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Antidumping Tariff: The Case of Certain Frozen Fish Fillets from Vietnam 
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Mentor: Van H. Pham, Ph.D 

 

 

In 2003, certain catfish fillets from Vietnam were claimed as having been dumped 

into the United States market, causing material injuries to domestic producers, and were 

assessed antidumping duties in the range of 37 to 64 percent. This study analyzes the 

effect of antidumping duties on imports of catfish from Vietnam in terms of volume, 

value and price at country and firm level. Data is compiled from the Vietnam Association 

of Seafood Exporters and Producers, the United States Department of Agriculture, and 

the United States International Trade Commission.  Difference-in-Difference estimation 

is employed and made robust to different group/time variances. The result of estimation 

is statistically significant in largely decreasing prices of Vietnamese catfish and 

volume/value of exports at firm level, but not statistically significant at country level. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Introduction 

 

 

 In the midst of increasing globalization and economic integration, there has been 

an indisputable expansion of trade protection. The number of antidumping cases filed 

with the WTO has tripled from the early 1980s to the late 1990s (Prusa 2001.) Gallaway, 

Blonigen and Flynn (1999) argue antidumping is likely the most expensive form of 

protection and it imposes larger costs on welfare than other forms of protection.  Much 

research has focused on this issue.  

In the context of increasing antidumping petitions, in 2003, Vietnam was the 

target of an antidumping lawsuit for selling catfish less than fair value, causing material 

injury to U.S producers. Vietnamese catfish was assessed with the antidumping duties 

ranging from 37 to 64 per cent. This study examines the impact of antidumping duty 

(ADD) on catfish imports to the U.S as well as production by Vietnamese exporters and 

U.S producers. ADD seems to have a large impact on Vietnamese catfish in comparison 

with catfish imports from all other countries to the U.S from 1989 to 2008, but the result 

is not statistically significant. The estimation also shows that ADD decreases the price of 

Vietnamese catfish compared with domestic price and import prices from other non-

targeted countries. ADD also negatively affects catfish exports at firm-level analysis. All 

these effects on price and firm-level exporting volume and value are statistically 

significant. 

Soon after the United States removed the trade embargo for Vietnam in 1994, 

Vietnam started to export Vietnamese fish known as basa and tra to the United States. 
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The total volume of exports in 2002 was nearly 50 percent of total Vietnamese catfish 

production. Catfish farming and processing are significant part of the economy for both 

partner countries. While catfish farming has created more than 200,000 jobs for farmers 

in the Mekong Delta, it is also an important industry in many Southern states of the U.S, 

especially Mississippi, Arkansas, Alabama, Louisiana and some others.  

Statement of the Case 

 
American catfish is a type of scaleless fresh-water fish, raised in flat rivers and 

man-made ponds in some Southern states of the United States such as Mississippi, 

Arkansas, Louisiana, and Alabama. The catfish industry is by far the most important 

industry that accounts for most of commercial value in the aquaculture sector of the 

United States. Since the first commercial production in the 1960s, the catfish industry has 

been thriving rapidly, accounting for 80 percent of total volume and 64 percent of value 

of aquatic production in 1999 (USITC, 2001). Most of U.S catfish is channel catfish 

(scientific name is Ictalurus punctatus, belonging to Ictaluridae catfish family), of higher 

quality than the other catfish varieties, raised in North America. This industry has 

provided 7,000 jobs and $102 million in wages in 2000.1 There are more than 1000 

catfish farms and 25 processing plants in the United States (Brambilla, et.al. 2008) 

accounting for most of domestic consumption in the earlier years before the introduction 

of Vietnamese catfish. The latest information from the National Agricultural Statistics 

Services (NASS) shows that sales by domestic processors accounted for 229,185 

thousand pounds in 2009. Beside domestic production, the volume of catfish imports also 

increase fifty-fold from 2,426 thousand pounds in 1995 to 129,380 thousand pounds in 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""

#"Economic Impact of the Mississippi Farm-Raised Catfish Industry, Tom Hansen, 2000  
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the 2008 to meet the huge increase in demand.
2
 Total imports from all other countries 

were less than 10 percent of domestic consumption in 2000, expanding to a much larger 

share of 45.9 percent in 2008 (USITC, 2009). 

On the Vietnamese side, the Mekong Delta in the South of Vietnam is a good 

habitat for raising catfish. For decades, Vietnamese catfish, known as basa and tra, 

(scientific names Pangasius Bocourti and Pangasius Hypophthalmus found in Southeast 

Asia – members of the Pangasiidae catfish family), have been raised by small farmers in 

cages that are placed in the river, and later processed by industrialized firms for export. 

The fast-flowing water of the Mekong River gives basa and tra a superior taste with 

delicate texture and nice white flesh superior to fish raised in close-water ponds. Tra, 

compared with basa, is of lower quality in term of taste and texture, but it is fast growing 

and much cheaper to raise. These fish are deheaded, filleted, and frozen before being 

sold.   

One year after the removal of the U.S embargo on Vietnam, Vietnamese catfish 

began arriving in the U.S. market. At first, in an effort to differentiate basa and tra, and to 

popularize Vietnamese products in the market, they were introduced as River Cobbler 

and China Sole. Later on, most importers just simply called them catfish. This caused 

some confusion in labeling, especially later when they changed the name to Cajun 

Delight Catfish, sounding like a Mississippi-raised fish. From 1999 to 2000, imports from 

Vietnam increased three-fold, but Vietnamese share still were a small part in the U.S. 

market. From 2000 to 2002, Vietnam’s market share in the United States increased from 

8.4 percent to 19.6 percent (USITC 2009), which accounted for 50 percent of Vietnam’s 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""

#"NASS, USDA, monthly catfish report 2010"
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catfish industry at the time. Vietnam’s production capacity doubled (USITC 2003) and 

accompanied plummeting prices of U.S domestic catfish – from $2.75 to $2.25 per 

pound. 

It would be easy to say that the domestic catfish industry was struggling when it 

witnessed the increase in popularity of Vietnamese basa and tra at the same time 

domestic price decreased. It appeared that imports from Vietnam were the reason for this 

entire unfortunate event; even though the market share of Vietnamese fish was just 19.6 

percent in 2002. The Association of Catfish Farmers of America (CFA) raised concern on 

behalf of domestic farmers and processors. CFA blamed lower prices on tra and basa 

using the “catfish” label. U.S. producers initiated a campaign of domestic catfish “raised 

in America” to enhance customers’ awareness.  

