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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Under United States law, domestic firms can petition for protection from foreign competitors
whose exports to the U.S. have been subsidized or dumped, that is,sold inthe U.S. at less than fair
value. Inour 1994 report, Effectsof Unfair Importson Domestic Industries:  U.S. Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Cases, 1980 to 1988, we quantified the effect of dumped and/or subsidized
imports on the revenue of competing domestic industries. The purpose of thisreportisto (i) extend
our earlier analysis to the period 1989 to 1994; (ii) examine the impact of these unfair trade practices
ontheworkers and the consumers of the competing domestic industries; and (iii) examinethe effects
of other sources of injury to these competing domestic industries.

We construct a computable partial equilibrium model to estimate the effect of subsidized
and/or dumped importson competing U.S. industries. We use thismodel to compute what the sales
and output of the domestic industry would havebeen in the absence of the unfair trade practice(s),
and compare this to the actual sales and output of the domestic industry.

There were 132 final antidumping and countervailing duty cases decided by the U.S.
International Trade Commission (USITC) between 1989 and 1994. Four of the cases had no unfairly
traded imports and therefore we could not estimate any harmfrom suchimports. Of the remaining
128 cases thereis sufficient data to estimate injury for 63. For these 63 cases we estimatethat the
unfair trade practice reduced total revenue of the affected U.S. industry by 5 percent or less in 32
cases (51 percent of the 63 cases), between 5 and 10 percent in 10 cases (16percent), between 10
and 20 percent in 14 cases (22 percent), and in excess of 20 percent in seven cases (11 percent).
Thesepercentages aresignificantly higher than those we had earlier found for the period 1980-1988.

Oneof the key variables that influences the magnitude of the adverseeffect of dumping is the
size of thedumping margin, whichmeasuresthe percent by whichthe priceforeignfirms charge U.S.
importers needs to be increased to reach the “fair” price. The average dumping margin increased

from 33 percent in the period 1980-1988 to 68 percent in the period 1989-1994. The dumping
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margins are generaly believed to be biased upward in both periods, and it appears that this is
especidly so in the latter period.

We are able to estimate the employment effects of subsidization and dumping for 41 cases.
In 26 of them the unfair trade practicereduced employment in the aff ected industry by lessthan 100
workers. The four cases with the largest employment reductions have job | osses that range between
500 and 800 workers.

We are able to estimate the effects of unfair trade practices on U.S.consumersin 54 cases.
The total benefit to consumers from unfair trade practices in these 54 casesis at least $2.9 billion
annually (1992 dollars). Benefitsinindividual cases range from $50 thousand to $412 million. There
are 39 cases in whichwe can comparethe gains to consumers with the job losses from unfair trade
practices. The consumer gain per job loss ranges widely — between $27 thousand and $3.6 million.
In four cases the consumer gain per job lost is less than $100 thousand, while in seven cases it
exceeds $1 million.

In 44 of the 63 cases we are aso ale to quantify various causal factors that affected the
performanceof domestic industries. Most of the44 industries experienced someform of difficulty
over the three year period covered in the typical USITC investigation. Of the 44 industries 38 had
declining revenue, 43 had declines in either output or real price, and 25 had declines in both output
and real price. The average (median) decline in revenue was 12.7 percent, the average decline in
output was 2.5 percent, and the average decline in price was 9.1 percent.

There are various reasons for these adverse experiences. We measure the effect of changes
in various economic forces that could injure the domestic industry: (i) a decrease in aggregate
demand, (ii) an increase in demand for foreign made products relative to domestically produced
products, (iii) anincreasein cost of domestic production, (iv) anincreaseinthe supply of fairly traded
imports, and (v) a decrease in the price of unfairly traded imports. Changes in aggregate demand
caused a decline in revenue as wel as a decline in output for 36 industries. Changes in consumer

perceptions of the relative quality of domestic and imported productsadversely affected revenue as



well as output in 29 industries. Changes in aggregate demand was the largest cause of decline in
revenuein 20 industries, and in output in 18industries. Changesin unfair import price wasthe largest
causeof declinein revenue and in output in eight industries. Changes in relative qudity is the largest
cause of decline in revenue in eight industries, and in output in seven industries. Changes in
aggregate demand, unfair import price, and relative quality had the largest adverse effects on
domestic industry revenue and output, as measured by the median over the 44 industries. These
results are robust to changes in the parameters of the model.

On average, the change over time in aggregate demand had a greater adverse effect on
domestic industry than that of the unfair trade practice or that of the other individua demand and
supply relationships. Moreover, in the mgjority of cases (30 of 44) changes in at least one of the
ordinary demand and supply relationships had a greater adverse effect on the competing domestic

industry than the effect of the unfair trade practice.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The remarkable post World War 11 prosperity is attributable in part to the liberalization of
barriers to international trade. Trade liberalization is especially noteworthy becauseit increases the
scope for competition. Domestic firmsthat areinitially sheltered from foreign competitors because
of trade barriers, such as tariffs and quotas, are forced to compete with foreign firms when the
barriers are lowered. The resulting increase in competition lowers prices and improves product
quality; it can also spur efforts to improve production efficiency.! Over the past half century,
comparing the 1950s to the 1990s, per capita U.S. income (real GNP in constant 2000 dollars)
morethan doubled, from $13,250 to $30,600, while theshareof importsin aggregate U.S. income
more than tripled, from 2.9 percent to 9.5 percent.? Comparing the same periods the average ad
valorem tariff rate on U.S. imports declined by more than half, from 5.9 percent to 2.7 percent?
However, other trade barriers have resisted liberalization. Theseinclude nontariff barriers (NTBS)
that apply to particular sectors, such as the import quotas on sugar and textiles. But perhaps the
best known of the NTBs is the barrier consistingof the laws and regulations that restrict so-called
unfairly traded imports, imports that are dumped by foreign firms or subsidized by foreign

governments.*

1 Tradeliberalizationplaysapositive roleinincreasing the level of income (static effect) aswell asincreasingthegrowth rateofincome (dynamic
effect). Thereisan extensive literature for both types of effects. With respect to the static effect see for example the surveys byFeenstra(1992) andthe
USITC (1999). With respect to the dynamic effect see for example Mankiw (1995). Also, the results of arecent empirical study by L awrence (2000)
suggest that total factor productivity ofU.S.industrieswasstimul ated by liberalizati on ofimports. Inaddition,inanempirical study comparing productivity
ofU.S.andforeignfirms Baily and Solow (1991) findthat adomesticindustry isforcedtoimproveits productivity when it is exposed to “ bestpractice”
international competition. They measureinternational competitionwithanindex that reflects(i) imports, (ii) transplantsof foreign plantsinthedomestic
economy, and (iii) head-to-head competition in third markets.

2Ca] culationsbased ondata from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (U.S. Department of Commerce) and the U.S. International TradeCommission.
However, an increase in theratioofimportstoincome (or production) may not beavalid indicator of an increase in the importance of foreign suppliers
inthedomesticmarket. Asemphasized by Steiner (1995), incertainindustries(e.g., consumersgoodsindustriessuchastoys) U.S.firmshaveincreasingly
obtainedtheir physical productsfromforeignmanufacturingpl antsinrecent yearsand someof theseplantsareowned by theU.S. compani esthat purchase
fromthem. Consequently, itispossiblethat therelativeposition of |eading firmsinthedomestic market i sunchanged over timeeven though theincrease
in reported imports would suggest otherwise.

8 Based on datafrom the U.S. International Trade Commission (USITC). Thereported tariff rateisthe weighted average rate for all imports. The
average tariff rate for dutiable importsfell from 12.2 percent in the 1950s to 5.0 percent in the 1990s.

4 It should be noted that there is an alternativeview about theeffectoftradeliberalizationon competition. For example, in hiscompendium onthe
International TradeOrganization,Wilcox(1949,p.105) expressed concernthat thebenefits of reducing tariffs and eliminating quotas might be offset if
international cartels created private barriersto trade. Similar viewshavebeenvoiced subsequently by antitrust scholars,forexampleFox(1994,p.28).
However, asfar aswe are aware there is no systematic empirical evidence to support thisview.



The United States has considerable experience with administering the laws that restrict
unfairly traded imports, laws that are permitted under the GATT/WTO system. The Countervailing
Duty (CVD) law, which applies to subsidized imports, was enacted over a century ago, in 1897;
the Antidumping Duty (AD) law, which applies to lessthan fair value (LTFV) imports, was enacted
in 19215 LTFV means either that (i) foreign firms sall in the U.S. at a price below the price they
charge their home customers (international price discriminationand price dumping) or (ii) foreign
firmssell in the U.S. at a price below cost (cost dumping). Unfairly traded imports aresubject to
specid tariffs (i) if they are found tobe dumped or subsidized and (ji) if such imports are found to
cause “materia injury” to domestic industry making a “like product”.

Somewhat surprisingly, the number of AD and CVD petitions was relatively modest until
1980 when the U.S. Congress reorganized the administration of AD and CVD laws® In addition,
the number of cases was stimulated by changesin the AD and CVD laws that made it easier for
U.S. firms to succeed in having AD or CVD duties imposed on cited imports’

The increasing use of AD and CVD laws in recent years has been studied by economists
with growing alarm.? Indeed, a variety of concerns have beenraised about the AD and CVD laws

and the way they are administered, including: the process lacks adequate transparency? the laws

5 Thereisalso an earlier AD law, enacted in 1916, but it has been rarely used. The 1916 lawwasfoundillegal underthe GATT/WTO systemin
2000 in part because it requires evidence of intent by foreign firmsto injure U.S. firms and provides for such penalties as treble damages and prison
sentences. The GATT/WTO system only requiresan actual effectstest of injury to domestic industry and only allowsfor special tariff rateson unfairly
traded imports. The U.S. has not appeal ed the decision by the WTO panel. WTO (2000).

8| nformation about AD and CVD cases before 1980 is sketchy. However, according to Seavey (1970, p. 65), from the enactment otheAD lawin
1921 through 1967, the vast magjority of the 706 AD cases opened, 89.4 percent, were terminated with afindingofnoinjury. Duringmuchof thistime
theDepartmentofthe Treasury wasresponsiblefor both determiningwhether dumping or subsidy occurred andwhether therewasconsequentinjury to
adomesticindustry. In 1954 responsibility for injury determinationsin AD cases was shifted from the Treasury Department tothe USITC. A more
important changeoccurredin 1980, whenresponsibility for cal culating dumping marginsin AD casesand subsidy marginsin CV D caseswasshifted from
the Treasury Department to the Department of Commerce. Thesemarginsarethespecial tariff ratesthat can beimposed onimportsfoundto besubsidized
or dumped. R. E. Baldwin (1985), p. 117f.

7Asdiscussed by Hansenand Prussa(1996) oneof themost significant changesinU.S. |aw wastheso-called cumul ation requirement enactedin 1984.

Thisrequirementapplieswhenadomesticpetitioner all egesinjury by importsfromtwo or morecountries. Therevisedlaw requiresthat theUSI TC assess
theimpact of cumulative imports from all cited countries as opposed to assessing the impact of imports from each country individually.

8BI onigenand Prusa(2001) provideavaluablesurvey oftheliterature, which hasexpanded considerablyinthepast dozenyears. Two particularly

noteworthy referencesareBoltuck andLitan (1991) and Lawrence (1998) as both are collecti onsof paperson variousaspectsof AD and CVD lawsand
their administration. Inaddition, legal scholarshaveoffered significant contributionstothisliterature, including Cass(in Cassand Boltuck, 1996) and
Palmeter (1991a).

° Palmeter (1991b, p. 89) maintainsthatU.S.AD lawisnot evenasgoodasa“ doglaw.” A doglaw isonewhereapersonisnotified that acertain

actisillegal after doing the act: adog is broken of abadhabit by beatinghimafterhecommitstheact. (A ccordingthePal meter thelabel “doglaw” was
used by Jeremy Bentham to characterize English common law.)
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areused excessively'? or capriciously;' thereis asystematic bias against exporters;* the laws have
become captured by domestic interests and their enforcement made apart of corporate strategy;*
they are used to harass foreign exporters;* and they lead to even more stringent restrictions on
imports such as voluntary export restraints (VERS)."® But perhaps the most serious concern isthat
the AD and CVD duties imposed on unfairly traded imports are significantly biased upward® In
short the AD and CVD laws are viewed as being overly protectionist.

Notwithstanding theseconcerns thereare severa reasonswhy the import restrictions under
the AD and CVD laws have resisted the genera post WWII movement to liberalize trade. These
reasons arein addition to general sentimentsin favor of sheltering domestic firmsandworkersfrom
foreign competition and a general view that either increased imports or low-priced imports arein
some senseunfair.’’” Oneisthe belief that the AD and CVD laws provide a safety valve for specia
interest groups who would otherwise work to undermine or defeat broad liberdization efforts.’®
However, the AD and CVD laws are not the only aternative for such a safety valve: in a genera
sense the escape clause provision of U.S. trade law is aso available to serve thisrole.  Although

therearesignificant differences in the statutory frameworks of the fair (escape clause) and unfair

10 Finger (1993), p. viii.
11
Krueger (1999), p. 912.

12Scherer(1998,p. 201f.) notes the similarity between the Robinson-Patman Act and the AD law: both areconcernedwith pricediscrimination.
However, hebelievesthat enforcementofthe RP Act hasdeclinedinresponseto criticismofschol arsand theincreasi ng useof cost-benefitanal ysisinthe
antitrust agencies. However, enforcement of the AD law has not declined. See Destler (1995, p. 242f.) for an descriptionofhow theambiguitiesinthe
Uruguay Round Agreement were implemented in domestic legislation in favor of domestic industries prone to use the AD/CVD laws.

13 Hindley and Messerlin (1996), p. 42f.

14 Bhagwati (1988), p. 48.

15 Rosendorff (1996). However, VERs were banned in 1995 consequent to the Uruguay Round.

16 Boltuck and Litan (1991), Cass and Boltuck (1996), pp. 365-8, Horlick (1989), and Palmeter (1991b).

17 Thesesentimentsfluctuateovertimeandin partare related to the business cycle. For example, Leidy (1997) found that the number of AD/CVD

petitionsfiledovertheperiod 1980to 1995was significantly related to the state of the U.S. macroeconomicactivity (i.e., rateofunemploymentandrate
of capacity utilization).

18 Cassand Boltuck (1996), p. 404; Finger, Ng, and Wangchuk (2000); Sykes (1998), p. 37f.
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(AD/CVD) trade laws, commentators such as Jackson (1989, p. 217) have noted an increased
blurring of the distinction between fair and unfair trade owing to disagreement about what
constitutes unfair trade. Moreover, it haslong been known that there are fundamental similarities
in the way several administrators approach decision-makinginfar and unfair import cases, and that
for them AD/CVD cases are essentially a “weak” escape clause case®

A second reason emphasizes the harm attributed to unfairly traded imports by various
domedtic interests. Itishardly remarkablethat someone somewhereinthe U.S. economy will suffer
in some way from unfairly traded imports —a loss of sales, aloss of income, perhaps a loss of
employment. Many people — not just those directly affected - believe that this harm is inequitable
and unjust: it is atype of competition that is not to betolerated, particularly since foreign firms or
governments are responsible. However, once again the AD andCVD laws are not the only policy
option to alleviate domestic harm from imports; the escape clause might also be used instead®

A third reason is the belief that foreign export firms benefit from arrangements/policies of
their respective governments and set an export price to the United States that reflects either price
discriminationor salingbelow cost of production. True price discrimination and pricing bel ow cost
may be deemed unfair in some sense. However, it is not clear from the evidence in actua AD
investigations conducted by the DOC that many foreign firms actually price in either of these two
ways. For example, arecent study by Lindsey (1999) carefully examines the methodologies used
by DOC in AD cases between 1995 and 1998. He finds that there were only four instances out of
94 wheretheforeign firm operated in amarket economy and set alower priceon U.S. exportsthan

the price charged to the home market® Somewhat more frequently, in 20 instances, he reported

19 Kaplan (1991). Moreover, some industries, notably steel, have used both the EC and AD/CV D laws to attempt to restrict imports.

20 However, it may bemoredifficultforadomesticindustry to obtainreliefin escapeclausecaseversusanunfairimport practicescase. Thestatutory
standardforinjury to domestic industry in escape clause cases— “seriousinjury” — isgenerally regarded as more stringentthanthat inunfairimport
practice cases -- “material injury”. See for example Jackson (1989), p. 236.

2L Thisinvolved the methodol ogy of exclusively comparing prices to prices — prices to theU.S. marketand pricesto homemarket — and was not
affectedby any adjustments for below cost sales on exports. Below costsal esaremoreproblematicbecauseofthedifficulty of specifyingand measuring
averagecost. Asnoted subsequently, DOC cal cul atesa“ constructed value” tomeasurecost. Finally, thenumbersreportedinthetext only refertodumping
cases involving market economies because of the possible arbitrariness of prices (and costs) in non-market economies.
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pricing below cost. However, this “cost”, which is officialy designated “constructed value’, is
calculated by DOC and generally expected to overstate the true cost to produce a particular
product.? It istherefore very likdy that true price discrimination and pricing below cost are the
exceptions rather than the rule in AD investigations.

A fourth reason is the bdief that AD and CVD laws are in the long run interests of the
overall economy and U.S. consumers. The economic rationale for such a beief must somehow
overcome the notion that all that mattersis that cheaper imports now are better for consumers and
the economy as awhole. Here we must distinguish between the AD law and the CVD law. The
CVD law isdirected against foreign governments who subsidize exports or exporting industries.
But absent some basis for believing that foreign government will subsequently raise export price,
to make it higher than it would otherwise be absent the subsidy, there is little justification for
believing there will be consumer or economy-wide harm in the importing country from the
subsidized exports®

In contrast to the CVD law there is an explicit economic rationale for the AD law. As
Willig (1998) explains predatory dumping and strategic dumping can cause long term harm to the
country’ s consumers and to the country generaly. Sincebothinvolve actionsby aforeign firm or
foreign firms that enhance their market power thereis, of course, an overlap of interest between
AD law and antitrust law.?

Predatory and strategic dumping differ in the following ways. The distinctive feature of
predation is that the foreign firm pursues actions that drive out or severely weaken domestic rivals,

e.g., set export price below (marginal) cost. If successful the foreign predator becomes the

2The upward biasin constructed value has long been recognized by economists. Seefor example, Litan and Boltuck (1991).

2 Snape(1991) arguesthat theprincipal economicproblemwith subsidiesistheimportrestraintsthat accompany them. Thechallengeisthatif the

importrestrai ntsareremovedtheconsequencewoul d beenormousburden on the Government budget (in maintainingthesubsidies). Also, Hufbauer and
Shelton-Erb (1984, p. 8) argue that there isamultilateral rationale for CVD laws. However, no formal framework is provided to analyze the issue.

24I nadditioneconomistshaveconstructed modelsinwhichthethreat of AD enforcementispro-competitive in the importing country. Forexample,
Reitzes(1993) usesastrategictwo-periodduopol y model under both Cournot and Bertrand conjectures. Reitzes' paper isnoteworthy becauseit constructs

atwo period model that all owshimto capturesome ofthe principal features of the U.S. regulatory approach inwhich AD dutiesarebased on past period
pricing. However, asfar aswe are aware there are no systematic empirical studies of thisissue.
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monopoly or dominant supplier to the domestic market and is able to set price high enough to
recoup earlier losses. The distinctive feature of strategic dumping is the collaboration between
foreign country government and native companies that enjoy economies of scale. The foreign
country government raises import barriers (e.g., tariffs or quotas) to protect its own firms.
Assuming the foreign market is large enough thenforeignfirmswill have sufficiently higher outputs
and gain a cost advantage over domestic rivals as a result of (assumed) scale economies.
Economists are typically skeptical about alegations of predatory pricing because the
requirements for successful predation are severe.® This skepticism carries over to international
predation.?® However, until recently there was little systematic empirical evidence about
international predation and its relationship to dumping.? An important contribution that helps
redress this problem is the study by Willig and hiscollaborators (in Lawrence, 1998). This study
provides an empirical assessment of the likdy prevalence of predation and strategic dumping in
major importing countries. The countries covered are Canada, the EuropeanCommunity, and the
United States; thesectors studied areéelectronic products and semiconductors.?® In her examination

of U.S. antidumping investigations during the 1980s Shin (1998) finds that at most 10 percent of

2 A classicreferencefor predatory pricing isthe Standard Oil company’ s actionsin the late nineteenth century. For many yearsafterthe Standard
Oil antitrustdecisionin 1911itwasbelievedthat the Standard Oil company achieveditscommanding positionintheoil refining businessby buyingup
rival safterit had weakenedthemby acampaignofpredatory pricecutting. However, McGee' s(1958) examination of therecord of thecasedid not support
thepredationfinding. However, McGeebelieved that Standard Oil had significant monopoly power but did not satisfactorily explainthesourceof this
power; theprincipal challengefor suchanexplanationisthat barriers toentryinto petroleunrefiningwereapparently very low). Morerecently, Granitz
andKein(1996) overcomethisproblemby arguingthat Standard’ smonopoly power arosefrontheroleit playedin policingacol lusivearrangementby
railroadsin transporting crude oil and kerosene. Because of its size (eventually with 90 percent of the refining capacity) Standard would be able to
substantially control petrol eumshipmentsforthethreecolludingrailroads. Asrewardfor itspolicing efforts Standard wasgivenfavorabl etransport rates,
rateswhichdisadvantageditsrivals(“raisingrival scosts”) and encouragedthemto sell out to Standard. For historical background onRockefeller’ sand
(Sltgg%e\rd sactivitiesduringthe1870sseeChernow (1999), chapters6 and 8. For elaborationon“raisingrivalscosts” strategiessee Salopand Scheffman

% The principal case of allegedinternational predationinvolved Japanese companies exporting color TVsto the United States. Elzinga (1999)

explainsthat predati onwasnot reasonabl ebehavi or by Japanesecompanies. Itwasunlikely they would havebeen abl etorecoup thel ossesincurred during
the period of predation. TheU.S. Supreme Courtfoundagainst predation. Matsushita Electric Industrial Corp. Ltd., etal.v. Zenith Radio Corp. etal.,
475U.S. 574 (1986).

2 Therearevarioussuggestionsthat predationgenerallyisnot appropriately characterizedasirrational behavior,asM cGee(1958) and othershave
suggested. For example, extending theasymmetricinformation gametheoretic framework of Milgrom and Roberts(1982), Bolton et. al (2000) arguethat
predation can besuccessful and aperfectly rational business policy. However, although particular examples of aggressive business behavior may be
suggjestie\llfeofpredali onthekey issue, asemphasizedby Spector (2001),isthatto qualify aspredatory the behavior needs to be harmful forconsumer and
social welfare.

2 The country study of Canadawas done by Dutz (1998), the United States by Shin (1998), and the European Community by Bourgeois and
Messerlin (1998); the sector study of electronic products was by Messerlin and Naguchi (1988) and semiconductors by Irwin (1998).
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them were likdy to involve predatory dumping® She did not, however, have sufficient data to
complete her study of al cases. If she had been able to do so the reported likelihood of predation
would have been even smaller®* The overall results of the studies by Willig and his collaborators
suggest that predatory dumping and strategic dumping are relatively rare®

Our previous report, Morkre and Kdly (1994), also provides information relevant to
predatory dumping. We found that at |east 85 percent of the AD investigations from 1980 to 1988
involved injury to domestic industry that was lessthan 10 percent. We measured injury by percent
loss of domestic industry revenue. Although some domestic competitors may have suffered
significant harm from dumping it is unlikely that domestic competition wasmuch affected, and if
domestic competition was not significantly affected by dumped imports then the dumping could not
be predatory.

This evidence suggests that dumped imports are not generally anticompetitive. However,
regardless of the appropriate default position for AD investigations the more important issueis that
there is a precise coincidence of interest between AD and antitrust with respect to the economic
foundation of the AD law. AD laws are not necessary to addresspredatory dumping: the antitrust
laws can be used instead.®

Whichever of these four reasons — safety valve, inequitable injury, truly unfair pricing,
anticompetitive — is believed to provide the strongest defense for the AD and CVD lawsis an open

guestion. However, available evidence suggests that the perception that there is an economic

2 Shin (1998, pp. 85, 94) found that of 451 investigations completed bytheUSITCin the 1980s at most 39 would have involved predatory or
strategic dumping.

%0 Shinappliedaseriesofincreasingly moredemanding (in terms of data requirements) screensor criteriato actual dumpinginvestigationsinorder
toeliminatethoseunlikely toinvolvepredation. For example, onescreenistodel etecaseswheretherearemany foreignfirmsengagedindumpingbecause
ofthelikelihood of coordination/collusion (necessary for predation) islower whentherearemany foreignfirms. For similar reasons, another screen del eted
investigations where dumped firms were in several countries.

Sl oreover, unlesspredatory or strategicdumpingisinvolveditisnot necessary to consider separately thequestionsof whether international price
discrimination dumping or foreign underselling harm consumers and the economy generally. Note that the general view of economists on price
discrimination (e.g., Kleinin FTC(2001,p.81), Varian (1989)) isthat it is pervasive but does not generally signify competitive problems. Similarly,
underselling by foreign firmsisal sopervasivein AD and CVD casesand,asexplained by Suomela(1993,pp.60-68), thereareseveral reasonsto bewary
ofcomparingpricesofdomesticandimported productsinactual AD and CVD investigations(e.g.,quality differences, non-physical differencesbetween
products, list versus transaction prices and spot versus contract prices).

32 Thisisdemonstrated by theprosecutionof23international cartel sinthe1990sby the Department of Justice. Seelnternational Competition Policy
Advisory Committee (2000), chapter 4, and Evenett et al. (2001).
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foundation for the AD law may be misplaced. In addition, recent developments point to a
reorientation in the relationship between AD and antitrust. Instead of AD laws being required to
address competitive problems it is possible that the existence of such laws lead to antitrust
problems.

Thereis agrowing recognition that domestic firmsmay usethe AD law to create or support
cartels or collusive arrangements. Economistshave long conjectured that AD laws might facilitate
collusion. Oneof the earliest efforts to provide aformal analysisis by Staiger and Wolak (1989).
However, with but few exceptions the link between collusion and AD laws has been well
concealed.® Recently evidence has been uncovered about cartels spawned by U.S. AD law.
Perhaps the clearest caseinvolves ferrosilicon. Asreviewed by Pierce (2000), domestic producers
of ferrosilicon used the AD law to attempt to protect a cartel involving firms in the United States
and Europe. Another case involves musical instruments. Taylor (2001) cites an Italian maker of
musical instruments who alleged that its U.S. competitor threatened AD action unless it agreed to
acollusive arrangement. In addition to supporting domestic cartels U.S. AD law may create or
support foreign cartels. Perhaps the most important case is that of semiconductors. According
to Flamm (1996, p. 149f.) Japaneseproducers werejawboned in early 1982 by U.S. trade officials
to boost prices on their 64K DRAM exports to the United States. This apparently led to the
formation or strengthening of a cartel in Japan, one that was supported by MITI, that cut U.S.
exportsand raised prices.* Another case of thistype involves thermal fax paper. A U.S. District
Court recently found that a Japaneseproducer directed its U.S. subsidiary to coordinate with other

U.S. producers to threaten to file an AD petition against Japanese exporters® This would

33 since our focus here s with the effects of U.S. AD law we have not explored the effects of the AD laws of foreign countries. However, itis
important to note that there is asignificant study byM esserlin(1990) about theanticompetitiveconsequencesoftheEC AD law. Messerlin presents
evidenceshowingthatfirmsin the EC used the AD law to support domestic cartelsintheearly 1980s. Thecasesinvolvethechemical industry, which
has been one of the major users of the EC AD law.

3 Thisledtoan investigation by the U.S. Justice Department about Japanese cartel behavior. Flamm(1996,p.151) concludesthat®...thewhole

sequence of events|eft the Japanese somewhat confused.” The DOJinvestigation apparently closed withinayear. Thechallengeof JapanessDRAMs
intheU.S. market ultimately led to the Semiconductor Trade Arrangement with Japan in 1986, which wasinpartanelaboratetypeofvol untary export
restraint (VER). Flamm (1996, chap. 4); Irwin (1998).

35 United Statesv. Nippon Paper Indus., 62 F. Supp. 2d 173, 180 (D. Mass. 1999), esp. fn. 12,
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encourage Japanese firms to get together to form a cartel.* In sum, even though the evidenceto
date is relatively modest it does not appear inappropriate to suggest that anticompetitive abuses of
AD laws may be a problem that warrants increased attention®

The filing of AD or CVD complaints could be viewed as anticompetitive actions through
governmental processes.® While such actions can be quite effective at limiting or even blocking
foreign rivals in the domestic market, such activity is typicaly not actionable under the antitrust
laws because, absent evidenceof abuse, itisprotected by the first amendment guarantee of theright
to petition the government.* One possible example of this behavior is acase involving aluminum
rod from Venezuda.® A U.S. firm, Southwire, filed AD and CVD petitions against its former Joint
Venture partner, Sural, and other Venezuela exportersin July 1987. The USITC majority found
that domestic industry was threatened with injury and votedto imposeAD duties in August 1988.
The case was appealed to the reviewing courts. Thus began a legal saga lasting six and one-half
years, until February 1995, during whichtime Venezuelan exporters faced supernumerary taxes in
the form of an AD duty of 5.8 percent. Eventualy the Court of International Trade rejected the

injury claim of the domestic petitioner and ordered the AD to be revoked. The Court concluded
that:

“Itis plain from thefacts of this case that Southwire has brought this petition not

to protect its own operation from injury ... but to erect barriers to potentia

36 Another recent court caseconcernsaworl d-wi deprice-fixingcartel inrubber threadinvol ving producersinMal aysia, Indonesia, and Thail and that
beganinDecember1991. Inthiscase Malaysian producersinitiated effortsto form acartel after an AD investigation wasopened. The AD petitionwas
filed on August 19, 1991. Dee-K Enterprises, Incv. Heveafil Sdn et al, USCA4, July 30, 2002.

37 nother recent cases, involving for example citric acid and vitamins, the rel ationship between cartelization and antidumping islessclear. See
Evenettetal .(2001). Thepossibility that multinational firms basedintheU Sandthe EC cooperatein usi ng antidumpinglawsagainst smallerrivalshas
alsobeenexploredby Maur (1998). Maur mentionsasapossibleexamplethesuccessive AD filingsin 1991 inthe EU and thenthreemonthslater inthe
U Sby thesame threemultinational firms (Dupont,Hoechst,and | Cl) agai nst K orean exportersof PET film. M aur al so citespossi blecooperation between
the sole US producer of potassi umpermanganate(Carus) and the sol e European producer (A sturquimica) wherethel atter filed an AD petition against a
Chinesecompetitor; theall eged cooperationtook the form of Carus agreeing to act assurrogatefirmfor Chineseproducers. AccordingtoMaur, firmsare
normally reluctant to serve as surrogates for reasons of confidentiality.

38For example, Bork (1978, chap. 18) hascharacterized such behavior as* predation through governmental processes”. Inthesituationat handthe
possible consequence is agovernmental action toimposein special tax onrivals, in effect aform of “raising rivals costs”.

® Thekey casesin this area areEasternRailroad PresidentsConferencev.Noerr,365U.S.127 (1961) and United MineWor ker sv. Pennington,
381U.S. 657 (1965).

40 See the USITC reportCertain Electrical Conductor Aluminum Redraw Rod from Venezuela, Pub. 2103, August 1988.

Page 9



competitors as established companies leave the industry.™

Finaly, ageneral concern about the useof AD and CVD in recent years led to an agreement
among Trade Ministers at the 2001 WTO Minigteria at Doha to put them on the agenda for the
next round of multilateral trade negotiations.” Further information about the effects of AD and

CVD investigations can help inform the forthcoming negotiations®

4a Suramericav. U.S, 818 F. Supp. 348 at 366 (CIT 1993). The USITC and Southwire appeal of the CIT decision to the CAFC wasdenied in
February 1995 (60 FR 20478).

42 \World Trade Organization (2001).

