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Abstract China’s importance for India as a trading partres increased tremendously over
the recent years. At the same time, China has betleenmain target of Indian antidumping
measures with a number of measures that is unprrtatiworldwide. This paper provides a
detailed analysis of trade flows between the twerging economies and investigates on
which type of products and in which sectors thadndjovernment applies antidumping
measures against China. Then this paper estintedsae impact of those measures that
were imposed during the Great Recession, usinghhodéata on exports from China to India.
The use of monthly data is relatively new to therdture and allows a detailed examination
of the trade impact of antidumping measures andyitamics. This paper finds that
antidumping measures decrease the Chinese expoetaad quantity to India immediately
and to a significant extent. The impact is quitbk over time.
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1. Introduction

Over the past two decades, there is no other fggohntner that has gained as much
importance for India as China. While the magnitatigade flows with China was close to
zero before the onset of Indian trade liberalizatin1991, trade between the two emerging
economies has steadily gained momentum until 2@iterms of numbers, China’s share in
Indian goods exports has risen from below 1.0%éndarly 1990s to 1.7% in 2000 and 5.5%
in 2011, making China the fourth largest recipigindian goods in 2011. Relations are even
more pronounced for trade flows that go into thpagite direction with India importing
goods with a value of more than 50 billion USD fr@hina. This corresponds to an increase
of the Chinese share in the Indian import valuenf1% in 1990 to 2.8% in 2000 and 12.0%
in 2011"

Since a few years, several high-level governmerdtimgs have been taking place to
discuss trade relations between India and China.t@pic that is frequently on the agenda of
these meetings is the use of antidumping (AD) padied disputes related toitVhile China
has initiated only 4 cases against India, Indiaihiéisted 147 cases against China of which
120 ended with the imposition of measures agaihgté€3e producers. In relative terms, this
corresponds to 22.4% of all Indian AD initiatiomeda25.1% measures that India imposed
against its trading partners worldwide between 1&%952011. Roughly every fourth Indian
AD case is directed towards China. No other couwtgldwide is targeted by its trading

partner as frequently as China by India.

The AD rules are part of the General Agreement anff§ and Trade (GATT) and
allow members of the World Trade Organization (W;T@jder certain conditions, to impose
restrictions against foreign imports. If a parteoubroduct is dumped into the domestic
economy, which legally means that it is imported atice below “normal valué”and if,
additionally, dumping causes material injury to tleenestic producers, then the domestic
industry can file for AD protection. GATT Article Nand the AD Agreement stipulate that

the government can then impose protection, whiclallylscomes along with the introduction

! Authors’ calculations are based on trade data fleerUN Comtrade database.
2 See newspaper article e Hindu, “India-China meet to discuss trade disputes” Apsil 2012, as example
for Indian press coverage of one of the latest ingeicovering AD issues between India and China.

% The normal value usually corresponds to the poicéhe product in the ordinary course of trade imitthe
country in which the product originates.
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of an AD tariff on the “dumped” imports that areported from the producers in the target

country under investigatich.

Among economists, AD measures are widely regardedfarm of protectionism that
allows governments to safeguard the domestic ecgiiimm foreign competition, whenever
there is demand for protection from domestic prediredustries. However, as most
economists would agree, trade protection had angertital impact on trade flows during the
Great Depression of the 1930s, thereby worsenim@tlonomic situation at that time. For this
reason, economists and policy makers have beenafaryepetition of such a scenario in the

current economic crisis, referred to as Great RsoRrs

Indeed trade policy has increasingly become undsmitoring worldwide.
International organizations such as the World Baake been analyzing extensively the use
of temporary trade barriers, which provide governtaavith a way to raise the levels of trade
protection within the rules of the GAT’TIn particular, Bown (2011) includes detailed
country-specific reports on the use of AD policyidg the crisis. These reports reveal that
most countries in fact have not reverted more aiteD policy or other temporary trade
barriers during the crisis. However, Tovar (201 hpwocuses on India provides some
evidence that this general conclusion does not hdld for the case of India. Using detailed
product-level data, she finds that about 4% of potslhave been under AD measures in
2009, which is more than would be predicted bylitnear trend established from data in
previous years. She also finds some evidencenldat has raised its level of protection in
2008 and 2009 by not removing AD barriers that vasteially supposed to be removed.
Also more recent evidence by Bown (2012a) showssthieagroup of G20 emerging
economies, which India makes part of, has incredséelvel of protection in 2011 compared
to 2007.