Later, the CFA launched a lobbying campaign in Washington. As a result, in 

October 2001, the U.S House of Representatives announced a bill, which clearly stated 

that the “catfish” label could only be used for the Ictaluridae family. Because Vietnamese 

catfish belonged to Pangasiidae family, they were forced to be labeled with the names 

“basa” and “tra”, and categorized in different lines in the 10-digit Harmonized System 

with U.S. catfish. Within the first months of the new labels, Vietnamese catfish exports 

suffered from setbacks. However, it was mostly because Vietnamese exporters postponed 

their shipments in order to change labels. This dispute seemed like an unexpected 

marketing campaign in favor of Vietnamese fish, making basa and tra more known in the 

domestic market. Vietnam basa and tra experienced 30 percent increase in price after this 

event and 24 percent increase in volume after 6 month with the new labels. While most of 

consumers for basa and tra are wholesalers and restaurants, not individual customers’; 
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this change in legislation and labeling did not seem to break the commercial tie of 

Vietnamese fish that had already been existed. New labels did not prove effective in 

preventing imports from Vietnam.  

On June 28, 2002, the CFA filed a dumping lawsuit against Vietnam, accusing 53 

Vietnamese producers and exporters of causing material damage to domestic producers. 

Forty days later, USITC announced that they had reasonable evidence to indicate that 

domestic catfish farmers and producers were threatened with “material injury” by subject 

products from Vietnam. This dumping case then was passed to Department of Commerce 

for official investigation. Since this first dumping case between U.S. and Vietnam 

occurred shortly after Bilateral Trade Agreement between the two countries at the end of 

2001, it drew much public attention and debate. For Vietnam, this first charge of 

antidumping at that time would have significant impacts on the livelihood of more than 

200,000 Vietnamese farmers. Vietnam was considered a “non-market” economy where 

prices are distorted, and therefore, are not meaningful measures of value. Non-market 

price does not reflect demand conditions, and scarcity of production resources.
3
 In the 

initial investigation, since Vietnamese catfish’s price was not considered a precise 

measure of value, the Commission had to choose the “most similar” product to compare 

the fair value. U.S catfish was chosen as the “most similar” product to basa and tra in 

terms of quality, taste, and flavor. They are all fresh-water, farmed raised, similar texture, 

similar raising condition and processing process. Moreover, basa and tra were previously 

“catfish” with similar packaging and names. The change in labeling had changed imports 

to some extent, but basa and tra were still competing with domestic catfish. The 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""

#"US Department of Commerce (2002), “Antidumping Duty Investigation of Certain Frozen Fish  
Fillets from the Socialist Republic of Vietnam - Determination of Market Economy Status”"
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Commission found that the lower price of catfish, caused by Vietnamese imports, was 

likely to be passed down to the U.S farmers. On July 22, 2003, after the first 

investigation, the USITC applied antidumping duties on the Vietnamese frozen fish with 

dumping margin of 37 to 64 percent.  

 

Table 1. Expedited review of the antidumping duty order for Vietnam Basa and Tra 

Exporters/Producers/Processors. 

Vietnamese Exporters Antidumping Margin  

Agifish 47.05 

Vinhhoan 36.84 

Nam Viet 53.68 

CATACO 45.81 

Afiex 45.55 

CAFATEX 45.55 

Da Nang 45.55 

Mekonimex 45.55 

QVD 45.55 

Viet Hai 45.55 

Vinh Long 45.55 

Vietnam-Wide 63.88 

Source: Certain Frozen Fish Fillets from the Socialist Republic of Vietnam: Notice of 

Final Results of Expedited Sunset Review of Antidumping Duty Order,  Feb 2
nd

, 2009  

 

Market share of Vietnamese fish dropped from 19.6 percent of total domestic 

consumption in 2002 to 12.2 percent in 2003 when the antidumping duty first took place. 

After that, however, basa and tra continued to be imported into the U.S. market in spite of 

the high tariff, expanding in market share to 25.1 percent in 2008. At the same time, 

domestic processors’ share in volume was shrinking, from 87.1 percent in 2003 to 54.1 

percent in 2008 of total catfish consumption (USITC, 2009). The U.S share in the market 

now is 54.1 percent of consumption quantity and 67.9 percent in consumption value. The 

changes are shown in the Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Total U.S Catfish Consumption and market shares 2003-2008. Source: USITC 

report, 2009
4
 

 

 

In the second investigation after five years from 2003, on the basis of Sunset 

Review
5
, the USITC stated that the revocation of the antidumping duty order on certain 

frozen fish fillets from Vietnam would be likely to lead to “continuation or recurrence of 

material injury to an industry in the United States within a reasonably foreseeable time.”
6
 

This is because the subject imports, basa and tra, have a very significant share both in 

terms of consumption and production in domestic market. Moreover, the unused 

production capacity of Vietnam farms seems to be a potential threatening source of 

increased exports if the antidumping tariffs were to be terminated. With the contracting 

market share of U.S producers happening at the same time as the expanding share of 
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subject imports, it was believed that there is moderate substitutability between 

Vietnamese fish fillets and domestic products. 

 

 
Figure 2. U.S Basa and Tra Imports from Vietnam from 2000 to 2008. Source: USITC 

report, 2009 

 

 

 This case offers some interesting questions that the study tries to answer: Despite 

the weighted average antidumping tariff of nearly 45 percent nation-wide, why are 

subject imports from Vietnam still increasing at a fast pace, and with little prospect of 

decreasing in the next few years? Is the antidumping duty really effective in preventing 

imports from the target country in the case of the catfish industry? Do American 

processors and farmers benefit or are competing importers getting a free ride. 

Overview of Antidumping History  

 

Before I go into details of literature review and present the study, it would be 

worthwhile mentioning about some of the technical terms and antidumping history, as 

well as the U.S system and legal procedures for a normal antidumping investigation. 
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Dumping is when a company exports a product at a price lower than its normal 

value, or below its total cost of production. Normal value is based either on the price 

charged for the same product in its own home market, or the price of the same or similar 

product in a comparison market. Dumping margin is the extent to which price of exports 

are below its fair value, calculated by subtracting the export price from its normal value, 

and dividing the difference by export price.  

Antidumping (AD) is when a government takes action against dumping in order 

to defend its domestic industries. Antidumping Agreement of the World Trade 

Organization (WTO) regulates how a country can or cannot react to dumping practices. 