By oreover, there have been several proposalsin recent yearsto either repeal AD altogether (McGee, 1993) or to reformiit, in part drawing on
competition policy precepts (Hoekman and Mavroidis, 1996, Lipstein, 2000, and Messerlin, 1994).
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The foregoing perspectives suggest that thereis a menu of issues and questions about AD
and CVD laws and procedures that can beaddressedin further empirical efforts. However, our aim
in the present study is relatively limited. In our previous report, Morkre and Kelly (1994), we
provided estimates of the magnitude of injury to domestic industries caused by dumped and
subsidized imports during the nine year period 1980 to 1988. The present study extends this work
inthreeways. First, six additional years of cases areinvestigated, covering 1989 to 1994. Second,
wenow alsoestimate the effects of unfairly traded imports on consumers and workers. Third, the
effects of unfairly traded imports on domestic industry are comparedwith the effects of changes
in demand and supply. It isnot surprising that in virtualy every AD and CVD invegtigation one
can find several factors, in addition to unfairly traded imports, that are causing problems for
domestic producersand workers. What we attempt to do here is to quantify themagnitude of the
adverseeffects of some of these factorsand then comparethem with the magnitude of the adverse

effect of unfairly traded imports.
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CHAPTER 2
BACKGROUND ON U.S. ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTY CASES

This chapter reviews antidumping (AD) and countervailing duty (CVD) actions taken by
the United States during the period 1980 to 1994. Characteristics of AD and CVD cases decided

during this period are also discussed.

A. THE PRACTICES OF DUMPING AND SUBSIDIZATION OF IMPORTS

Under U.S. law dumping occurs when a foreign firm charges a price for exports to the
United States that is less than fair value (LTFV).* The law defines fair value as either: (1) the
priceforeign firmscharge in their homemarket or, if such sales areinsignificant, the pricecharged
on exports to a third country ("price discrimination"), or (2) calculated unit cost of foreign
producers ("constructed value").”® If imports are found to be dumped and are also found to injure
adomestic industry, then aremedial AD duty is imposed on the unfair imports. Thisduty is based
on the dumping margin calculated for the case. The dumping margin is the percentage by which
fair value exceeds price charged for exports to the United States:*

Under U.S. law, subsidization of imports results from the practice of foreign governments
in providing certain grants or bounties to their producers* If imports are found to be subsidized,
and alsofound to injureadomestic industry, then aremedial CVD isimposed on the unfair imports.

This duty is based onthe subsidy margin for the case, whichisthe net benefit conferred by foreign

419 U.S.C., sec. 1673 ("Imposition of antidumping duties").
4519U.5.C., sec. 1677b ("Foreign market value").

6 The methods used to calculate dumping margins and determine U.S. price and foreign value fortheperiodrelevantinthisstudy areexplainedin

U.S. Department of Commerce, Import Administration, I nternational TradeAdministration,AntidumpingManual, September 1992. Severa paperscritical
of Commerce Department methods and procedures are found in Boltuck and Litan (1991). See also USITC (1995¢chap.2)for adiscussion of changes
resulting from the Uruguay Round Agreement.

4719U.s.C., sec. 1671.
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government to its producers expressed as a percent of the value of domestic production or value

of exports.®

B. ADMINISTRATION OF ANTIDUMPING AND
COUNTERVAILING DUTY LAWS

In the United States AD and CVD investigations are divided into two parts and involve two
agencies. The International Trade Administration (ITA) of the Department of Commerce
determines whether dumping or subsidization has occurred and if so calculates the dumping or
subsidy margins. The U.S. International Trade Commission (USITC) determines whether a
domestic industry is materially injured by reason of dumped or subsidizedimports. Both agencies
make a preliminary and (if necessary) afinal determination. Theinvestigationsare subject to astrict
statutory timetable.

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 give theresults of AD and CVD investigations conducted by the United
States between 1980 and 1994. (Note that all tables and diagrams are at the end of thisstudy.) The
unit of observation for these tables is a country-product pair potentially subject to AD or
countervailing duties* The outcomes listed in the order in which they can occur during an
investigation, except for (5), which can occur at any time, are:

(2) at the conclusion of its preliminary phase injury investigation, the USITC

makes a negative injury determination (Preliminary USITC Negative);

(2) at the conclusion of its final phase margin investigation, ITA determines that

the dumping or subsidy margin isde minimis i.e., less than 0.5 percent (Fina

48Forproducti onsubsidiesthesubsidy marginistheratioof net benefitstoval ueof domestic productionwhilefor export subsidiesthesubsidy margin
isthe ratioofnet benefitsto valueofexports. The methods and procedures used to cal culate the subsidy margin arediscussed in Holmer, Haggerty, and
Hunter (1984), pp. 301to561. Also see Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration, "Countervailing Duties: Notice of Proposed
Rulemakingand Request for Public Comments," Federal Register, 19 CRF Part 355 (May 31,1989), pp.23366t023386. Seeal soUSI TC (1995, chap.
2) for adiscussion of changes resulting from the Uruguay Round Agreement.

“Thisdiffersfrom reporting conventions adopted by the USITC and ITA. For example, the USITCdistingui shesbetween AD and CVD casesand
thenassignsaspecificinvestigationnumberto eachcountry and product group. However, for afew product groups there may be two (or more) distinct
products. The outcomes for each distinct product may differ. Under our definition oftheunit ofobservationitispossibletoreportthefull detail for all
the different possible outcomes.
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ITA Negative);®

(3) at the conclusion of its final phase injury investigation, the USITC makes a
negative injury determination (Final USITC Negative);

(4) at the conclusion of its final phase injury investigation, the USITC makes an
afirmative injury determination (Final USITC Affirmative);

(5) investigations may be concluded if the petition is withdrawn, suspended, or

terminated (Other).

Findly, during 1980-1994 thereweretwiceas many AD decisions as CVD decisions— 723
versus 368. The number of CVD decisions has declined over the period. However, thereis no

apparent trend in the number of AD decisions.

C. CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED CASES, 1989-1994

In Morkreand Kdly (1994) we gave estimates of injury to domestic industry from unfairly
traded imports for 1980-1988 and we now turn to some empirical issues relevant to similar
estimates for 1989-1994. The estimates themselves appear in the next chapter. The unit of
observation for the injury estimates is a "case", which is defined in terms of a final USITC
determination.® These determinations identify the relevant product and (cumulationof) countries
that supply the unfairly traded imports.

It is possible to calculate injury estimates for 63 of the 132 final AD and CVD cases decided
by the USITC between 1989 and 1994 (see Table 2.3).%2 In addition, there are four cases where

there are no unfair imports and therefore noinjury. For the remaining 65 cases the data needed to

50 Beginning in 1995, as called for under the Uruguay Round, the U.S. increased thede minimismargin to 2 percent.
51 See the Appendix where the term “case” as used in this study is defined.

52 \We cover all final cases decided by the USITC, both affirmative and negative determinations.
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calculate injury are confidential. Unfortunately this excludes several interesting cases®®

Based on our earlier study of cases decided during 1980-1988 we generally expect that the
magnitude of the injury caused by unfair importswill be positively related to the U.S. market share
of unfair imports and to the margin of dumping or subsidy. The 63 cases we examine in 1989-1994
are noteworthy because the vast majority of them have relatively large unfair import shares and
margins. There are only seven cases where the market share of unfair imports is less than 5
percent.>* There are only five cases (but only four additiona cases) wherethe dumping or subsidy
marginislessthan 5 percent. Wetherefore suspect that the magnitude of injury from unfair imports
will be moderately high.

As was truefor our earlier study an interesting featureabout 1989-1994 AD and CVD cases
is their diversity. They cover a wide assortment of products. Most are well established or
technologically unsophisticated (cement, headwear, lumber, pork). Only afew arereatively new
or sophisticated (consoles and transducers for digital readouts, telephone systems).

The cases vary considerably in terms of market size whether measured by domestic
consumption or by employment of the domestic industry. For half of them (29 of 56) annual
apparent domestic consumption is between $100 million and $1 hillion® Therest are amost evenly

divided: 16 are above this range and 11 are below it. The biggest cases are:

53 One such caseisthe 1991 action against Japan for allegedly dumping flatpanel displays.Thiscaserai sesanumber ofissues. Onerel atestothe
fact that flat panel displays enterascomponentsinto lap top computers. If lap top assembly operations are highly mobile internationally the effect of
issuanceofan AD order on flat panel displayswill be to encourage |ap topassemblersto shift operationsoffshore. Inthiscasetheeffect of theAD order
ondomestic producers of flat panel displays and on consumers of lap tops may be very small. Incontrast,iflaptop assembly operationsarenot mobile
internationally,then AD dutiesonflat panel displayswill bepassed onintheformofhi gher component pricespaidby domesticlaptopassemblers. Given
thatlaptopsare imported, domestic lap top assemblers are disadvantaged by the ADduti esand may subsequently seek relieffromcompetitiveimports.
The consequenceisthat AD duties applied to(upstream) component productsmay subsequently lead to AD duties involving (downstream) finished

roducts.
P SeeHart (1993) for background on the flat panel display AD case. Hart notesthat domestic assembl ersof | aptop computersannouncedthey
were moving offshore after the final affirmative vote by the USITC on flat panel displays. .

Feinbergand K aplan (1993) foranempirical test ofthepropositionthat AD or CVD dutieson upstream productssubsequently leadtoAD
or CVD dutiesondownstreamproducts. Feinberg and K aplan examine casesinvolving chemical s/plastics and metals products and find atendency for
upstream cases to precede downstream cases,for upstreamprotectionto spread downstream. However, thisevidenceal so suggeststhat thedownstream
industries considered are not highly mobileinternationally.

54However, thereareninecaseswhereweonly havetotal imports. Also, there are four summary cases listed in Table 2.3 that give overall results
forthemainproductsinvolvedinthemassivesteel investigationsof1993. They are 26641(N), 26642(N), 26643(N) and 26644(N), where“N" denotes
that it is not acaseasthat termisdefined in this study. Seethe Appendix for the definition of casein thisstudy. Each summary case involves a steel
product and cumulatesall the countries alleged to bethesourceofunfairimports. TheUSI TCdecidedthat several countrieswereindividually toosmall
tohaveasignificant effecton domesticindustry. They weretreatedindividually under thenegligibility exceptiontocumulation, 19U.S.C. 1677(7)(V)(v),
which became part of U.S. law in 1988.

%5 There are dataon apparent domestic consumption for only 56 of the 63 casesin Table 2.3.
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. $10.3 hillion, subsidized softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300);
. $11.3 hillion, dumped and subsidized cold-rolled steel from Japan and other

countries (case 26642(N));
. $14.5 hillion, dumped and subsidized hot-rolled steel from Canada and other

countries (case 26641(N)).

With respect to number of employees, the majority of cases (35 of 57) havebetween 500

and 5,000 workers.® The cases with the fewest workers are:
. 59 workers, dumped sparklers from China (case 23870);
. 61 workers, dumped martial arts uniforms from Taiwan (case 22160);

. 91 workers, dumped antimony from China (case 24970).

On the other hand, there are five cases where employment exceeds 10,000 workers:

. 11,681 workers, dumped and subsidized ball bearings from Japan andothers (case
21851);

. 12,254 workers, dumped and subsidized cold-rolled flat steel from Japan and others
(case 26642(N));

. 13,681 workers, subsidized pork from Canada (case 22180);

. 16,177 workers, dumped and subsidized hot-rolled steel from Japan and others
(case 26641(N));

. 27,492 workers, subsidized softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300).

56 Employment data are available for only 57 cases.
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D. CONCLUSIONS

Between 1980 and 1994 AD and CVD actions averaged 48 and 25 per year respectively.
While the rate of AD investigations moved irregularly over time CVD investigations trended
downward.

Fina AD and CVD cases decided between 1989 and 1994 are likely to involve greater
effectsfrom unfairly traded imports than corresponding cases decided between1980and 1988. The
principal reason is that dumping and subsidy margins and domestic market shares of unfair imports
have increased over time. Thisis examined further in the next chapter.

Findly, the 1989-1994 cases reveal a substantial diversity in terms of the types of products
involved (e.g., hightech versus standardized) and in terms of the sizes of the relevant markets and

domestic industries. In this respect these cases are similar to the 1980-1988 cases.
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CHAPTER 3

EFFECTS OF UNFAIRLY TRADED IMPORTS ON
DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES, CONSUMERS, AND WORKERS

This chapter provides detailed estimates of the effects of dumped and subsidized imports
in the United States over the six-year period 1989 to 1994. We consider the effect of such imports
on (i) the domestic industries most directly affected by the imports, (ii) the workers employed in
these industries, and (iii) the U.S. consumers who purchase unfair imports and related domestic
products. The principa source of information about unfair importsisthe USITC, specifically the
reports it prepares for dl fina stage antidumping (AD) and countervailing duty (CVD)
investigations. Estimates are provided for all final determinations to the extent that available data
dlow. The chapter is divided into three parts. The first discusses methodology; the second
presents the estimates; the third explains why our estimates tend to overstate the injury suffered by

domestic industry.

A. METHODOLOGY

General Approach

The methodology used in this report is essentially the same as in Morkre and Kelly (1994),
whichgives adetailed treatment. We therefore only discuss the principal features of our approach
here.?

I solating the effects of unfair imports In order to properly gaugetheimpact of unfair
imports on domestic industries itisnecessary toisolatetheir influencefrom the host of other factors
that affect producers. Inaddition to international factors, U.S. industries may be adversely affected
by purely domestic factors, including sectoral as well as general downturns in business activity,

increases in the prices of importantinputs(suchas labor), and the devel opment of new technologies

57 For some extensions see Kell y and Morkre (1998).
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and products that threaten older processes and products. Furthermore, unfair importsis only one
of severa international factors that may harm domestic producers. If the U.S. dollar appreciates
in foreign exchange markets, if thereis ashift in comparative advantage, then importswill increase
and cause injury to some domestic industries.

Counterfactual analysis. We compare the actual performance of domestic industry inthe
reference period to an estimate of what the domestic industry's performance would have been in
the absence of ("but for") the unfair practices of dumping and subsidization. This counterfactual
analysis ensures that we do not mix causal factors: by design all other factors (other than unfair
practices) arehdd constant. Thereference period isgenerally the most recent compl ete year during

the (usually three year) period of investigation for each case.

Computable Partial Equilibrium Model

Differentiated products. A computable partial equilibrium model® is used to estimate the
counterfactual performance of the domestic industry dlegedly injured by dumped or subsidized
imports.® The domestic industry's product is assumed to be a close but not perfect substitute for
the unfairly imported product. This reflects the views of the former chief economist at the
USITC.® It also accords with the generdly held view among students of international trade: with
thepossible exception of certain highly standardized (“ commaodity”) products™ domestic consumers

are not completely indifferent between an import product and its closest domestic substitute®?

58 The model iswrittenin GAM S and solved using the MINOS solver. For adescription of GAMS see Brooke, Kendrick, and Meeraus (1992).
S we adopt the determination of the U.S. International Trade Commission with respect to the definition of the relevant domestic industry.

60 According to John Suomela, former head of the Officeof Economics at the USITC, in unfair import cases “[I]t israre that the characteristics of
theimported product match those ofthedomesticproduct... Usually thereisarange of overlap between theimported and the domestic product...” See
Suomela (1993), p. 62-3.

61 For example, crude oil, frozen orange juice concentrate, and sugar are all highly standardized products, asreflected by the fact that they are all
traded in commodities markets. However, even for standardized products there may be qualityor transactions factors that differentiate imported from
domestic products.

82 Twoeconometricstudi essupportthepropositionthatimportsand correspondingdomesticproductsaredifferentiatedproducts. See Reinert and
Roland-Hol st (1992) and Shiells,Stern,and Deardorff (1986). Thesetwo studiesexaminebroad aggregates(163 sectorsbased ontheBEA input-output
table for the former and 122 3-digit SIC industries for the latter). However, thereis also support for the product differentiation specificatiorfor such
seemingly standardized products as steel. See Jondrow, Chase, and Gamble (1982).
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Insevera unfair import cases not dl imports aredumped or subsidized. Theseother import
productsare“fair imports’. The product differentiation assumption isalso extended to fair imports.
They are assumed to be a close but not perfect substitute for both the domestic and the unfairly
imported product.

Market structure. Giventhe price of unfair imports, prices and quantities of the domestic
product and fair imports are assumed to be determined by competitive market forces. The price
of unfairly traded imports is assumed to be set exogenously &

Diagram of model. Figure 3.1 illustrates the model. (Note that all diagrams and tables
are at the end of this study.) Panel A isfor the domestic product, panel Bfor unfair imports, and
panel C for fair imports. Note that we adopt the convention of denoting initial prices and quantities
(pre-unfair practice) by the superscript “0” and subsequent observations (post-unfair practice) by
the superscript “1".

The unfair practice — dumping or subsidy or both — reduces the price of the unfairly
imported productfrom P3to P (panel B). The difference between P, and P! equals the unfair (AD
or CVD) marginm. That is. P= (1+m)P. As a consequence of the drop in price from P, to P,
consumers substitute in favor of unfair imports and against both the domestic product and fair
imports. Thisis shown in panel A by the contraction in demand for domestic productfrom D, to

D, and in panel C by the contraction in demand for fair imports from Q) to Dj.

Effects of Unfair Imports
Injury to domestic industry. Injury is measured by percent declinein domestic industry
revenue. An advantage of this measureis that it incorporates theimpact of unfairly traded imports

on both the quantity and priceof the domestic product.* Figure 3.1 illustrates. Prior to the unfair

63 Thereis an exception for AD casesinvol ving pricediscriminationdumpingby aforeign firm (or firms) where the price of unfair imports would
be endogenous to the model. However, such cases are comparatively rare among those examined in this study.

64 Other measures of injury could conceivably be used, i.e., the decline in the marketval uesofindividual firms on capital markets. However, the
typical unfair import caseeitherinvolvesprivately held companies(that do not haveequity sharestraded on thestock exchanges) or thespecificproduct
relevant to acaseisarelatively small part of theproductlineoflargemultiproduct companies. See, however, Hartigan, Kamma, and Perry (1989) who
apply the capital market event study method to asample of USITC cases.
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practice domestic industry revenue is PS* Q5 (panel A). Subsequent to the unfair practice domestic
industry revenue declines to Pi*QY.  Injury is 100* (Py* Qi-P3* Q)/(P* Q3 percent. As shown,
unfair imports invariably injure the domestic industry

Three other aspects of industry injury are also reported: (@) the absolute change in total
domedtic industry revenue, (b) that part of (a) due to the decline in quantity of shipments ("volume
effect"), and (c) that part of (a) due to the contraction in the average price received for those
shipments ("price effect"). By construction, (a)=(b)+(c). Panel A illustrates. (@) is area acdefg,
(b) is rectangle bede, and (c) is rectangle abfg. The relative importance of the volume and price
effects depends entirely on the elasticity of the domestic industry supply curve. The greater this
elagticity the greater is the volume effect relative to the price effect.

Injurytoworkers. Unfairly tradedimports may displace domestic workersand cause short
term transitional unemployment. The employment effect of unfair imports is measured by the
reduction in the number of production workers in the domestic industry competing with unfair
imports.® Assuming the ratio of number of production workers (L) to domestic industry
production (X) is constant (in the relevant range) the number of workers displaced by unfair
importsis (L/X)*(Q5 - QY.

Gain toconsumers. U.S. consumersbenefit from thelower prices caused by unfair import

practices. Consumer gains are an important part of the overall or economy-wide welfare effect of

65Therearesituationsorconditionswhereunfairimports do not causeinjury. However, theyinvolvechangingthemodel or changingthemeasure
ofinjury. For example, consider a case where the differentiated productmodel i sreplaced by ahomogeneousproduct model . Al so suppose, asaperhaps
special case, that the price of ahomogeneous product is determined in aworldmarketandthat theUnited Statesistoo small to affect it (i.e., the U.S. is
aprice-taker). Under these conditions, dumped importsfrom some (but not all) countriesdo not injurethe domesticindustry. However, they do change
the composition of total imports, in favor of the countries that dump.

Finally, suppose industry revenue were replacedby capital marketval ueasthemeasureofinjury. In some situations the domestic industry
may benefit fromunfairly tradedimports: the capital value of domestic firms (asawhole) increaseswith dumping. One possibleexampleiswhere some
domesticproducersbecomeimporters. Supposethereareseveral varietiesof aproduct (e.g., different qualities). Somedomesticfirmsfinditadvantageous
tostopproducinglower quality varietiesintheir U.S. plantsandinstead source them offshore. They continue to market afull line. Thesefirmsmay gain
fromdumpingowing to theirimportoperations. However, thosedomestic firmswho do not go of f shorewoul d beinjured by dumping. Notethat U.S.law

providesthat thedefinition of domestic industry can be adjusted to exclude the importing activitiesof domesticproducers. Under the"rel ated parties"
provision (19 U.S.C. sec. 1677(4)(B)) the USITC has the discretion to exclude such importing firms from its definition of the domestic industry.

56 There may also be domestic workersin related industries who benefit fronunfairly tradedimports,e.g.,inimporting, wholesaling, or retailing.
We do not estimate these indirect employment effects.
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unfairly traded imports.®”

Dumped or subsidized imports are reflected directly inlower prices for unfair imports (P,
to Pt in Figure 3.1). They also cause price declines for the domestic product (P to P) and for fair
imports (P? to PH). The gain to consumers equals the sum of the three areas: acfg + hijk +mnrt.
This corresponds to the consumer gains from the lower prices of the domestic product, unfair
imports, and fair imports respectively

Relevant time period. The effects of unfairly traded imports generaly last longer for
consumersthanfor workers. Consumersgain from thelow prices generated by unfair practicesfor
as long as the practices continue. If dumping goes on for five yearsthe total consumer gain would
be the sum of annual consumer gains over the five years.

In contrast, the impact of unfair imports on domestic employment lasts only as long as
displaced workers remain unemployed. As the average (mean) duration of unemployment across
al industries was less than 19 weeks during 1989-1994, the adverse effects of unfairly traded

imports on domestic employment should be considerably less than one year®®

57 Consumer gainisbasedonpartial equilibriumconsumer surplusanalysis. For background see Grossman (1990) or Tirole(1988, pp. 6-13). Three
previous studies, Anderson (1993),the USITC (1995), and Gallaway, Blonigen, and Flynn (1999), also estimate the welfare effects ounfairly traded
imports.Andersonusesapartial equilibriummodel and considersasampleofei ght AD mattersdecidedin 1990and 1991. TheUSI TC(chapt. 4) examines
eight casesusing apartial equilibriummodel andal so considersall outstanding AD/CV D ordersusingacomputable general equilibrium (CGE)model.
Basedon 1991 datathe USITCestimatesU.S. economy wouldgain$1.59billionifall outstanding AD/CV D orderswereremoved. Gallaway etal . extend
the USITC CGEmodel and estimateanet welfaregain of$3.95billionfrom removing all AD and CVD ordersin effect in 1993. The principal difference
betweenthe CGE estimatesofthelatter two studies(inadditionto date) appearsto bethat Gallaway et al .estimatetheeconomicrentsforeignfirms obtain
by adjustingupwardtheir export pricesafter AD dutiesareappliedtotheir products. Our welfareestimatesassumethat dumpingwasnot predatory. Note
also that arecent empirical study by Shin(1998,p.96) suggeststhat predatory dumpinginthe1980swasrare. Moregenerally, predatory pricinginthe
U.S. also appearsto berare. See Carlton and Perloff (2000, p. 342).

68 For discussion of the measurement of consumer surplus in a comparable context see Morkre and Tarr (1980, chap. 2). They apply a method
proposedby Burns(1973). Notethat Willig (1979, p. 473) demonstratesthat thechangeinmulti product consumer surplusclosely approximatesthechange
in consumer welfare under the condition thateach ofthepricechangeshasonly amoderateeffecton consumer welfare. Asall of the cases examined here
arerelatively small (compared to total U.S. national income) it is appropriate to assume this condition holds for present purposes.

69 The Bureau of Labor Statistics has unpublished data for duration of unemployment. However, this datais available only for broad industry
aggregatesand fortheUnited Statesasawhole. These datagenerally show that unemployed workers remain out of work for less than four months. For
example,forthe United States during 1989-1994, the annual average (mean) duration of unemployment of workers was between 11.9and 18.8 weeks.
Therangefor the annual median duration of unemployment for this period was between 4.8 and 9.2 weeks. Economic Report of thePresident,1997,
p. 348.
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Implementing the M odel

To solve the model for prices and quantities we need to specify vaues for two types of
parameters.” The first are several eladticities and the second are actual price and quantity data.

Elasticities. The relevant elasticities reveal how consumers and producers respond to
aternativeprices. Three elagticities are needed: (i) the elasticity of demand (g,) for the composite
product that contains the domestic product and the two imported products, (ii) the eladticity of
substitution (o) between any pair of these three individual products, and (iii) the elasticities of
supply for domestic industry and for fair imports (ny and n; respectively). Table A.2 in the
Appendix gives the values of the dasticities used for each case. The principal sourceis USITC
staff.™

For each unfair import case three collections of elasticity values areused: low (L), middle
(M), and high (H). The middle set of values most accurately characterizes the responses by
consumers and producers. We regardthem as our principal results. However, as elagticity values
are rarely known with precision the model was also solved using the high and low sets of values.
These calculations reveal the robustness of our principal results.

Benchmarking. The model is then benchmarked to actual data for prices and quantities
for a particular year. Thisinvolves calculating the values of the parametersthat position the model
to that year. In this chapter the model is benchmarked to the most recent complete year of the
period of investigation.” Given the response and position parameters the model is fully specified

and can be solved.”

0 See Morkre and Kelly (1994, Chapt. 4 and Appen. D).

" The elasti city values are devel oped by staff economists,USITCOfficeof Economics, for each AD/CVD investigation and contained in memos

preparedforthe Commissioners(“ Elasticity Memos’). Wearegrateful toKeithHall at theUSI TCfor sending usnonconfidential versionsof thesememos.
Note that since 1996 the el asticity memos have been incorporated into the staff reports that accompany all final USITC AD/CVD decisions.

" nthe next chapter the model will also be benchmarked to theinitial year in the period of observation.

IS The essential features of implementing the model can be explained with the aid of panel AofFigure 3.1. Given the elasticities of demand and
supply itispossibletocalcul atethesl opesofthedemandand supply curves(D4and S,). Given priceand quantity (pointc) itispossibletocalculatethe

interceptsofD,andS,. Themodel isthenfully specified. Thefinal stepisto set D, =S, and solve for price and quantity. If point c isthe solution the
model is validated.
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Full versus Partial Pass-Through of Dumping Margin

A key assumption in the model portrayedin Figure3.1isthat the price of unfair importsis
exogenous. As a consequence whatever the unfair price (P) is, the fair price (P?) equas (1 +
m)(P). Thusthereisfull pass-through of the unfair margin. However, for AD caseswhereforeign
firms engage in price discrimination dumping the assumption of exogenous unfair import price is
not appropriate. For these cases, which are relatively rare, full pass-through of the dumping
margin is also not appropriate.

Pricediscrimination occurs when afirm sdlls an identical product in twomarketsand is able
to charge different prices in the two markets.”* Firms that can price discriminate may also have
significant monopoly power. When foreign firms dump in the U.S. market the impact on the
domestic price of the unfairly traded import productis smaller than that reflected by the dumping
margin. Thisis because if foreign firms ceased dumping they would optimally revise U.S. price
upward and home pricedownward to reach a uniform price for both markets. The uniformprice
will becloser tothe U.S. pricethelarger the ratio of foreign firms sales to the U.S. marketrelative
to sales to the home market. Thus there would be a partia pass-through of the dumping margin

to the domestic price.”

B. ESTIMATES OF EFFECTS OF UNFAIRLY TRADED IMPORTS

Effects on Domestic Industry

Relative injury to domesticindustry. Estimates of theinjury to domestic industriesfrom

unfairly traded imports are given in Table 3.1. There are 132 cases for which the USITC made a

"4 Thisassumesthat marginal costsforsalesinboth marketsareidentical. If notit isnecessary that price/marginal cost ratios differ across markets.

" Thefirst complete and rigorous treatment of the issues raised in this paragraph is due to Boltuck (1987).
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final determination during the period 1989-1994. Four of thesecases involve no injury to domestic
industries becausethereareno unfair imports. Of the remaining 128 cases, only 63 have sufficient
(public) data to caculate injury.” Included in the 63 cases are seven AD cases where the DOC
found pricediscrimination. For these seven cases estimates are provided for both full and partia
pass-through of the dumping margin (partial pass-through indicated by asterisk). As explained
earlier, when partial pass-through is appropriate for a dumping case the true price effect of the
unfair practice is smaler than the dumping margin. Accordingly, where these seven cases are
involved, the subsequent discussion will refer to the partial pass-through results”” Findly, under
each major heading in Table 3.1 (e.g., “Decline in Domestic Industry Revenue’) there are three
subheadings: L, M, and H to note estimates using thelow, midpoint, and high elasticity parameters
determined in the USITC investigation. Our principal results, and the focus of much of the
subsequent discussion, arethoseunder the M subheading. The results under the other subheadings
will be discussed subsequently when we consider the sensitivity of our principal results.

Our principal findings for the adverseeffect of unfairly traded imports on domestic industry

revenue can be summarized as follows:
. injury is 5 percent or less for 32 cases (51 percent of the 63 cases);

injury is greater than 5 and no more than 10 percent for 10 cases (16 percent);
injury is greater than 10 and no more than 20 percent for 14 cases (22 percent); and

. injury isin excess of 20 percent for 7 cases (11 percent).

The cases with the largest injury, all AD cases, are as follows.

" This rai sesthequesti on of whether the 63 casesin our samplearerepresentativeofal| 128 casesin the 1989-1994 period. Several variablesare
needed to calculate injury to adomestic industry becauseof competitionfromunfairly tradedimports. Without dataon these variablesfor the other 65
casesinthe1989-1994 periodwecannottell whether or not themagnitudeofinjury tothedomestic industry is comparabl e to that of the63 caseswhere
we do have sufficient data.

However, onevariabl ethat wecan observefor al| antidumping casesinthe1989-1994 periodisthedumpingmargin. Thereare57 antidumping
cases in our sample. Thearithmeticmeandumpingmarginis54.0 percent for these 57 cases versus 71.6 percent for all antidumping cases. The median

dumping margin is 38.8 percent for the 57 cases versus amedian dumf)i ng margin of 46.1 percent for all cases.
Sincetheaveragedumpingmarginfor casesnotin our sampleiseven higher thanitisfor casesin our sample our resultsmay understatethe
extent of injury suffered by domestic industries competing with unfairly priced imports.

\we compare the full and partial pass-through estimates for the seven antidumping cases | ater in this chapter.
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R 25.1 percent, pipe fittings from China and others (case 25280);

. 25.2 percent, stainless steel flanges from India and others (case 27240);
. 26.0 percent, garlic from China (case 28251);

26.8 percent, telephone systems from Japan and others (case 22379);
29.8 percent, silicon metal from Brazil and others (case 23859);

43.0 percent, sparklers from China (case 23870);

. 46.8 percent, benzyl paraben from Japan (case 23550).

Theproblemof unfairly tradedimportsfor domestic industry appearsto haveincreased over
time. In our earlier report, Morkre and Kelly (1994, p. ix), we found that for the 1980-1988 period
only 12 percent of the cases have estimated injury in excess of 10 percent. We now findthat for
the 1989-1994 period fully 33 percent of the cases have injury in excess of 10 percent.

One of the principal reasons for the increase over time in the injury estimates is that
dumping margins are higher. The mgjority of unfair import cases examined in both the 1980-1988
and the 1989-1994 periods involved AD, 67 percent and 90 percent respectively. The (ssmple)
average dumping margin across cases hearly doubled between 1980-1988 and 1989-1994, from
30.5 percent to 54.0 percent.”™ However, as discussed subsequently, one of the reasons for higher
dumping margins over timeisthe increased tendency for the DOC to base dumping margins on Best
Information Available (BIA), whichisusualy based on alegations by domestic firms. This suggests
that higher dumping margins over time may not be a reliable indicator of increased discriminatory
or more injurious (to domestic firms) pricing by foreign firms.

Absoluteinjury from unfair imports. Table3.2 hasestimatesof thetotal absolutedecline
in domestic industry revenues caused by unfairly traded imports. It is possible to perform these

calculations for 54 of the 63 cases.

" The margins reported in the text are for the AD cases for which wecould calculateinjury. However, DeVault (1996) finds acomparable trend
forall final AD cases,that theaveragemarginincreased from 34.3 percent in 1980-89 to 49.4 percent in 1989-94. Unfortunately we cannot calculate a
(importval ue) wei ghted averagedumping marginacrossthecasesforwhich we calculate injury because for several of them we only havepercentshare
of unfairly traded imports.
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For dl but 14 of these 54 cases, the decline in total revenue lies between $1 million and
$100 million. The smallest injury is $50,000 and occurs for case 22160*, dumped martia arts

uniforms from Taiwan.