The purpose of this paper is twofold. First, weville some descriptive evidence on
Indian imports from China and their composition amgestigate in which sectors and on
which type of products the Indian government agof® policy against China, thereby

contributing to the monitoring efforts regarding tiise of AD policy. Second, we investigate

* The GATT regulations are implemented into the andnational law through the Customs Tariff Act 875
and the Customs Tariff Rules of 1995 on “identifica, assessment and collection of antidumping auty
dumped articles and for determination of injuryigluding subsequent amendments.

® Besides AD measures, also countervailing dutiessafeguard measures are trade protection meabatesre
labeled “temporary trade barriers”.

® After an AD measure has been in place for fivergeia can be extended by means of an affirmativalgd
sunset review in which the government confirms thatnping and injury are likely to re-occur in cabe
measure would be removed.
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the trade impact of India’s most recent affirmatjeiled AD cases against China, initiated in
2009-2010. Hereby we go one step beyond the mamitefforts described above and
examine whether increased protection that is oleskirvIndia during the crisis has actually
led to any significant reductions in trade flowsing recently released monthly trade data
from the UN, we are able to identify the impactratia’s most recent AD measures against
China on Chinese exports to India and reveal itedycs on a monthly basis, distinguishing

between export quantities and values.

There are some studies in the literature which lexaenined the trade impact of
Indian AD policy. Aggarwal (2011) focuses on theipé from 1994 to 2001 and finds a
negative impact of AD policy on both trade valuad &olumes which leads her to the
conclusion that “AD action is effective in tradent@ction” for India. Ganguli (2008) obtains
a similar result, finding a negative impact of kwdiAD policy on targeted imports. Malhotra
and Malhotra (2008) implement a case study fopthermaceutical industry and find that
imports in this industry decline as a consequem@opolicy.

Our paper fits into this line of the literature tlexamines the impact of AD policy on
trade flows, but is to our knowledge the first dhat matches information on AD cases with
monthly data, looking at the trade impact of ADippkt the monthly levelHereby we
make use of the monthly Comtrade database on tiass that has recently been made
available by the UN. Besides providing detailedghts on the dynamics of the trade impact
of AD measures that were imposed during the GreaeBsion, the use of monthly data has
the advantage that the trade impact of AD is liés$yl to be blurred by other factors

influencing trade.

The remainder of the paper is organized as folldwSection 2, we briefly discuss
trade relations between India and China and thvailuéon over time and provide some
descriptive evidence on the use of Indian AD poéigginst China. Section 3 introduces the
data and the methodology that are used in the eapanalysis. Section 4 presents and
discusses our findings regarding the impact ofdnd\D policy against China on Chinese

exports to India. Section 5 concludes.

" Hillberry and McCalman (2011) also use monthlyadathey do not investigate the impact of AD polamy
trade flows, but examine which types of shocksggigAD petitions.
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2. Indian-Chinese Trade Relations

Trade between India and China and its characteristics

India and China have been among the world’s mosaulyc economies over the past
decades, exhibiting economic growth rates that hswgassed those of many others
economies in the region. The annual average GDWthgrmate of China has been 10.6% over
the last decade with double-digit growth rateslimast all years, but also India has grown at

a fast pace with an average growth rate of 7.8%ersame period.

[Figure 1]

Figure 1 shows GDP growth rates as reported byMiteand illustrates that the Great
Recession hit both “Asian giants” to a similar extdt came along with a decline of both
China’s and India’s GDP growth by around 4 percgatgoints in 2008. In 2009, GDP
growth then remained almost unchanged. In 2010ughoboth emerging economies
recovered, India recovered to a stronger extemt @fina, surpassing Chinese GDP growth
by 0.2 percentage points and reaching more than 18%ing India’s hope that double-digit
growth would be feasible for an extended periodhie near future. However, growth has
slowed down again in 2011, more in India than inn@hwith China and India reaching
growth rates of 9.2% and 7.2%, respectively.