Speaking in general, the WTO agreement allows governments to act against dumping 

when subject import is less than its normal value and where there are genuine “material” 

injuries to the competing domestic industry. In order to do that the government has to be 

able to show that dumping is taking place, calculate the extent of dumping margin, and 

show that the dumping is causing injury or threatening to do so.
7
  

AD is a very important topic that attracts a lot of research, because it is a 

complicated combination of political-economic factors, incentives, and intrigue. It is the 

case where researchers can study many microeconomic problems such as: moral hazard, 

signaling, income adjustment, optimal tariff theory, resource allocation, comparative 

advantage, predatory pricing, and so on. Since the birth of this legislation, the 

GATT/WTO code has been through a lot of changes and negotiation rounds. 

Developed countries almost always use AD as a handy alternative way since 

tariffs and quota are much less practical and more difficult to get past WTO regulations. 

Nowadays, subject imports can still be considered “unfair” even if they are charged at 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
7
  Definition by World Trade Organization (WTO) 



!"#

higher price than in their home market, and even when foreign exporters earn relatively 

healthy profits on each or every foreign sale. There are a large number of studies on how 

ADD can distort the decision-making process and prices, and incentives of participating 

countries. 

Antidumping Law and Procedures in the U.S 

 

Antidumping legislation is notorious for its complexity and different countries 

have their own version in applying them. The United States is the second largest user of 

ADD by initiating with 488 cases from 1995 to 2008, and 16 cases in 2008. Two different 

agencies, the International Trade Administration (ITA) and the International Trade 

Commission (ITC), are involved in the investigation and determination of antidumping 

cases. 

Under the article VI of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, interested 

parties can file an antidumping petition with the ITA and the ITC with the relevant 

evidence of material injuries caused by subject imports. In some cases, antidumping 

penalties can be imposed without the application of the test of material injury.
1
 The filing 

party is called the petitioner. Petitioners must be producers accounting for more than 25 

percent of total domestic market, and opposition from other domestic firms must be less 

than 50 percent of total output of the national producers. The petitioner must act on 

behalf of the entire industry. ITA forwards a questionnaire to non-petitioning producers 

to determine to the extent of their support for the petition.  

The ITA has the authority to initiate an investigation to examine the existence of 

“less than fair value” sales due to price distortion in the exporting country; while the ITC 

########################################################
1
 U.S. Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration Rev. 1/91  
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take responsibility in determining whether there is a material injury for U.S industry. 

Therefore they can be considered independent agencies, following different processes. If 

both ITC and ITA accept the petition, they will carry out an antidumping investigation. 

The ITC usually makes its decision within 280 days after the petition is filed. Both the 

petitioner and suspected foreign firms must provide a significant amount of information 

at scheduled dates.  

If the investigation has the final determination by ITA on less than fair value sales 

and the affirmative determination of material injury by ITC, an antidumping duty will be 

imposed on subject products. Lacking one of two affirmations from ITA or ITC, the case 

will be terminated. If exporters of subject products are willing to cease exporting within 

180 days after suspension, or completely stop all less than fair value sales, the 

investigation may be suspended.
2
 

The duty remains in place until the next administrative review if they find no 

evidence that exporters have continued dumping or no evidence of potential recurrence of 

material injury to domestic industry. On the basis of Sunset Review following WTO’s 

standards, “any anti-dumping or countervailing duty shall be terminated on a date not 

later than five years from its imposition” (or from the date of the most recent review if 

that review has covered both dumping or subsidization and injury,) or within a reasonable 

time prior to that date. The duty is remained if the termination of the antidumping duty 

would likely lead to continuation or recurrence of dumping or injury
3
. 

 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
2
 Timetable for antidumping investigation is in Appendix A. 

#"AD Agreement, Art. 11.3; SCM Agreement, Art. 21.3"
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Vietnam Catfish Industry 

 

Aquacultural and agricultural farming play an important role in the developing 

economy of Vietnam. While aquaculture is predominant in the whole country, the 

Mekong Delta has specialized in producing basa and tra thanks to its natural advantages. 

The Mekong Delta is in the South of the nation, with its flat and sandy river, is a perfect 

habitat for the Pangasiidae catfish family to thrive. Some provinces in the Mekong Delta 

region are fully engaged in the catfish industry. Those are An Giang, Can Tho, Dong 

Thap and Vinh Long. In 2003, An Giang accounted for 40.2 percent of total production, 

Can Tho is 35.5 percent, and Dong Thap is 15.8 percent. Soc Trang and Tien Giang are 

also relatively specialized in catfish farming. Producers in other provinces accounted for 

just a small percent, which is approximately 1.6 percent in that year.  

The history of catfish catching can be traced back to before 1995, when 

fingerlings (i.e. small fish) were caught in naturally when they swam down the Mekong 

River from Laos and Cambodia to the South of Vietnam. Catfish used to be costly 

because of unstable supply and limited production, and high death rate of fish. After 

1995, according to some firms, a new technology in catfish breeding was introduced, 

which drove down the cost by two-thirds. Continuous improvements in the catfish 

industry helped further reduce costs by shortening the feeding period and increasing yield 

per pounds of input.  

Basa and tra are raised in fish cages and ponds located along the Hau River in An 

Giang and Dong Thap. The natural conditions of the Mekong Delta are the determining 

factor in the productivity and efficiency of tra and basa farming. Strong water flows 

increase fish farming intensity per cage, therefore increase productivity, also helping 
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enhance the fresh delicate taste and nice white texture of fish meat. Fish farmers in the 

South are also blessed with nice warm weather, which ensures that basa and tra can be 

grown throughout the year. Natural advantages, low cost of production and low labor 

costs were the major factors for rapid growth in catfish industry when Vietnam saw the 

market opportunities and exporting partners.  

 

 

 
Figure 3. Vietnam exports of basa and tra by countries (percent share of export quantity), 

2003 – 2008. Source: Statistics from export data submitted by VASEP; USITC report 

2009. 

 

In Figure 3, there is an increase in catfish export to markets other than the United 

States. Vietnam moves its targets do different countries and markets. Even though the 

absolute quantity of Vietnamese catfish to the United States is still increasing, but its 

proportion in total Vietnamese catfish exports shrinks to a big extent, from 26.8 percent 

of total Vietnamese exports in 2003 to 3.8 percent in 2008. 
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Table 2. Top ten basa and tra exporters in 2008. 