There are eight cases where industry revenue decline exceeds $100 million. They are
dominated by four steel cases that were part of the massive 1993 investigation of flat carbon steel.

The eight are:

. $171 million, dumped groundwood paper from Finland and other countries (case

24670%);
$203 million, dumped and subsidized carbon steel plate from Canada and other countries

(case 26644(N));
$292 million, subsidized softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300);

. $334 million, dumped telephone systems from Japan (case 22379);

. $353 million, dumped and subsidized ball bearings from Japan and other countries (case

21851);
$428 million, dumped and subsidized cold-rolled carbon flat steel from Japan and other

countries (case 26642(N));
. $465 million, dumped and subsidized corrosion-resistant flat carbon steel from Japan

and other countries (case 26643(N));
. $672 million, dumped and subsidized hot-rolled carbon flat steel from Canada and other

countries (case 26641(N)).

Table 3.2 aso gives the volume effect and price effect of the total decline in domestic
industry revenue caused by unfair imports. In 47 of 54 cases the volume effect is considerably

greater than the price effect, by an order of magnitude of ten to one. These cases all involve

manufactured products. The supply of domestic manufactured products is generally relatively
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responsive to price.” For example, in dumped and subsidized ball bearings from Japan and other
countries (case 21851), the $353 million decline in total industry revenue is comprised of a $324
million volume effect and a $29 million price effect.

For the remaining seven cases the priceeffect dominates the volume effect. They all involve
either agricultural or natural resource products, where domestic supply is generaly not very
responsive to price.® For example, in subsidized softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300) the
$292 million decline in total industry revenue is comprised of a $72 million volume effect and a

$220 million price effect.

Effects on Workers

The impact of unfair imports on domestic industry employment can be estimated for 41
cases.® The results appear in Table 3.1. For three-fifths of thesecases (26 of 41 cases) the drop
in employment is less than 100workers. The smallest reduction was one worker, which occurred
in four cases. dumped martial arts uniforms from Taiwan (case 22160), subsidized salmon from
Norway (case 23711), dumped phthaic anhydride from Venezuela (case 28090, and dumped
pencils from Thailand (case 28160).

Of the remaining 15 cases, excluding the large steel cases, the largest employment

reductions are:
. 300 workers, dumped standard pipe from South Korea and others (case 25641);

401 workers, dumped groundwood paper from Finland and others (case

24670%);
511 workers, subsidized softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300);

I For domestic manufacturing industries, we assume that the el asticity of domestic supply (midvalue)is10. SeetheAppendixandTable A.2.
80 That is, domestic supply isrelatively inelastic. See TableA.2

81 Dueto lack of employment and/or production datawe could cal culate employment effects for only 41 of 63 cases.
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. 663 workers, dumped cement from Mexico (case 23050).

The four massive steel cases al'so had moderately large employment effects:
. 368 workers, dumped and subsidized steel plate from Canada and others (case

26644(N));
481 workers, dumped and subsidized cold-rolled sheet and strip from Japan and others

(case 26642(N));
674 workers, dumped and subsidized corrosion-resistant steel from Japan and others

(case 26643(N));
. 766 workers, dumped and subsidized hot-rolled sheet and strip from Canada and others

(case 26641(N)).

Effects on Consumers

Gain toconsumers. Itispossibleto estimate consumer gain for 54 of the 63 casesin our
sample. Table 3.3 reportsthe resultsin terms of (&) the total annual gain to consumers and (b) the
portion of total gain due to purchases of the lower priced domestic product. The difference
between(a) and (b) is consumer gain from lower priced imported products (both fairly and unfairly
traded). Interms of Figure 3.1 total consumer gain (@) isthe sum of areas acfg + hijk + mnrt. The
first component in the sum, acfg, is the portion of the total gain due to domestic product (b).

There is a wide range for total consumer gain across cases, from $50 thousand to $412
million (1992 dollars). Butfor most cases (40 of 54) total consumer gain is between $1 million and
$100 million. The large cases can be divided into two groups. There are four nonsteel cases where

total gain exceeds $100 million:
$114 million, dumped silicon from Argentina, Brazil, and China (case 23859);

. $213 million, dumped and subsidized ball bearings from West Germany, France

and seven other countries (case 21851);
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. $303 million, dumped telephone systems from Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (case

22379);
$391 million, subsidized softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300).

Each of the four large steel cases also has a consumer gain in excess of $100 million:
. $106 million, dumped and subsidized steel plate from Canada and others (case
26644(N));
. $308 million, dumped and subsidized cold rolled sheet and strip from Japan and

others (case 26642(N));

. $330 million, dumped and subsidized hot rolled sheet and strip from Canada and
others (case 26641(N));

. $412 million, dumped and subsidized corrosion-resistant flat steel from Japan

and others (case 26643(N)).

A sense of the importance of the four large steel cases can be gained by comparing their
cumulative consumer gain with aggregate consumer gain from all unfair import cases. Aggregate
consumer gains for 1989-1994 are at least $2.94 billion per year. This sum is obtained byadding
the total consumer gain across the 54 cases for which we could estimate consumer gain.®
Obvioudly, if we had the necessary data for other cases the total consumer gains would have been
larger. The four massive steel cases aone have consumer gains of $1.16 billion, fully one-third of
aggregate consumer gains over the period.

Finally, with respect to sources of consumer gains the main finding is that total gain is
dominated by lower priced unfair imports. For al but four cases about 80 percent of total
consumer gain comes from imported products. The four exceptionsinvolve cases where domestic

supply is relatively unresponsive to price. In these cases the decline in demand for the domestic

82 The sums are expressed in 1992 values. Theyield on high grade municipal bonds s used to adjust for time preference.
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product brought about by the unfair practice causes a relatively large drop in domestic price, and
hencealargegain to consumers. Theleading caseis softwood lumber from Canada (case 25300) &
The Canadian subsidy provides total consumer gains of $391 million of which $221 million is due
to lower priced domestic lumber #

Annual consumer gain per wor ker displaced. To provide perspective for the consumer
gain estimates we compare them with the number of production workers displaced by unfair
imports (from Table 3.1). Available data allow usto calculate consumer gain per displaced worker
for 39 cases. The results appear in Table 3.4.

In reviewing these estimates it should be borne in mind that consumer gain is an annua
amount that will accrue to consumers as long as unfair trade practices last. I1n contrast, the adverse
effects of import practices on employment arerel ated to the unemployment caused by displacement.
Labor adjustments tend, on average, to occur relatively quickly and end when displaced workers
shift to aternative employments. Thus, for unfair import practices that last along time the gain to
consumers will correspondingly continue indefinitely, considerably longer than the period of time
needed by workers to adjust to these practices.

For four of the 39 cases the annual gain per worker displaced is less than $100,000. The
smallest is $27,100 for dumped sparklers from China (case 23870) %

At the other extreme, thereareseven cases whereannual consumer gain per worker exceeds

$1 million:
$1.02 million, dumped semifinished steels from Brazil (case 26622);

$1.68 million, subsidized magnesium from Canada (case 25501);

. $1.70 million, dumped magnesium from Canada (case 25502);
$1.76 million, dumped phthalic anhydride from Venezuela (case 28090);

83 The other three cases are 23859, 25501, and 25502.

84 Note also that our estimatesof consumer gains presume that domestic industry is competitive. If thisnot so then increased imports can force
domestic industries to perform more competitively and increase consumer gains further.

85 The other three cases are 22160*, 22530*, and 24870.
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. $3.30 million, dumped salmon from Norway (case 23712);
$3.45 million, subsidized salmon from Norway (case 23711);

$3.63 million, dumped silicon from Argentina, Brazil, and China (case 23859).

Five of theseseven cases (excluding cases 26622 and 28090) involve agricultural or natural
resourceproducts wheredomestic supply is relatively unresponsivetoprice. Intheseinstancesthe
impact of unfair imports on domestic production, andthereforeemployment, tends to be relatively
small. Not surprisingly, the ratio of consumer gain to number of displaced workers for the five

cases is comparatively high.

Partial versus Full Pass-Through of Dumping Margin

For the seven dumping cases that involve price discrimination we report results for both
partia and full pass-through of the dumping margin. Comparison of the two sets of results (in
Table 3.1) confirms the expectation that estimated injury is higher for full pass-through than for
partial pass-through. Asexplained earlier, the difference between the two sets of estimates depends
on the importance of U.S. sdes reative to home market saes for the foreign firms. |If sales by
foreign firms to the United States account for a relatively large proportion of their total sales, then
thetwo sets of estimates will diverge appreciably. For example, incase21502 U.S. sdeswere43
percent of total sales® Estimatedinjury was 1.8times higher for full pass through than for partial
passthrough (31.6 percent versus 17.5 percent). By contrast, in case24670 U.S. sdles wereonly
20 percent of total sales and estimated injury was 1.1 times higher for full pass-through than for

partial pass through (5.3 percent versus 4.7 percent) &

86 USITC, Digital Readout Systems and Subassemblies Thereof from Japan, Pub. 2150, Jan. 1989, pp. A-53 and A-59. However, the
importance of U.S. salesis overstated to an unknown extent. Dataon unfair imports are confidential so we used total imports.

87 USITC, Coated Groundwood Paper fromBelguim,Finland,France, Germany, and the United Kingdom, Pub. 2467, Dec. 1991, pp. A-28 to
A-30.
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Sensitivity of Estimates

The injury estimates depend on the elasticity parameters used in our model. Since these
elagticity vaues are not known with absolute certainty our degree of confidence in the injury
estimates depends on how sensitive these estimates are to the use of alternative elagticity values.
Weaddressthisissuein two ways. First, we examine the analytic relationship between injury and
unfair import price implied by our model. Second, we compare our results with those calculated
using aternative elagticity vaues.

The andytic expression for the relaionship between injury and unfair import price(in Kely
and Morkre (1998, p. 325)) implies that the type of industry involved is very important. In
particular, for manufacturing industries, which tend to have reatively high supply elasticities,
estimated injury is approximately proportional to the sum of the two demand dadticities (i.e., the
composite demand elasticity and the substitution elasticity, shown in Table A.2 in the Appendix).
On the other hand, for agricultural or natural resource products, where the elasticity of domestic
supply isredively low, estimatedinjury is little affected by proportional changes in thetwo demand
eladticities. The implication is that precise knowledge of the two demand elasticities is less
important for cases involving agricultural or natural resource products than for cases involving
manufactured products.

Our egtimates using dternative elasticity values are provided in Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3.
These tables give three sets of estimates for each case based on the low, mid, and high sets of
eladticities. Table 3.1 reveals only six cases in which al three injury estimates are not uniformly
above or below 10 percent.® But in only two of the six cases (21501* and 21502*) is there a
substantial difference over the three elasticity sets. If we use the low elasticity set the estimated
injury is relatively low, 4.4 and 4.9 percent respectively. However, if we use the mid elasticity set
the estimated injury is relatively high, 13.4and17.5 percent respectively. These differencesare due

tothe values used for thetwo basic demand elasticities (e, and ¢). For these two cases the demand

8 Thesix casesare 21501*, 21502*, 21852, 21854, 21930, and 25641.
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for domestic industry's productis morethan twiceas sensitive to the price of unfair importsinthe
mid elasticity set compared with the low elasticity set® As aresult the contraction in demand for
domestic productis much greater and injury much moreseverewith the mid elasticity set than with
the low elasticity set.

Therefore, with relatively few exceptions the two extreme sets of estimates — for the low
and high €elasticities — are generally close to the mid values. This suggests that the mid values are

reasonably robust.

C. ACCURACY OF THE ESTIMATES

Our estimates tend to overstate theadverseeffect of unfair imports on domestic industry.
This due to the nature of the data employed and the methodology adopted to analyze the behavior
of domestic andforeign firms. Note that overstating the effects of unfair imports also implies that

consumer gains are overstated.

Margins and BIA

Our estimates depend on the data as measured and reported by DOC and the USITC. It
is widely recognized that for the period we survey the methodol ogies used by DOC to compute the
CVD and dumping margins may be significantly biased upwards® These biases make it possible
for DOC to find ahigh CVD margin when subsidies have noeconomic impact on domestic industry
andtofindahigh dumping margin even when the foreign firm is charging the same pricein itshome
and export markets. Upwardly biased margins lead to both upwardly biased injury and consumer

gain estimates. Accordingly, our estimates are upper bound estimates.

8 Thisisthecrossel asti city ofdemandfor the domestic product with respect to the price of unfair imports.SeeMorkreandKelly (1994) Appendix
B.

0 See Cass and Boltuck (1996, pp. 365-8), Boltuck and Litan (1991), Horlick (1989, p. 146), and Palmeter (1991a, p. 20). Note, however,

that theUruguay Round Agreement providesforchangesinthe way AD duties are calculated. Thisis expected to reduce the upward biases onAD
marginsfor AD investigations beginning in 1995. See USITC (1995, chap. 2).
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A specific type of bias in DOC margins arises from Best Information Available (BIA). DOC
uses BIA for the margin when a foreign firm does not supply the information requested in
accordance with the timetable for the case.® DOC typicaly relies on the margin aleged by
domestic firms in the AD petition for BIA. This margin tends to be very high. Table 3.5
summarizes the useof BIA by DOC. During 1989-1994 DOC investigated 229 foreign firmsin the
63 cases involved in Table 2.3. BIA was used for 105 firms, or 46 percent of the total.®
Comparable calculations for 1980-1988 indicate that DOC used BIAfor only 83 of 398 companies
investigated, or 21 percent of the total. Therefore, the increase in average dumping margin for
1989-1994 compared with 1980-1988 may be explained at least in part by increasing use of BIA

over time.

Value at Factory Gate

Dumping and subsidy margins are computed by DOC on the vaue of the product at the
(foreign) factory gate. The price of the product sold in the United States will be the price at the
factory gate plus the costs of transportation (which includes freight and insurance) and ordinary
tariffs (as opposed to AD or CVD duties). Although some of these costs will be proportiona to
the vaue of the product, others will not. Because of this, when the price of an unfairly traded
product is raised by the amount of the margin at the factory gate, the price of the good in the
United States will increase by proportionaly less than the margin. However, our methodol ogy
assumes that price in the United States rise by the amount of the margin and therefore overstates

somewhat the effect of unfair trade practices on domestic industry *

o For details about BIA seethe Appendix.

92 Thistotal isthe number offoreignfirms whoseentiremarginwasbasedonBIA. Itignores*part”, which occurs for example where the firm
has two or more models or product lines only one of which involves use of BIA. Thisisreported in thetable as“part”. Also seethe Appendix.

Brheextentoftheoverstatement dependsontheimportanceofinternational freight charges(transportationplusinsurance). A study by Hummels
(1999) using 1994 datafrontheU.S. Censusshowsthat freight chargesvary considerably acrosscategoriesofimports. They exceed 20 percent (of total
import value) for the several productsincluding: meatand meatproducts(21.1 percent), crude fertilizer (21.1 percent), natural gas (23.6 percent), coal
and coke (28.6 percent). In general the overstatement equalstheratio of freight chargesto total value of imports.
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Market Structure

Findly, throughout this study wemodel the domestic industry as being perfectly competitive
and the victim of unfair practices by foreign firmsthat, in the caseof pricediscrimination dumping,
behave as monopolists. This combination of assumptions maximizes the impact of unfairimports
on thedomestic industry.® This market structureis, however, often at considerable variancewith
reality. There are several unfair import cases where the domestic industry consists of asingle firm
or only afew firms® Therearealsocases where foreign industries are highly fragmented and/or
involve firms from several different countries® Such circumstances would tend to make it more
difficult for foreign firmsto coordinate their activities sufficiently to behave asthetight cartels that
our assumptions imply. These circumstances appear to be inconsistent with international price

discrimination with large dumping margins.

D. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we use a computable partial equilibrium model to estimate various effects
of unfairly traded imports. We consider all 132 cases for which the U.S. International Trade
Commission reached a final determination duringthe period 1989t0 1994. Four of these cases do
not involve injury to domestic industry becausethereareno unfair imports. Of the remaining cases
data limitations restrict our sample to 63 usable cases.

Our primary objective is to estimate injury to domestic industry caused by dumped or

94Thi sconclusional soreceivessupport fromefforts of one of the authors to model the adverse effect of aforeign subsidy on domestic  industry

under different market structures. Thespecificmodel used has two substitute products produced by two firms (one domestic the other foreign), linear
demands,and constantmarginal costs. The foreign firm benefits from a unit export subsidy. It can be shown that the adverseeffectofaforeignsubsidy

ismoreseverefordomesticindustry under perfect competitionthanunder Bertrand competition. Moreover, thesubsidy effectismoresevereunder Bertrand
competitionthan under Cournot competition. Bertrand competitionismorecompetitive-likethan Cournot competition. Unpublished materialsavailable
from Morkre upon request.

Bror example,therewasonedomesticproducerinbenzyl paraben(case23550) and one in aspherical ophthal moscopy (AO) lenses (case 24980).
Bothofthese casesinvolve price dumping from Japan. However, we do not have sufficient information to estimate the effect of dumping nthesecond
case.

9“:’Forexample,i ndustrial belts(case21940) i sapricedumping case involvingthefollowingcountries: Israel, Italy, Japan, Singapore, SouthKorea,
Taiwan, the United Kingdom, and West Germany.
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subsidized imports. However, weal so estimate the effect of suchimports on domestic consumers

and workers. We expect that our estimates will tend to overstate the injury to domestic industry

as well as the benefit to consumers. The principal reason is that actual or calculated antidumping

margins tend to overstate the true margins. Unfortunately, these biases cannot be done away with

for the simple reason that there is only one comprehensive dataset on margins. the one produced

by DOC.

With these caveats in mind the principal results of this chapter are as follows:

injury to domestic industry (measured by percent reduction in revenue) caused

by unfairly traded imports is estimated to be less than 5 percent in 51 percent of
the cases and less than 10 percent in 67 percent of the cases;

the reductions in employment caused by unfairly traded imports vary widely
across cases, ranging from 1 worker to nearly 800 workers; for 63 percent of the
cases employment reductions are less than 100 workers;

total consumer gain for al unfair import cases combined is more than $2.9 billion

per year (1992 dollars);

annual consumer gain from unfairly traded imports ranges widely across cases,

$50,000 to $412 million;
in nearly four-fifths of the cases annual consumer gain is between $1 million and

$100 million;

annual consumer gain per worker displaced is estimated to fall between $27
thousand and $3.6 million across cases; there are seven cases (of 39 possible
cases) where annual consumer gain per worker exceeds $1 million; five of the
seven cases involve agricultural or natural resource products where unfairly
traded imports have a relatively greater impact on domestic price than on

domestic production and employment.
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CHAPTER 4
DOMESTIC INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE AND ITS CAUSES

In a typica countervailing duty or antidumping investigation, the USITC collects
information about the subject domestic industry for a three year period. Our previous report, and
the previous chapter, compared the actual performanceof domestic industries that petitioned for
relief from unfarly traded imports in the final full year of this three year period with a
counterfactual estimate of what that performance would have been in the absence of unfair trade
practices. This chapter focuses upon changesin performance of domestic industriesin our sample
between the initial and the final year of the three year period of investigation. We (i) ask what was
the change in performance over the period of investigation, (ii) estimate the effects of change in
demand and supply factors on domestic industry performance, and(iii) comparethe magnitude of
thesecausal factors of changes in domestic industry performancewith our estimates of the effects
of the unfair trade practices.

There are several reasons for distinguishing the effects of unfairly traded imports on
domestic industries from other causal factors. Not least is the requirement that contracting parties
to the WTO distinguish causes of injury in antidumping cases. Article 3.5 of the WTO Agreement
on Implementation of Article VI of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1994 states, in
part:

“The authorities shall also examine any known factors other than dumped imports

which at the same time are injuring the domestic industry, and the injuries caused

by these other factors must not be attributed to the dumped imports.™”

Our andytic framework provides amethod for distinguishing theeffects of unfairly traded imports

from other causal factors.

97 \World Trade Organization(1999), p.151. Therearecomparable statementsinthe Antidumping Code of the 1979 Toyko Round, in3.3and 3.4.
Jackson and Vermulst (1989), p. 494.
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A. CHANGES IN PERFORMANCE OF DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES

Table 4.1 presents data on 44 industries that petitioned for reief from unfairly traded
imports between 1989 and 1994. (Note that all tables and diagrams are at the end of this study.)
These 44 industries® represent all of those final stage USITC investigations for which both
quantity and vaue datafor domestic production, unfairly traded imports (if any), areavailable from
USITC reports. For each of these industries, Table 4.1 shows the percentage changein revenue,
output, and price (as measured by unit values) in real terms over the three year period of
investigation.

Of these44 industries, 38 saw their revenue decline over the period of investigation. Forty-
three of the 44 saw either their output or their real price decline over the period of investigation;
25 of the 44 saw both their output andtheir real pricedecline over the period of investigation. The
average (median) decline in revenue was 12.7 percent, the average decline in output was 2.5
percent, while the average decline in real price was 9.1 percent over the three year period of

investigation.

B. THE CAUSES OF CHANGING DOMESTIC INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE

With one exception, theindustries in Table 4.1 experienced some form of difficulty during
thethree year period covered by the USITCinvestigation of their petition. A domestic industry that

must compete with unfairly traded importswill, al other things equal, have both alower output and

9B several ofthesei ndustriessought protectionfromimportsthat they believed wereboth subsidized anddumped. Strictly speakingthe44industries
arefor the 44 cases for which we can estimate the effects of alternative causes and the unfair practice. There aretwo pairs of casesthat involve two
industries. Cases 25641 and 25644 are one pair and cases 27611 and 27612 arethe other. Thereasonwehavefour casesand not two isbecause of the
way the USITC decided to cumulate thecountriesinvolved. For example, case 25641 involvescumulation of dumpedimportsfrom South Korea, Brazil
andthreeother countries,but not thedumped imports from Romania. Romaniawas involved in the case butthe US| TCdeterminedthat itsimportswere
negligible. Itwasdecided separately, andistheonly country withunfairly tradedimportsin case25644. Cases27611and 27612 alsoinvolvethesame
domesticindustry. Thecasesinvolvefivecountries: Brazil, Japanandthreeothers. TheUSI TCdeterminedthatitwasnot appropriatetocumul ateunfairly
tradedimports from Brazil and Japan. Hence we have different cases for the two countries. However, the USITC determined that itwasappropriateto
cumulate Brazil with the three other countrieswhichiscase27611. It also determined that it was appropriate to cumulate Japan with the three other
countries,whichiscase27612. For both pairsof casestheindustry changesover theperiod of investigation arethesame. However, for eachpair thevalue
ofunfairly tradedimportsdiffers,as does fairly traded imports. For detailsseethe USITCpublicationsfortheseinvestigations: Certain Steel WireRod
from Brazil and Japan, Pub. 2761, March 1994; Certain Circular, Welded, Non-Alloy Steel Pipes and Tubes from Brazil, the Republic of Korea,
Mexico, Romania, Taiwan, and Venezuel a, Pub. 2564, October 1992.
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a lower price than an industry that does not have to compete with such imports. However, if al
other things are held equal, that same industry will see its output and price decline over time only
if the subsidy or dumping margin increases between the two periods.

Of course, dl other factorswill not remain constant over time. Demand for a product can
change, as can thecost of producing it. The factors that affect thesupply of fairly traded imports
can changeas well. Our goal hereisto measure changesin the various factors that affect domestic
industries, and see how these changes influence theseindustries’ output and revenue. Specifically,
we examine how changes in demand for the product, domestic supply, fair importssupply, and the
price of unfairly traded imports have affected domestic industry real revenue and output over the
period of investigation.

The methodology for doing so is adapted from an article by Kelly (1988). That paper
describes a method for measuring causes of injury to a domestic industry in the context of an
USITC escape clause investigation®® Data on domestic production, imports, and prices are used,
along with eagticity estimates, to decompose the change in domestic production over a period of
time into shifts in demand, domestic supply, and import supply when these demand and supply
functions are linear.

We adapt this approachto the non-linear model that we used in the prior chapter to measure
the effect of the unfair practice on the revenue of the domestic industry in the fina year of
investigation. Data on quantities and prices in the initial year of the investigation are used, along
with the estimates of the elasticity parametersto “benchmark” the model, that is, compute the other
parameters of the model. The model is also benchmarked using the quantity and price data from
the final year of the investigation.

To measure the impact of a change in demand, a change in domestic supply, or a change
in fair import supply, the relevant parameter that was benchmarked for the final year of the

investigation is substituted into the model that was benchmarked for the initia year's data, and a

919u.s.C. 2252.
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new equilibrium is computed. This equilibriumis then compared to the actual performance of the
domestic industry in the initial year. Thisprocedurethereforeestimates the impact of a changein
demand, domestic supply, or fair import supply, holding all other relationships,including the price
of unfairly traded imports, constant.*®

A domestic industry can be affected by changes in demand for its product in two distinct
ways. The first is through changesin the overall demand for the product in question. 1f demand
for the product fals, then this will adversely affect both the domestic industry and foreign
producers.

The second is for purchasers perceptions of the relative qudity differences between
domestically produced and imported goods to change. There are at least three ways this can
happen. (i) It can come about when the physical characteristics of either the domestically produced
good or those of the imported good change over time. As consumers learn about these changes,
their relative valuations of domestic products and imports will change. An example of this would
betheincreasein reiability of American made automobiles during the 1980's. (ii) It canasocome
about when the value that purchasers place on the goods changes, even though the physical
characteristics of both the domestic product and the imported product remain the same. For
example, purchasersof an intermediate good might have the choiceof purchasing a domestic input
of high quaity or an imported input of lower quality. Technological change in the downstream
industry could make the production process less sensitive to input quality, and hencefirmsin this
industry would be more willing to purchase the lower qudity imported inputs relative to the
domestic product. (iii) Finally, the perceptions of purchasers about the products could change. For

example, a foreign producer may attemptto enter the U.S. market. At first, consumers may have

100Theformai model usedinthisreportisdescribedin Appendix B of Morkre and Kelly (1994). To analyze why the performance of the domestic
industry haschangedover theperiodof investigation, the model is calibrated using thedatafortheinitial year ('1') andforthefinal year ("3"). Thisthen
gives us values for each shift parameter indexed by year, that is, by, and b, b,, and b, etc.

Theresultsreportedin Tables4.2 and 4.3 werecomputedby substitutingtherelevant shift parameter(s) for the final year into themodel with
all other shift parametersset at their valuesfortheinitial year. Thisnew model i sthen solved, and thedomesticindustry revenueor output i sthen compared
to the actual value observed in thefirst year of the investigation.

Theresultsreportedin Tables4.6 and 4.7 werecomputedby substituting theshift parameter(s) fortheinitial yearintothemodel with all other
shift parametersset at their values for the final year. Thisnew model isthensolved,andthedomesticindustry revenueor outputisthencomparedtothe
actual value observed in the final year of the investigation.
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doubts about the quality of the imported product becauseit is new. Astime passes, consumers will
learn from experience about the quality of the product, and their views of it may change. If their
views of the imported productchangefor the positive, then the condition of the domestic industry
will be adversely affected, holding everything el se constant.

The price of the unfairly traded imports is treated as an exogenous variable to this model.
The effect of a change in this price is measured by substituting its value in the final year of the
investigation into the model that was benchmarked using the initid year’s data and computing a
new equilibrium. Once again, this equilibrium is compared to the actual performance of the
domestic industry in the initia year.

The impact of a change over time in unfairly traded import price onadomestic industry is
different from the effect of the unfair practiceon the domestic industry at a particular point in time,
which was thefocus of the previous chapter, as well as our earlier report. In the case of asubsidy,
the DOC investigation measures the size of any countervailable subsidy as a percentage of theprice
of the imports that are alleged to benefit from said subsidy during the most recent calendar year.
Similarly, a DOC dumping investigation compares the prices of imports that are alleged to be
unfairly traded in the U.S. with a far price that are dl computed over a six month period
surrounding the time of the petition!® We cannot determine what, if any, subsidy the importsin
guestion received in theinitid year of the USITC' sinvestigation, or how the actual price of dumped
imports differed from the fair price in the initial year of the USITC' s investigation.

In Kelly (1988), the decomposition of the change in domestic output into changes due to
shiftsin various supply and demand functions was derived for alinear model. It iswell known that
changes to a model will be linear only if the model itself is linear. With alinear model the sum of
the changes from each individual shift parameter will equal that total change, and the effect of a
change in one parameter will be independent of changes in other parameters. Because our

underlying model is non-linear, neither of these conditions will hold: the sum of the changes due

101 Usually thisisfor the five months preceeding a petition and one month after.
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to the change in each shift parameter will not equal the total change, and the effect of changing one
parameter will depend upon the values of the other parameters of the model.

To illustrate the problem, consider Figure 4.1from Kelly (1988). D, and S, are the initial
demand and supply schedules for ahomogenous product, that is, a product in which the output of
any producer is indistinguishable from that of any other producer. Let S, be the domestic supply
of the product. Import supply, which is not explicitly illustrated, is the difference between total
supply and domestic supply.

Initially, price and total output are determined by the intersection of D, and S,, so that
domestic production is at Q,. Suppose that demand falls to D,, while import supply increases,
causing total supply to shift to S,. A shift in either function independently would cause domestic
production to fall from Q, to Q,. The combined effect of the two changes is to lower domestic
production to Q..

Notice that the total change in domestic production, Q, - Q,, is more than twice Q, - Q,,
whichis the sum of the two individua changes holding everything elsein the model constant. Note
alsothat the effect of ashift in one function on domestic production depends on whether or not the

other function is held constant.

C. THE RESULTS

Table 4.2 presents measurements of the effects of changes in aggregate demand, relative
quality, domestic supply, fair import supply, and unfairly traded import price for the 44 industries
in our sample. Each number represents the percentage change in domestic industry revenue
(relative to revenue in the initid year of investigation) had each function in the model changed to
its position in thefinal year of investigation, holding all other functions at their initial year positions.
Thefinal column presentsthe total change in revenue over theperiod of investigation; it isidentical

to the second column of Table 4.1. Thenumbersin parenthesesunder each major heading (columns
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2, 3, 4, 5 and 6) arethe changes in domestic revenue due to change in aggregate demand, relative
quality, domestic supply, fair import supply, or unfairly traded import price, respectively, as a
percentage of the total changein revenueover the period of investigation. In addition, of the three
sets of estimates under each major heading, L, M, and H, our attention will be confined at present
to the entries under the M subheading.

For example, the first line of Table 4.2 indicates that the revenue of the domestic industry
producing consoles for digital read outs (Case No. 21501) fell by 14.5 percent in rea terms over
the period of investigation. The data indicate that a decrease in aggregate demand for the product
would, in the absence of any other changes, have caused domestic industry revenueto decline by
12.3 percent in real terms. Such a decline represents 84.5 percent of the observed decline of 14.5
percent.

Changes in relative quality over the period benefitted the industry: in the absence of any
other changes, domestic industry revenue would have been higher by 0.5 percent. Changes in
domestic supply also benefitted the domestic industry: in the absence of any other changes,
domestic industry revenue would havebeen higher by 1.5 percent. These numbers are -3.5 percent
and -10.5percent of the change in domestic industry revenue, wherethe negative sign indicates that
the changein revenue due to the change in the function in question differsin signfrom the observed
change in real domestic industry revenue.

Because we do not have data on fairly traded imports, but know them to be small, it was
assumed that dl importswereunfairly traded. Hence, column 5 indicates that changes in fair import
supply are not applicable here.

The priceof unfairly traded imports decreased in real terms over the period of investigation.
In the absence of such a change, domestic industry revenue would have been 4.8 percent higher,
holding al other functions constant. Thisfigure is 33 percent of the 14.5 percent decline in real
domestic industry revenue over the period of investigation.

In 36 of the 44 cases, the data indicate that aggregate demand for the product in question

Page 44



fdl during the period of investigation which in turn adversely affected domestic revenue. The
growth of the U.S. economy slowed markedly in the fourth quarter of 1990 and the first quarter
of 1991, which is approximately the first third of our sample period. However, the casesin which
the estimates indicate that demand fell do not seem to be concentrated in this period, but rather
appear to be evenly distributed throughout the sample period. In 29 cases changes in relative
quality adversely affected domestic revenue. In 28 of the 44 cases, changes in domestic supply
adversdly affected domestic industry revenue. There were fairly traded imports in 35 of the 44
cases,; in 22 of these35, changesin fairly traded imports supply adversely affected domestic industry
revenue. The price of unfairly traded imports decreased in real terms over the period of
investigation in 37 cases, adversely affecting domestic industry revenue.