More recently, quarterly GDP growth numbers foridgnoh 2012 have fallen to rates
between 5 and 6%, raising the attention worldwiade @iggering the IMF to call for a “wide
range of structural reforms” in IndfaGiven the counter-cyclicality with which AD polidyas
typically been applied in the pasthe increased use of AD policy by the Indian goweent
would not be a surprise in this situation. HowewasrMarelli and Signorelli (2011) find, large
economic growth rates in both India and China hbgen very much supported by trade
openness in the past which would call for restgeawmhen it comes to trade policy if these
results are taken literally.

Besides revealing recent trends in GDP growth ith lmountries, Figure 1 illustrates
the co-movements of Chinese and Indian GDP gromitesthe 1980s. Indian and Chinese
GDP growth have evolved quite differently befor®19the year in which trade started to be

8 See Public Information Notice No. 12/36, 17 A@@l12, International Monetary Fund.
° See, for example, Knetter and Prusa (2003).



liberalized in India as a consequence of the ecanonsis at that time. In the 1990s, trends
in GDP growth rates have become more similar. B 2000s, trends almost moved in a
parallel fashion with Chinese GDP growth exceedmdjan GDP growth by 2-4 percentage

points in all years except 2010.

Indeed, when calculating the correlations betwele® growth rates of the two
emerging economies’ GDP, we find that the correfatis -0.21 for 1980-1990, -0.05 for
1990-2000, and 0.79 for 2001-2011. The evolutiothefcorrelations suggests that both India
and China have been increasingly exposed to the sagcroeconomic shocks over time. This
evolution is also in line with the fact that Indiad China have become more integrated with

each other in terms of trade.

[Figure 2]

Figure 2 shows in panel a) the export value ofdrtdi China and the import value of
India from China. In “fob” terms, Indian goods exyoto China have reached a level of
around 17 billion USD in 2011, steadily increasfram 1988 to 2010 and slightly declining
in 2011. The value of Indian imports from China,as@red in “cif’ terms, has increased even

more sharply to a level of more than 55 billion UB2011.

Since the increase of trade flows from and to Inslia trend that can be observed also
for other trading partners than China, it is usééulcalculate the share of China in Indian
imports and exports as relative measure. Thisag/ehn panel b) of Figure 2 and reveals that
China has also gained importance for India asdangapartner in relative terms. While shares
of China in Indian trade were close to zero un@i0@, these have increased to 12% for the

import value and 5.5% for the export value in 2011.

[Table 1]

Table 1 includes on the left-hand-side the distrdyuof Chinese imports over
different sectors for 2001, 2006 and 2011. As ssai@ use the 21 different sections of the
Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding Systeli®) from the World Customs

Organization, into which traded products are cfeeski

As shown in Table 1, imports from China are con@at in relatively few sectors.

Particularly eye-catching is that machinery hasgaimuch in importance, accounting for
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more than 40% of imports from China in 2011 anahehe sector in which India imports
most of its goods. Although it has been the mogtortant sector in terms of import value
already in 2001, the share was considerably low#rad time with a value of 23%. India
imports also many chemical products, which accalifaethe second largest share of imports
in 2011 with 16%. The base metals sector is tire thrgest sector in terms of import value
from China with a share of 8.6% in total importualbf 2011. The share of import value in
both the mineral products and the textiles sedtassdeclined. While more than 20% of the
total import value was created by mineral product001, this share has declined to 3% in
2011. Textiles experienced a similar decline fradr®% in 2001 to 3.9% in 2011.

While it is insightful to know to which sectors tpeoducts belong to that China has
been shipping to India over the last decade, titdnéand-side of Table 1 does not reveal
whether these trends are specific to China or véndtiey concern imports from all countries.
Therefore, we apply a Balassa (1965) type of immieihe Indian import data. Calculated for
China, this index indicates how much each sectotritutes to the import value from China
relative to the contribution of the same sectah®import value from other countries. In
other words, we divide the sectoral share of ingpfsdm China by the sectoral share of
imports from all countries except China. This giuesan indication how important China is

with respect to imports in a specific sector, coragdo India’s other trading partners.

The values of this index, calculated as just dbsdiare shown on the right-hand-side
of Table 1. A value of one for a certain sectoresponds to a situation in which the weight
of this sector in the Chinese import value is elyaaual to the weight of this sector in the
value of imports from all other countries. If tirelex takes on values that are greater than
one, it can be interpreted as evidence for a coatiparadvantage in the respective sector of
China in Indian imports. With a value that is sraathan one, the respective sector has a
larger share in the import value from other co@stthan in the import value that is shipped

from China.