No. Vietnamese Exporters Volume (ton) Value (USD) 

Volume 

percent (%) 

Value percent 

(%) 

1 NAVICO 93,392 187,744,968 14.57 12.92 

2 HUNG VUONG  80,331 169,351,769 12.54 11.65 

3 VINH HOAN  33,691 101,317,174 5.26 6.97 

4 AGIFISH CO  46,468 89,864,592 7.25 6.18 

5 THIMA CO 22,074 47,966,810 3.44 3.30 

6 BIANFISHCO 17,950 47,180,902 2.80 3.25 

7 ANVIFISH 20,258 45,005,570 3.16 3.10 

8 HT FOOD  17,107 39,286,869 2.67 2.70 

9 Q.V.D FOOD CO 12,991 38,444,182 2.03 2.65 

10 CL FISHCORP 16,475 37,881,392 2.57 2.61 

 Total 360,737 804,044,228 56.29 55.33 

Source: Agifish and VASEP statistics
4
, 2010 

#

 

Fish processing plants are located near the farming villages. To ensure high 

quality products, they often use imported processing equipment and follow the principles 

of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP)
5
 for food sanitation and safety. 

Most of processed basa and tra are exported abroad. An Giang is the center for the largest 

catfish exporters in the region. They are An Giang Joint-Stock Fisheries Export-Import 

Company (Agifish), An Giang Food and Agricultural Product Export-Import Company 

(Afiex), and Nam Viet Ltd. (Navico). Vinh Hoan (in Dong Thap), Cataco (in Can Tho), 

and Cafatex (in Can Tho) are the large producers in other provinces. These firms together 

accounted for 95 percent of the export volume of frozen fish fillets in 2000. However, 

their market shares fall to 56 percent of total basa and tra exports in 2008 in Table 2. 

########################################################
4
 Truong Tri Vinh, Pangasius Market in 2009 

$#December 1995, the principles of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) for 

seafood regulations were issued by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA). These principles are more of 

a preventive system of hazard control rather than a reactive control. To ensure the safety of foods, the 

HACCP system is designed to identify hazards, establish controls, and monitor those controls.##
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Price of basa and tra remained relatively stable over time. On the whole, 

Vietnamese catfish tends to decrease in price in all other markets, but remains relatively 

higher in the U.S market as shown in table 3. 

 
Table 3. Unit value (dollar per pound) of Vietnamese catfish in imported markets. 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

United States $1.23 $1.38 $1.08 $1.36 $1.45 $1.47 

European Union 1.21 1.36 1.15 1.26 1.23 1.18 

China/Hong Kong 0.98 1.1 0.9 0.96 0.97 0.88 

ASEAN 0.88 0.94 0.84 1 1.04 1.01 

All other markets 1.21 1.38 1.13 1.08 1.05 0.91 

Total 1.12 1.25 1.06 1.17 1.15 1.03 

Source: Compiled from export data by VASEP to USITC, 20096 
 
 

This paper is divided into four chapters. Following this Introduction chapter, 

chapter two reviews the recent literature on the impact of antidumping on exports, 

imports or productivities and welfare of both exporting and importing countries. After 

that, I describe the objectives and hypothesis of the study and its scope. 

Chapter three explains the estimation method, data description and issues related 

to each analytical step, including problems with the estimation method and how I address 

these problems. Results are discussed in details. In this chapter, I employ the difference-

in-difference (DD) estimation to examine the impact of ADD on catfish import volume, 

value and price from Vietnam before and after 2003.  

Chapter four concludes the study with general discussion on the impact of 

antidumping duty on Vietnamese fish imports. Limitations of the study and suggestions 

for future research are also discussed. 

 

########################################################
6 Other market includes Russia, Ukraine and Australia.#
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

Review of Related Literature 

 

 

There is a large body of literature reviewing the effectiveness of antidumping 

duties on trading patterns for both importing and exporting countries. Much of the 

literature focuses on some of these following major themes. The first theme is whether 

the antidumping duty (ADD) brings about trade depression, trade diversion/trade 

reflection, trade destruction or trade creation, which means how antidumping affects or 

changes the flows of imports, or exports or both. Trade depression is often referred when 

antidumping duty results in a reduction of exports to targeted countries. Trade diversion 

may be another parallel impact, when ADD generally increases imports of other non-

targeted countries. Trade reflection is when a targeted country imposes a country-specific 

tariff on imports from an exporting country; the consequent result is that the exporting 

country changes its exporting market to a third country. Bown and Crowley (2007) define 

trade depression as a reduction in the third country’s exports to the second country when 

the first country imposes antidumping duty on the second country. Trade destruction is 

another term when the first country (country A) imposes antidumping duty against the 

second country (country B) will result in a decrease in A’s imports from B.  Previous 

research has investigated the effects of ADD on a vast range of products, both industrial 

and agricultural imports and exports. Results have varied in different cases. 

Using U.S Trade web data, Prusa (1997) provides evidence that ADD 

substantially restricts trading volume of exporting countries, especially when 

significantly high duties are employed. Even during the investigation period, AD actions 
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have important negative impact on related partners. The higher ADD is, the larger trade 

diversion of imports. There are beneficial side-effects for third countries that are 

participating in the industry under investigation due to substantially higher price and 

volumes. The impact of ADD is significantly large (Prusa 1999), 50-70 percent is the 

decrease of imports from named countries during the first three year of ADD, 15-20 

percent decrease even when the case is rejected.  

Vandenbussche et. al. (1999) find a contrary result where ADD has caused little 

or no trade diversion in European Union cases. The amount of import diversion is 

considered the effectiveness of the ADD protection of home policy to keep domestic 

industry from foreign competition. They suggest that the contrasting results between the 

U.S. and the E.U markets regarding trade diversion caused by ADD. Recently, Konings 

and Vandenbussche (2009) estimate the different impact of ADD on different firms. 

Protected firms do not necessarily enjoy the same benefit from ADD protection. Their 

analyses use data at firm-level exports of French firms, and they discover that ADD 

benefits non-exporters in the protected industry, but it hurts exporters of similar products. 

This negative impact is even more serious for global firms with foreign affiliates.  In the 

study, it is known that ADD raises the sales of the non-exporting firms in the protected 

domestic market about 5 percent, but it also reduces the export sales of firms in the 

protected industry by around 8 percent compared to a control group of unprotected firms. 

The result is even more spectacular that domestic exporters face a higher probability of 

stopping exporting during the protection and falling productivity. 

