the damage created by the cartel. Similarly, Ordóñez-de Haro and Torres (2013, p. 246-250) observe a hysteresis
of prices after the breakdown of a cartel in Spanish food markets. For a study on the price effects of the Lysine and
Citric Acid cartels, see Bolotova et al. (2008)
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The results outlined in Table 2 suggest that impact of antidumping on global prices strongly

depends on the timing of antidumping relative to cartel activity period as well as who initiates

the antidumping. First, largest impact is observed in antidumping initiations and duties that

came after the collapse of the cartel and were initiated by countries, home to cartel members,

and targeted against countries, home to other cartel members. Such antidumping cases are

associated with about 50% increase in the world price of affected products. Antidumping cases

by countries home to the cartel members targeted against countries without cartel members

after the cartel collapse also have a strong positive impact on global prices, albeit of smaller

magnitude.

In contrast, antidumping cases filed or in force during the cartel activity overall have a

negative effect on global prices. The intuition behind this result is not straightforward and

requires further investigation.
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