Results show that China is dominant relative t@otountries especially in the
footwear industry that account for a share in Céénienports that is almost 15 times larger
than the share in other countries’ imports. Preuvaleut less pronounced, is the dominance of
China in the imports of products from the chemitzdther, stones and glass, machinery and

transport equipment industry, respectively.

[Figure 3]



In Figure 3, we split up the Indian import valuetgpe of product on the basis of the
Broad Economic Categories (BEC) classificationtidiggiishing between consumption goods,
intermediate goods and capital goods. We again deparate analysis of imports coming
from China and from the rest of the world, respesyi. Interestingly, we find that the share
of capital goods has increased in Chinese impaoots 7.6% in 1996 to 28.4% in 2011. This
is a trend that is specific to China and is nonfibdor India’s other trading partners. In 2011,
intermediate goods accounted for 63.3% of the impalue from China. This is less than the
90.3% that intermediate goods accounted for in ithport value from other countries.
Consumption goods are only present to a small extelmdian imports, so most final goods

seem to be produced and sold within India.

Indian antidumping policy against China

Between 1991, when India initiated its first AD easnd the first quarter of 2012,
India initiated 650 AD cases against its tradingmexs. In 1994, India initiated its first AD
case against China on Isobutyl Benzene, imposspeaific duty for five years from 1995 to
2000. On the whole, 148 AD cases were initiatedrastji@hina which is roughly 23% of all
cases. Over the 2000s, India has not only becomen#in user of AD policy worldwide, but
is also the country with the largest number ofiatibns against one single trading partner

worldwide.

In order to shed light into the patterns of IndfD policy against China, we calculate
how many imports from China in terms of value aneler AD protection making use of the
annual data on Indian imports from China at the@-t8git product level that can be found in
the Comtrade database of UN. Figure 4 shows thamost years, more than 10% of the
Chinese import value has been under AD protectio2009, it was even more than 16% of
all imports from China, on which AD duties wereleoted or other measures were imposed.
In 2011, this share has come back to 10%. Toveatl(P@ho uses the same data sources and
calculates the share of total Indian import valuelar AD protection, not restricting the
analysis to China, finds shares in the range betaeeund 1.5% and 3.5% within the last ten
years:’ The fact that Chinese import shares under AD arehnhigher illustrates the Indian

focus on China as AD target.

[Figure 4]

1 These numbers are implied by Figure 7.2 in Togad ().



Table 2 shows the share of import value from Chwh&ch falls under AD protection
by sector. Closely following Vandenbussche and ¥lgign (2011) who analyze the use of
AD policy in the European Union, we shade for esettor and year the corresponding cell in
the table according to the degree of AD coveratpe. darker shaded the cells in the table, the
larger the share of import value on which AD measware imposed. This way of illustrating
the degree of protection allows getting a quicksgraf India’s use of AD policy across

sectors and over time.

[Table 2]

Table 2 shows that Indian AD policy has been appéigainst China in 13 out of 21
sectors, where the definition of sectors follow$Il€al. While AD policy is typically viewed
as an “exception” to the most-favoured-nation (MiXhciple of the WTO rules, also by the
WTO itself, Table 2 shows that AD protection of India agai®kina has in fact become the

rule in some sectors.

Heavily protected from dumping is in particular fleed and beverages sector with in
some years more than 70% of the import value uAdeprotection. In 2011, this share has
decreased to 33% which is still the highest sharesa all sectors. However, one needs to
take into account that the amount of imports is #ector is relatively small as shown before
in Table 1. Also textiles and plastics and rubler @ominent sectors for Indian AD policy
against China with currently around 27% of impdrtsn China in both sectors under AD.
Among these three sectors, textiles is the one witwh most imports from China can be
classified. An important role in Indian AD rulingsso plays the chemicals sector with 16% of
the import value under AD. Mineral products haverbprominent in Indian AD rulings until
2009.

Our analysis demonstrates that AD plays an impobrtae also in small sectors such
as food and beverages — something that would liketybe revealed if we simply counted the
cases for this sector. It seems important to censide share of imports as additional
indicator on the use of AD policy, since only timdicator can provide some guidance on the

economic importance of AD policy.