Haveman et.al. (2003) analyze effectiveness of trade barriers in general, not only 

antidumping tariffs, but also non-tariff barriers. Highly disaggregated data at the six-digit 
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Harmonized Classification System of trade flows for the 15 most developed importers 

and the 65 most developed exporters in 1994 are used for the analysis. The result is 

similar to that of Prusa (1997) and Prusa (1999). In addition to the reduction of trade, 

there is also a significant trade diversion, and tariffs tend to shift trade towards larger 

exporters; that is, trade with small exporters is the first to be sacrificed. 

One of the studies most similar to my study is the paper by Brambilla, Porto and 

Tarozzi (2008), in which they directly explore the responses of Vietnamese catfish 

producers to ADD. They use panel data of Vietnamese household to measure to what 

extent ADD affects the income of farmers in the Mekong Delta between 2002 and 2004. 

Over the research period, the growth rate of income was significantly lower for 

households more involved in catfish industry in the year of 2002. Moreover, there is a 

significant exit from catfish aquaculture to other agricultural activities, but not into other 

aquaculture jobs. An important feature that they also highlight is that there exists 

adjustment costs in production and spillovers to non-catfish household activities. Many 

catfish farmers move into wage labor and agriculture activities. Households more 

involved in catfish farming also receive lower income from non-catfish activities, which 

suggests existing spillovers. Even worse for households, which are more exposed to 

antidumping measures, they receive less investment not only in catfish but also on non-

catfish farming, while working hours are maintained relatively stable and investment in 

agriculture is increasing. In general, there are many ways that a change in policy can 

affect households involved in various and complicated ways. The adjustment of 

households during the process can incur costs and spillovers. 
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This study aims to estimate and analyze the impact of ADD on imports volume 

and value, how Vietnamese firms react to ADD of the U.S, and how catfish prices change 

due to this event. Most previous research has focused on a broad range of products and 

countries, or the whole antidumping cases of a country or union. The purpose of this 

study is to concentrate in analyzing the relationship between ADD and country-level 

exports in catfish industry. Exports of catfish from the treatment group are considered 

both in terms of volume, value and price change. I also evaluate the impact of ADD on 

Vietnamese Catfish exporting firms. The phenomenon on the surface is that they are 

trying to diversify exporting destinations, but in this study I analyze whether there is a 

change among firms, whether ADD eliminate small firms and only big exporting firms 

with established customers survive, or whether there is just little or no effect of ADD at 

all.  

The results of this study will contribute to the evaluation in policy change on 

international trade. However the scope of this study is quite small, covering the whole 

imports of catfish from all countries to the United States from 1989 to 2008. There are 

some limitations of research literature on this particular topic, and inconsistencies in data 

collection due to reporting irregularities. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

Empirical Model and Estimation 

 

 

Dataset 

 

Catfish processing and producing data are compiled from National Agricultural 

Statistics Service Information USDA/NASS statistics. These surveys date back to 

February 1980. The NASS conducts this program to provide monthly basic information 

of the catfish industry. This survey helps the industry to keep track of volume and price; 

processor prices are reflected at the first sale, and fish pounds in inventory are recorded at 

the end of each month
1
. This survey is very detailed and collected from all qualifying 

processors who must meet the minimum requirement to be counted in the survey. 

Processors that have capacity less than 2,000 pounds live weight of catfish per 8-hour 

shift are not included. Monthly reports are released on the 21
st
 or 22

nd
 of each month.

2
  

Panel data of catfish imported to the United States was collected by National 

Marine Fisheries Service, Fisheries Statistics and Economics Division. These are 

disaggregated information, including all ranges of catfish products from 1989 to 2009 

from all exporting countries to the United States. Catfish (Ictalurus Spp.) fillet fresh, 

Catfish (Ictalurus Spp.) Fillet frozen, Catfish (Pangasius Spp.) fillet frozen, Catfish 

(Pangasius Spp.) frozen, Catfish (Pangasius Spp.) fillet fresh, Catfish (Siluriformes and 

other) fillet frozen are all categorized and recorded. The Fisheries Statistics Division of 

the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has maintained a foreign trade database 

########################################################
1
 The price at which the good is sold by the producers.  

 
2
 USDA/NASS website.#
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for many years. They have developed a series of programs that can be used to summarize 

U.S. foreign trade in fishery products from 1975 to present. These data are purchased 

from the Foreign Trade Division of the U.S Census Bureau, which has the responsibility 

for compiling submitted information from importers and exporters to the U.S Customs 

and Border Protection. Data are usually released to the public 43 days after the statistical 

month. The U.S Bureau of Customs and Border Protection uses the international 

Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System (HS) for classification 

purposes. For value of catfish imports, I use the customs value, which is defined as the 

price that is actually paid for merchandise when sold for export to the United States. It 

does not include U.S import duties, freight, insurance or other incurred charges. 

Data on textile and oil imports are collected annually by ITA for the respective 

time period. Those data are also taken from U.S Census Bureau with the same method 

and HS classification system. 

There are two ways to calculate imports: general imports and imports for 

consumption. General imports are recorded whenever the goods enter the U.S. Imports 

for consumption are a combination of both goods entering into the U.S for immediate 

consumption and withdrawals from Customs bonded warehouses. The data for this study 

is calculated as general imports from individual countries.  

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 

and is based upon a 1982 base of 100. 

Beside catfish statistics from U.S sources, I also have data compiled by Vietnam 

Association of Seafood Exporters and Producers (VASEP), Vietnam. VASEP is a non-

government organization, including leading Vietnamese seafood producers and exporters 
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and companies related to the seafood sector. The major role of VASEP is to support the 

development of Vietnam’s seafood industry. Data from exporting firms are compiled by 

VASEP based on statistical data of Vietnam Customs. Vietnam Customs’ method of 

collecting data is similar to U.S Customs and Border Protection for exports. Exporters in 

Vietnam submit their data when exporting products at the border of Vietnam. The price 

of exports is free along ship price. 