The bottom line of Table 4.2 gives the average (median) over the 44 cases of the impact of
changes in each function on domestic industry revenue. On average, changes in aggregate demand
had the largest effect, decreasing domestic industry revenue by 5.3 percent. Changes in relative
quality also had a negative impact on domestic industry revenue, causing an average decrease of
1.0percent. Changesin unfairly traded import price decreased domestic industry revenue by 3.7
percent on average. On average, changes in domestic supply and fair import supply aso harmed
domestic industry but to a lesser extent.

Table 4.2 emphasizes (with an “#") the entries for thosefactorsthat had the largest adverse
effect on real domestic industry revenue. Changes in aggregate demand had the largest negative
impact on domestic revenue in 20 cases, changes in relative quality in eight, changes in domestic
supply in three, changes in fairly traded import supply in five, and changes in unfair import price
in eight.

Table 4.3 presents measurements of the effects of changes in aggregate demand, relative
quality, domestic supply, fair import supply (if applicable), and unfairly traded import price on the
output of the 44 industries in our sample. The numbersare percentage changes in output (relative

to initial year output) due to changes in eachfunction, holding al other functions constant at their
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initial year positions. The final column shows the actual change in output over the period of
investigation, and is repeated from Table 4.1. The numbers in parentheses show the change in
output due to the change in the function as a percentage of the total change over the period of
investigation.

Changes in aggregatedemand adversely affected domestic industry output in 36 cases, while
changes in relative qudity had an adverse impact in 29. Changes in domestic supply caused a
decrease in domestic output in 10 cases, while changes in fair import supply adversely affected
domestic output in 22 cases. |n 37 casesthe price of unfairly traded imports decreased in real terms
over the period of investigation, and so caused domestic output to decrease.

The bottom line of Table 4.3 presents the average (median) over the 44 cases of the effect
of changes in each function on domestic industry output. As was true for revenue, changes in
aggregate demand had, on average, the largest negative effect on domestic industry output, -4.4
percent. Changesin unfair import price had the second largest negative effect on domestic industry
output, an average of -2.7 percent. Changes in relative quality and in fair import supply caused
domestic industry output to drop an average of -0.8 and -0.6 percent respectively. Changes in
domestic supply benefitted the domestic industry.

As in Table 4.2, the factor that had the largest adverse effect on domestic output is
emphasized (by “#”) inthetable. We find that change in aggregate demand had the largest adverse
effectin 18 cases, changein relative quality and change in domestic supply in seven cases each, and
change in unfair import price in eight. An adverse change in fair import supply had the largest
negative effect on domestic output in four cases. Finally, with but four exceptions the factors that
had the biggest adverseeffectondomestic industry output werea sothe factors that had the biggest
effect on domestic industry revenue.'®

These calculations show that while domestic industriesthat have petitioned for relief from

unfairly traded imports in recent years have typicaly seen their revenue and output decline in the

102 The four exceptions were cases 21830, 25300, 25501/2, and 28160.
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period preceding their efforts to obtain relief, therearevaried reasons for these declines. Changes
in the price of unfairly traded imports havehad a negative effect on domestic industry revenue and
output in over three-quarters of the cases. However, in over 80 percent of the cases examined
other factors have had a larger negative impact on the domestic industry. On average, changesin
the price of unfairly traded imports were the second most important cause of injury to these

industries, behind decreased demand for the products they produce.

D. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

There are two “dimensions’ in which we can vary our analysis to determine how robust
these results are to our assumptions. The first involves the behavioral parameters of the model.
The USITC staff reports its dasticity estimates as ranges. The results presented under the M
subcolumns in our tables are based on the midpoints of the ranges reported by USITC staff for the
elagticity parametersin our model.

The second dimension involves theissue of non-linearity discussed at the end of Section B.
The results reported in Tables 4.2 and 4.3 were computed by substituting the relevant shift
parameter for the final year of the investigation into the model benchmarked for the final year of
theinvestigation. This allows us to perform the conceptual experiment of asking what would have
happened if the one factor had not changed, while everything else in the model had.

Tables 4.2 and 4.3 also report the changes in revenue and output due to changes in
aggregate demand, relative quality, domestic supply, fair import supply, and unfairly traded import
pricefor the 44 industries in our sample using the elasticity parameter estimates that werethe lower
bound and upper bound of the range reported by the USITC. The lower (upper) bound estimates
are shown in the L(H) subcolumns.

Tables 4.4 and 4.5 summarize the factorsthat had the largest negative impact on domestic

industry revenue and output, respectively, given the differentelasticity estimates. As can be seen
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from these tables, our conclusion that changes in unfair import price was typicaly not the most
important cause of injury to thedomestic industry is robust to changes in the elasticity parameters.
Of the 44 industries in our sample, achangein unfair import pricewas the most important negative
effect on domestic industry revenue for six industries under the low elasticity parameters, eight
industries under the mid-point elasticity parameters, and seven industries under the high elasticity
parameters. A change in unfair import price was the most important negative effect on domestic
industry output for Sx industries under the low elaticity parameters, eightindustries under the mid-
point elasticity parameters, and six industries under the high elasticity parameters.

Tables 4.6 and 4.7 report the changes in revenue and output due to changes in aggregate
demand, relative quality, domestic supply, fair import supply, and unfairly traded import price for
the 44 industries in our sample, using the midpoint of the range of elasticity parameters reported
by the USITC, under the assumption that the shift parameter of interest is held constant at itsinitia
value while al other shift parameters of the model is alowed to change to their values in the fina
year of investigation. These estimates were computed by benchmarking the model using thedata
for the fina year, substituting the shift parameter from the initial year, and then computing a new
equilibrium. The numbers in parentheses are the numbers above them divided by the percentage
change in revenue and output, respectively, relative to the final year of the investigation. The

results are generally consistent with those of Tables 4.2 and 4.3.

E. COMPARISON WITH INJURY ESTIMATES

The final columns of Tables 4.6 and 4.7 report the estimates of the effect of the unfair
practice, as apercentage of the final year revenue and output, respectively.™® Where two numbers

arereported separated by acommathefirst figure is the full pass through estimate, and the second

isthe partial pass through estimate. Wheretwo numbers arereported separated by aslashthefirst

108 Thqt is, in the absence of theunfair practice, revenue(or output) woul d behigher by thefigureinthefinal column. Because the denominator in

the calculation is smaller, the numbers reported here are higher than those reported in Chapter 3.
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number is the estimate of the effect of subsidization, and the second is the (full pass through)
estimate of the effect of dumping.

These numbers allow us to compare the magnitude of injury due to subsidization or
dumping with the normal market forces that affect domestic industries. Emphasized entries
(marked by “#”) indicate that theinjury estimateis higher than that of any individual causeof injury
to that industry over the three year periodof theinvestigation. For example, for Case No. 21501,
the full pass through injury estimate was 21 percent, while the partial pass throughinjury estimate
was 15.4 percent. Both of these numbers exceed the effect on domestic industry revenue of
changes in any of the parameters, including the fall in aggregate demand, which was 14 percent.

On average, under the full pass through assumption domestic industry revenue would have
been 5 percent higher while domestic industry output would have been 3.9 percent higher in the
absence of the unfair practices. On average, under the partial pass through assumption domestic
industry revenue would have been 4.6 percent higher while domestic industry output would have
been 3.8 percent higher in the absence of the unfair practices.

For the reasons discussed in Chapter 3, the numbers in the final columns of Tables 4.6
and 4.7 are biased upwards. They should therefore be compared with the other numbersin
these tables with caution.

Over dl cases the average (median) change over time in aggregate demand had a greater
adverse effect on domestic industry than that of the unfair trade practice or that of any other
individua demand and supply factor. In addition in the majority of cases the negative effect of at
least one individual cause on change in domestic industry revenue or output is greater than the

effect of the unfair trade practice.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

In our earlier report, EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES
U.S. Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Cases, 1980 to 1988, we found that although all
industries that had to compete with subsidized or dumpedimportswereinjured by thesepractices,
the effect of unfair practices on these industries’ revenue was typically small during theperiod we
studied. Our goal in the present reportwas (i) to extend this analysis for the period 1989 to 1994,
and to the effects on consumers and workers in competing domestic industries,and (ii) to explain
thereasons for changes in performance over time of thoseindustries that have petitioned for relief
from unfairly traded imports.

We find that our upper bound injury estimates for the period 1989-1994 are significantly
higher than thosefor 1980-1988. Thisistrue, despite the fact that the estimates of injury for 1989-
1994 reported in Chapter 3 are tighter upper bounds than those for 1980-1988 that we reported
in our earlier study.*

In our earlier report, we questioned why so many industries went to the expense of
petitioning for relief from unfairly traded imports when the benefits appeared small as a percentage
of their sales. We suggested several possible answers to this puzzle in that report.

Our results here, of fewer cases but higher estimated average injury, indicate other
explanations. One is that the average injury suffered by industries that have petitioned for relief
from unfairly traded imports from unfair trade practices may indeed have increased. Our earlier
sample period started after avery significant changein thelaw against unfairly traded imports. The
responsibility for computing countervailing and antidumping duties had been transferred from the

Department of Treasury to the Department of Commerce, and, importantly, statutory deadlines for

104Twoof the key parametersin these injury calculations are the supply and demandel asticities. Inour earlier study webegan by using el asticity
parametersthat woul d overestimatetheinjury tothedomesticindustry . Wethen attempted to obtai n morepreci seel asticity estimatesonly for thosecases

that showed significantinjury fromunfair tradepractices. However, for theperiod 1989-1994 (and subsequently) thel TC staff routinely estimated supply
and demand elasticitiesin Title V11 cases, and so the approach that we used in our earlier study was not necessary.
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the completion of investigations had been established. There may have been a learning process
going on in the period immediately following these changes, in which domestic firms were eager
to take advantage of changes in the law to seek protection from imports, but did not fully
understand how the new law would be administered. As time went on, they learned that instances
in which the duties would be small or the market share of the imports was small might not be
worthwhile cases to bring. As a result, such cases aremorelikdy to show up in the earlier period
than the latter one. The other explanation is that the higher estimated injury in 1989-1994
compared to 1980-1988 s largely illusory. This is because the average dumpingmargins in 1989-
1994, which are considerably higher, almost double the average dumping margins in 1980-1988,
may be artificidly inflated. The higher dumping margins are associated with an increased usage
of best information available (BIA) by the Department of Commerce. If BIA margins are biased
upward so are our injury estimates.

Most of theindustries that have petitioned for relief from unfairly traded importsfor which
thereis data on output and values have experienced some form of difficulty over the periodof the
U.S. International Trade Commission investigation. The reasons for these difficulties are varied,
with declines in aggregate demand being the most important, followed by changes in unfair import
price, in consumer perceptions of relative quality between domestic and imported products, far
import supply, and domestic supply. These findings are robust to changes in the underlying
assumptions used to compute these estimates. Thus to argue that unfair trade practices are the
cause of the problems experienced by these industries is incorrect.

Decomposing actual changes in domestic industry revenue and output over time into
changes due to the demand, supply, and unfair import price factors also gives perspective for the
magnitude of the estimated (“but for”) injury to these same industries from subsidization or
dumping as of the final year of USITC investigation. On average across al cases decline in
aggregate demand had a greater adverse effect on domestic industry the unfair trade practice.

However, on average the adverse effect of subsidization or dumping was greater than that of the

Page 51



other individua demand and supply factors. Finally, in more than half of the cases in our sample
the injury over the preceding three years from changes in one or more of the demand, supply, or

unfair import price factors exceeded the injury due to the unfair practice.
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APPENDIX

|. Data Sour ces

The principal data sources for this study are USITC reports for final antidumping and
countervailing duty investigations conducted between 1989 and 1994. During this period there
were 97 USITC final reports, which covered 207 AD investigations and 49 CVD investigations.
Eachinvestigation identifies (i) aspecific foreign exporter country, (ii) aparticular product, and (iii)
a specific practice, either dumping or subsidization, that is alleged to injure domestic producers.

However, this report organizes data into cases, which may include severa investigations.

I1. Definition of a Case

The basic unit of observation in our data setiswhat wecall a“case”. In order to estimate
theeffectondomestic producers and consumers from dumped or subsidized importsitisnecessary
to specify the appropriate domestic product and the collection of allegedly unfair imports that are
the source of concern. Cases are defined based on decisions of the USITC as to what these
appropriate products and collections of countries are. As explained below, there are fewer cases
than investigations during our six year period, 132 cases versus 256 investigations.

In many instancesthedefinitionof acaseis straightforward. Thisoccurswhen a particular
USITC report deals with (i) one domestic product, (ii) one foreign country supplying the unfair
imports, and (iii) one unfair practice, either dumping or subsidization. However, there are many
other instances that do not fit this mold. There are four types of complications.

First, the unfair imports from a particular country may involve both dumping and
subsidization. The former reflect actions of foreign firms and the latter actions by foreign
governments. To distinguish between the two it is necessary to have separate cases for each.
Accordingly, we construct two casesfor such situations, onefor the AD investigation and one for

the CVD investigation.
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Second, the USITC report may cover two (or more) domestic products, so cdled “like
products’. The effects of dumping will differ for the twoproducts when the domestic shares of
unfair imports differ. We construct a different case for each like product.

Third, aUSITCreport may cover unfair importsfrom two or morecountries. Each country
has a separate investigation number. In such instances the USITC generally cumulates the unfair
importsfrom dl countries under investigation and assesses theimpact of cumulated importson the
domestic industry.*® For the USITC thisis essentially one case, and we aso regard it as such.

Fourth, a particular casemay involvetwo or morefinal reports by the USITC. Thisoccurs
when there are cumulated unfair imports from two or more countries but, because of special
circumstances, the administrative timetable is not the same for dl of the cumulated countries.®
As a consequence, the USITC issues two or more final reports that are a reflection of this
administrative schedule. But the USITC has made only one decision on the matter, and there is

therefore only one case.’*’

[11. Basic Data for 1989 to 1994

Table A.1gives selected information about final cases decided between 1989 and 1994. Of
atotal of 132 cases, four had no unfair imports and therefore had no injury to estimate. Of the
remaining 128 cases, there was sufficient data to estimate injury for 63of them. For the balance,
65 cases, the data needed to estimate injury was not available owing to concerns about
confidentiality.

Table A.1gives the selected information about each case. Thisincludes: case number, date

of the USITC report, product, type of data availablefor quantities and values of imports, dumping

105 There are two types of cumulation. One cumulates unfair imports of two or more countries butal | countriesengageinthesameunfair practice,
whether dumpingor subsidization. Theother, “ crosscumulation”, cumul atesunfair importsacrossunfair practices, whether thereareoneor morecountries.

106 2o example, one of the cumulated countries may request that the DOC grant it more time to prepare the information needed to calculate the
dumping margin.

107 Although the USITC will have different datesforfinal votesonthematter, asrefl ectedi ntheadministrativeschedul e, the Commission in effect

makes one decision and that is announced with the first vote. Subsequent votes affirm the first.
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margin, subsidy margin, and domestic shareof unfair imports. Additional informationisalso given
about the dumping and subsidy margins, including whether the dumping or subsidy marginsinvolve
best information available (BIA) and whether the dumping margin is based on constructed vaue
(CV).

Case number is based on USITC report number. The first four digits are the relevant
USITCreport number. Additional digits indicate the degree of complexity of the case.® The date
of the fina report is the month and year the USITC report was issued. Usually this is when the
USITC made its final determination.®®

Data type indicates the completeness of available data. The most completetype of datais
designated by VQ, which indicates that both value and quantity are avalable for unfair imports,
total imports, and domestic industry. When a case has complete data we are able to estimate dl
the effects of unfair imports as discussed in Chapter 3 and as well as the impact of the major
demand/supply causal factors affecting the domestic industry. At the other extreme, data type
INSUFF indicates that therewas not sufficient datato estimate the effects of unfair importsand the
causal factors. Other datatypesindicate intermediate situations where only some of the effects can
be estimated.

The subsidy and dumping margins are based on the margins reported by DOC. If acase
involves one country the margin shown in Table A.1lis the so-cdled “dl others” margin.*® If a
case involves two or more countries the margin shown is a weighted average of the “dl others”
margins of the countries involved. The weights are value of unfair imports, when available;

otherwise quantity weights are used. N/R indicatesthat either dumping or subsidy is not relevant

108Thecasenumber generally hasfivedigits. If the USITC report involves asingle product the fifth digitis“0".1f theUSITCreportinvolvesmore

thanoneproduct thedifferent productsaredistingui shed by thefifthdigit, starting with “1". If acase involvestwo or moreUSI TCreportsthefifthdigit
is“9“. For these casesthefirst four digitsindicate the number of the USITC report that is the principal source of information about the case.

109TheprecisedaIeofthefi nal vote by the USITC isgivenin Table 2.3 for the cases for whichinjury couldbeestimated. Thesedatesdo not appear
inthe USITC reports themselves but can be found from official press releases by the Commission.

MO1he exception iswhere DOC reportsindividual subsidy ratesfor particul ar foreigncompanies,inwhich casetherei sno country-widerate. See

the next section.
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to the case. N/A indicates that it was not possible to calculate a weighted average margin.
Domestic market shares of unfair imports are provided on avalue and quantity basis. A “.”

indicates that share data are confidential.

V. Best Information Available: BIAD and BIAS

The “all others” margins reported by DOC are generally recognized to be biased upward
for several reasons. One of the most important involves the use by DOC of "best information
available" (BIA).

Under U.S. law, if aforeign firm or country under investigation for LTFV or CVD imports
does not provide adequate information to DOC for it to calculate a dumping or subsidy margin,
then the Department is required to use BIA to obtain amargin.*** The BIA margin is often based
on the margin alleged by the domestic industry in its petition*?

The general view by economistsisthat useof BIA imparts a significant upward bias to the
margins.*® This is supported by evidencepresented by Badwin and Moore(1991) and by DeVault
(1993) that shows that antidumping cases involving BIA have on average substantially higher

margins than those that do not.***

11 Section 776(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 19 U.S.C., Sec. 1677¢(c) (1988). ("In making their determinations under this subtitle [i.e.,
"Countervailingand AntidumpingDuties"], theadministeringauthority [DOC] and thecommission[USI TC] shall, whenever aparty or any other person
refusesor i sunabl eto produceinformationrequestedin atimely manner andin the form requested, or otherwise significantly impedes an investigation,
use the best information otherwise available." Beginning in 1995 aspart ofimplementingtheUruguay Round,BIA was replaced by "facts available".
Article6.6 oftheUruguay Round Agreements Act. See also Statement of Administrative Action, inUruguay Round TradeAgreements,103d Cong.,
2d Sess., House Document 103-316, Vol. 1, p. 813.

12 DOC uses atwo-tier methodology to findBIA margins,whichisbased onarespondent'scooperation. If acompany refusesto cooperate DOC
assigns the highest margin from(i) themarginsinthepetition,(ii) the highest cal culated margin of any respondent within the same country for which
sufficientdatawasobtainedto cal culateamargin, or (iii) the estimated margin for thecompany cal cul atedinthepreliminary determination. If acompany
cooperates but fails to provide appropriate or timely dataD OCassi gnsthehigher marginof (i) thehighest cal culated marginforany respondent within
the same country forwhichamargincoul d becal culatedor (ii) theestimated marginforthe company in the preliminary phase. Department of Commerce,
"Final Determinationsof Salesat L essthan Fair Value: Antifriction Bearings (Other Than Tapered Roller Bearings)and Parts Thereof Fromthe Federal
Republic of Germany," 54Fed. Reg. 19033 (May 4, 1989). The two-tier methodol ogy wasupheldby thereviewingcourtin "Allied-Signal v. United
States," 996 F.2d, 1185 (Fed. Cir. 1993).

113 5ee generally Boltuck and Litan (1991), especially Palmeter (1991b). Seealso Palmeter (1991a).

114 B aldwin and Moore (1991), p. 270; DeVault (1993), p. 747. An alternative view, expressed by Terrence Stewart and Andrew Wechsler in

BoltuckandLitan (1991, p. 333), isthat foreignfirms chooseBIA whenthey believeit woul d giveasmaller marginthanusingtheir owndata Thisview
isalsofoundin acourt opinion. In"Rhone Poulenc v.United States,”" 899 F.2d 1185 (Fed.Cir.1990), thereview courthel dthat theway DOCused BIA
reflected a common sense approach to the current margin "...because if it were not so, theimporter, knowingthe rule, would have produced current
informationshowingthemargintobeless." (p. 1190) However, asemphasized by Palmeter (inBoltuck and Litan (1991, p. 70)), theadministrativeburden
onforeignfirms to comply with D OCrequestsforinformationareoftenso onerous,bothin terms of burdensome detail and short administrativedeadlines,
that they have to accept BIA margins.
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Antidumping Cases. Before May 1991, DOC used the same procedure to find the “dl
others’ ratefor dl countries. Specifically, DOC did not distinguish between market economies and
nonmarket economies (NMEs). With one qualification,the“al others’ rate is a weighted average
of the individua margins of companies investigated.*® If the margin of a particular foreign firm
isfound to be zero or de minimis(i.e., less than 0.5 percent) it is excluded fromthe calculation of
the weighted average. Subject to this qualification, the importance of the use of BIA for the “al
others’ rate depends on the number of foreign firmsthat areassigned BIA margins.**®* When more
than two firms are investigated it is not possible to be more precise, to for example, indicate the
relative export weight to apply to individual firm margins, because export data of individua firms
are confidential.

Beginning in May 1991 the “dl others’ rate is calculated differently for non-market
economies (NMEs).™ For a market economy DOC presumes that foreign companies act
independently and that dumping of exportsto the United States is company specific.!® In contrast,
for a NME, DOC presumes that activities of foreign firms are coordinated by the central
government.*® All firmsinthe NME are assumed to be related; in effect DOC assumesthereisone
collective firm. Unless a foreign firm can demonstrate that this presumption is invaid only one

dumping margin is sought, the margin for the country as awhole.*®* Moreover, DOC caculates

15 DOC attemptsto find the dumping margin foreach foreign firm. However, DOC cannot always examine al foreign firms. Normally, it sends
questionnairestothelargest foreigncompaniesthat cumulatively account for at least 60 percent of the country’ sexportstotheUnited States. Thegoal
isset forthin DOC’ sregulations, 19 CFR 353.42(b)(1). The"all others" margin isalso applied to firms not investigated by DOC.

116 Thisistrue for the period investigated here, 1989 to 1994. There was amajor change inthe calculation of the “all others” rate after 1994.
Beginning in 1995, with the Uruguay Round Agreement, the “all others” margin isaweighted averageofthemarginsofindividual firms investigated
excluding margins that were (i) zero, (ii) de minimis, or (iii) based on "facts available". Article 9.5 of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act. Seealso
Statement of Administrative Action, inUruguay Round Trade Agreements, 103d Cong., 2d Sess., House Document 103-316, Vol. 1, p. 814.

117Thechang;ei nDOCprocedureforNM Eswasannouncedin "Final Determination of Salesat Less than Fair Value: Sparklersfrom the People’s
Republic of China," 56 Fed. Reg. 20588 (May 6, 1991).

118 Alagiri (1995), pp. 1065-67.
119 pig.

120 There are some NME cases in which DOC calculates individual margins for one or more foreign firms. If an NME firm can demonstrate a
sufficientdegreeofindependencefrom central government control DOC will calculate an individual dumping margin, so-called "separate rate" forthe
firm. The"all others" rateiseither calculated asabove(forfirms controlled by thecentral government) oritis the weighted average of the separate rates
iftheindividual firms forwhich separate rates are cal cul ated account for all the NME's exportsto the U.S. However, the importance of BIA for the"all
others" rate is the same as discussed in the text above because BIA is not used for separate rates (with the exception that BIA can be used for minor
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such amargin for the NME only if it obtains complete questionnaire responses from all exporters
(through the central government). |f even one exporter failsto respond to the questionnaire, DOC
deems the response to be inadequate and resorts to the use of BIA to obtain the dumping margin
for the country.*?* Thus, in NMEs the role of BIA for the"dl others' rate is either at one extreme
or theother. The"dl others' rate is either based completely on BIA or, dternatively, it is not based
on BIA a al.

The variable BIAD indicates the importance of BIA in AD cases. For each case BIAD is
assigned one of three possible values. (1) BIAD=NONE indicates that BIA is not used for any
company investigated in a market economy or for any NME. (2) BIAD=ALL indicates that al
companies investigated in market economies are assigned margins based on BIA or that the "dl
others' rate in dl NMEs examined is based on BIA. (3) BIAD=PART indicates that BIA is used
for at least one but not all companies investigated in a market economy or for the “alothers” rate

for at least one but not all NMEs involved in a case'?

Countervailing Duty Cases The variable BIAS indicates the importance of BIA in CVD
cases.'?®> The focus in CVD cases is on foreign government programs that benefit foreign

companies. The preference of DOC is to caculate a single county-wide rate that applies to all

calculations).

l\]otethat DOC usesthe"factorsof production” approachto cal cul ateseparaterates. However, sinceMarch 1992 another approachispossible
ifforeignproducersin the NME can demonstrate that their industryisa"marketorientedindustry"(MOI). Inthiscase, quantitiesof factorsemployedin
the NME are valued at pricesinthe NME. For background on the development of MOI see Lantz (1995, pp. 1036-1050). The MOI approach was
announcedin"Preliminary Determinationof Salesat Less than FairValue: Sulfanic AcidfromthePeoplesRepublicof China," 5Fed.Reg.9409 (March
18, 1992). However, MOI was not found in any NME case from March 1992 through 1994.

121 hoc usesthe "factors ofproduction”approachto cal culatedumpingmarginsfor NM Es. With thisapproachforeignval ueisbased onquantities
of inputs employed by producersin the NME but valuedbased on pricesfroma comparable market economy (surrogate country). Pricesin NMEsare
presumed to be not reliabl eeither becausetherel evant marketsaredi storted or becausethey donot exist. U.S.C. 1677b(c) (1988) ("...the administering
authority shall determine the foreign market value of the merchandise on the basis of the value of the factors of production utilized in producing the
merchandise ... the valuation of thefactorsof productionshall bebased onthebest avail ableinformationregardingtheval uesof such factorsin amarket
economy country or countries considered to be appropriate by the administering authority.")

122In addition,BIAD=PART whereDOCusesBI A forsome but not all models or varieties under investigation. Note also that DOC also resorts

to BIA tocompletevariousminor cal cul ations,to for example, value particular transactions or items. For example, BIA was used to estimate warranty
expensesofaparti cular exporterin Certain Stainl ess Steel Butt-Wel d PipeFittingsfromTaiwan, USITCPublication2641, June1993, p. A-3. However,
theimportance of thistype of use of BIA appearsto be minor and is not considered here.

123Thetraditi onal positionofDOCisthatit is not possible to measure the magnitude of particular subsidies or bountiesin the absence ofmarket
economy benchmarks (e.g., market-based prices) and inherently NM Esdo not haveadequatemarketsto providesuchbenchmarks. See Lantz (1995, p.
1025). The courts have affirmed DOC' s position in Georgetown Steel Corp. v. United States, 801 F.2d 1308 (Fed. Cir. 1986).
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firms.® This is found by calculating the (U.S. export) weighted average of subsidy rates for
individual companies. However, if theratefor anindividual company is materialy different (from
1980 to 1985)'* or significantly different (from 1985 to 1994)'* than the country-wide rate, then
the company receives its own separate rate. In these cases the reported “all others’ subsidy rate
is the weighted average of the subsidy rates for the remaining companies.

Between 1989 and 1994 DOC reported separate company rates in ten CVD cases involving
18 countries.** The highest individual company rate is greater than the reported “all others” rate
for only six of these cases involving seven countries. There is often a considerable difference
between an individual company rate and the “dl others’ ratein acase. For example, in case 22422,
aluminum sulfate from Venezuea, the highest individual company subsidy rateis 38.4 percent while
the “al others’ rate is 19.0 percent.!®®

The assignment of values to BIAS depends onwhether DOC uses a country-wide rate. |f
it does there are three possible values of BIAS. (1) BIAS=NONE indicates that DOC has not used
BIA for any foreign government program. (2) BIAS=ALL indicates that all foreign government
programs areassigned subsidy values based on BIA. (3) BIAS=PART indicates that DOC used BIA
for at least one, but not al, of the foreign government programs.

If a separate subsidy rate is used for one (or more) companies, ultimately the same

assignment of BIAS values is made as above. But it is first necessary to identify the relevant rate

124TheDOCpreferenceforcalculali ngacountry-widesubsidy rates applied during the period 1980 to 1994. Thischanged in 1995 toimplement
theUruguay Round. Seethe DOC’ sannouncement of interim regulationsfor AD and CV D dutiesin 60Fed.Reg.25130 (May 11,19945), esp.p.25132.
See also Gantz (1995), p. 71.

125, Countervailing Duties, Final Rules and Requests for Comments,” 45Fed. Reg. 4932 (Jan. 22, 1980), p. 4946.
126.. Countervailing Duties, Proposed Rules and Request for Comments,” 50, Fed. Reg. 242207 (June 10, 1985), p. 24225.

127 The tencases(and countriesinvolved) are: 21930 (Brazil), 22172 (Canada), 22422 (V enezuela), 24109 (India), 25501 (Canada), 26110 (Brazil
and the UK), 26641N (Belgium and Brazil), 26642N (Belgium, Brazil, and Italy), 26643N (Mexico), and 26644N (Belgium, Brazil, Germany, Italy,
and the UK).

128 The other five cases (andhighest company marginvs.reportedall othersrate) are: 24109, steel wireropefrom ndia(42.0 %vs.36.9%); 26641N,
hot-rolled flat steel from Belgium (24.2% percent vs. 1.1%) and Brazil (44.7%vs.30.4%); 26642N cold-rolledflat steel fromBel gium(24.2%vs.1.0%);
26643N, corrosion-resistant flat steel fromMexico(47.8%vs.5.7%); 26644N ,steel platefromBel gium(27.2%vs.6.5%). Notethat in three cases DOC
calculatedacountry-wideratesdespite reporting individual companyrates: 26110 (Brazil); 26642N (Brazil); 26644N (Brazil). Inafourthcase, 26110
(Brazil and the UK), the USITC calculated country-wide subsidy rates for the countries. (USITC Staff Memo EC-Q-020).
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to apply theassignment to. Notethat in these casesthe “all others’ subsidy rateis not the weighted
average of rates calculated for individual companies’® It is the average of rates of companies not
given individual rates. (However, this rate could be that calculated for one company.) Since the
export weights of individua foreign companies are not reported it is not possible to calculate the
country-widerate. So asto not understate the adverse effect of foreign subsidiesit is necessary to
identify the highest subsidy rate reported for acountry (and to usethat rate in our economic model
to caculate injury). This involves a comparison of the individual rates used for one or more
companies and the “al others’ rate. The importance of BIA for a case is based on whether BIA

is used for the highest subsidy rate.

V. Constructed Value (CV)

CV indicates the importance of constructed vaue in the “dl others’ rate reported in AD
cases. In such cases DOC finds that foreign firms export to the U.S. at a price below estimated
averagecost. Estimated average cost, or constructed value, is used for foreign value and replaces
foreign price in calculating the dumping margin.

Note that CV does not signify “pricing below relevant cost”, which forms part of some
attempts to assess predatory behavior by firms. Asis well known (Boltuck and Litan, 1991,
Lindsey, 1999) the procedures used by DOC to calculate CV are expected to overestimate actual
costsincurred by foreign firms. Instead the CV designation signifies another source of upward bias
in reported AD margins.

CV is assigned one of three values. (1) CV=NONE indicates that a case does not involve
the useof constructed value. None of thefirmsinvestigated by DOC are pricing below cost. These
are price discrimination cases. all foreign firmsinvestigated arepricedumping in the U.S. market.

(2) CV=ALL indicates that DOC uses constructed value to find foreign value for every firm it

129\ h this respect these CV D cases differ from other CVD cases where a country-wide rate is used and also from AD.
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investigates™® (3) CV=PART applies to intermediate cases. One is where constructed value is
used for one or more, but not dl, foreign firms. Another is where the product is comprised of
several models or varieties. DOC may use CV for some, but not all, models*®* It is not possible
to gauge the importance of constructed value in PART cases because exports of individua firms

are confidential.