1 See http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/whatisif edfagrm8_e.htm.

12 As discussed by Vandenbussche and Viegelahn (2@ti$)indicator may in fact underestimate the étru
economic importance of AD policy. As shown alsotliis paper, trade flows are likely to be depresasd
9



[Figure 5]

Figure 5 follows Vandenbussche and Viegelahn (2@ht) classifies products under
AD into intermediate, consumption and capital gootts shows that AD policy is
predominantly applied on intermediate products fl@mna with an import value of 15-25%
covered in the recent years. Intermediate prochee always been those products on which

most AD measures were applied against China.

While the share of consumption and capital googsonts under AD has been close to
zero until 2007, consumption goods like opal glasswor recordable DVDs from China have
been put under AD during the Great Recession. 8itpjlmeasures have been put in place on
capital goods such as weaving machines, plasticegsing machinery or tyre curing presses.
To have larger import shares of consumption andtalagoods covered by AD seems to be a

new trend in Indian AD policy which was prevalenhtemst during the last three years.

3. Trade Impact of Antidumping Measures: Data and Metlodology

Having provided in quite some detail a descriptiverview of Indian imports from
China and their characteristics on the one handratdidn AD policy against China on the
other hand, this section now aims at identifying ithpact of AD measures on trade flows
from China. In order to perform such an analys$is paper relies on data from two sources.
The first database is the World Bank’s Global Aafitbing Database (Bown, 2012b) which
contains data on all AD cases worldwide. For Inthe,database starts in 1992 when the first
AD case was initiated by the Indian government. Gimeent version of the database ends
with a case that was initiated in the beginnin@@f2. From the Global Antidumping
Database, we extract information on 14 Indian ABesahat were initiated against China
between 2009 and 2010 and for which AD measures ingsosed in either 2010 or 2011.

[Table 3]

consequence of AD measures which has an impach@site of this indicator. Therefore, the imporargls
cited here should be perceived rather as a lowendestimate of the “true” economic importance 6f policy.
10



Table 3 provides an overview of the 14 Indian ABesaagainst China that are
considered. These cases involve 48 products &l $é-digit level which belong to five
different sectors: chemicals, plastics and rubtestjles, stones and glass, and machinery.

The 48 products are intermediate products as walbasumption and capital goods.

The database on Indian AD cases against Chinarigethievith a second database,
UN’s recently released monthly Comtrade databasehndontains bilateral import and
export data in terms of both values and quantite30 reporter countries, starting from
January 2010. Since for India, data are so far epgrted for one month, we cannot use
Indian import data for our analysis. As a consegaewe extract information on China’s
exports to India for the products involved in teAD cases initiated between 2009 and
2011. Monthly trade data is taken for the periashfrJanuary 2010 to May 2012.

The estimator that is used to identify the impddD measures on trade flows is the
Pseudo Poisson Maximum Likelihood Estimator (PPMith fixed effects. This estimator
takes into account one of the basic problems thaes@archer is confronted with when
modeling trade flows: trade flows may be zero. Eslly when considering trade flows at a
narrowly defined product level and on a monthlyi®aas we do, this is not a rare case, such

that the use of an estimator that can accounteimszis particularly relevant in our contéxt.

If we simply took the logarithm of the value or qtity of trade and used an OLS-
based estimation methodology, all observations nétto trade would drop out of our
estimation sample, not entering our regressiors Waiuld likely create a bias of our
estimated policy impact: if AD measures were prahie and caused China to completely
stop exporting the product under AD, then we wdilkdely underestimate the true impact of
AD on Chinese exports to India to a large extehtsTs due to the fact that zero trade flows

are excluded from the sample when taking the Iltiyari

The PPML allows us to consistently model trade fpsince this methodology can be
directly applied to levels of trade such that zetosot drop out. In particular, we estimate
the following equation:

EXP; = exp(a + B1PRy it + B2PRy it + - + Bnit PRy it + & + Ei) Eit (1)

13 See WTO/UNCTAD (2012) and Santos Silva and Temr¢g006) for a detailed discussion on the applicati
of PPML in the context of modeling trade flows.
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EXP;; corresponds to the value or quantity of Chinegm#s to India of product i in
month t.e; ande; are monthly and product-specific fixed effectpadively.¢;; is the error

term.