In Figure 4, the price of catfish imports and domestic production are compiled 

from USITC report (2009.) The price of import catfish is unit value, which reflects the 

valuation of catfish exports from Vietnam to the U.S, rather than U.S imports from 

Vietnam.
3
 

 

 

Figure 4. Unit value dollar per pound. Source: USITC and USDA/NASS, 2009.  
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Estimation Method 

 

Difference-in-Difference estimation is employed to determine the difference of 

impact of ADD on catfish imports from Vietnam. In this case, we have a natural 

experiment with two groups: the treatment group (Vietnam imposed with antidumping 

duty) and the control group (all other countries that export catfish to the United States 

that have not been imposed specific antidumping tariff.) I conduct this study by 

comparing the behavior of Vietnam export volume (or value) considered as treatment 

group imposed with ADD to other catfish exporting countries that are not imposed with 

ADD. The post-treatment year is after 2003 when the DOC determined level of ADD on 

Vietnamese catfish.  

To evaluate the effects of antidumping duty on country-level exports, I use a 

simple Difference-in-Difference (DD) specification on the imports from Vietnam and 

other countries:  

LnVolumeit = !0 + "1·Dcountryi + "2·Dyeart + "3·Dcountryi*Dyeart + #it           (1)              

The dependent variable refers to the natural log of imports of catfish LnVolumeit from 

country i in year t measured by either import volumes, or the deflated value
4
 LnValueit, is 

the outcome of interest. Dummy year Dyeart = 0 denotes the pre treatment period before 

2003 and Dyeart = 1 denotes the post-treatment period after 2003. Dyeart captures the 

aggregate factors, which cause changes in LnVolumeit or LnValueit over time even when 

we have no tariff changed. Dummy Dcountryi=0 denotes the control groups which are all 

the other catfish country exporters to the United States, and i=1 for Vietnam. Dcountryi 

captures possible differences between the two groups prior to the ADD. The interacted 

variable (Dcountryi*Dyeart) is an interaction term composed of the product of two 

########################################################
4
 CPI, Penn World Table, base year 1982 
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dummy variables.  This helps separate between the treatment group (Vietnam) and the 

control group (the other countries who has not been imposed with ADD).  

In short, our interacted dummy variable of interest equals one if it satisfies both of 

these following conditions:  

i) Country is Vietnam and  

ii) For the period of time since 2003 when antidumping tariff has occurred.  

The coefficient !3 of the interacted term therefore tells us how much imports are 

greater or lesser for the Vietnam as opposed to the other catfish exporting countries to the 

United States.   

We will consider the impact of antidumping tariff on the volume and the real 

value of catfish imports from Vietnam. The intuition behind this specification can best be 

seen when only two years are considered, one year prior to antidumping, for example 

2002, and a second year after the antidumping tariff has taken place, for example 2004. 

The implementation of trade contains variation along two dimensions, between time 

periods (pre and post) and between countries.  

However, the specification of equation (1) is very restrictive, it does not allow for 

much country or product-level difference. One concern is that antidumping policy may be 

endogenous. There are two potential chances for bias. Firstly, there can be self-selection 

bias. That happens when there is high chance that just some particular industries (like 

catfish, or aquaculture industry) are often the target of antidumping petitions. In this field, 

domestic producers are often subject to import competition, and they can often 

collaborate with each other to file a case. This collaboration is not rare in the farming 

sector of developed countries, where domestic producers are less likely to welcome 
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competition from developing countries. A second possible source of bias is country-

selection bias, is whether the DOC and ITA approve ADD for Vietnam based on its 

decision of potential increase in imports from Vietnam. In other words, the decision of 

imposing ADD on this treatment group is correlated with LnValue or LnVolume on the 

left hand side of the equation. These variables are very likely to correlate with the 

increase in volume or value, it will be important to address this endogeneity problem. 

To control for endogeneity, I add covariates to the DD estimation to control for 

compositional changes. According to Wooldridge (2009), adding more covariates can 

help increase the precision of the DD estimation, even when the intervention or policy 

change is independent of observed covariates. A more precise specification is Difference-

in-Difference-in-Difference (DDD): 

LnVolumetijt = !0 + "1·Dcountryi + "2·Dyeart + "3·Dindustryj +  "4·Dindustryj·Dyeart + 

"5·Dyeart·Dcountryi  + "6·Dindustryj·Dcountryi + 

"7·Dindustryj·Dyeart·Dcountryi  + #ijt 

 

Or 

LnValueijt = !0 + "1·Dcountryi + "2·Dyeart + "3·Dindustryj +  "4·Dindustryj·Dyeart + 

"5·Dyeart·Dcountryi  + "6·Dindustryj·Dcountryi + 

"7·Dindustryj·Dyeart·Dcountryi  + #ijt 

 

In which, Dindustryj = 0 for other industries, and Dindustryj = 1 for catfish. 

Textiles and oil imports to the U.S are chosen for this specification. Textiles are similar 

to but independent of the treatment industry. Most of those catfish exporting countries are 

also textile exporting ones. Oil exporting is a completely independent industry from 

catfish or textiles, which will be account for the differences at country level. This should 

control for the self-selection bias for the exporting industry. "7 is the coefficient of 

interest.  



!"#

The government selection bias arises if Vietnam and the other catfish exporting 

countries vary too much in term of catfish production and level of development. Then, I 

choose sub-groups of countries and top ten catfish country exporters, divided into Asian 

Countries and American countries. This will eliminate the difference between control 

groups and treatment group. 

 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for country-level data 

Variable No. Obs Mean Std. Dev Min Max 

year0 2040 1998.5 5.767695 1989 2008 

volume 1318 2.86E+08 1.27E+09 0 2.14E+10 

value 1318 5.67E+08 2.04E+09 0 3.27E+10 

lnvolume 1156 14.20701 4.718143 3.663562 23.78666 

lnvalue 1156 14.8249 4.890672 3.663562 24.21064 

dumyear 2040 0.3 0.4583699 0 1 

dumcount34 2040 0.0294118 0.1689992 0 1 

dumindus1 2040 0.3333333 0.4715201 0 1 

dumyearcount 2040 0.0088235 0.0935412 0 1 

duminduyear 2040 0.1 0.3000736 0 1 

dumcounindus 2040 0.0098039 0.0985524 0 1 

ddd 2040 0.0029412 0.0541661 0 1 

 

 

In the descriptive statistics of Table 3 above, I have a total of 1318 observations 

for the amount of volume and value of imported catfish from a total of 34 countries to the 

United States from 1989 to 2008. 