V1. Elasticities Used

The values of the three elasticities used to apply our model to each casearegivenin Table
A.2. Because the results of our model may depend crucially on the particular values used for these
elagticities we have taken care to examine the sensitivity of our results to the use of aternative
elagticity values. Thisis accomplished by using three different values for each elasticity for each
case. We believe the mid value is the best or most accurate value. The low and high values test
for sensitivity.

The sources for thefirst two elagticities, the elagticity of demand for the composite product
and the eadticity of substitution between domestic and imported products, are the *Elasticity
Memos’ prepared by USITC staff. The third, the elasticity of supply of domestic industry,
depends on thetype of industry relevantto a case. The values used reflect the feature that supply
is generdly more eagtic for manufacturing industries than for agricultural or natural resources

industries. For details see Morkre and Kelly (1994), Appendix D.

130 Note that "factors of production” approach used to cal culate dumping marginsin NME casesis atype of CV approach.

131 In such instances DOC may not reveal whether the margin of any investigated company is based entirely on CV. For example, see“Final
Determination of Salesat Lessthan Fair Value: Certain Carbon and Alloy Steel Wire Rod from Canada,” 59Fed. Reg. 18791 (April 20, 1994).
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FIGURE 3.1
EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS

Certain foreign firme price unfairly (ac eet forth in U.S. law) by eelling in the U.S. market at priceP; below th
fair market price PY (Panel B). This causes 11.S. consumers to substifute in favor of unfair imports and curtail
purchases ol lhe domeslic producl and olher (“[air™) imporls, which is shown by declinesin the demand for lhe
domestic produet (D, toD, in Panel A) and for fair imports D, 1D, in Panel C). The declines in

prices of domestic product (P} toP; ) and fair importe (P, toP, ) have feedback effecte on unfair importe,
which causes its demand to decline (D, taD, in Panel B).

Panel A M Panel C
A Domestic Prochict A Unfair Imporis A Fair Timportg
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TABLE 2.1

DISPOSITION OF ANTIDUMPING INVESTIGATIONS 1980 TO 1994
BY YEAR DECIDED

| 1080 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1085 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1089 | 1000 | 1901 | 1992 | 1993 | 1004 | TOTAL

Final USITC Affirmative 6 3 5 13 20 11 30 39 8 23 14 19 16 47 17 217
(% of Yr) 18% 27% 10% 39% 40% 14% 45% 64% 53% 40% 56% 32% 33% 50% @ 45% 37%
Final USITC Negative 3 1 1 8 10 7 10 15 3 26 2 13 9 32 10 150
(% of Yr) 9% 9% 2% 24%  20% 9% 15% 25% 20% 45% 8% 22% 18% 34% 26% 21%
Preliminary USITC 13 2 19 8 4 13 11 2 2 5 6 25 13 5 3 131
Negative

(% of Yr) 39% 18% 3% 24% 8% 16% 17% 3% 13% 9% 24%  42%  27% 5% 8% 18%
Final ITA Negative 1 2 0 1 5 4 3 3 1 2 0 0 2 1 2 37

(%o0f Yr) 3% 18% 0% 3% 10% 5% 5% 5% 7% 3% 0% 0% 4% 1% 5% 4%
Other 10 3 26 3 11 44 12 2 1 2 3 3 9 9 6 144
(% or Yr) 30% 27% 51% 9% 22%  56% @ 18% 3% 7% 3% 12% 5% 18% 10%  16% 20%
Year End Total 33 11 51 33 50 79 66 61 15 58 25 60 49 94 38 723
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TABLE 2.2

DISPOSITION OF COUNTERVAILING DUTY INVESTIGATIONS 1980 TO 1994
BY YEAR DECIDED

| 1080 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1085 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1089 | 1000 | 1901 | 1992 | 1993 [ 1004 | TOTAL

Final USITC Affirmative 1 1 7 13 5 7 7 10 1 5 0 1 2 18 1 79

(% of Yr) 2% 7% 7% 57% 38% 19% 37% 48% 20%  45% 0% 200 17%  46%  50% 21%
Final USITC Negative 50 1 5 1 1 6 4 5 1 4 0 1 0 18 0 97

(% of Yr) 76% 7% 5% 4% 8% 17% 21% 24% 20% 36% 0% 20% 0% 46% 0% 26%
Preliminary USITC 3 0 47 1 3 6 4 0 0 0 2 0 6 2 1 75

Negative

(% of Yr) 5% 0% 47% 4% 23% 1% 21% 0% 0% 0% 67% 0% 50% 5% 50% 20%
Final ITA Negative 0 0 1 4 3 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 1 0 0 23

(%0f Yr) 0% 0% 1% 17%  23% 6% 11% 10% 60% 18% 33% 40% 8% 0% 0% 6%
Other 12 12 39 4 1 15 2 4 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 94

(% or Yr) 19% 86% 39% 17% 8% 42% 11% 19% 0% 0% 0% 20%  25% 3% 0% 26%
Year End Total 66 14 99 23 13 36 19 21 5 11 3 5 12 39 1 368
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CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC

TABLE 23

(1989 TO 1994)

Commer ce Dept.
Domestic Market Shareby: Margin
Date of Apparent Domestic
Final Unfair Imports Total Imports Dumping Total Domestic Industry
Case No./Product/Countries usITC Subsidy Consumption Production
Decision (1) Value Qty. Value [Export (1992 Workers
Qty. $Millions) (Number)
Subsidy’
(: Per cent ) [ Per cent------- )
21501: Dumped consolsfor digital readouts (DROSs) from Japan 1/4/89 N.A. N.A. 29.4 31.8 51.0 N.R 17.6 102(2)
21502: Dumped transducersfor DROs from Japan 1/4/89 N.A. N.A. 55.5 51.0 51.0 N.R 21.0 175(2)
21699: Dumped light-walled rectangular steel pipe from Argentinaand
Taiwan 3/15/89 7.1 10.2 21.1 27.9 42.4 N.R. 215.7 426

21830: Dumped headwear from China 4/26/89 14.0 29.3 49.9 72.7 21.4 N.R. 427.5 4,895
21851: Dumped and subsidized ball bearingsfrom Japan, W.Germany, 11

and seven other countries 5/2/89 23.7 N.A. 26.5 N.A. 59.3 [0.9] 1,926.3 11,681
21852: Dumped and subsidized spherical roller bearingsfrom 0.0005

W.Germany, France and six other countries 5/2/89 12.2 N.A. 13.5 N.A. 49.5 [0] 268.3 1,658
21853: Dumped cylindrical roller bearingsfrom W.Germany,

France, and four other countries 5/2/89 10.3 N.A 10.6 N.A. 48.5(3) N.R. 247.8 1,931
21854: Dumped needleroller bearingsfrom France,

W.Germany, and three other countries 5/2/89 86 N.A. N.A. N.A. 128.5(3) N.R. N.A. N.A.
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TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC
(1989 TO 1994)

Domestic Market Shareby: Commer ce Dept.
Margin Apparent Domestic
Unfair Imports Total Imports Domestic Industry
Case No./Product/Countries Date of Dumping Total Consumption Production
Final Value Qty. Value Qty. Subsidy (1992 Workers
usITC [Export $Millions) (Number)
Decision (1) ( Per cent: ) Subsidy
[ C— Per cent------- )
17.3
21930: Subsidized steel wheels from Brazil 5/17/89 N.A. N.A. 24.2 24.2 N.R. [15.6] 858.8 2,760
21940: Dumped and subsidized industrial beltsfrom Israel, 0.2
Italy, and six other countries 5/23/89 11.3 N.A. 15.3 N.A. 64.0 [0] 350.6 2,001
22130: Dumped motorcycle batteriesfrom Taiwan 8/8/89 335 37.1 N.A. N.A. 5.6 N.R. 37.5 N.A.
22160: Dumped martial artsuniformsfrom Taiwan 8/24/89 16.4 19.6 62.9 80.8 85 N.R. 10.0 61
22171: Dumped new steel railsfrom Canada 8/24/89 5.0 N.A. 23.7 N.A 38.8 N.R. 274.6(4) 836(4)
113.6
22172: Dumped and subsidized new steel railsfrom Canada 8/24/89 5.0 N.A. 23.7 N.A. 38.8 [0] 274.6(4) 836(4)
29
22180: Subsidized pork from Canada 8/28/89 N.A. 2.9 N.A. 6.9 N.R. [0] N.A. 13,681
22379: Dumped telephone systemsfrom Japan, S.Korea, and
Taiwan 11/20/80 34.0 N.A. 374 N.A. 99.6 N.R. 1,460.1 2,953(4)
22530: Dumped residential door locksfrom Taiwan 1/22/90 7.9 14.1 28.8 34.4 8.2 N.R. 584.0 3,431
22570: Dumped mechanical presses from Japan 1/31/90 70.8 N.A. 72.1 N.A. 145 N.R. N.A. N.A.
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TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC
(1989 TO 1994)

Domestic Market Shareby: Commer ce Dept.
Margin Apparent Domestic
Unfair Imports Total Imports Domestic Industry
Case No./Product/Countries Date of Dumping Total Consumption Production
Final Value Qty. Value  Qty. Subsidy (1992 Workers
usITC [Export $Millions) (Number)
Decision (1) ( Per cent ) Subsidy
[ C— Per cent------- )
22770: Dumped steel pailsfrom Mexico 4/23/90 10(5) N.A. N.A. N.A. 75.6 N.R. 244.6 1,030
23050: Dumped cement and clinker from Mexico 4/23/91 N.A. 159 N.A. 30.3 60.4 N.R. N.A. 3,593
23550: Dumped benzyl paraben from Japan 1/28/91 61 62 76 77 126 N.R. N.A. N.A."
23
23711: Subsidized salmon from Norway 3/25/91 62.5 60.2 93.8 92.5 N.R. [0] 184.7 265
23712: Dumped salmon from Norway 3/25/91 62.5 60.2 93.8 92.5 23.8 N.R. 184.7 265
23760: Dumped cement and clinker from Japan 4/23/91 17.2 25.7 20.4 29.7 62.2 N.R. 437.4 960
23830: Dumped polyester (“ PET") film from Japan and S.Korea 5/22/91 15.8 14.0 19.5 17.3 6.0 N.R. 1,093.9 N.A.
23859: Dumped silicon metal from Argentina, Brazil, and China 5/22/91 234 28.0 28.9 33.3 108.0 N.R. 258.7 571
23870: Dumped sparklersfrom China 5/29/91 48.1 76.1 51.3 78.1 75.9 N.R 33 59
24109: Dumped and subsidized steel wireropefrom Canada, Chinaand 24
fiveother countries 8/8/91 7.9 9.9 312 375 56.8 [2.4] 334.8 1,825
24611: Dumped ceiling fansfrom China 11/22/91 237 338 83.7 95.7 20 N.R. 519.5 415
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TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC
(1989 TO 1994)

Domestic Market Shareby: Commer ce Dept.
Margin Apparent Domestic
Unfair Imports Total Imports Domestic Industry
Case No./Product/Countries Date of Dumping Total Consumption Production
Final Value Qty. Value Subsidy (1992 Workers
usITC [Export $Millions) (Number)
Decision (1) ( Per cent ) Subsidy
[ Per cent------- )
24670: Dumped groundwood paper from Finland, Belgium, and
three other countries 12/5/91 8.1 7.7 14.7 145 33.0 N.R. 4,081.6 9,100
24870: Dumped shop towelsfrom Bangladesh 3/3/92 5.8 7.2 35.0 419 4.6 N.R. 53.4 300
24970: Dumped antimony from China 3/31/92 10.1 12.3 16.4 17.2 33.1 N.R. 67.9 91
25280: Dumped steel pipefittingsfrom China and Thailand 6/18/92 30.0 N.A. 43.2 N.A. 133.5 N.R. 88.5 N.A.
6.1
25300: Subsidized softwood lumber from Canada 6/25/92 28.3 27.5 28.9 277 N.R. [0] 10,255.9 27,492
21.6
25501: Subsidized magnesium from Canada 8/10/92 N.A. N.A. 23.4 22.7 N.R. [0] 282.3 1,660
25502: Dumped magnesium from Canada 8/10/92 N.A. N.A. 234 22.7 313 N.R. 282.3 1,660
25641: Dumped standard pipefrom S.Korea, Brazil, and three
other countries 10/20/92 22.8 25.1 35.5 36.9 21.7 N.R. 1,132.2 2,605
25644: Dumped standard pipe from Romania 10/20/92 0.5 0.7 355 36.9 21.7 N.R. 1,132.2 2,605
26019: Dumped SS butt-weld pipefittingsfrom S.Koreaand
Taiwan 2/9/93 19.8 26.5 48.8 63.1 47.3 N.R. 61.1 299
26110: Dumped and subsidized lead/bismuth bar and rod from 145
Brazil, France, Germany and the UK 3/2/93 194 205 238 251 58.6 [0] 449.0 1,509
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TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC
(1989 TO 1994)

Domestic Market Shareby: Commer ce Dept. t .
Unfair Imports Total Imports Margin égle%tgpc R’ld gi
Case No./Product/Countries Date of Dumping Total on
Final Value Qty. Value Qty. Subsidy ﬁ orker
usiTc [Export ™M |ons) YI\\|IUT1 ?
Decision (1) ( Per cent ) ( Subsid
26130: Dumped steel wire rope from Mexico and S.Kloré48/93 10.3 | N.A. | 34.0] 40.5 11.1 N.R. 318.6 1,591
26290: Dumped DRAMSs from S.Korea 4/22/93 19.7 | 24.8| 71.0] 63.0 3.9 N.R. 3,385.4 6,016
26621: Dumped free-machining semifinished steels froma&26&8 N.AA. | NA.| 9.8 8.7 19.7 N.R. 353.6 892
26622: Dumped special quality semifinished steelsfrovln Br28B NA. | NA.[ 6.5 7.1 19.7 N.R. 1,982.3 3,328
26623: Dumped free-machining HR bars from Brazil | 7/2/93 N.A. | NA.| 15.2] 155 27.0 N.R. 441.2 1,059
26624: Dumped specia quality HR bars from Brazil 7/2/93 N.AA. | NA.| 4.3 4.2 27.0 N.R. 1,986.6 3,652
26641(N): DuBed A e e R iriee oM Ca, | 70 | 61| 78| 67 | 344 | (00| 14538 | 16177
26642(N): Dumped and idized CR flat steel from 7.4
(N): Dmped and Spg dized i ook rom Al a3 | 81 | 65| 86| 69 | 350 | (difin| 11057 | 12254
26643(N): Dumped and subsidized corrosion-resistant flat st 4.
(N): Dpmped and sbsdized eomosones st i3 | 170 | 164] 183] 173 | 323 | 88 | 7826 | o042
26644(N): Dum| and idized steel plate from Can 9.6
(N DU A o] S P o CA o3 | 13.0 | 14.4] 142| 150 | 472 | (O8] 19052 | 3515
26711: Dumped iron waterworks fittings from China| 8/11/93 4.4 6.6 | 7.2 | 10.0 | 127.4| N.R. N.A. 1,740
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TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC
(1989 TO 1994)

Domestic Market Share by: Commerce Dept.
Margin Apparent Domestic
Date of Unfair Imports Total Imports Domestic Industry
Case No./Product/Countries Final Dumping Total Consumption Production
USITC Value Qty. Value Qty. Subsidy (1992 Workers
Decision (1) [Export $Millions) (Number)
( Percent ) Subsidy
C— Percent--------)
27612: Dumped iron glands for waterworks fittings from
China 8/11/93 4.1 4.9 6.6 75 1274 N.R. N.A. 225
26880: Dumped ferrosilicon from Egypt 8/14/93 0.8 13 47.1 52.0 90.5 N.R. 249.7 716
27049: Dumped SS wire rod from Brazil, France, and India 11/16/93 12.6 143 26.9 32.0 29.0 N.R. 351.8 1,378
27220: Dumped ferrosilicon from Brazil 1/14/94 137 15.8 47.1 52.0 36.0 N.R. 249.7 716
27240: Dumped SS flanges from India and Taiwan 1/24/94 23.9 37.1 57.3 78.1 126.0 N.R. 48.5 217
27440: Dumped SS pipe from Malaysia 2/28/94 25 34 16.3 171 9.1 N.R. 393.1 1,436
27611: Dumped and subsidized HR wire rod from
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, and Germany 3/17/94 11.9 11.0 18.8 16.5 13.5 0 1,926.1 3,606
27612: Dumped and subsidized HR wire rod from
Belgium, Canada, Germany, and Japan 3/17/94 13.2 11.0 18.8 16.5 18.0 0 1,926.1 3,606
28090: Dumped phthalic anhydride from Venezuela 9/14/94 1.6 18 6.3 7.0 52.0 N.R. 253.7 147

Page 78




TABLE 2.3 (Concluded)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED UNFAIR IMPORT CASES THAT REACHED FINAL STAGE AT USITC
(1989 TO 1994)

Domestic Market Shareby: Commer ce Dept.
Margin Apparent Domestic
Date of Unfair Imports Total Imports Domestic Industry
Case No./Product/Countries Final Dumping Total Consumption Production
uUsITC Value Qty. Value Qty. Subsidy (1992 Workers
Decision (1) [Export $Millions) (Number)
( Per cent ) Subsidy
[C— Per cent-------- )
28160: Dumped pencilsfrom Thailand 10/5/94 0.2 0.4 23.7 315 115.5 N.R. 201.2 1,385
28251: Dumped garlicfrom China 10/26/94 22.1 35.2 41.6 54.5 376.7 N.R. 90.7 1,087
28370: Dumped pencilsfrom China 10/26/94 10.8 221 23.7 315 447 N.R. 201.2 1,835

Notes:

N.A. = Not available.

N.R. = Not relevant.

CR=_Coldrolled; HR =Hot rolled; SS= Stainless steel.

Except for Commer ce Department margins, data arefrom most recent completeyear in the period of investigation, unless otherwiseindicated.

(1) Dateof voteby USITC on final investigation. |f acaseinvolves several investigationsthat werevoted on at different times, the date shown isthat for thefirst final vote.
(2) Partial coverage of domesticindustry. Extent of coverage confidential.

(3) Weighted aver age calculated to give upper bound.

(4) Datafor latest availableyear.

(5) Upper bound.
Data from variousreportsby U.S. International Trade Commission (Publication number of USITC report given by first four digits of case numbers), various USITC memoranda by staff of Division

of Applied Economics (“ Elasticity Memos”)
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TABLE 3.1
EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Declinein Domestic Industry Declinein Domestic Industry Employment
Revenue
Case No.[Product/Country [ — Per cent-------------------- ) | (------mm----- Percent-------------—----- ) | (----- Numberof Workers------- )
L M H L M H L M H
1989 cases

21501/DRO Consols/Japan 8.8 17.4 23.5 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21501*/DRO Consols/Japan 4.4 13.4 20.3 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21502/DRO Consols/Japan 15.8 31.6 43.6 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21502*/DRO Consols/Japan 4.9 17.5 27.3 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21699/L WR Steel Pipe/Taiwan+ 2.5 3.9 4.7 2.0 3.5 4.4 8 15 19
21830/Headwear/China 2.1 2.4 3.3 1.8 2.3 3.2 87 110 157
21851/Ball Bearings/Japan+ 18.3 20.0 20.7 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21852/Spherical Bearings/W.Germany+ 8.9 9.7 10.1 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21853/Cylindrical 7.4 8.1 8.5 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
Bearings/W.Ger many+
21854/Needle Bearings/France+ 10.7 10.0 9.3 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
21930/Steel Wheels/Brazil 9.3 10.6 11.1 8.1 10.2 11.3 223 281 313
21940/Industrial Belts/I srael+ 5.8 8.1 8.7 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
22130/M otor cycle Batteries/Taiwan 3.8 5.2 6.6 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
22130* /M otorcycle Batteries/Taiwan 0.7 1.5 2.1 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
22160/M A Uniforms/Taiwan 3.2 3.8 4.5 3.0 4.0 5.0 2 2 3
22160*/M A Uniforms/Taiwan 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.4 1.7 1 1 1
22171/Steel Rails/Canada 2.4 2.8 31 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. -
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EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

TABLE 3.1 (Continued)

Case No./Product/Country

Declinein

Domestic Industry
Revenue

Declinein Domestic Industry Employment

--------------- Per cent----- ------Per cent Numberof Wor ker s-----
L M H L M H L M H
1989 cases
22172/Steel Rails/Canada 4.2 4.2 4.2 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
22180/Pork/Canada 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.05 0.1 0.2 7 16 33
22379/T elephone Systems/Japan+ 24.6 26.8 27.8 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
1990 cases
22530/Door L ocks/Taiwan 1.9 2.2 2.6 1.6 2.1 2.6 56 73 88
22530*/Door Locks/Taiwan 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.9 19 25 31
22570/M echanical Presses/Japan 11.4 16.6 21.9 - N.A. -- -- N.A. --
22770/Steel Pails/M exico 6.7 6.5 6.5 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
23050/Cement/M exico 17.7 17.4 16.8 17.2 18.4 18.6 618 663 670
1991 cases
23550/Benzyl Paraben/Japan 46.3 46.8 46.6 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
23711/Salmon/Norway 1.3 1.3 1.5 0.2 0.4 0.6 1 1 2
23712/Salmon/Norway 11.8 115 12.4 1.9 3.3 5.8 5 9 15
23760/Cement/Japan 19.3 18.8 18.2 15.8 16.9 17.1 152 162 164
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EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

TABLE 3.1 (Continued)

Declinein Domestic Industry

Declinein Domestic Industry Employment

Revenue

Case No./Product/Country Per cent Per cent ( Numberof Worker s-----

L M H L M H L M H

1991 cases

23760*/Cement/Japan 19.2 18.8 18.1 15.8 16.9 17.0 151 162 163

23830/PET Film/Japan 2.1 4.2 6.0 - N.A. -- -- N.A. --

23859/Silicon Metal/Brazil+ 29.6 29.8 30.0 2.9 5.5 9.7 17 31 56

23870/Sparklers/China 47.0 43.0 40.5 49.3 47.1 45.2 29 28 27
24109/Wire Rope/Canada+ 5.3 6.0 6.5 4.4 5.4 6.1 80 99 112

24611/Ceiling Fans/China 1.2 1.2 1.3 0.9 1.0 1.2 4 4 5
24670/Groundwood Paper/Finland+ 4.7 5.3 5.8 4.0 5.0 5.8 367 458 529
24670*/Groundwood Paper/Finland+ 4.0 4.7 5.3 3.4 4.4 5.3 311 401 479

1992 cases

24870/Shop Towels/Bangladesh 0.9 1.1 1.4 0.7 1.0 1.2 2 3 4

24970/Antimony/China 5.0 6.0 6.8 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --

25280/Pipe Fittings/China+ 21.5 25.1 27.7 -- N.A. -- - N.A. --
25300/L umber/Canada 4.2 3.9 4.0 1.1 1.9 3.1 314 511 850
25501/M agnesium/Canada 14.0 12.0 11.3 0.8 1.3 2.1 14 22 35
25502/M agnesium/Canada 18.8 15.8 14.5 1.2 1.8 2.8 19 29 46
25641/Standard Pipe/S.K orea+ 9.3 11.2 13.0 8.5 11.5 14.2 221 300 371

25644/Standard Pipe/Romania 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 4 5 6

Page 82




TABLE 3.1 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Declinein Domestic I ndustry Declinein Domestic Industry Employment
Revenue
CaseNo/Product/Country 1 Percent ) | ( Per cent ( Numberof Worker s----- )
L M H L M H L M H
1993 cases

26019/SS Pipe Fittings/Taiwan+ 115 16.7 20.3 9.4 15.8 21.0 28 47 63
26110/L B Steel Bar & Rod/Brazil+ 13.2 14.6 15.5 11.6 14.3 16.2 175 216 244
26130/Wire Rope/S.K orea+ 1.9 2.5 3.1 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
26290/DRAM s/S.K orea 3.3 3.9 4.8 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
26621/FM Semifinished Steels/Brazil 3.9 4.7 5.3 3.5 4.6 5.6 31 41 50
26622/SQ Semifinished Steels/Brazil 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.9 22 24 29
26623/FM HR Bar s/Brazil 7.4 8.8 9.9 7.3 9.5 114 77 101 120
26624/SQ HR Bar s/Brazil 2.2 2.5 2.8 1.9 2.4 2.9 70 89 104
26641(N)/HR Flat Steel/Canada+ 4.5 4.8 5.1 4.1 4.7 5.3 656 766 853
26642(N)/CR Flat Steel/Japan+ 3.6 4.0 4.4 3.2 3.9 4.5 392 481 556
26643(N)/Corrosion-Resistant 6.2 6.8 7.4 5.7 6.8 7.8 564 674 773
Steel/Japan+
26644(N)/Steel Plate/Canada+ 10.5 10.8 11.1 9.3 10.5 114 326 368 399
26711/Waterworks Fittings/China 4.0 4.3 4.4 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
26712/1ron Glands/China 3.7 4.0 4.1 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. --
26880/Ferr osilicon/Egypt 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.7 3 4 5
27049/Wire Rod/France+ 2.0 3.6 7.4 1.6 32 7.2 22 44 99
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TABLE 3.1 (Concluded)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Declinein Domestic I ndustry Revenue

Declinein Domestic I ndustry Employment

Case No./Product/Country Per cent ( Per cent ) ( Number of Worker s-----------
L M H L M H L M H
1994 cases
27220/Ferrosilicon/Br azil 4.1 6.2 7.9 33 5.6 7.6 24 40 55
27240/SS Flanges/India+ 27.2 25.2 24.0 -- N.A. -- -- N.A. -
27440/SS Pipe/M alaysia 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.4 0.6 0.8 5 8 12
27611/Wire Rod/Belgium+ 35 4.1 4.7 3.0 39 4.7 109 131 171
27612/Wire Rod/Japan+ 14 1.6 2.0 1.2 15 2.0 43 54 71
28090/Phthalic Anhydride/Venezuela 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.7 1 1 1
28160/Pencils/Thailand 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 1 1 1
28251/Garlic/China 31.6 26.0 22.9 23.1 20.3 18.6 251 221 202
28370/Pencils/China 33 4.0 4.6 23 31 38 32 43 52

Notes:

For amore complete description of the productsand countriesinvolved in each case, see Table 2.3.
L, M, and H arefor low, mid, and high elasticity estimatesrespectively.

N.A. = not available; insufficient data to calculate.

* result for partial pass-through of dumping margin. All other resultsarefor full pass-through.
+involvestwo or more countries; the named country isthe major source of alleged unfair imports.

(N) indicatesa summary result for a particular product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a caseasdefined in thisstudy (see Appendix A) but rather a
cumulation of casesfor theproduct. Thistablehasinjury estimatesfor each of thefour major steel productsin theinvestigation. Thesefour productscomprise 34 individual cases.

Injury estimatesfor the 34 casesarein Appendix C.

CR =cold rolled; FM =freemachining; HR = hot rolled; LB = lead/bismuth; LWR = light-walled rectangular; MA =martial arts, SQ = special quality; SS= stainless steel.
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TABLE 3.2
EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE AND SALES
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Declinein Industry Revenuedueto:
Total Declineén%l)mestic Industry @ 6)
evenue Volume Effect Price Effect
Case No./Product/Country
L M H L | M H L M H
1989 cases

21501/DRO Consol./Japan 1.20 2.62 3.82 1.00 2.40 3.66 0.19 0.22 0.16
21501*/DRO Consol./Japan 0.57 1.92 3.17 0.48 1.76 3.03 0.09 0.16 0.14
21502/DRO Consol./Japan 1.75 4.32 7.23 1.48 3.99 6.98 0.27 0.33 0.26
21502*/DRO Consol./Japan 0.48 1.98 3.50 0.40 1.81 3.36 0.08 0.16 0.14
21699/L WR Steel Pipe/Taiwan+ 4.30 6.87 8.38 3.59 6.26 7.99 0.71 0.61 0.39
21830/Headwear/China 4.63 5.37 7.31 3.87 4.89 6.97 0.77 0.48 0.34
21851/Ball Bearings/Japan+ 316.40 353.19 370.56 268.00 324.24 354.80 48.40 28.96 15.76
21852/Spherical Bearings/W.Germany+ 22.53 24.82 26.04 18.92 22.67 24.86 3.61 2.15 1.18
21853/Cylindrical Bearings/W.Ger many+ 17.82 19.57 20.50 14.95 17.86 19.57 2.88 1.71 0.94
21854/Needle Bearings/France+ - N.A. - - N.A. - - N.A. -
21930/Steel Wheels/Br azil 66.74 76.90 81.38 56.06 70.26 77.72 10.68 6.64 3.66
21940/Industrial Belts/I srael+ 18.27 26.26 28.45 15.30 23.97 27.15 2.97 2.30 1.30
22130/M otorcycle Batteries/Taiwan 0.97 1.36 1.76 0.81 1.24 1.68 0.16 0.12 0.08
22130*/Motorcycle Batteries/Taiwan 0.18 0.38 0.53 0.15 0.34 0.50 0.03 0.03 0.02
22160/M A Uniforms/Taiwan 0.12 0.15 0.17 0.10 0.13 0.16 0.02 0.01 0.01
22160*/MA Uniforms/Taiwan 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.0# 0.0#
22171/Steel Rails/Canada - N.A. - - N.A. - - N.A. -

Page 85




TABLE 3.2 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE AND SALES
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Declinein Industry Revenue dueto:
Case No./Product/Country [€0)]
Total Declinein Domestic Industry 2 @3
Revenue Volume Effect Price Effect
L M H L M H L M H
1989 cases
22172/Steel Rails/Canada - N.A. - - N.A. - - N.A. --
22180/Por k/Canada - N.A. - - N.A. - - N.A. -
22379/T elephone Systems/Japan+ 298.59 333.89 352.45 254.50 307.65 338.14 44.09 26.24 14.31
1990 cases
22530/Door L ocks/Taiwan 7.98 9.41 10.90 6.66 8.56 10.39 1.32 0.85 0.51
22530*/Door L ocks/Taiwan 2.62 3.19 3.80 2.18 2.90 3.62 0.43 0.29 0.18
22570/M echanical Presses/Japan - N.A. -- -- N.A. -- - --N.A. --
22770/Steel Pails/M exico 15.76 15.37 15.26 13.21 14.02 14.55 2.55 1.35 0.70
23050/Cement/M exico -- N.A. -- -- N.A. - - N.A. -
1991 cases
23550/Benzyl Paraben/Japan - N.A. - - N.A. -- - N.A. --
23711/Salmon/Norway 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.13 0.12 0.10
23712/Salmon/Nor way 1.53 1.48 1.61 0.22 0.37 0.65 1.31 1.10 0.96
23760/Cement/Japan 83.03 80.73 77.34 70.39 74.06 74.00 12.63 6.66 3.34
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TABLE 3.2 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE AND SALES

(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Declinein Industry Revenue dueto:

Case No./Product/Country Total Declinein(éz)mestic Industry @ @
Revenue Volume Effect Price Effect
L M H L M H L M H
1991 cases
23760*/Cement/Japan 82.66 80.67 77.08 70.08 74.01 73.74 12.58 6.66 3.33
23830/PET Film/Japan 18.70 38.15 55.73 15.61 34.75 53.16 3.09 3.40 2.58
23859/Silicon M etal/Brazil+ 77.27 77.91 78.65 8.20 14.97 25.40 69.07 62.94 53.25
23870/Sparklers/China 1.42 1.21 1.09 1.24 1.12 1.05 0.18 0.08 0.04
24109/Wire Rope/Canada+ 13.01 14.82 15.97 10.89 13.51 15.24 2.12 1.31 0.74
24611/Ceiling Fans/China 1.00 1.02 1.11 0.83 0.73 1.05 0.17 0.09 0.05
24670/Groundwood Paper/Finland+ 171.01 195.08 215.00 143.07 177.78 205.05 27.93 17.30 9.95
24670*/Groundwood Paper /Finland+ 144.90 171.08 194.52 121.16 155.87 185.49 23.74 15.22 9.02
1992 cases
24870/Shop Towels/Bangladesh 0.33 0.40 0.48 0.28 0.36 0.45 0.05 0.04 0.02
24970/Antimony/China 2.98 3.64 4.16 2.50 3.31 3.97 0.49 0.32 0.19
25280/Pipe Fittings/China+ 13.79 16.84 19.30 11.72 15.50 18.51 2.07 1.34 0.78
25300/L umber/Canada 317.23 292.32 301.49 44.56 71.92 119.11 272.66 220.39 182.38
25501/M agnesium/Canada 35.21 29.37 27.57 3.43 5.16 8.22 31.79 24.21 19.35
25502/M agnesium/Canada 50.10 40.54 36.63 5.00 7.25 11.06 45.10 33.29 25.58
25641/Standard Pipe/S.K orea+ 74.62 92.34 108.75 62.68 84.39 103.91 11.94 7.95 4.84
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TABLE 3.2 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE AND SALES

(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Declinein Industry Revenue dueto:

Total Declinein(él)mesticlndustry 3)
Case No./Product/Country Revenue Volume Effect Price Effect
L M H L M H L M H
1992 cases
25644/Standard Pipe/Romania 1.18 1.42 1.64 0.98 1.29 1.56 0.20 0.13 0.08
1993 cases

26019/SS Pipe Fittings/Taiwan+ 4.18 6.47 8.18 3.52 5.93 7.83 0.66 0.54 0.35
26110/L B Steel Bar & Rod/Brazil+ 50.55 57.11 61.29 42.61 52.28 58.60 7.94 4.83 2.69
26130/Wire Rope/S.Korea+ 4.23 5.56 6.86 3.53 5.06 6.54 0.70 0.50 0.32
26290/DRAMs/S.K orea 33.99 41.03 50.80 28.40 37.36 48.44 5.59 3.66 2.36
26621/FM Semifinished Steels/Brazil 12.90 15.60 17.98 10.79 14.18 17.14 2.11 1.38 0.83
26622/SQ Semifinished Steels/Brazil 13.97 13.69 15.76 11.65 12.45 15.01 2.31 1.24 0.75
26623/FM HR Bar s/Br azil 30.11 35.95 41.02 25.25 32.82 39.16 4.86 3.13 1.86
26624/SQ HR Bar s/Br azil 42.24 49.08 54.88 35.26 44.67 52.31 6.98 4.41 2.58
26641(N)/HR Flat Steel/Canada+ 629.16 672.34 714.26 526.30 612.57 681.09 102.87 59.77 33.18
26642(N)/CR Flat Steel/Japan+ 380.88 427.88 472.02 318.36 389.70 450.02 62.52 38.18 22.00
26643(N)/Corrosion-Resistant Steel/Japan+ 425.34 464.70 507.85 356.34 423.79 484.53 69.00 40.91 23.31
26644(N)/Steel Plate/Canada+ 197.16 203.42 209.87 168.88 185.87 200.42 31.36 17.54 9.44
26711/WaterworksFittings/China - N.A. — — N.A. — - N.A. —
26712/Iron Glands/China — N.A. — — N.A. — — N.A. —
26880/Ferr osilicon/Egypt 0.69 0.89 0.99 0.57 0.81 0.94 0.11 0.08 0.05
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TABLE 3.2 (Concluded)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE AND SALES
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Declinein Industry Revenue dueto:
Case No./Product/Country 1)
Total Declinein Domestic Industry ) e
Revenue Volume Effect Price Effect
L M H L | M | H L M H
1993 cases
27049/Wir e Rod/France+ 5.33 9.52 13.52 4.45 8.67 12.89 0.88 0.85 0.63
1994 cases
27220/Ferrosilicon/Br azil 5.69 8.69 11.35 4.76 7.92 10.83 0.93 0.77 0.52
27240/SS Flanges/I ndia+ 7.72 6.94 6.53 6.59 6.41 6.25 1.12 0.55 0.27
27440/SS Pipe/M alaysia 1.33 2.04 2.67 111 1.86 2.55 0.22 0.19 0.13
27611/Wire Rod/Belgium+ 56.15 66.18 76.54 46.93 60.28 72.98 9.22 5.90 3.56
27612/Wire Rod/Japan+ 22.00 25.23 31.89 18.35 22.95 30.39 3.64 2.28 1.50
28090/Phthalic Anhydride/Venezuela 1.51 1.61 1.72 1.26 1.46 1.64 0.25 0.15 0.08
28160/Pencils/Thailand 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.03 0.02 0.01
28251/Garlic/China 23.43 17.85 15.09 16.58 13.88 12.38 6.85 3.97 2.71
28370/Pencils/China 5.11 6.33 7.32 4.27 5.77 6.98 0.84 0.57 0.34

Notes:

For afuller description of the productsand countriesinvolved in each case, see Table 2.3.