PRy, PRy, -.., PRy are dummy variables that have a value of 1 in aas&D
measure is in place 1, 2, ..., n months, respectiadtgr it has been imposed. Estimating the
impact for each month separately, we can derivelyimamics of the impact of AD policy.
This is particularly interesting when using monttijta as we do, since we get to know if
exports from China to India change immediately tuAD protection or if it takes some time
for them to adjust to the AD measures. We alsonedé equation (1) by simply including a
dummy that takes on a value of one always when@m&asure is in place, which gives us
an estimate of the average policy impact.

Equation (1) is estimated on the panel of 48 prtglan which the Indian government
initiated AD cases against China in 2009-2010 amgbised measures in 2010-2011. The
sample of Chinese export data covers the time gdroon January 2010 to May 2012, giving
us 29 observations for each product in the timesdsion. We report heteroskedasticity-

consistent estimates of standard errors.

4. Trade Impact of Antidumping Measures: Results

This section discusses the results that we geh&impact of Indian AD measures against
China on the value and quantity that China exgortadia, when estimating equation (1)
with the PPML estimator.

[Table 4]

Table 4 is a regression table that shows the seBulthe export value and reveals that
AD measures have a significantly negative impadrade flows that fall under these
measures. The estimated coefficient for the avee#figet is significant and takes on a value
of -0.16. This corresponds roughly to a 15% de@®hshe Chinese export value to India
after controlling for time and product-specificdik effects. We also find significant,

guantitatively larger effects for some months, whkowing for a heterogeneous effect of

12



AD protection over time. In particular, we find sificant coefficients when looking at the

impact of AD measures three, four and six montter &iey have been imposed.

Figure 6 shows the estimated coefficients for eaohth together with the 90%
confidence interval. Although we find that coeféinis are not always significant, which may
be due to the fact that we are considering onlprducts in our panel and therefore have too
few observations in the cross-dimensibmve find a clear pattern of a negative impact that
immediately follows the imposition of the AD measur

[Figure 6]

Table 5 shows the results of the PPML regressiothiexport quantity. Here the impact
is estimated to be even stronger with a coeffictdrit.28, significant at the 10% level. Again,
when splitting up and considering the potentiathageneity of the impact over time, we also
find significance for the second, third and fourtbnth that AD protection is in place. In
addition, the coefficient of the dummy variabletthas a value of one if the AD measure has
been in place for more than 6 months is signific@aefficients in between, despite not being

significant, seem to generally fit well into thdissted pattern.

[Table 5]

Figure 7 then again is a graphical representatiosasults with a graph that looks similar
as the one in Figure 6. However, evidence for grmaghon the export quantity seems to be a
bit stronger than evidence for values. For botluesland quantities, we can nevertheless

reliably identify a negative impact.

[Figure 7]

The fact that the impact on quantities seems laigar the one on values may be due to

an impact of AD protection on the export price,esally given that the Indian government

4 One product drops out of the regression, sincgetia perfectly explained with the product-specffied
effect.
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imposed on 3 of the 47 products that enter theessjpn an AD duty, which is only applied in
case the price of the good does not exceed amdhnt@shold. Such an AD duty provides

incentives to Chinese exporters to raise theirepric

Summarizing our results, we find that Indian AD sw@@s are depressing trade flows
from China during the Great Recession. This isne With what has been previously found in
the literature. As additional finding, we reveadtithe impact of AD measures is quite
immediate, so exports are jumping down to a newllether than adjusting slowly when an

AD measure is imposed. The impact seems then tuite stable over time.

5. Conclusion

This paper provides new descriptive evidence orrdde relation between the two
“Asian giants”, India and China. While trade vallretween the two countries have increased
by a factor of 30 in the case of imports and 18ecase of exports over the last decade, no
other country is targeted with AD policy as oftgnits trading partner as China by India.

In this paper, we have shown several interestints fabout Indian imports from
China. In particular, it seems that machinery intpbiave gained much in importance in
recent years. Also chemical products and base snatalimported much from China.

Equally, footwear plays an important role in trdldevs from China to India, relative to
imports coming from other countries. Regardingtihpe of product, it seems that especially
capital goods have gained momentum in Indian ingglootm China.