 

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for price data at country level 

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev Min Max 

year 27 2004 2.631174 2000 2008 

countrycode 27 2 0.8320503 1 3 

price 27 1.888148 0.6051067 1.08 2.93 

rprice 27 0.9885185 0.315396 0.55 1.6 

lnprice 27 0.5882888 0.3102539 0.0769611 1.075002 

dumcountry 27 0.3333333 0.4803845 0 1 

dumyear 27 0.6666667 0.4803845 0 1 

dd 27 0.2222222 0.4236593 0 1 
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In Table 4, price data is from 2000 to 2008 for all the average of all catfish 

exporting countries, Vietnam and U.S processors. These prices are subject to reporting 

irregularities. Import price does not include import duties as I mentioned before in the 

dataset introduction. U.S. processors’ price is consumption price, which is calculated as 

net sales value per unit. Reporting irregularities should not distort the study result since 

import price is pre-tariff; therefore, I can estimate the effect of ADD on real price that 

exporters receive when they are imposed with higher tariffs.  

In this study, I also use exporting data of three biggest Vietnamese catfish firms 

from 1998 to 2008. Those are data collected and reported by General office of Vietnam 

Customs.   

 

Results 

 

Results indicate that antidumping protection is associated with an increasing in 

imports from Vietnam in comparison with all other catfish exporting countries to the U.S 

since 1989 to 2008 in Table 5. Coefficient of interest is (Dum_year*Dum_country). This 

result is statistically significant at the 10 percent level. However, this specification should 

not be the case. Since Vietnam just started exporting the United States from 1996, it 

would be inaccurate to compare time series going back to 1989. Vietnam is then 

compared to all other countries since 1995 and since 2001. The reason for choosing those 

two years is because, after 1995, Vietnam started to export basa and tra to the U.S; and 

after 2001, the United States and Vietnam signed a Bilateral Trade Agreement (BTA), 

reducing tariffs from around 1.3 percent of import value to zero percent. Therefore, 1995 

and 2001 are two important time periods for this specification. 
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Table 5. OLS Estimation comparing Vietnam and all other catfish exporting countries to 

the U.S market 
 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Log of Value 

 All Years After 1995 After 2001 

dumyear -0.263 -0.263 0.0210 

 (0.311) (0.311) (0.356) 

dumcount34 -1.422* -1.422* -0.943 

 (0.844) (0.844) (0.929) 

dumyearcount 2.839* 2.839* 2.360 

 (1.519) (1.519) (1.568) 

Constant 14.92*** 14.92*** 14.64*** 

 (0.180) (0.180) (0.250) 

 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1156 1156 828 

R-squared 0.003 0.003 0.003 

Note: Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

The coefficient of interest Dum_yearcountry is statistically significant at the 10 

percent level for the OLS estimation result in column (1) and (2), but not in column (3). 

When comparing 2002 and after 2002, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the ADD 

makes no difference on the growth of value.  

It may be that the varieties and differences in the control groups make the DD 

estimation less effective. Therefore, Thailand is used as a compared country with 

Vietnam. Both countries have relatively similar economic conditions, and exporting 

structure. Moreover, Thailand started exporting catfish to the United States in 1989 and 

has continued to do so. Thailand is the good representative from the control group. In  

Table 6, I have OLS estimation for comparing Vietnam and Thailand. In the DD 

regression with robustness check, this is carried out for all years, for after 1995, and for 

after 2001. None of the coefficients of interest Dum_yearcountry is statistically 

significant. But after 2001, we see the negative sign of Dum_yearcountry, which may 
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support my hypothesis that antidumping duty has a negative impact on exporting catfish 

of Vietnam. However, the results are not statistically significant. 

 

Table 6. OLS estimation comparing Vietnam and Thailand 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES                           Log of Value 

  All years After 1995 After 2001 All years After 1995 After 2001 

dumyear 0.608 1.060 1.153 -1.028 -0.216 0.394 

 (1.748) (2.025) (4.025) (2.569) (2.996) (6.211) 

dumcount34 -0.253 0.395 2.103 -2.520 -1.588 0.665 

 (1.296) (1.683) (4.760) (1.913) (2.506) (7.409) 

dumindus1    -4.766*** -4.127* -2.781 

    (1.501) (2.126) (5.796) 

dumyearcount 1.968 1.321 -0.387 3.621 2.689 0.436 

 (2.313) (2.559) (5.152) (3.419) (3.809) (8.000) 

duminduyear    4.262 3.622 2.276 

    (2.934) (3.322) (6.388) 

dumcounindus    6.215*** 5.741** 4.311 

    (2.035) (2.609) (7.409) 

ddd    -4.372 -3.899 -2.469 

    (3.785) (4.153) (8.152) 

Constant 13.75*** 13.30*** 13.21*** 15.56*** 14.75*** 14.14** 

 (0.986) (1.412) (3.741) (1.484) (2.114) (5.796) 

       

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes yes 

Product FE    Yes Yes yes 

Observations 98 77 42 98 77 42 

R-squared 0.029 0.036 0.028 0.103 0.078 0.039 

Note: Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.   

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Adding covariates and textiles, and oil, we have dumindustry1 equals to 1 if 

catfish, 0 otherwise. The coefficient of interest, after controlling for industry difference 

and country difference, has negative signs, but again not statistically significant in Table 

6.  

In this OLS estimation of Table 7, all of DDD coefficients have negative signs 

when comparing Vietnam and all other catfish exporting countries. As discussed above, 

the antidumping tariff seems to correlate with lower growth rate of catfish imports from 

Vietnam, especially after 2001, when BTA between the U.S and Vietnam was signed. 
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However, none of the results is statistically significant. We therefore cannot reject the 

null hypothesis. 

 

Table 7. OLS regression comparing Vietnam and all other catfish exporting countries 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Log of Volume Log of Value 

 All years After 1995 After 2001 All years After 1995 After 2001 

dumyear -0.341 0.0511 -0.0605 -0.464 -0.0134 -0.0972 

 (0.335) (0.377) (0.723) (0.353) (0.400) (0.764) 

dumcount34 -2.206** -1.705 -0.385 -2.508** -1.938 -0.378 

 (1.112) (1.228) (3.897) (1.177) (1.308) (4.247) 

dumindus1 -4.892*** -4.590*** -5.355*** -4.472*** -4.059*** -4.758*** 

 (0.271) (0.356) (0.970) (0.277) (0.368) (0.949) 

dumyearcount 2.651 2.151 0.830 3.057 2.487 0.927 

 (2.029) (2.097) (4.254) (2.198) (2.274) (4.639) 

duminduyear 1.536*** 1.234** 1.999* 2.005*** 1.591*** 2.291** 

 (0.505) (0.556) (1.061) (0.514) (0.568) (1.044) 

dumcounindus 5.306*** 5.168*** 6.330 5.921*** 5.673*** 6.289 

 (1.317) (1.445) (3.961) (1.351) (1.484) (4.295) 

ddd -1.076 -0.937 -2.099 -2.116 -1.868 -2.484 

 (2.207) (2.288) (4.342) (2.356) (2.437) (4.713) 