L, M, and H indicatelow, mid, and high elasticity estimates respectively.

(1) =(2) + (3). Columnsmay not add dueto rounding.

Seetext for definition of the" Volume Effect" and " Price Effect”.

#too small toreport at indicated level of rounding.

N.A. = not available, insufficient data to calculate.

*resultsfor partial pass-through of dumping margin. All other resultsarefor full pass-through.

+involvestwo or more countriesand the named country isthe major source of alleged unfair imports.

(N) indicatesa summary result for a particular product in the massive 1993 flat car bon steel investigation. Itisnot acaseasdefined in thisstudy (See Appendix A) but rather acumulation
of casesfor theproduct. Thistablehasinjury estimatesfor each of thefour major steel productsin theinvestigation. These four productscomprise 34 individual cases. Injury estimates
for the 34 casesarein Appendix D.

CR =cold rolled; FM =freemachining; HR = hot rolled; LB = lead/bismuth; LWR = light-walled rectangular; MA =martial arts; SQ = special quality; SS= stainless steel.
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TABLE 3.3

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON CONSUMERS
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Total Gain to Consumers (1) Consumer Gain due to L ower Price for Domestic Product (2)
Case No./Product/Country L M H L M H
1989 cases

21501/DRO Consols/Japan 2.31 2.04 1.74 0.20 0.24 0.18
21501*/DRO Consols/Japan 1.54 1.46 1.34 0.10 0.18 0.15
21502/DRO Consols/Japan 5.20 4.73 4.08 0.29 0.40 0.35
21502*/DRO Consols/Japan 1.45 2.26 2.03 0.08 0.18 0.17
21699/L WR Steel Pipe/Taiwan+ 6.05 5.16 4.41 0.72 0.62 0.40
21830/Headwear/China 12.88 11.72 10.73 0.77 0.49 0.35
21851/Ball Bearings/Japan+ 258.35 212.93 181.69 52.83 32.21 17.71
21852/Spherical Bearings/W.Ger many+ 15.98 13.15 11.22 3.76 2.26 1.24
21853/Cylindrical Bearings/W.Ger many+ 12.27 10.09 8.60 2.97 1.78 0.98
21854/Needle Bearings/France+ - N.A. - - N.A. -
21930/Steel Wheels/Brazil 41.74 35.87 31.12 11.13 7.00 3.88
21940/Industrial Belts/I srael+ 23.18 19.26 16.08 3.05 2.39 1.36
22130/Motor cycle Batteries/Taiwan 0.85 0.80 0.75 0.16 0.12 0.08
22130*/Motor cycle Batteries/Taiwan 0.16 0.22 0.23 0.03 0.03 0.03
22160/M A Uniforms/Taiwan 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.02 0.01 0.01
22160*/M A Uniforms/Taiwan 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.0 0.0
22171/Steel Rails/Canada - N.A. - - N.A -
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TABLE 3.3 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON CONSUMERS
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Total Gain to Consumers (1) Consumer Gain dueto Lower Price for Domestic Product (2)
Case No./Product/Country L M H L M H
1989 cases
22172/Steel Rails/Canada - N.A - - N.A -
22180/Pork/Canada - N.A. - - N.A -
22379/T elephone Systems/Japan+ 345.23 302.59 276.58 49.95 30.54 16.91
1990 cases
22530/Door_L ocks/Taiwan 5.15 4.42 3.88 1.33 0.86 0.52
22530*/Door L ocks/Taiwan 1.69 1.50 1.35 0.44 0.29 0.18
22570/M echanical Presses/Japan - N.A - - N.A -
22770/Steel Pails/M exico 13.74 11.70 10.57 2.63 1.40 0.73
23050/Cement/M exico - N.A. - - N.A -
1991 cases
23550/Benzyl Paraben/Japan - N.A. - - N.A. —
23711/Salmon/Nor way 3.39 3.26 3.17 0.13 0.12 0.10
23712/Salmon/Norway 31.97 28.76 26.24 1.32 1.12 0.98
23760/Cement/Japan 40.77 31.89 27.46 13.87 7.36 3.69
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TABLE 3.3 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON CONSUMERS
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Total Gain to Consumers (1) Consumer Gain due to Lower Price for Domestic Product (2)
Case No./Product/Country L M H L M H
1991 cases
23760*/Cement/Japan 40.45 31.78 27.54 13.81 7.35 3.68
23830/PET Film/Japan 12.82 12.51 11.05 3.12 3.47 2.65
23859/Silicon Metal/Brazil+ 126.51 114.20 98.52 70.19 64.85 56.10
23870/Sparklers/China 0.96 0.75 0.67 0.24 0.11 0.05
24109/Wire Rope/Canada+ 13.68 11.42 9.87 2.17 1.35 0.76
24611/Ceiling Fans/China 3.24 2.88 2.67 0.17 0.09 0.05
24670/Groundwood Paper/Finland+ 110.16 92.52 79.82 28.50 17.74 10.24
24670*/Groundwood Paper/Finland+ 92.11 79.23 69.70 24.15 15.56 9.26
1992 cases
24870/shop Towels/Bangladesh 0.21 0.18 0.16 0.06 0.04 0.02
24970/Antimony/China 2.34 2.00 1.73 0.50 0.33 0.20
25280/Pipe Fittings/China+ 28.43 24.04 20.82 2.30 1.54 0.93
25300/L umber/Canada 447.62 391.34 349.62 273.47 221.45 183.83
25501/M agnesium/Canada 44.88 36.07 30.25 32.01 24.47 19.69
25502/M agnesium/Canada 63.45 49.36 40.03 45.53 33.77 26.16
25641/Standard Pipe/S.K orea+ 60.51 52.85 46.53 12.44 8.40 5.19
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TABLE 3.3 (Continued)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON CONSUMERS
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Total Gain to Consumers (1) Consumer Gain dueto Lower Price for Domestic Product (2)
Case No./Product/Country L M H L M H
1992 cases
25644/Standar d Pipe/Romania 0.99 0.85 0.74 0.20 0.13 0.08
1993 cases

26019/SS Pipe Fittings/Taiwan+ 6.21 5.53 4.74 0.70 0.59 0.39
26110/L B Steel Bar & Rod/Brazil+ 49.37 42.78 38.48 8.43 5.20 2.92
26130/Wire Rope/S.Koreat 4.39 3.97 3.60 0.70 0.51 0.33
26290/DRAMs/S.Korea 41.49 35.74 31.74 5.66 3.73 2.42
26621/FM Semifinished Steels/Brazil 7.66 6.59 5.75 2.15 1.41 0.86
26622/SQ Semifinished Steels/Brazil 25.44 24.08 23.15 2.33 1.24 0.75
26623/FM HR Bars/Brazil 18.94 16.20 14.08 5.02 3.27 1.95
26624/SQ HR Bar s/Brazil 24.19 20.41 17.60 7.04 4.46 2.61
26641(N)/HR Flat Steel/Canada+ 388.54 330.32 291.45 104.87 61.13 34.02
26642(N)/CR Flat Steel/Japan+ 346.31 308.35 280.46 63.48 38.90 22.48
26643(N)/Corrosion-Resistant Steel/Japan+ 456.90 411.50 378.60 70.90 42.26 24.19
26644(N)/Steel Plate/Canadat 125.42 106.02 93.75 32.88 18.51 10.00

26711/Water wor ks Fittings/China — N.A. — — N.A. —

26712/Iron Glands/China - N.A. - = N.A. -
26880/Ferr osilicon/Egypt 1.57 1.31 1.13 0.11 0.08 0.05
27049/Wire Rod/France+ 12.45 11.49 10.37 0.89 0.87 0.67
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TABLE 3.3 (Concluded)

EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS ON CONSUMERS
(Millions of 1992 Dollars)

Total Gain to Consumers (1) Consumer Gain due to Lower Price for Domestic Product (2)
Case No./Product/Country L M H L M H
1994 cases

27220/Ferrosilicon/Br azil 12.28 11.01 9.72 0.95 0.79 0.54
27240/SS Flanges/India+ 10.58 9.05 8.25 1.29 0.64 0.31
27440/SS Pipe/Malaysia 1.09 1.00 0.89 0.22 0.19 0.13
27611/Wire Rod/Belgium+ 36.74 31.85 28.14 9.36 6.02 3.65
27612/Wire Rod/Japan+ 46.07 43.41 41.22 3.67 2.29 1.52
28090/Phthalic Anhydride/Venezuela 1.83 1.61 1.46 0.25 0.15 0.08
28160/Pencils/Thailand 0.31 0.27 0.25 0.03 0.02 0.01
28251/Garlic/China 47.21 42.23 40.20 7.83 4.47 3.03
28370/Pencils/China 8.09 7.06 6.29 0.85 0.58 0.35

Notes:

For a more complete description of the products and countriesinvolved in each case, see Table 2.3.

L, M, and H arefor low, mid, and high elasticity estimates respectively.

(1) total gain in consumer surplus from unfair imports and equals consumer surplus gain on unfairly traded imports, fairly traded imports (if any), and domestic product.

(2) gain in consumer surplus on domestic product.

N.A. = not available, insufficient data to calculate.

*results for partial pass-through of dumping margin. All other resultsare for full pass-through.

+involves two or more countries and the named country isthe major source of alleged unfair imports.

(N) indicates a summary result for a particular product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (See Appendix A) but rather a cumulation of casesfor the product. Thistable hasinjury
estimates for each of the four major steel productsin theinvestigation. These four products comprise 34 individual cases. Injury estimates for the 34 cases arein Appendix C.

CR =cold rolled; FM = free machining; HR = hot rolled; LB = lead/bismuth; LWR = light-walled rectangular; MA = martial arts; SQ = special quality; SS = stainless steel.

Page 94



TABLE 34

CONSUMER GAIN PER WORKER DISPLACED BY UNFAIR IMPORTS
(Mid Elasticity Case)

(1992 Dollars)

@ ()
Gain to Consumers Reduction in 3=(1)/(2)
Case No./Product/Countries ($Millions) Employment Consumer Gain per Worker
(Number of Workers)

21699: Dumped light-walled rectangular steel pipe from Argentina and Taiwan 5.16 14.7 $351,000
21830: Dumped headwear from China 11.72 110.3 106,000
21930: Subsidized steel wheels from Brazil 35.87 281.3 128,000
22160*: Dumped martial arts uniforms from Taiwan 0.0522 0.829 63,000
22530*: _Dumped residential door locks from Taiwan 1.50 24.6 61,000
23711: Subsidized salmon from Norway 3.26 0.944 3,450,000
23712: Dumped salmon from Norway 28.76 8.72 3,300,000
23760*: Dumped cement and clinker from Japan 31.78 162.5 196,000
23859: Dumped silicon metal from Argentina, Brazil, and China 114.20 31.5 3,630,000
23870: Dumped sparklers from China 0.754 27.8 27,100
24109: Dumped and subsidized steel wire rope from Canada, China and five other countries 11.42 99.0 115,000
24611: Dumped ceiling fans from China 2.88 4.22 682.000
24670*: Dumped groundwood paper from Finland, Belgium, and three other countries 79.23 401 198,000
24870: Dumped shop towels from Bangladesh 0.181 2.86 63,300
25300: Subsidized softwood lumber from Canada 391.34 510.8 766,000
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TABLE 3.4 (Continued)

CONSUMER GAIN PER WORKER DISPLACED BY UNFAIR IMPORTS
(Mid Elasticity Case)
(1992 Dollars)

Gain to (Clz)nsumers Redu(czt?on in 3)=(1)/(2)
Case No./Product/Countries ($Millions) Employment Consumer Gain per Worker
(Number of Workers)

25501: Subsidized magnesium from Canada 36.07 21.5 $1,680,000
25502: Dumped magnesium from Canada 49.36 29.1 1,700,000
25641: Dumped standard pipe from S.Korea, Brazil, and three other countries 52.85 299.7 176,000
25644: Dumped standard pipe from Romania 0.847 4.62 183,000
26019: Dumped SS butt-weld pipe fittings from S.Korea and Taiwan 5.53 47.3 117,000
26110: Dumped and subsidized lead/bismuth bar and rod from Brazil, France, Germany and the UK 42.78 216.4 198,000
26621: Dumped free-machining semifinished steels from Brazil 6.59 41.0 161,000
26622: Dumped special quality semifinished steels from Brazil 24.08 23.7 1,016,000
26623: Dumped free-machining HR bars from Brazil 16.20 100.6 161,000
26624: Dumped special quality HR bars from Brazil 20.41 89.1 229,000
26641(N): Dumped and subsidized HR flat steel from Canada, S.K orea and seven other countries 330.32 765.6 431,000
26642(N): Dumped and subsidized CR flat steel from Japan, Germany, and eleven other countries 308.35 480.8 641,000
26643(N): Dumped and subsidized corrosion-resistant flat steel from Japan, Canada, and nine other countries 411.50 674.2 610,000
26644(N): Dumped and subsidized steel plate from Canada, Sweden, and thirteen other countries 106.02 368.56 288,000
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TABLE 3.4 (Concluded)

CONSUMER GAIN PER WORKER DISPLACED BY UNFAIR IMPORTS
(Mid Elasticity Case)

(1992 Dollars)

Gain to (Clz)nsumers Redu(czt?on in 3)=(1)/(2)
Case No./Product/Countries ($Millions) Employment Consumer Gain per Worker
(Number of Workers)
26880: Dumped ferrosilicon from Egypt 1.31 4.09 $320,000
27049: Dumped SSwire rod from Brazil, France, and India 11.49 43.6 264,000
27220: Dumped ferrosilicon from Brazil 11.01 39.8 277,000
27440: Dumped SS pipe from Malaysia 1.00 8.46 118,000
27611: Dumped and subsidized HR wirerod from Belgium, Brazil, Canada, and Germany 31.85 140.7 226,000
27612: Dumped and subsidized HR wirerod from Belgium, Canada, Germany, and Japan 43.41 53.7 808,000
28090: Dumped phthalic anhydride from Venezuela 1.61 0.917 1,756,000
28160: Dumped pencils from Thailand 0.268 1.15 233,000
28251: Dumped garlic from China 42.23 221.0 191,000
28370: Dumped pencils from China 7.06 43.1 164,000
Data:

Column (1) from Table 3.3, Column (2) from Table 3.1

* indicates results for partial pass-through of dumping margin. All other results for full pass-through of dumping margin.

CR = cold rolled.
HR = hot rolled.
SS = stainless steel.
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TABLE 3.5

USE OF BEST INFORMATION AVAILABLE
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

ANNUAL SUMMARY

1980 - 1994

No. of Foreign

Companies
Investigated by
DOC

Year Total No. of BIA
1980 24 8
1981 1 0
1982 13 1
1983 60 0
1984 61 6 + 1 Part
1985 25 8
1986 100 26 + 3 Parts
1987 83 24
1988 31 10 + 2 Parts
1989 58 27
1990 11 1

1991 48 14
1992 28 9 + 4 Parts
1993 58 38 + 2 Parts
1994 26 16 + Part

Note: Only covers AD cases shown in Table 2.3. and Tables 4.2
and 4.3 in Morkre and Kelly (1994). Adjusts for duplication of firms

across cases.
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TABLE 4.1

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE
OVER THE PERIOD OF INVESTIGATION

Case No. Revenue Output Price
1989 Cases
21501 -14.5 -10.2 -4.8
21502 -10.0 -6.2 -4.1
21699 30.4 16.6 11.8
21830 5.7 -1.8 7.6
21930 -16.7 -13.0 -4.3
22130 -3.6 -0.4 -3.2
22160 -54.4 -58.0 8.6
1990 Cases
22530 -10.0 -8.3 -1.8
1991 Cases
23711/2 8.4 63.9 -33.9
23760 -5.9 -4.3 -1.7
23830 -6.7 0.3 -7.0
23859 -19.0 -5.5 -14.3
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PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE

TABLE 4.1 (Continued)

OVER THE PERIOD OF INVESTIGATION

Case No. Revenue Output Price
1991 Cases
23870 -38.8 -46.4 14.3
24109 -0.6 -1.0 0.4
24611 -22.9 -19.4 -4.4
24670 -8.3 0.7 -9.0
1992 Cases
24870 -14.2 -8.3 -6.4
24970 -20.4 4.9 -24.2
25300 -19.3 -9.9 -10.5
25501/2 -39.6 -18.8 -25.6
25641 -15.9 -0.9 -15.2
25644 -15.9 -0.9 -15.2
1993Cases
26019 -24.9 -1.9 -23.5
26110 -30.2 -18.8 -14.1
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PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE

TABLE 4.1 (Continued)

OVER THE PERIOD OF INVESTIGATION

Case No. Revenue Output Price
1993 Cases
26290 -21.3 120.3 -64.3
26621 -7.1 2.2 -9.1
26622 -17.9 -2.0 -16.2
26623 -10.3 -1.2 -9.2
26624 -13.9 -3.0 -11.2
26641(N) -11.7 -2.9 -9.1
26642(N) -9.0 -0.5 -85
26643(N) -85 2.5 -10.8
26644(N) -28.4 -12.7 -18.0
26880 -32.7 -24.1 -11.3
27049 -11.6 4.4 -75
1994 Cases
27220 -32.7 -24.1 -11.3
27240 -13.6 -85 -5.6
27440 -17.5 1.1 -18.4
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TABLE 4.1 (Concluded)

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE
OVER THE PERIOD OF INVESTIGATION

Case No. Revenue Output Price
1994 Cases
27611 -9.1 3.7 -12.4
27612 -9.1 3.7 -12.4
28090 -7.1 1.5 -85
28160 13.1 -9.9 25.6
28251 27.7 41.2 -9.6
28370 13.1 -9.9 25.6
Median -12.7 -25 -9.1

NOTES:

For details about the countries and products involved in each case, see Table 2.3.
(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) bur rather a cumulation of cases for the product.
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TABLE 4.2

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

1) 2 3) (4) (5) (6) Changein Industry
Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Revenue
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1989 Cases

21501 -12.2 -12.3# -12.9 -0.6 0.5 21 -0.2 1.5 4.4 N.A. N.A. N.A. -18 -4.8 -9.1 -14.5
(84.1) (84.5) (88.6) (4.5) (-3.5) (-14.5) (1.2) (-10.5) (-30.3) (12.7) (33.0) (62.4)

21502 -3.3 -3.9 -4.7 -4.0 -1.1 2.5 0.3 29 7.1 N.A. N.A. N.A. -3.3 -8.2# -14.9 -10.0
(32.9) (39.0) (46.7) (40.3) (10.8) (-25.4) (-2.9) (-29.3) (-71.3) (32.6) (81.8) (149.4)

21699 10.2 16.9 23.2 16.2 15.3 16.0 1.8 -3.3# -9.9 2.2 2.2 1.8 -0.04 -0.1 -0.2 30.4
(33.6) (55.6) (76.5) (53.3) (50.4) (52.8) (5.9) (-10.9) (-32.7) (7.4) (7.4) (6.0) (-0.1) (-0.3) (-0.6)

21830 10.3 14.7 18.6 -7.0 -5.7# -7.6 1.2 -2.9 -7.6 3.4 4.2 6.1 -0.7 -0.9 -14 5.7
(182.6) (260.1) (328.5) (-124) (-133) (-135) (20.6) (-50.8) (-134) (60.8) (73.7) (108.0) (-12.5) (-15.9) (-24.4)

21930 -11.3 -9.9 -9.1 -85 -11.3# -14.5 -0.4 0.2 2.3 N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.5 1.8 2.0 -16.7
(67.3) (59.3) (54.1) (51.0) (67.3) (87.0) (2.3) (-1.5) (-13.6) (-9.2) (-10.9) (-12.1)

22130 4.7 5.0 5.2 -9.2 -11.3# -135 -1.3 -0.6 0.2 N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.9 2.6 3.3 -3.6
(131) (-139) (-145) (253.1) (311.2) (371.9) (36.3) (15.9) (-6.3) (:51.2) (-71.6) (-92.4)

22160 -50.9 -48.7# -47.4 -16.4 -21.1 -26.9 -16.0 -20.2 -23.1 14.8 16.8 19.8 9.2 11.0 12.8 -54.4
(93.7) (89.5) (87.1) (30.2) (38.9) (49.4) (29.4) (37.1) (42.5) (-27.3) (-30.9) (-36.3) (-16.9) (-20.2) (-23.6)
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TABLE 4.2 (Continued)
RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

Changein Industry
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Revenue
Case No.
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1990 Cases

22530 -2.3 0.2 1.7 -25 -7.3# -11.0 -0.04 -0.2 <-0.01 -3.6 -25 -1.6 1.2 1.4 1.7 -10.0

(23.2) (-2.5) (-17.4) (25.1) (73.6) (110.1) (0.4 (2.3) (0.01) (36.0) (24.7) (16.1) (-12.0) (-14.3) (-16.7)
1991 Cases

23711/2 5.7 -3.2 -9.5 -6.4 -9.6 -12.4 40.8 56.1 75.3 -7.1 -5.3 -5.0 -17.4 -17.7# -20.1 8.4
(68.2) (-38.7) (-114) (-76.8) (-115) (-148) (488.8) (671.7) (901.5) (-84.6) (-62.8) (-59.6) (-208) (-212) (-240)

23760 -6.3 -6.4# -6.3 -0.5 -2.4 -7.3 0.04 0.7 1.6 3.0 3.4 3.9 -3.1 -4.5 -6.2 -5.9
(106.8) (108.1) (106.6) (8.2) (39.6) (122.4) (-0.7) (-11.6) (-27.4) (-50.6) (-57.3) (-65.7) (52.1) (76.1) (104.1)

23830 -1.1 -4.0 -7.2 1.1 6.2 10.9 -0.02 4.7 9.6 -0.6 -1.5 -3.0 -7.2 -18.4# -32.9 -6.7
(15.7) (59.3) (106.9) (-16.9) (-93.2) (-162) (0.3) (-70.5) (-144) (9.2) (22.4) (44.9) (107.8) (275.7) (491.8)

23859 -0.6 -4.8 -7.0 -135 -5.2 0.8 3.6 0.6 0.05 17.4 9.9 6.7 -125 -14.6# -18.4 -19.0
(3.4 (25.1) (36.7) (71.0) (27.6) (-4.4) (-19.0) (-2.9) (-0.3) (-91.5) (-52.0) (-35.0) (65.6) (76.5) (96.7)

23870 -17.2 -14.7 -13.0 135 22.2 31.6 -21.7 -30.8# -39.2 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -20.2 -24.4 -30.0 -38.8
(44.3) (38.0) (33.4) (-34.9) (-57.3) (-81.6) (56.1) (79.5) (101.2) (0.9) (0.8) (0.9) (52.0) (62.9) (77.4)

24109 -38 -3.6# -3.6 3.7 4.5 5.7 0.1 -0.1 -0.3 0.9 0.4 -0.1 -1.1 -1.6 -21 -0.6
(635.7) (590.1) (604.6) (-610) (-748) (-941) (-17.6) (18.4) (49.4) (-155) (-65.4) (22.1) (185.1) (263.2) (351.6)
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TABLE 4.2 (Continued)

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

Changein Industry

Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Revenue
Case No.
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1991 Cases

24611 -3.4 -4.3 -5.6 -30.2 -32.0# -35.5 0.2 4.2 9.7 135 12.3 13.0 0.9 0.9 1.0 -22.9
(14.8) (18.8) (24.3) (131.8) (139.9) (154.9) (-:07) (-18.3) (-42.5) (-59.0) (-53.9) (-56.7) (-3.9) (-39) (-4.2)

24670 -2.4 -3.2# -4.2 -0.2 -0.6 -0.6 -2.0 -0.03 2.1 -2.1 -2.8 -3.8 -2.2 -3.0 -3.8 -8.3
(29.2) (37.9) (51.0) (2.8) (7.2) (7.0) (23.5) 0.3) (-24.7) (25.8) (33.7) (45.2) (26.5) (35.5) (45.9)

1992 Cases

24870 -6.1 -3.2 -2.0 -1.5 -6.0 -8.7 0.02 29 6.6 -9.4 -11.9# -15.7 <0.01 0.01 0.01 -14.2
(42.9) (22.3) (13.7) (10.5) (41.9) (61.5) (-01) (20.2) (-46.5) (66.2) (83.7) (110.6) (-0.06) (0.08) (-01)

24970 -3.8 -8.5 -12.1 1.2 1.1 0.4 -13.0 -7.2 -1.6 -0.08 -0.5 -0.9 -8.0 -12.3# -17.7 -20.4
(18.5) (41.8) (59.4) (-5.8) (-5.4) (2.2) (63.4) (35.4) 7.7) (0.4) (2.2) 4.4) (39.2) (60.2) (86.6)

25300 -23.6 -17.5# -13.2 6.3 13 -3.4 -0.7 -2.1 -1.3 0.07 0.06 0.07 -3.7 -3.5 -3.6 -19.3
(122.2) (90.5) (68.5) (-:32.7) (-6.7) (17.5) (3.4) (10.9) (6.7) (-04) (-0.3) (-04) (19.1) (17.9) (18.9)

25501/2 -26.5 -22.6# -23.5 -7.1 -6.7 -5.9 6.8 -1.8 -2.7 N.A. N.A. N.A. -19.1 -17.2 -18.4 -39.6
(67.0) (57.0) (59.4) (18.0) (16.9) (14.8) (-17.2) (4.6) 6.7) (48.3) (43.4) (46.3)

25641 -11.4 -12.5# -13.8 -4.9 -7.8 -11.5 3.3 8.9 15.2 2.2 1.8 1.4 -6.4 -8.7 -11.4 -15.9
(71.5) (78.8) (86.6) (31.1) (49.1) (72.1) (-20.7) (-56.3) (-95.5) (-14.0) (-11.2) (-8.9) (40.4) (54.9) (71.6)

25644 -12.1 -12.9# -14.0 -33 -6.1 -9.3 2.0 7.6 14.0 -3.7 -6.5 -9.7 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -15.9
(76.2) (81.5) (88.1) (20.8) (38.1) (58.3) (-12.4) (-47.8) (-88.2) (23.3) (40.7) (61.2) (0.9) (1.2) (1.6)
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TABLE 4.2 (Continued)

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry Revenue
Case No.
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1993 Cases
26019 -7.6 -1.2 3.6 -8.9 -23.2# -37.8 -16.9 -14.4 -11.7 8.9 12.4 16.1 -25 -4.4 -6.6 -24.9
(30.4) 4.7 (-14.4) (35.8) (93.2) (151.7) (67.8) (57.6) (47.2) (-35.8) (-49.8) (-64.6) (10.0) ar.7n (26.4)
26110 -25.0 -26.9# -29.5 -4.8 -5.4 -5.9 3.2 8.5 14.7 -0.9 -1.4 -2.1 -5.3 -75 -10.2 -30.2
(82.5) (89.0) (97.6) (15.9) (18.0) (19.4) (-10.7) (-28.0) (-48.6) (3.1) (4.7) (7.1) (17.4) (24.9) (33.7)
26290 727.1 823.0 985.3 -8.5 -7.8 -7.3 -38.3 -43.4 -51.3 -94.1 -97.9# -98.9 -67.8 -84.8 -91.2 -21.3
(-*) (-*) (-*) (40.1) (36.5) (34.2) (179.8) (203.9) (240.6) (441.6) (459.3) (464.3) (318.3) (398.0) (427.9)
26621 0.3 -0.8 -2.3 0.2 1.0 2.0 -2.6 -1.1 0.5 N.A. N.A. N.A. -6.3 -9.0# -12.3 -7.1
(-4.4) (11.9) (32.6) (-2.5) (-13.5) (-28.2) (36.9) (15.2) (-7.2) (88.3) (125.9) (172.4)
26622 -11.7 -12.7# -13.9 0.5 -0.07 -0.6 -7.1 -55 -3.6 N.A. N.A. N.A. -0.5 -0.5 -0.6 -17.9
(65.2) (70.9) (77.6) (-2.7) (0.4) (3.6) (39.7) (30.8) (19.9) (2.6) (2.6) (3.1)
26623 -5.8 -6.4# -7.1 -2.0 -2.9 -3.9 -1.4 0.4 2.3 N.A. N.A. N.A. -1.9 -2.5 -3.2 -10.3
(56.1) (61.9) (69.2) (19.6) (28.6) (37.9) (13.9) (-3.6) (-22.6) (18.4) (24.4) (31.2)
26624 -10.2 -10.4# -11.1 0.7 -0.2 -0.9 -4.3 -3.1 -1.6 N.A. N.A. N.A. -0.8 -1.1 -1.4 -13.9
(73.1) (75.0) (79.5) (-4.9) (1.4) (6.3) (30.7) (21.9) (11.6) (5.9) (7.9) (10.2)
26641(N) -7.3 -8.0# -8.9 -0.2 0.1 0.5 -1.9 -1.0 0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -3.3 -4.0 -4.9 -11.7
(61.7) (67.8) (75.6) 1.4 (-1.0) (-4.1) (15.9) (8.3) (-0.8) a1 1.7 (2.4 (27.9) (34.1) (41.3)
26642(N) -6.1 -7.2# -8.2 -0.4 0.1 0.5 -1.3 -0.4 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.3 -17 -2.2 -2.6 -9.0
(68.0) (79.8) (91.4) (4.1) (-1.3) (-5.4) (14.7) (4.3) (-7.4) (-3.4) (-3.3) (-3.4) (19.4) (24.0) (29.1)
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TABLE 4.2 (Continued)