AD policy seems to be applied to a large exterthefood and beverages industry, but
also in chemicals, plastics and rubber, and tetil&e import value from China that is
covered by AD measures exceeds 50% in some sestotisat AD policy is rather the rule
than the exception in these sectors. A recentrfmdi that AD policy has started to be applied
on capital goods and consumption goods during tieaiGRecession. However, AD cases on
intermediate goods are clearly dominating Indian @&Bes against China.

The paper then takes the most recent AD caseatedtagainst India in 2009-2010
and estimates the trade impact of AD policy, usitanthly data. AD policy has been
intensively monitored worldwide, especially durithg Great Recession, and our analysis
contributes to these monitoring efforts. We findtt&hinese exports to India decline
significantly with an impact that is stronger faramtities than for values. The impact is found

to be relatively immediate and quite stable oveeti
14



This result is somewhat in line with the presumptioat AD measures are beneficial
for Indian producers that file for AD protectionotever, what we do not examine in this
paper, is whether there is any import diversioruoaag, i.e. whether other trading partners
replace those Indian imports from China that ag ket of India because of Indian AD
measures. Given that AD policy is primarily appledintermediate products coming from
China, also importers and input users are likelge@ffected by AD policy, presumably in a
negative way. A closer analysis of these issu@sdwide a more comprehensive evaluation of

India’s AD policy is left to future research.
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Tables

Table 1. Distribution of Indian import value from C hina by sector

Share of sector in total India

Share of sector in total Indian

n import value from China / Share

Sector import value from China of sector in total Indian import
(in %) value from other countries
(Ratio)

2001 2006 2011 2001 2006 2011

Animal products 0.3 0.1 0.1 7.5 2.2 0.7
Vegetable products 1.5 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.3 0.4
Fats and oils 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1
Food and beverage 0.4 0.2 0.2 1.1 1.2 0.4
Mineral products 20.3 8.3 3.0 0.6 0.2 0.1
Chemicals 22.3 14.8 16.0 2.6 2.0 2.4
Plastics and rubber 1.4 2.5 3.0 0.7 1.2 1.2

Leather 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.8 1.3 2.5

Wood 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.5

Pulp and paper 0.2 0.9 0.8 0.1 0.7 0.8

Textiles 11.9 7.1 3.9 4.8 7.1 5.9
Footwear 0.7 0.4 0.4 16.7 9.6 14.8
Stones and glass 1.6 1.9 1.7 3.9 6.1 6.7
Precious stones 4.7 0.4 3.3 0.2 0.0 0.1
Base metals 5.4 11.0 8.6 1.1 1.8 1.6
Machinery 23.4 43.9 41.5 1.7 2.9 3.8

Transport 0.4 1.9 4.6 0.2 0.3 24
Instruments 2.6 14 1.8 11 0.8 1.3
Arms, ammunition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2
Miscellaneous 2.0 1.9 1.7 8.7 0.8 8.8

Art 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 5.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 - -

Source: Authors’ calculations based on UN Comtrade.

18



Table 2: Share of sectoral import value from Chinaunder AD measures, by sector

1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011

Animal products
Vegetable products
Fats and oils
Food and beverage
Mineral products
Chemicals
Plastics and rubber -
Leather
Wood

Pulp and paper
Texiles EEaaEN
Footwear

Stones and glass

Precious stones
Base metals
Machinery
Transport
Instruments

Arms, ammunition
Miscellaneous
Art

[2)

0% 0-10% | 10-20% | 20-30% | 30-40% | 40-50%| 50-60% >60%

Source: Authors’ calculations based on UN Comtiatthe Global Antidumping Database (Bown, 2012b).
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Table 3. Indian antidumping cases against China, ihated in 2009-2010

widths and lengths)

Number
Date of
Product o of HS Outcome
initiation
products
. . : . 19 Mar e
Viscose Staple Fibre excluding Bamboo Fibre 2009 1 Specific duty
Circular Weaving Machines (having six or 18 Ma
more shuttles for weaving PP/HDPE Fabrics| of y 2 Specific duty

: . 2009
a width exceeding 30 cms.)

: 16 June e
Barium Carbonate 2009 1 Specific duty
Coumarin 10 July 1 [?‘:1;?; tsgzre

2009 :
given level
1,1,1,2-Tetrafluoroethane or R-134a of all 19 Aug 1 Specific dut
types 2009 P y
: . . Duty if price
Polyl Vinyl Chloride Paste Resin (PVC Paste 3 Nov 2009 5 talls under
Resin) :
given level
Sodium Tripoly Phosphate (STPP) 5 Nov 2009 1 Spedifty
Certain Glass Fibre and articles thereof 8 Jan 2010 8 Ad \éilt(;/rem
PVC Flex Films 1 Feb 2010 5 Specific dut
Sewing Machine Needles 19 May 1 Specific duty
2010
Paranitroaniline (PNA) 8 Jun 201p 1 Specific duty
26 Aug Ad valorem
Opal Glassware 2010 10 duty
Morpholine 7 Dec 2010 1 Specific duty
Geogrid/Geostrips/Geostraps made of Polyester,
. . . . . 20 Dec -
or Glass Fiber in all its forms (including all 2010 13 Specific duty

Source: Global Antidumping Database (Bown, 201Zhg table shows only cases for which AD protecti@s

granted.
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Table 4. Pseudo-Poisson Maximum Likelihood (PPML)simation: Impact of AD
measures on the Chinese export value to India atéHS 6-digit product level

Dependent variable: Export value

(1) (2)

. -0.16085*
AD protection (.0896)

. -0.05979
AD protection in 1°> month (0.115732)

L -0.11963
AD protection in 2™ month (0.10351)

g -0.22379***
AD protection in 3™ month (0.068228)

. -0.25929***
AD protection in 4™ month (0.103393)

o -0.01719
AD protection in 5 month (0.170119)

o -0.2309*
AD protection in 6 month (0.120507)

_ . -0.16758
AD protection > 6" month (0.135154)
Year dummies Yes Yes
Product fixed effects Yes Yes
Wald Chi2 Test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
Number of products a7 47
Number of observations 1316 1316

Source: Authors’ estimates based on UN ComtradeGoial Antidumping Database (Bown, 2012b).
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Table 5. Pseudo-Poisson Maximum Likelihood (PPML)simation: Impact of AD
measures on the Chinese export quantity to India ahe HS 6-digit product level

Dependent variable: Export quantity (in kilo)

1) (2)
_ *
AD protection (Oléggi%
st -0.16366
AD protection in 1> month (0.11747)
AD protection in 2" month 0291627
protection in 2™ mon (0.156337)
AD protection in 3 month 03497
protection in 3™ mon (0.134642)
AD protection in 4" month 025269
protection in 47 mon (0.142514)
AD protection in 5" month 0.14046
protection in 57 mon (0.163249)
. -0.31012
AD protection in 6 month (0.189873)
, h -0.36787*
AD protection > 6" month (0.208662)
Year dummies Yes Yes
Product fixed effects Yes Yes
Wald Chi2 Test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
Number of products 1260 1260
Number of observations 45 45

Source: Authors’ estimates based on UN ComtradeGoial Antidumping Database (Bown, 2012b).
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Figure 2. Indian goods imports from China and goodexports to China

a. Absolute value (in USD)
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Figure 3. Distribution of Indian import value by ty pe of product
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Figure 4. Share of import value from China under ADmeasures
18
16 A
5 A /\ /\
12 / \ / \ / \
y o\ ] St N
\/ -

in %

8
6
i
2
0

o

TS - = T o TR S P )
9 2% & O LY LF Q979 ()
AT AT DT AT DT AT AR DT DT DT DT DT DT DT D

Source: Authors’ calculations based on UN Comtraatk Global Antidumping Database.

Figure 5. Share of import value from China under ADmeasures, by type of product
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Figure 6. Estimated monthly impact of AD measuresmthe Chinese export value to
India at the HS 6-digit product level
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====Upper bound (90% confidence interval)
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Source: Authors’ estimates based on UN ComtradeGobal Antidumping Database (Bown, 2012b).
Note: Y-axis shows value of estimated coefficiemtdgrotection dummies of equation (1).

Figure 7. Estimated monthly impact of AD measuresmthe Chinese export quantity to

India at the HS 6-digit product level
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Source: Authors’ estimates based on UN ComtradeGoidal Antidumping Database (Bown, 2012b).
Note: Y-axis shows value of estimated coefficiemtdgrotection dummies of equation (1).
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