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry
Case No. Revenue
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1993 Cases
26643(N) -2.3 -3.6 -4.6 -0.7 -1.1 -1.7 -3.1 -1.3 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 -3.3 -3.9# -4.6 -85
(27.1) (41.7) (54.3) (8.8) (12.8) (20.1) (36.5) (14.8) (-82) (-6.4) (-6.8) (-7.3) (39.0) (45.7) (53.7)
26644(N) -19.1 -20.6# -22.4 -1.2 -0.4 0.5 -2.6 -0.6 1.8 -1.1 -2.0 -3.2 -9.6 -11.7 -14.2 -28.4
(67.4) (72.6) (78.9) (4.3) (1.4) (-1.7) 9.1) (2.2) (-6.4) (4.0) (7.0) (11.2) (33.9) (41.4) (50.2)
26880 -12.7 -10.5 -10.4 -14.0 -14.9# -15.0 -2.9 -0.9 3.2 -5.9 -9.4 -13.9 -1.0 -2.7 -7.1 -32.7
(38.9) (32.1) (31.9) (43.0) (45.7) (45.8) (8.8) (2.6) (-9.9) (18.0) (28.8) (42.6) (3.0 (8.2) (21.6)
27049 -3.7 -0.9 -2.1 -2.0 -3.9%# -2.1 -2.4 -0.2 25 -18 -3.4 -5.6 -1.2 -2.7 -4.8 -11.6
(31.7) (7.9 (17.9) (17.6) (33.3) (17.9) (20.5) (1.9 (-21.1) (15.5) (29.5) (48.6) (10.4) (23.1) (41.5)
1994 Cases
27220 -17.2 -14.8# -15.1 -9.7 -10.4 -9.5 -2.8 -0.7 3.4 -39 -6.4 -9.7 -2.6 -4.8 -7.7 -32.7
(52.7) (45.4) (46.2) (29.6) (31.8) (29.2) (8.7) (2.3) (-10.4) (12.0) (19.7) (29.7) (8.0) (14.6) (23.5)
27240 -7.2 -10.6 -14.1 44.2 56.4 69.0 2.0 4.6 7.5 -39.8 -49.8# -59.1 -11.6 -13.3 -15.6 -13.6
(52.9) (77.6) (103.3) (-325) (-415) (-507) (-15.0) (-33.6) (-54.9) (292.5) (366.0) (434.3) (85.5) (97.9) (114.9)
27440 -19.0 -19.3# -18.5 8.3 -0.1 -10.8 -8.6 -2.8 3.4 2.4 2.3 2.2 <-0.01 <-0.01 <-0.01 -17.5
(108.4) (110.2) (105.9) (-47.4) (0.9) (61.8) (49.4) (15.7) (-19.6) (-13.5) (-13.3) (-12.8) (0.02) (0.04) (0.05)
27611 -2.3 -5.4 -8.3 -1.0 -0.8 -0.7 -1.6 2.6 7.2 -0.3 -1.1 -2.1 -4.5 -5.9# -7.7 -9.1
(25.8) (59.3) (91.4) (11.1) (8.5) (7.6) (17.9) (-29.1) (-79.5) (3.3) (12.5) (23.2) (49.2) (65.3) (85.2)
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TABLE 4.2 (Concluded)

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry
Case No. Revenue
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1994 Cases
27612 -2.1 -5.2# -8.4 -0.7 -0.5 -0.05 -4.8 -1.5 2.2 -0.4 -0.6 -0.9 -1.3 -1.6 -2.1 -9.1
(23.6) (57.1) (92.4) (7.4) (5.9) (0.6) (52.6) (16.2) (-24.0) (4.3) (6.6) (10.2) (14.2) (17.2) (23.4)
28090 -5.7 -4.44 -4.0 3.9 0.2 -2.4 -3.8 -1.8 0.4 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -7.1
(79.4) (62.2) (55.6) (-54.2) (-35) (33.4) (53.7) (24.9) (-5.0) (9.6) (9.4) (10.0) (2.4) (2.9) (3.5)
28160 18.4 14.7 11.1 8.4 25.2 44.9 -3.8 -15.2 -26.4 -12.0 -18.8# -28.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 13.1
(139.7) (111.9) (84.3) (63.6) (191.8) (341.9) (-28.8) (-116) (-201) (-91.7) (-143) (-217) (2.4) (2.6) (2.6)
28251 62.4 50.7 43.1 -1.7 0.3 2.6 -1.5 5.2 10.3 -7.8 -9.6# -11.5 -3.0 -39 -5.2 27.7
(225.2) (183.2) (155.4) (-6.0) (1.2) (9.49) (-5.4) (18.9) (37.2) (-28.1) (-34.6) (-41.7) (-10.7) (-14.1) (-18.6)
28370 18.2 19.3 18.8 4.0 16.0 31.7 -3.9 -15.4# -26.5 -1.0 -1.3 -1.8 -3.1 -55 -9.1 13.1
(138.4) (146.9) (142.8) (30.4) (122.1) (241.2) (-29.8) (-117) (-202) (-7.3) (-10.1) (-13.8) (-23.6) (-42.0) (-69.6)
Number of
Decr eases 35 36 36 30 29 29 30 28 15 22 22 23 37 37 37 38
Largest
Decrease -50.9 -48.7 -47.4 -30.2 -32.0 -37.8 -38.3 -43.4 -51.3 -94.1 -97.9 -98.9 -67.8 -84.8 -91.2 -54.4
Median -5.8 -5.3 -7.7 -1.1 -1.0 -1.9 -1.5 -0.6 1.2 -0.4 -0.7 -0.9 -2.4 -3.7 -4.9 -12.7
Notes:

For details about the products and countriesinvolved in each case, see Table 2.3.
L, M, and H designate low, mid, and high elasticity estimates respectively.

N.A. = not available.

#indicates largest negative causal factor.

* indicates the change was more than tenfold.
(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) but rather a cumulation of cases for the product.

Page 108




TABLE 4.3

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

Changein Industry

Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Output
Case No.
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1989 Cases

21501 -10.3 -11.2# -12.3 -0.5 0.5 2.0 2.2 5.0 8.7 N.A. N.A. N.A. -1.5 -4.4 -8.7 -10.2
(100.9) (110.1) (120.7) (5.3) (-4.6) (-19.7) (-21.7) (-49.2) (-84.9) 15.1) (42.9) (84.8)

21502 -2.7 -3.5 -4.4 -3.4 -1.0 2.4 2.7 6.0 0.8 N.A. N.A. N.A. -2.7 -7.5# -14.3 -6.2
(44.7) (57.7) (72.3) (54.7) (15.9) (-39.2) (-43.8) (-97.6) (-175) (44.3) (121.2) (231.7)

21699 8.4 15.2 22.0 13.3 13.8 15.2 -5.1 -11.1# -18.0 1.9 2.0 1.7 -0.03 -0.09 -0.2 16.6
(50.8) (91.8) (132.7) (80.3) (83.4) (91.7) (-30.9) (-67.2) (-109) (11.3) (12.3) (10.5) (-0.2) (-0.6) (-1.0)

21830 8.5 13.3 17.6 -5.9 -6.8 -7.3 -5.3 -9.0# -13.6 2.9 3.8 5.8 -0.6 -0.8 -1.3 -1.8
(-477) (-742) (-984) (327.6) (382.1) (405.7) (294.8) (504.0) (757.8) (-160) (-211) (-324) (32.9) (45.6) (73.5)

21930 -9.5 -9.1 -8.6 -7.2 -10.3# -13.9 1.0 3.0 5.8 N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.3 1.7 1.9 -13.0
(73.0) (69.7) (66.5) (55.1) (79.2) (107.0) (-7.9) (-23.0) (-44.8) (-9.8) (-12.8) (-14.8)

22130 3.9 4.6 5.0 -7.7 -10.3# -12.9 1.6 2.4 3.4 N.A. N.A. N.A. 15 2.4 3.2 -0.4
(-977) ) ) ) *) *) (-391) (-608) (-839) (-383) (-584) (-790)

22160 -44.8 -45.5# -45.7 -13.9 -19.4 -25.8 -30.1 -30.2 -31.0 12.2 15.2 18.7 7.6 9.9 12.2 -58.0
(77.2) (78.4) (78.9) (23.9) (33.5) (44.4) (52.0) (52.0) (53.4) (-21.0) (-26.1) (-32.3) (-13.1) (-17.1) (-21.0)
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

Changein Industry
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Output
Case No.
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1990 Cases
22530 -1.9 0.2 1.7 -21 -6.7# -10.5 0.04 0.7 13 -3.0 -2.2 -15 1.0 13 1.6 -8.3
(23.3) (-2.7) (-19.9) (25.1) (80.5) (126.1) (-0.5) (-8.0) (-16.0) (36.1) (26.9) (18.4) (-11.9) (-15.5) (-19.1)
1991 Cases
23711/2 0.8 -0.8 -3.8 -0.9 -2.4 -5.0 69.9 79.1 97.8 -1.0 -1.3 -2.0 -2.6 -4.6# -8.4 63.9
(1.2) (-1.2) (-6.0) (-1.4) (-3.8) (-7.9) (109.4) (123.7) (153.0) (-16) (-2.0) (-3.1) (-4.1) (-7.2) (-13.1)
23760 -5.3 -5.9# -6.0 -0.4 -2.1 -6.9 0.7 1.8 3.0 25 3.1 3.7 -2.6 -4.1 -5.9 -4.3
(123.4) (136.0) (140.2) (9.49) (49.7) (161.1) (-17.1) (-41.9) (-69.9) (-58.0) (-71.7) (-86.2) (60.1) (95.6) (137.0)
23830 -0.9 -3.6 -6.8 0.9 5.7 10.3 6.3 11.4 17.0 -0.5 -1.4 -2.9 -6.0 -16.9# -31.6 0.3
(-270) (*) (%) (289.7) *) *) *) *) *) (-158) (-420) (-881) (%) (*) (*)
23859 -0.06 -0.8 -2.0 -1.3 -0.9 .2 -3.4 -2.1 0.3 15 1.6 1.9 -1.2 -2.6# -5.6 -5.5
(1.0) (14.7) (36.9) (23.6) (16.1) (-4.3) (61.4) (37.3) (-6.2) (-26.5) (-28.6) (-33.5) (21.7) (46.7) (101.9)
23870 -145 -135 -12.4 11.2 20.0 29.9 -34.3 -40.2# -46.8 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -17.1 -22.4 -28.8 -46.4
(31.3) (29.0) (26.7) (-24.0) (-43.1) (-64.5) (73.8) (86.5) (100.8) (0.6) (0.6) 0.7) (36.8) (48.3) (62.1)
24109 -3.2 -3.2# -35 3.1 4.1 5.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.7 0.8 0.4 -0.1 -0.9 -1.4 -2.0 -1.0
(322.3) (325.8) (349.5) (-307) (-411) (-543) (40.8) (55.2) (70.9) (-78.1) (-36.0) (12.7) (93.6) (145.2) (203.2)
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry
Case No. Output
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1991 Cases
24611 -2.8 -3.9 -5.3 -25.9 -29.6# -34.1 0.3 6.0 12.8 111 11.2 12.3 0.7 0.8 0.9 -19.4
(14.6) (20.3) (27.5) (133.6) (153.0) (176.2) (-15) (-31.1) (-66.4) (-57.5) (-57.7) (-63.7) (-3.9) (-4.2) (-4.7)
24670 -20 -2.9# -4.0 -0.2 -05 -0.6 6.5 9.0 115 -18 -2.6 -3.6 -18 -2.7 -3.6 0.7
(-286) (-406) (-571) (-27.2) (-76.8) (-78.6) (918.1) *) *) (-253) (-361) (-508) (-260) (-380) (-514)
1992 Cases
24870 -5.1 -2.9 -1.9 -1.2 -5.4 -8.3 4.2 8.1 12.7 -7.9 -10.9# -15.0 <0.1 0.01 0.01 -8.3
(61.3) (34.5) (22.3) (14.9) (65.2) (100.1) (-49.9) (-97.3) (-153) (94.7) (130.4) (180.3) (-0.09) (-0.1) (-0.2)
24970 -3.2 -7.8 -11.6 1.0 1.0 -0.4 13.0 20.6 28.5 -0.06 -0.4 -0.9 -6.7 -11.2# -16.9 4.9
(-64.5) (-159) (-237) (20.2) (20.4) (-8.7) (266.0) (420.3) (580.3) (-1.3) (-8.5) (-17.5) (-137) (-229) (-345)
25300 -3.6 -4.6 -5.4 0.8 0.3 -1.3 -7.2 -5.5# -2.5 0.01 0.02 0.03 -0.5 -0.8 -1.4 -9.9
(36.9) (46.1) (54.5) (-8.6) (-3.2) (13.5) (73.4) 56.2) (25.3) (-0.1) (-0.2) (-0.3) (5.2) (8.6) (14.6)
25501/2 -2.8 -4.2 -7.4 -0.7 -1.1 -1.7 -14.5 -11.9% -6.9 N.A. N.A. N.A. -1.9 -3.1 -5.6 -18.8
(14.7) (22.2) (39.2) (3.6) (6.1) (9.1) (77.0) (63.5) (36.8) (10.2) (16.5) (29.9)
25641 -9.6 -11.4# -13.1 -4.1 -7.1 -10.9 17.6 25.4 33.8 1.9 1.6 13 -5.4 -8.0 -10.9 -0.9
*) *) *) (482.9) (830.3) ) (%) (%) (%) (-216) (-189) (-157) (627.5) (930.0) )
25644 -10.2 -11.8# -13.4 -2.8 -5.5 -8.8 16.4 24.0 32.5 -3.1 -5.9 -9.3 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.9
*) (*) *) (322.3) (644.5) *) -*) (C) - (361.5) (689.0) *) (14.0) (20.8) (28.5)

Page 111




TABLE 4.3 (Continued)
RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry
Case No. Output
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1993 Cases
26019 -6.4 -11 3.4 -75 -21.4# -36.4 6.8 10.6 145 7.4 11.2 15.3 -2.1 -4.0 -6.3 -1.9
(340.4) (57.6) (-183) (400.8) (*) (*) (-364) (-568) (-774) (-395) (-602) (-818) (111.8) (215.7) (336.2)
26110 -21.3 -24.8# -28.3 -4.0 -4.9 -5.6 125 21.3 30.4 -0.8 -1.3 -2.0 -4.4 -6.9 -9.7 -18.8
(113.0) (131.9) (150.6) (21.4) (26.3) (29.7) (-66.6) (-113) (-161) (4.1) (6.9) (10.9) (23.4) (36.6) (51.8)
26290 481.6 654.1 835.0 -7.2 -7.1 -6.9 79.9 63.2 40.6 -90.5 -97.0# -98.6 -61.1 -82.0 -89.7 120.3
(400.3) (543.7) (694.0) (-6.0) (-5.9) (-5.7) (66.4) (52.5) (33.7) (-75.2) (-80.6) (-81.9) (-50.9) (-68.1) (-74.6)
26621 0.3 -0.8 -2.2 6.3 10.2 N.A. N.A. N.A. -5.3 -8.2# -11.7 2.2
(11.9) (-35.1) (-101) (6.8) (39.9) (87.4) (287.7) (375.5) (465.3) (-241) (-375) (-537)
26622 -9.8 -11.6# -13.3 0.4 -0.06 -0.6 8.7 11.4 14.3 N.A. N.A. N.A. -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -2.0
(501.7) (592.6) (678.4) (-20.9) (3.1) (31.5) (-443) (-582) (-729) (19.9) (21.7) (27.2)
26623 -4.8 -5.8# -6.8 -1.7 -2.7 -3.7 6.9 9.5 12.0 N.A. N.A. N.A. -1.6 -2.3 -3.1 -1.2
(416.8) (500.6) (585.9) (145.1) (231.3) (321.0) (-596) (-816) (*) (136.3) (197.5) (263.5)
26624 -8.6 -9.5# -10.6 0.6 -0.2 -0.8 5.9 8.0 10.1 N.A. N.A. N.A. -0.7 -1.0 -1.4 -3.0
(281.7) (313.8) (347.7) (-18.8) (5.7) (27.6) (-195) (-264) (-333) (22.4) (32.9) (44.5)
26641(N) -6.1 -7.3# -8.5 -0.1 0.1 0.5 6.1 7.8 9.5 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -2.7 -3.6 -4.6 -2.9
(210.1) (251.0) (292.7) (4.7) (-3.6) (-15.7) (-210) (-270) (-328) (3.7) (6.2) (9.2) (94.7) (126.0) (159.8)
26642(N) -5.1 -6.5# -7.8 -0.3 0.1 0.5 6.4 8.0 9.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 -15 -2.0 -25 -05
*) *) *) (64.5) (-22.8) (-97.4) (-*) (-*) (-*) (-53.8) (-56.7) (-60.5) (305.2) (410.8) (521.3)
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued)
RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry
Case No. Output
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1993 Cases
26643(N) -1.9 -3.2 -4.4 -0.6 -1.0 -16 75 9.9 12.3 0.5 0.5 0.6 -2.8 -3.6# -4.4 25
(-77.6) (-130) (-178) (:25.0) (-40.1) (-65.6) (302.5) (396.7) (495.3) (18.2) (21.1) (24.0) (-112) (-143) (-176)
26644(N) -16.2 -18.9# -215 -1.0 -0.4 0.5 12.9 17.6 221 -0.9 -1.8 -3.0 -8.1 -10.7 -13.6 -12.7
(128.0) (149.3) (169.4) (8.1) (2.8) (-3.6) (-102) (-139) (-174) (7.5) (14.3) (24.0) (63.8) (84.8) (107.5)
26880 -10.7 -9.6 -10.0 -11.8 -13.7# -14.3 3.0 7.9 14.0 -4.9 -8.6 -13.3 -0.8 -2.4 -6.7 -24.1
(44.4) (39.8) (41.4) (49.2) (56.7) (59.4) (-12.5) (-32.8) (-58.3) (20.4) (35.7) (55.2) (3.4) (10.1) (28.0)
27049 -3.1 -0.8 -2.0 -1.7 -3.5# -2.0 3.8 6.7 10.0 -1.5 -3.1 -5.4 -1.0 -2.4 -4.6 -4.4
(69.4) (18.9) (44.7) (38.4) (79.3) (44.5) (-85.7) (-151) (-225) (33.9) (70.1) (121.2) (22.8) (54.9) (103.5)
1994 Cases
27220 -14.6 -13.6# -14.4 -8.1 -9.5 -9.1 3.1 8.0 14.2 -3.3 -5.9 -9.3 -2.2 -4.4 -7.3 -24.1
(60.5) (56.4) (59.9) (33.7) (39.3) (37.8) (-12.7) (-33.3) (-59.0) (13.7) (24.3) (38.5) (9.0 (18.1) (30.4)
27240 -6.0 -9.7 -13.4 35.7 50.2 64.8 5.1 8.9 12.7 -34.5 -46.6# -57.3 -9.8 -12.2 -15.0 -85
(71.1) (113.5) (158.1) (-419) (-590) (-763) (-60.2) (-104) (-149) (405.8) (547.8) (674.3) (115.2) (143.4) (175.9)
27440 -16.1 -17.7# -17.7 6.9 -0.1 -10.3 10.1 17.4 25.4 2.0 21 2.1 <-0.01 <-0.01 <-0.01 11
(-*) (-*) (-*) (627.2) (-12.4) (-942) (918.7) (*) (*) (179.8) (192.4) (195.4) (-0.3) (-0.6) (-0.8)
27611 -2.0 -4.9 -7.9 -0.8 -0.7 -0.7 10.8 15.8 21.4 -0.2 -1.0 -2.0 -3.7 -5.4# -7.4 3.7
(-52.6) (-132) (-213) (-22.6) (-18.9) (-17.7) (289.2) (424.9) (574.1) (-6.6) (-27.7) (-53.9) (-100) (-145) (-198)
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TABLE 4.3 (Concluded)
RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

Changein
Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Industry
Case No. Output
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H
1994 Cases
27612 -1.8 -4.7# -8.0 -0.6 -05 -0.05 7.8 11.6 15.9 -0.3 -0.5 -0.9 -1.1 -1.4 -2.0 3.7
(-48.1) (-127) (-215) (-15.1) (-13.2) (-1.3) (209.6) (311.3) (427.9) (-8.7) (-14.7) (-23.7) (-28.9) (-38.3) (-54.4)
28090 -4.7 -4.0# -3.8 3.2 0.2 -2.3 4.5 6.8 9.2 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 1.5
(-324) (-276) (-258) (219.2) (15.4) (-155) (304.7) (462.3) (631.4) (-38.9 (-41.5) (-46.3) (-9.6) (-12.6) (-16.0)
28160 15.1 13.3 10.5 6.9 22.7 42.4 -21.3 -30.7# -40.2 -10.1 -17.3 -27.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 -9.9
(-152) (-134) (-106) (-69.8) (-229) (-428) (214.8) (309.7) (405.2) (102.3) (174.4) (276.4) (-2.7) (-3.1) (-3.3)
28251 38.2 36.0 33.2 -1.1 0.2 2.1 18.8 22.1 25.6 -5.3 -7.3# -9.3 -2.0 -2.9 -4.1 41.2
(92.6) (87.4) (80.5) (-2.7) (0.6) (5.0) (45.5) (53.7) (62.1) (-12.8) (-17.7) (-22.7) (-4.8) (-7.1) (-10.1)
28370 14.9 17.4 17.8 3.3 145 30.0 -21.4 -30.8# -40.3 -0.8 -1.2 -1.7 -2.6 -5.0 -8.7 -9.9
(-151) (-176) (-180) (-33.5) (-146) (-303) (215.7) (310.8) (406.3) (8.1) (12.2) (17.4) (26.1) (50.7) (88.1)
No.
Decr eases 35 36 35 30 29 29 10 10 9 22 22 23 37 37 37 31
Largest
Decrease -44.8 -45.5 -45.7 =259 -29.6 -36.4 =343 -40.2 -46.8 -90.5 =97.0 -98.6 =611 =820 =89.7 -58.0
Median -3.4 -4.4 -6.4 -0.8 -0.8 -1.45 4.8 8 11.2 -0.3 -0.6 -0.9 -1.7 -2.7 -4.5 -2.5
Notes:

For details about the products and countriesinvolved in each case, see Table 2.3

L, M, and H designate low, mid, and high elasticity estimates r espectively

N.A. = not available.

#indicates largest negative causal factor.

* indicates the change was mor e than tenfold.

(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) but rather a cumulation of cases for the product.
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TABLE 44

SUMMARY OF MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No.

Aggregate Demand

Relative Quality

Domestic Supply

Fair Import Supply

Unfair Import Price

1989 Cases

21501

21502

21699

21830

21930

22130

22160

1990 Cases

22530

1991 Cases

23711/2

LM H

23760
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TABLE 4.4 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No.

Aggregate Demand

Relative Quality

Domestic Supply

Fair Import Supply

Unfair Import Price

1991 Cases

23830

23859

23870

LMH

24109

24611

24670

1992 Cases

24870

24970

25300

25501/2

25641

25644

1993 Cases

26019
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TABLE 4.4 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price
1993 Cases
26110 L.MH
26290 L,M,H
26621 LM H
26622 LM, H
26623 LMH
26624 L, M, H
26641(N) L H
26642 (N) LM, H
26643(N) L. MH
26644(N) LMH
26880 LM H
27049 L M H
1994 Cases
27220 L.MH
27240 L,M,H
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TABLE 4.4 (Concluded)

SUMMARY OF MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY
ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price
1994 Cases
27440 LMH
27611 H LM
27612 M, H L
28090 LMH
28160 L,M,H
28251 L, M, H
28370 LMH
Summary 21L 6L 5L 6L 6L
20M 8M 3M 5M 8M
20H 8H 3H 6H 7H
NOTES:

For details about the countries and products involved in each case, see Table 2.3.
L, M, and H designate low, mid, and high elasticity estimates respectively.
(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) but rather a cumulation of cases for the product.
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TABLE 45

SUMMARY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No.

Aggregate Demand

Relative Quality

Domestic Supply

Fair Import Supply

Unfair Import Price

1989 Cases

21501

L,M,H

21502

21699

21830

21930

22130

22160

1990 Cases

22530

1991 Cases

23711/2

23760
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TABLE 4.5 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No.

Aggregate Demand

Relative Quality

Domestic Supply

Fair Import Supply

Unfair Import Price

1991 Cases

23830

23859

23870

24109

24611

24670

L,M,H

1992 Cases

24870

24970

25300

25501/2
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TABLE 4.5 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price
1992 Cases
25641 LMH
25644 LMH
1993 Cases
26019 L. MH
26110 LMH
26290 LMH
26621 LMH
26622 L, M, H
26623 L.MH
26624 LM, H
26641(N) LMH
26642(N) LM, H
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TABLE 4.5 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY

ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price
1993 Cases
26643(N) H LM
26644(N) L, M, H
26880 L. MH
27049 L M H
1994 Cases
27220 L, M, H
27240 L.MH
27440 L,M,H
27611 H LM
27612 L,M,H
28090 L,M,H
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TABLE 4.5 (Concluded)

SUMMARY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT CAUSES OF INJURY TO DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT UNDER ALTERNATIVE ELASTICITY
ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price
1994 Cases
28160 L,M, H
28251 L, M, H
28370 L,M,H
Summary 20L 6L 7L 5L 6L
18M ™ ™ 4aM 8M
21H 7H 5H 5H 6H

NOTES:

For details about the countries and productsinvolved in each case, see Table 2.3.
L, M, and H designate low, mid, and high elasticity estimates respectively.

(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) but rather a cumulation of cases for the product.
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TABLE 4.6

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1989 Cases
21501# 14.0 -0.5 -1.7 N.A. 4.7 21.0,
(82.1) (-3.1) (-9.8) (27.5) 15.4
21502# 4.0 11 -3.1 N.A. 8.7 46.2
(36.4) (10.2) (-27.6) (78.6)
21699# -14.3 -11.3 2.1 -1.2 2.6 4.0
(61.2) (48.3) (-8.9) (5.1) (-11.3)
21830 -12.8 8.9 3.2 -4.1 1.4 25
(238.3) (-166) (-58.9) (76.3) (-26.9)
21930# 10.7 10.2 -1.0 N.A. -2.6 11.8
(53.5) (50.9) (-4.9) (-12.9)
22130 -4.7 11.1 -0.1 N.A. -3.2 5.5,
(-126) (295.2) (-3.0) (-84.8) 15
22160 96.7 24.7 22.5 -26.5 -9.5 3.9,
(81.2) (20.7) (18.9) (-22.2) (-8.0) 1.3
1990 Cases
22530 -0.2 9.9 -0.1 5.1 -16 2.3,
(-2.2) (89.2) (-1.1) (45.7) (-14.8) 0.8

Page 124




TABLE 4.6 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1991 Cases
23711/2 3.6 11.1 -36.2 4.5 17.6 1.38/
(-46.4) (-143) (468.9) (-58.9) (-228) 13.0D
23760# 6.7 -1.0 -0.8 -5.9 4.4 23.2,
(106.9) (-16.3) (-13.2) (-94.2) (70.2) 23.2
23830 4.1 -9.1 -6.3 1.0 11.2 4.3
(57.1) (-127) (-87.8) (14.0) (156.7)
23859# 4.0 10.0 -0.2 -5.3 19.8 42.4
(17.2) (42.5) (-0.9) (-22.6) (84.2)
23870# 16.0 -32.7 42.2 0.4 30.8 75.5
(25.3) (-51.7) (66.6) (0.6) (48.6)
241094# 3.7 -4.2 0.09 -0.3 1.7 6.4
(606.1) (-670) (14.4) (-56.0) (274.7)
24611 4.4 46.6 -4.2 -10.4 -1.8 1.2
(14.8) (156.9) (-14.3) (-34.9) (-6.1)
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TABLE 4.6 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE
MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1991 Cases
24670# 3.3 0.7 -1.2 2.6 25 5.6,
(35.8) (7.9 (-13.5) (28.1) (27.5) 4.9
1992 Cases
24870 3.2 3.8 -5.3 11.2 -0.2 1.2
(19.2) (22.9) (-32.2) (67.9) (-1.1)
24970 9.4 -2.5 4.0 0.4 7.0 6.4
(36.5) (-9.6) (15.5) (1.6) (27.4)
25300 17.9 -2.1 2.0 -0.2 3.5 4.0
(74.9) (-8.9) (8.3) (-0.7) (14.6)
25501/2 13.8 10.9 5.2 N.A. 24.1 13.6S/
(21.0) (16.7) (7.9) (36.7) 18.7D
25641 14.1 7.1 -11.7 -1.5 8.4 12.6
(74.9) (37.5) (-62.1) (-7.9) (44.7)
25644 14.9 5.5 -9.9 6.2 0.2 0.2
(78.7) (28.9) (-52.6) (32.6) (0.9)
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TABLE 4.6 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1993 Cases
26019# 1.2 20.0 7.4 -11.4 6.9 20.1
(3.5) (60.3) (22.4) (-34.4) (20.9)
26110 36.4 5.9 -10.3 1.3 6.9 17.1
(83.9) (13.5) (-23.8) (3.0 (15.8)
26290 -89.1 9.8 -84.1 185.7 52.8 4.1
(-329) (36.2) (-311) (686.0) (195.1)
26621 0.8 -2.0 0.01 N.A. 6.1 4.9
(11.1) (-25.9) (0.2) (79.1)
26622 14.5 0.03 5.6 N.A. 0.6 0.7
(66.6) 02) (25.9) 2.7)
26623# 6.8 2.6 -1.7 N.A. 25 9.6
(59.0) (22.7) (-14.5) (21.7)
26624 11.6 0.05 2.2 N.A. 1.2 2.6
(71.8) (0.3) (13.9) (7.4)
26641(N) 8.6 0.2 0.4 0.1 3.1 5.0
(64.8) (-1.7) (2.9) (1.1) (23.1)
26642(N) 7.7 -0.08 0.3 -0.2 1.9 4.2
(78.2) (-0.8) (2.6) (-2.2) (18.8)
26643(N)# 3.7 1.0 0.6 -0.7 4.1 7.3
(39.4) (10.3) (6.1) (-7.6) (43.8)
26644(N) 25.8 -0.07 -2.4 0.7 79 12.1
(65.2) (-0.2) (-6.0) €7 (20.0)
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TABLE 4.6 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1993 Cases
26880 11.7 17.1 -0.7 12.2 0.9 0.7
(24.1) (35.3) (-1.4) (25.1) (1.9)
27049 0.9 5.5 -0.5 3.3 4.4 3.7
(7.0) (42.1) (-4.0) (24.8) (33.5)
1994 Cases
27220 17.3 12.8 -0.8 7.7 5.3 6.6
(35.7) (26.3) (17 (16.0) (10.9)
27240# 11.3 -48.5 -4.5 28.7 21.4 33.6
(71.5) (-308) (-28.6) (182.1) (135.8)
27440 23.7 -33 0.2 -2.0 0.3 0.6
(111.7) (-15.4) (1.2) (-9.5) 1.2
27611 5.6 1.2 -4.7 0.8 5.4 4.2
(56.4) (12.0) (-46.9) (7.6) (54.3)
27612 5.5 0.6 1.3 0.4 1.8 1.6
(54.7) (6.4) (13.5) (4.4) (17.9)
28090 4.6 0.3 1.5 1.3 0.2 0.7
(60.5) (3.3) (19.0) (17.1) (3.1)
28160 -12.8 -33.9 17.1 12.2 -0.5 0.1
(110.4) (291.6) (-147) (-105) (4.0)
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TABLE 4.6 (Concluded)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY REVENUE

MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1994 Cases

28251# -29.9 10.8 -12.0 4.3 17.0 35.1
(138.0) (-49.7) (55.2) (-19.9) (-78.3)

28370 -16.1 -18.8 17.3 1.1 4.9 4.2
(138.5) (161.7) (-149) (-9.2) (-42.1)

Median 5.6 1.1 -0.2 0.7 3.8 5.0,

4.6

NOTES:

For details about the countries and products involved in each case, see Table 2.3.

N.A. = not available.

# indicates case where unfair practice had greater adverse effect on domestic industry than other causal factors examined.

* indicates the change was mor e than tenfold.

(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) but rather a cumulation of cases for the product.
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TABLE 4.7

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT

MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1989 Cases
21501# 12.6 -0.5 -4.9 N.A. 4.2 18.9,
(111.0) (-4.3) (-43.3) (37.3) 13.9
21502# 3.7 1.0 -5.9 N.A. 7.9 41.3
(55.8) (15.6) (-89.3) (120.5)
21699 -13.1 -10.3 11.2 -1.1 2.4 3.7
(91.8) (72.3) (-78.7) (7.6) (-16.7)
21830 -11.7 8.1 10.1 -3.7 1.3 23
(-640) (442.3) (554.4) (-204) (71.8)
21930# 9.7 9.3 -3.6 N.A. -2.4 10.7
(65.1) 62.0 (-23.8) (-15.8)
22130 -4.3 10.0 -3.0 N.A. -2.9 4.9,
(%) *) (-742) (-717) 1.4
22160 85.0 22.2 40.3 -24.4 -8.7 3.6,
(61.5) (16.1) (29.2) (-17.7) (-6.3) 12
1990 Cases
22530 -0.2 8.9 -1.0 4.6 -1.5 2.1,
(-2.5) (98.6) (-10.7) (50.7) (-16.4) 0.7
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TABLE 4.7 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT
MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1991 Cases
23711/2 0.9 2.6 -44.2 1.1 4.0 0.3s/
(-2.2) (-6.6) (113.4) (-2.8) (-10.3) 3.0D
23760# 6.1 -0.9 -1.9 -5.4 4.0 20.9,
(135.9) (-20.8) (-42.4) (-121) (89.4) 20.9
23830 3.7 -8.3 -11.8 0.9 10.2 3.9
) *) *) (-283) )
23859# 0.7 1.6 2.2 -0.9 3.1 6.1
(11.3) (27.2) (37.1) (-15.4) (52.0)
23870# 14.5 -30.3 64.6 0.4 27.6 66.7
(16.7) (-34.9) (74.5) (0.4) (31.9)
24109# 3.3 -3.9 0.5 -0.3 15 5.8
(332.2) (-385) (52.8) (-30.7) (150.7)
24611 4.0 41.6 -5.9 -9.5 -1.7 1.1
(16.6) (173.2) (-24.5) (-39.4) (-6.9)
24670# 3.0 0.7 -9.3 23 2.3 5.1,
(-420) (-92.8) *) (-330) (-322) 4.5
1992 Cases
24870 2.9 3.4 -9.7 10.2 -0.2 1.0
(31.8) (37.8) (-107) (111.8) (-1.8)
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TABLE 4.7 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT
MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1992 Cases
24970 8.5 -2.2 -19.8 0.4 6.4 5.8
(-182) (47.8) (422.6) (-8.2) (-137)
25300 4.1 -0.5 5.8 -0.04 0.8 1.0
(37.2) (-4.8) (53.3) (-0.3) (1.7)
25501/2 2.2 1.7 14.2 N.A. 3.7 219
(9.4) (7.5) (61.2) (15.8) 29D
25641 12.8 6.4 -23.1 -1.4 7.6 11.4
*) (744.0) () (-157) (884.8)
25644 13.4 5.0 -21.6 5.6 0.2 0.2
*) (574.0) (*) (645.6) (17.8)
1993 Cases
26019# 11 18.0 -16.2 -10.4 6.3 18.1
(56.0) (948.4) (-851) (-548) (330.5)
26110 32.6 5.3 -19.6 1.2 6.2 15.5
(140.6) (22.9) (-84.5) (5.1) (26.8)
26290 -86.7 8.9 -93.1 159.7 47.0 3.7
(158.7) (-16.3) (170.5) (-292) (-86.1)
26621 0.8 -1.8 -8.5 N.A. 5.5 4.4
(-36.0) (84.6) (396.7) (-257)
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TABLE 4.7 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT
MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1993 Cases
26622 13.1 0.03 -10.4 N.A. 0.5 0.7
(656.6) (1.5) (-520) (27.0)
26623# 6.1 2.4 -9.7 N.A. 2.3 8.7
(522.8) (201.9) (-829) (193.2)
26624 10.5 0.05 -8.2 N.A. 1.1 2.3
(334.9) (1.4) (-261) (34.5)
26641(N) 7.8 0.2 7.8 0.1 2.8 45
(262.2) (-7.0) (-260) (4.5) (93.8)
26642(N) 7.0 -0.07 75 0.2 1.7 3.8
*) (-14.3) (%) (-40.8) (351.4)
26643(N)# 3.3 0.9 -9.6 -0.6 3.7 6.6
(-138) (-35.8) (394.1) (26.5) (-153)
26644(N) 23.2 -0.06 -17.3 0.6 7.2 11.0
(160.1) (-0.4) (-119) (4.3) (49.5)
26880 10.6 15.5 -8.6 11.0 0.8 0.6
(33.4) (48.7) (-27.2) (34.7) (2.6)
27049 0.8 5.0 -6.9 3.0 4.0 3.4
(18.1) (108.1) (-149) (63.6) (86.0)
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TABLE 4.7 (Concluded)

ALTERNATIVE MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE CAUSES OF CHANGE IN DOMESTIC INDUSTRY OUTPUT
MIDPOINT ELASTICITY ASSUMPTIONS

Case No. Aggregate Demand Relative Quality Domestic Supply Fair Import Supply Unfair Import Price Injury
1994 Cases

27220 15.6 11.5 -8.8 7.0 4.8 6.0
(49.2) (36.3) (-27.6) (22.1) (15.2)

27240# 10.2 -45.3 -8.2 25.8 19.3 30.2
(109.7) (-488) (-88.7) (277.3) (207.5)

27440 21.3 -3.0 -16.8 -1.8 0.2 0.6

(-*) (274.9) *) (169.5) (-21.4)

27611 5.1 11 -15.4 0.7 4.9 3.8
(-143) (-30.5) (427.9) (-19.2) (-137)

27612 5.0 0.6 -10.5 0.4 1.6 15
(-138) (-16.3) (292.7) (-11.1) (-45.3)

28090 4.2 0.2 -6.6 1.2 0.2 0.6
(-292) (-16.1) (459.7) (-82.5) (-15.1)

28160 -11.7 -31.3 43.3 11.1 -0.4 0.1
(-107) (-285) (393.9) (100.6) (-3.8)

28251# -23.4 8.0 -22.7 3.2 12.5 25.3
(80.2) (-27.4) (77.7) (-11.0) (-42.8)

28370 -14.7 -17.2 43.6 1.0 4.4 3.8
(-134) (-157) (396.4) (8.8) (40.3)

Median 4.2 1.0 -8.2 0.5 2.8 3.9,

3.8
NOTES:

For details about the countries and products involved in each case, see Table 2.3.
N.A. = not available.

#indicates case where unfair practice had greater adver se effect on domestic industry than other causal factors examined.
* indicates the change was mor e than tenfold.

(N) indicates a summary result for a particular steel product in the massive 1993 flat carbon steel investigation. It isnot a case as defined in this study (see Appendix A) bur rather a cumulation of cases for the product.
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TABLE A1

CHARACTERISTICS OF UNFAIR IMPORT CASES

1989 TO 1994

Date Report

Margin

Domestic Market Share of
Unfair Imports

Row Case No. Issued Product Data Type Subsidy Dumping Value Quantity BIAD BIAS CcVv
(Percent)  (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
1 21501 JAN89  CONSOLES IN DRO SYSTEMS PVQ N/R 51.03 NONE N/R NONE
2 21502 JAN89  TRANSDUCERS IN DRO SYS PVQ N/R 51.03 NONE N/R NONE
3 21520 JAN89 APPLIANCE PLUGS INSUFF N/A N/A PART PART PART
4 21630 MAR89  ALL TERRAIN VEHICLES INSUFF N/R 24.59 . . PART N/R  PART
5 21699 MAR89  LT-WALL RECTANG PIPE VQ N/R 42.39 7.10 10.20 PART N/R  PART
6 21700 MAR89  MICRODISKS AND MEDIA INSUFF N/R 42.95 . . NONE N/R NONE
7 21720 MAR89  CALCINED BAUXITE PROPANT INSUFF N/R 75.00 ALL N/R ALL
8 21770 MAY89  ELECTROLYTIC MANGANESE INSUFF N/R N/A . . NONE N/R NONE
9 21830 MAY89 SEWN CLOTH HEADWEAR vQ N/R 21.37 14.00 29.30 NONE N/R ALL
10 21851 MAY89 BALL BEARINGS \Y 1.06 59.26 23.80 . PART PART PART
11 21852 MAY89  SPHERICAL ROLLER BEARING \4 * 49.47 12.20 PART PART PART
12 21853 MAY89  CYLINDRICAL ROLLER BEAR \% N/R N/A 10.30 PART N/R  PART
13 21854 MAY89  NEEDLE ROLLER BEARINGS PMSV N/R N/A 8.60 PART N/R  PART
14 21855 MAY89 SPHERICAL PLAIN BEARINGS INSUFF N/R N/A . PART N/R  NONE
15 21856 MAY89 SLEWING RINGS INSUFF N/R N/A N/A N/R N/A
16 21930 MAY89  STEEL WHEELS PVQ 17.29 N/R . N/R  NONE N/R
17 21940 MAY89  INDUSTRIAL BELTS CMSV 0.22 64.00 11.30 PART PART NONE
18 22110 AUG89 CEPHALEXIN INSUFF N/R 7.50 . . NONE N/R  NONE
19 22130 AUG89 12V MOTORCYCLE BATTERIES PVQ N/R 5.65 33.50 37.10 PART N/R NONE
20 22160 AUGB89 MARTIAL ARTS UNIFORMS VQ N/R 8.50 16.40 19.60 ALL N/R  NONE
21 22171 SEP89 NEW STEEL RAILS CMSV N/R 38.79 5.00 . ALL N/R ALL
22 22172 SEP89 NEW STEEL RAILS CMSV 113.56 38.79 5.00 . ALL  PART ALL
23 22180 SEP89 FRESH CHILLED FROZ PORK Q 2.90 N/R . 2.90 N/R  NONE N/R
24 22379 NOV89 SMALL BUSINESS TELEPHONE \4 N/R 99.59 34.00 PART N/R  PART
25 22421 DEC89 ALUMINUM SULFATE INSUFF N/R 259.17 . ALL N/R  NONE
26 22422 DEC89 ALUMINUM SULFATE INSUFF 38.40 N/R N/R ALL N/R
27 22470 DEC89 DRAFTING MACHINES INSUFF N/R 90.89 . . ALL N/R NONE
28 22530 JAN9O RESIDENTIAL DOOR LOCKS VQ N/R 8.24 7.90 14.10 NONE N/R NONE
29 22570 FEB90 MECH TRANSFER PRESSES CMSV N/R 14.51 70.80 . NONE N/R ALL
30 22770 MAY90 STEEL PAILS PV N/R 75.57 NONE N/R  NONE
31 22959 JUN90 NITROCELLULOSE INSUFF N/R N/R . PART N/R  PART
32 23050 AUG90 PORTLAND CEMENT Q N/R 60.41 16.00 PART N/R  NONE
33 23120 SEP90  MMF SWEATERS Q N/R N/R 52.70 PART N/R  PART
34 23280 NOV90 LASER INSTRUMENTS INSUFF N/R 129.71 . . ALL N/R NONE
35 23550 FEB91 BENZYL PARABEN CMSVQ N/R 126.00 61.00 6200  ALL  N/R NONE
36 23571 FEB91  STRIKING TOOLS INSUFF N/R 45.42 ALL N/R ALL
37 23572 FEB91 BARTOOLS INSUFF N/R 31.76 ALL N/R ALL
38 23573 FEB91 DIGGING TOOLS INSUFF N/R 50.81 ALL N/R ALL

Page 135



TABLE A1

CHARACTERISTICS OF UNFAIR IMPORT CASES

1989 TO 1994

Margin Domestic Market Share of
Unfair Imports
Row Case No. Da}sesﬁggort Product Data Type Subsidy Dumping Value Quantity BIAD BIAS CcVv
(Percent)  (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
39 23574 FEB91 HEWING TOOLS INSUFF N/R 15.02 ALL N/R ALL
40 23580 FEB91  SODIUM THIOSULFATE INSUFF N/R 48.29 . ALL N/R  PART
41 23711 APR91  FRESH ATLANTIC SALMON VQ 2.27 N/R 62.50 60.20 N/R  NONE N/R
42 23712 APR91 FRESH ATLANTIC SALMON VQ N/R 23.80 62.50 60.20 PART N/R PART
43 23760 APR91 PORTLAND CEMENT VQ N/R 62.21 17.17 25.74 PART N/R  NONE
44 23830 MAY91  POLYESTER FILM VQ N/R 5.84 15.80 14.10 NONE N/R  PART
45 23840 MAY91  SHEET PILING INSUFF N/R 291 . . NONE N/R NONE
46 23859 JUN91  SILICON METAL VQ N/R 107.98 23.40 28.00 PART N/R  PART
47 23870 JUN91  SPARKLERS VQ N/R 75.88 48.10 76.20 NONE N/R ALL
48 24109 AUG91 STEEL WIRE ROPE VQ 2.44 56.73 7.90 9.90 PART ALL  PART
49 24111 AUG91 OFFICE TYPING SYSTEMS INSUFF N/R 58.70 . . ALL N/R  NONE
50 24112 AUG91 PERSONAL WORD PROCESSORS INSUFF N/R 58.70 ALL N/R NONE
51 24120 AUG91  GENE AMPLIFICATION CYCLE INSUFF N/R 13.43 NONE N/R NONE
52 24130 AUG91  FLAT PANEL DISPLAYS INSUFF N/R N/A NONE N/R  PART
53 24270 SEP91 LUG NUTS INSUFF N/R 6.25 NONE N/R PART
54 24470 NOV91 TUNGSTEN ORE CONCENTRATE INSUFF N/R 151.00 . . ALL N/R ALL
55 24611 DEC91 CEILING FANS VQ N/R 2.05 23.70 33.80 NONE N/R ALL
56 24612 DEC91 OSCILLATING FANS INSUFF N/R 0.99 . . NONE N/R ALL
57 24670 DEC91 COATED GROUNDWOOD PAPER PVQ N/R 32.96 8.10 7.70  PART N/R  NONE
58 24870 MAR92  SHOP TOWELS VQ N/R 4.60 5.80 7.20 NONE N/R ALL
59 24970 APR92 REF ANTIMONY TRIOXIDE VQ N/R 33.10 10.10 12.30 ALL N/R ALL
60 24980 APR92 NONCONTACT AO LENSES INSUFF N/R 158.00 . . ALL N/R  NONE
61 25020 APR92  NEPHELINE SYENITE INSUFF N/R 9.36 NONE N/R NONE
62 25100 MAY92  KIWIFRUIT INSUFF N/R 98.60 ALL N/R NONE
63 25250 JUN92  RAYON YARN INSUFF N/R 24.58 . NONE N/R NONE
64 25280 JUN92 BUTT-WELD PIPE FITTINGS PV N/R 133.46 29.97 ALL N/R PART
65 25290 JuL92 MINIVANS INSUFF N/R 9.72 . . NONE N/R ALL
66 25300 JUL92 SOFTWOOD LUMBER VQ 6.51 N/R 28.30 27.50 N/R  NONE N/R
67 25429 AUG92 SULFANIC ACID INSUFF N/R N/A 40.13 46.23 ALL ALL PART
68 25501 AUG92 MAGNESIUM PVQ 21.61 N/R . . N/R  NONE N/R
69 25502 AUG92 MAGNESIUM PVQ N/R 31.33 PART N/R  NONE
70 25590 SEP92 RUBBER THREAD INSUFF N/R 15.16 . . NONE N/R PART
71 25641 OCT92 STANDARD PIPE VQ N/R 21.65 22.80 25.10 PART N/R PART
72 25642 OCT92 MECHANICAL TUBING INSUFF N/R N/A . . PART N/R  PART
73 25643 OCT92  FINISHED CONDUIT NOINJ N/R N/A 0.00 0.00 PART N/R  PART
74 25644 OCT92  STANDARD PIPE VQ N/R 14.90 0.50 0.70 NONE N/R ALL
75 25645 OCT92 MECHANICAL TUBING INSUFF N/R 14.90 . . NONE N/R ALL
76 25646 OCT92 FINISHED CONDUIT NOINJ N/R 14.90 0.00 0.00 NONE N/R ALL
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TABLE A1

CHARACTERISTICS OF UNFAIR IMPORT CASES

1989 TO 1994

Margin Domestic Market Share of
Unfair Imports
Row Case No. Da}sesﬁggort Product Data Type Subsidy Dumping Value Quantity BIAD BIAS CcVv
(Percent)  (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
77 25850 DEC92 STAINLESS STEEL PIPE INSUFF N/R 15.28 . . NONE N/R  PART
78 26019 FEB93  STAINLESS STEEL PIPE FIT VQ N/R 47.26 19.80 26.50 PART N/R  PART
79 26029 FEB93 SULFUR DYES INSUFF N/R N/A . . PART N/R  PART
80 26030 FEB93 SULFANIC ACID INSUFF N/A N/A 10.00 ALL ALL  PART
81 26069 MAR93 FERROSILICON INSUFF N/A N/A . . PART NONE PART
82 26110 MAR93  LEAD/BISMUTH BAR AND ROD VQ 14.47 58.62 19.40 20.50 PART NONE PART
83 26130 MAR93  STEEL WIRE ROPE CMSV N/R 11.14 10.30 . PART N/R NONE
84 26170 MAR93  STEEL RAILS INSUFF N/R 69.28 . . NONE N/R NONE
85 26290 MAY93  ALL DRAMS VQ N/R 3.89 19.70 24.80 NONE N/R NONE
86 26300 APR93 DRY FILM PHOTORESIST INSUFF N/R 52.37 . . ALL N/R  NONE
87 26510 JUNO93 HELICAL SPRING WASHERS INSUFF N/R 31.93 ALL N/R ALL
88 26581 JUL93  ELECTRIC CUTTING TOOLS INSUFF N/R 54.43 NONE N/R NONE
89 26582 JUL93  SAND/GRIND TOOLS INSUFF N/R 46.75 NONE N/R NONE
90 26621 JUL93  SEMIFINISHED STEELS PVQ N/R 19.67 ALL N/R  NONE
91 26622 JuUL93 SPECIAL QUALITY STEELS PVQ N/R 19.67 ALL N/R  NONE
92 26623 JUL93 FREE-MACHINING BARS PVQ N/R 27.00 ALL N/R  NONE
93 26624 JUL93  SPECIAL QUALITY BARS PVQ N/R 27.00 . ALL N/R NONE
94 26641N AUG93 HOT-ROLLED FLAT STEEL VQ 5.47 34.40 7.00 6.10 PART PART PART
95 26642N AUG93 COLD-ROLLED FLAT STEEL VQ 7.36 34.96 8.10 6.50 PART PART PART
96 26643N AUG93 CORROSION-RESISTANT STEEL VQ 3.96 3231 17.00 16.10 PART PART NONE
97 26644N AUG93 STEEL PLATE VQ 9.63 47.18 13.00 1440 PART PART  PART
98 26691 AUG93 URANIUM NOINJ N/R 129.29 0.00 0.00 ALL N/R ALL
99 26692 AUG93  URANIUM EXCEPT ENRICHED INSUFF N/R 129.29 ALL N/R ALL
100 26693 AUG93  HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM INSUFF N/R 129.29 . . ALL N/R ALL
101 26711 AUG93 IRON WATERWORKS FITTINGS CMSVQ N/R 127.38 4.40 6.60 ALL N/R ALL
102 26712 AUG93 IRON GLANDS CMSVQ N/R 127.38 4.10 4.90 ALL N/R ALL
103 26713 AUG93 ACCESSORY PACKS NOINJ N/R 127.38 0.00 0.00 ALL N/R ALL
104 26790 SEP93 PADS FOR WOODWINDS INSUFF N/R 1.82 . NONE N/R NONE
105 26810 SEP93 PORTABLE ELEC TYPEWRITERS INSUFF N/R 15.51 NONE N/R NONE
106 26840 OCT93  HELICAL SPRING WASHERS INSUFF N/R 128.64 . ALL N/R ALL
107 26880 OCT93 FERROSILICON VQ N/R 90.50 0.80 1.30 ALL N/R NONE
108 27049 NOV93 STAINLESS STEEL WIRE ROD VQ N/R 28.99 12.60 1430 PART N/R PART
109 27220 JAN94 FERROSILICON VQ N/R 35.95 13.70 15.80 PART N/R PART
110 27240 FEB94  STAINLESS STEEL FLANGES PVQ N/R 126.05 23.90 37.10 PART N/R  PART
111 27400 FEB94 DEFROST TIMERS INSUFF N/R 83.67 . ALL N/R NONE
112 27440 MAR94  STAINLESS STEEL PIPE VQ N/R 9.13 2.50 3.40 NONE N/R  PART
113 27611 MAR9%4 HOT-ROLLED WIRE ROD VQ N/R 13.48 11.92 10.99 PART N/R PART
114 27612 MAR94 HOT-ROLLED WIRE ROD VQ N/R 17.95 13.20 10.99 PART N/R PART
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TABLE A1

CHARACTERISTICS OF UNFAIR IMPORT CASES

1989 TO 1994

Margin Domestic Market Share of
Unfair Imports
Row Case No. Da}sesﬁggort Product Data Type Subsidy Dumping Value Quantity BIAD BIAS CcVv
(Percent)  (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
115 27720 MAY9%4  CALCIUM ALUMINATE CEMENT INSUFF N/R 18.91 NONE N/R ALL
116 27730 MAY9%4  NITROMETHANE INSUFF N/R 233.70 ALL N/R ALL
117 27781 MAY9%4  SILICON ELECTRIC STEEL INSUFF 24.42 N/R N/R  NONE N/R
118 27782 MAY94 SILICON ELECTRIC STEEL INSUFF N/R 31.08 ALL N/R  NONE
119 27790 JUN94  SILICON CARBIDE INSUFF N/R 406.00 ALL N/R ALL
120 27800 JUN94  CALCIUM ALUMINATE FLUX INSUFF N/R 37.93 NONE N/R NONE
121 27830 JUN94  PPD-T ARAMID FIBER INSUFF N/R 55.84 NONE N/R  PART
122 27930 JUL94  SEBACIC ACID INSUFF N/R 243.40 ALL N/R ALL
123 28000 AUG94  SILICON ELECTRIC STEEL INSUFF N/R 60.79 . . ALL N/R ALL
124 28090 SEP94 PHTHALIC ANHYDRIDE VQ N/R 52.00 1.60 1.80 ALL N/R ALL
125 28160 OCT94 PENCILS VQ N/R 115.52 0.20 0.40 ALL N/R ALL
126 28251 NOV94 FRESH GARLIC VQ N/R 376.67 22.10 35.20 ALL N/R ALL
127 28252 NOV94  DEHY GARLIC INSUFF N/R 376.67 . . ALL N/R ALL
128 28253 NOV94  SEED GARLIC INSUFF N/R 376.67 ALL N/R ALL
129 28290 NOV94  PAPER CLIPS INSUFF N/R 126.94 ALL N/R ALL
130 28360 DEC94  SILICOMANGANESE INSUFF N/R 89.97 . . PART N/R  PART
131 28370 DEC94 PENCILS VQ N/R 44.66 10.80 22.10 ALL N/R ALL
132 28420 DEC94 SACCHARIN INSUFF N/R 391.42 . ALL N/R ALL

* = less than 0.01.
Under data type:

Q = quantity; V = value; VQ = value and quantity; CMSQ = complete market share quantity; CMSV = complete market share value;
CMSVQ = complete market share value and quantity; PQ = partial quantity; PV = partial value; PVQ = partial value and quantity;

" = not available (e.g., data confidential); N/A = not available (e.g., cannot calculate); N/R = not relevant.

PMSQ = partial market share quantity; PMSV = partial market share value; INSUFF = insufficient; NOINJ = no injury.
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TABLEA.2

ELASTICITIESUSED IN MODEL TO ESTIMATE EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS

(€ @ (©)
Elasticity of Demand for Composite Elasticity of Substitution in Demand Elasticity of Supply for Domestic
CaseNoJ Product Product between Domestic and Import Product Industry
L M H L M H L M H
1989 cases

21501/Consolsfor digital read outs (DROS) -0.7 -0.85 -1 15 3 5 5 10 20
21502/Transducersfor DROs -0.7 -0.85 -1 15 3 5 5 10 20
21699/L light-walled rectangular steel pipe -05 -0.85 -1.2 15 3 45 5 10 20
21830/Headwear -05 -1.0 -15 1.25 2 3 5 10 20
21851/Ball bearings -0.05 -0.25 -05 2 3 4 5 10 20
21852/Spherical roller bearings -0.05 -0.25 -05 2 3 4 5 10 20
21853/Cylindrical roller bearings -0.05 -0.25 -05 2 3 4 5 10 20
21854/Needleroller bearings -0.05 -0.25 -05 2 3 4 5 10 20
21930/Steel wheels -0.25 -0.5 -1.0 3 4 5 5 10 20
21940/Industrial belts -0.25 -0.5 -1.0 1.25 2.5 4 5 10 20
22130/Motorcycle batteries -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 2 3 4 5 10 20
22160/Martial artsuniforms -0.5 -0.75 -1.0 3 4 5 5 10 20
22171/New steel rails -1 -1.25 -1.5 3 4 5 5 10 20
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TABLE A.2 (Continued)

ELASTICITIESUSED IN MODEL TO ESTIMATE EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS

1) @ ©)
Elasticity of Demand for Composite Elasticity of Substitution in Demand Elasticity of Supply for Domestic
Product between Domestic and Import Product Industry
Case No./ Product
L M H L M H L M H
1989 cases
22172/New steel rails -1 -1.25 -15 3 4 5 5 10 20
22180/Pork -0.5 -0.75 -1 3 6 12 0.2 0.4 0.6
22379/T elephone systems -1 -1.25 -15 3 4 5 5 10 20
1990 cases
22530/Residential door locks -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 3 4 5 5 10 20
22570/M echanical presses -0.6 -0.8 -1 2 3 4 5 10 20
22770/Steel pails -1 -1.5 -2 3 4 5 5 10 20
23050/Cement and clinker -0.2 -0.35 -0.5 5 75 10 5 10 20
1991 cases
23550/Benzyl paraben -1 -1.5 -2 3 4 5 5 10 20
23711/Salmon -1 -1.75 -25 3 4.5 6 0.16 0.32 0.64
23712/Salmon -1 -1.75 -25 3 4.5 6 0.16 0.32 0.64
23760/Cement and clinker -0.2 -0.35 -05 5 75 9 5 10 20
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TABLE A.2 (Continued)
ELASTICITIESUSED IN MODEL TO ESTIMATE EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS

(1) @ €]
Elasticity of Demand for Composite Elasticity of Substitution in Demand Elasticity of Supply for Domestic
Product between Domestic and Import Product Industry
Case No./ Product
L M H L M H L M H
1991 cases
23830/Polyester (“PET") film -0.6 -0.9 -1.2 3 6.5 10 5 10 20
23859/Silicon metal -0.25 -0.375 -0.5 15 25 4 0.1 0.2 04
23870/Sparklers -0.5 -1.25 -2 5 6.5 8 5 10 20
24109/Steelwirerope -0.3 -0.5 -0.7 2 3 4 5 10 20
24611/Ceiling fans -0.5 -1.25 -2 3 4 5 5 10 20
24670/Groundwood paper -05 -0.65 -0.8 3 4 5 5 10 20
1992 cases

24870/Shop towels -0.4 -0.7 -1 4 5.5 7 5 10 20
24970/Antimony -0.2 -0.35 -0.5 2 3 4 5 10 20
25280/Steel pipefittings -0.3 -0.5 -0.7 1.25 2 3 5 10 20
25300/Softwood lumber -0.3 -0.6 -0.9 3 4 5 0.16 0.32 0.64
25501/M agnesium -0.25 -0.625 -1 4 5.5 7 0.1 0.2 04
25502/M agnesium -0.25 -0.625 -1 4 5.5 7 0.1 0.2 04
25641 & 25644/Standard pipe -0.5 -0.625 -0.75 3 4 5 5 10 20
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TABLE A.2 (Continued)

ELASTICITIESUSED IN MODEL TO ESTIMATE EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS

(1) @ ©)
Elasticity of Dg?zgrslcétfor Composite ElasDﬁgtny]ggtsiucb:gaﬁfnmigo'jrim;?gé)f;(‘?f[een Elasticity of ISln_a[LpSIt);;or Domestic
Case No./ Product
L M H L M H L M H
1993 cases

26019/SS butt-weld pipefittings -0.25 -0.5 -.075 11 2 3 5 10 20
26110/L ead-bismuth bar and rod -1 -1.25 -15 3 4 5 5 10 20
26130/Steel wirerope -0.3 -0.5 -0.7 2 3 4 5 10 20
26290/DRAMs -0.75 -1.0 -15 3 4 5 5 10 20
26621/Free-machining SF steels -05 -0.625 -0.75 3 4 5 5 10 20
26622/Special quality SF steels -0.5 -0.625 -0.75 11 1.25 15 5 10 20
26623/Free-machining HR bars -0.5 -0.625 -0.75 3 4 5 5 10 20
26624/Special quality HR bars -0.5 -0.625 -0.75 3 4 5 5 10 20
26641(N)/HR flat steel -0.6 -0.7 -0.8 31 3.7 4.3 5 10 20
26642(N)/CR flat steel -0.7 -0.8 -0.9 2.2 2.65 31 5 10 20
26643(N)/Corrosion-resistant flat steel -0.5 -0.65 -0.8 18 2.2 2.6 5 10 20
26644(N)/Steel -pipe -05 06 0.7 3.2 38 44 5 10 20
26711/1ron waterworksfittings -0.5 -0.625 -0.75 2 3 4 5 10 20
26712/1ron glandsfor waterworksfittings -05 -0.625 -0.75 2 3 4 5 10 20
26880/Ferrosilicon -0.2 -0.35 -0.5 11 2 3 5 10 20
27049/SSwirerod -05 -0.75 -1.0 11 2 3 5 10 20
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TABLE A.2 (Concluded)
ELASTICITIESUSED IN MODEL TO ESTIMATE EFFECTS OF UNFAIR IMPORTS

(1) @ 3
Elasticity of Dgrrlzj?jrsjtit for Composite E'agg%g;;%bgg;“f"mig 02?”‘;?3 é’&‘[‘:’“tee” Elasticity of Isnﬁlpslt 3: ;or Domestic
Case No./ Product
L M H L M H L M H
1994 cases

27220/Ferrosilicon -0.2 -0.35 -0.5 11 2 3 5 10 20
27240/SSflanges -0.3 -0.5 -0.7 3 35 4 5 10 20
27440/SS pipe -0.3 -0.5 -0.7 2 35 5 5 10 20
27611/HR wirerod -0.5 -0.75 -1 3 4 5 5 10 20
27612/HR wirerod -0.5 -0.75 -1 11 15 2 5 10 20
28090/Phthalic anhydride -0.5 -0.75 -1 15 2 25 5 10 20
28160/Pencils -1 -1.5 -2 2 3 4 5 10 20
28251/Garlic -0.4 -0.65 -0.9 3 4 5 2 3 4
28370/Pencils -1 -15 -2 2 3 4 5 10 20

Notes:

L, M, and H indicate low, mid, and high elasticity estimatesrespectively. Theelasticity estimatesshown wereused for both full passthrough and, whererelevant, for corresponding partial pass-
through dumping mar gin cases.

Data: for (1) and (2), various memoranda by USITC staff (“ Elasticity Memos”); for (3) Morkreand Kelly (1994), Appendix D.

SS=stainlesssteel; SF = semifinished; HR = hot-rolled; CR = cold-rolled.

N.A. =not available.
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