Constant 14.98*** 14.59*** 14.70*** 15.55*** 15.10*** 15.18*** 

 (0.186) (0.253) (0.667) (0.196) (0.271) (0.704) 

       

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes yes 

Product FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes yes 

Observations 1156 828 461 1156 828 461 

R-squared 0.109 0.081 0.077 0.079 0.052 0.045 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Different subgroups are chosen to make sure that the control group and treatment 

group are comparable. We can see the intuition in choosing the top six catfish exporting 

countries to the United States in Table 8 as the first sub-group, since they may have the 

same economic conditions and exporting structures, and all are exporting large amounts 

of catfish to the U.S market. Vietnam is the leading catfish exporter to the U.S, then we 

have two other Asian representatives, China and Thailand, and three representatives from 

the Americas are Guyana, Brazil and Canada. The other exporters just have a small 

market share in the U.S domestic market. 
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Table 8. OLS Estimation comparing Vietnam and Top Six catfish exporting countries 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Log of Value VARIABLES 

All Years After 1995 After 2001 All Years After 1995 After 2001 

dumyear 0.236 0.574 0.574 -0.357 0.243 0.136 

 (0.701) (0.796) (0.796) (0.939) (1.072) (2.128) 

dumcount34 -1.351 -0.818 -0.818 -3.248** -2.528* -0.992 

 (0.913) (1.049) (1.049) (1.283) (1.490) (4.739) 

dumindus1    -4.224*** -3.768*** -4.139** 

    (0.565) (0.770) (2.004) 

dumyearcount 2.340 1.806 1.806 2.950 2.230 0.694 

 (1.651) (1.732) (1.732) (2.386) (2.512) (5.166) 

duminduyear    1.492 1.035 1.407 

    (1.145) (1.263) (2.248) 

dumcounindu

s 

   5.672*** 5.382*** 5.670 

    (1.451) (1.650) (4.752) 

ddd    -1.602 -1.312 -1.600 

    (2.591) (2.717) (5.235) 

Constant 14.85*** 14.51*** 14.51*** 16.29*** 15.69*** 15.79*** 

 (0.383) (0.537) (0.537) (0.521) (0.730) (1.972) 

       

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Product FE    Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 286 207 207 286 207 112 

R-squared 0.011 0.013 0.013 0.126 0.092 0.067 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

In table 9, I use as the control group the two mentioned Asian countries. When 

take into control all year, country, and product fixed effects, we have negative coefficient 

for DDD, which can be explained intuitively that antidumping truly has a negative effect 

on Vietnamese catfish exports. Because it is not significant, we cannot go further in 

confirming this effect. It can be explained since both other Asian countries, Thailand and 

China, enjoyed huge increases in catfish exporting to the United States in recent years, 

while they are not assessed with ADD. But the sample size is too small and the result is 

not significant; I cannot confirm that ADD affects Vietnam exports in comparison with 

Thailand and China.  
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Table 9. OLS Estimation comparing Vietnam and the other Top Two exporters in Asia 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Log of Value        VARIABLES 

       All Years After 1995 After 2001 All Years After 1995 After 2001 

dumyear 0.403 1.077 1.077 -0.850 0.0628 0.390 

 (1.303) (1.494) (1.494) (1.818) (2.066) (4.166) 

dumcount34 -1.440 -0.571 -0.571 -3.278** -2.245 -0.274 

 (1.149) (1.405) (1.405) (1.549) (1.912) (5.885) 

dumindus1    -5.410*** -4.543*** -3.720 

    (1.013) (1.403) (3.853) 

dumyearcount 2.173 1.304 1.304 3.443 2.410 0.440 

 (1.991) (2.154) (2.154) (2.874) (3.100) (6.402) 

duminduyear    5.046** 4.179* 3.356 

    (2.004) (2.238) (4.253) 

dumcounindus    6.859*** 6.157*** 5.251 

    (1.693) (2.043) (5.885) 

ddd    -5.157* -4.456 -3.550 

    (3.096) (3.318) (6.474) 

Constant 14.94*** 14.27*** 14.27*** 16.32*** 15.40*** 15.08*** 

 (0.790) (1.071) (1.071) (0.991) (1.381) (3.853) 

       

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Product FE    Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 142 111 111 142 111 62 

R-squared 0.017 0.020 0.020 0.095 0.064 0.016 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

In Table 10, the result contrasts markedly with what we have in the case of top 

three Asian countries. Canada, Brazil, and Guyana are all suffering from a decline in 

catfish exports to the United States for some reasons. Textiles and oil are unlikely good 

proxies for product fixed effect. We have positive sign for DDD in this OLS regression, 

but again, not statistically significant for all regressions.  

In table 11, I compare the growth of catfish value of Vietnamese exporting 

producers and that of U.S. domestic producers. The basic Difference-in-difference 

estimation is employed. The U.S. producers are decreasing their market shares, Vietnam 

is increasing its market share.  At column (1) and (2), (2.588) and (2.640) log points 

equal to increases in market share for Vietnam 13.3 and 14 times faster than that for U.S. 

processors’ share. All the first two results for all years from 1989 to 2008, and from 1995 



!!"

to 2008, are statistically significant at all levels. But after 2001 at column (3), the effect 

of ADD is not statistically significant at any level, but the size of the coefficient shows 

that Vietnamese market share growing 1.87 times faster than that of U.S. producers.  

 

Table 10. OLS Estimation comparing Vietnam and the other Top Three exporters in 

America 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Log of Value VARIABLES 

All Years After 1995 After 2001 All Years After 1995 After 2001 

dumyear 0.0716 0.190 0.190 0.0362 0.395 -0.0683 

 (0.748) (0.845) (0.845) (0.908) (1.061) (2.067) 

dumcount34 -1.296 -0.982 -0.982 -3.226** -2.746* -1.567 

 (0.918) (1.059) (1.059) (1.301) (1.520) (4.809) 

dumindus1    -3.739*** -3.485*** -4.614** 

    (0.603) (0.814) (1.980) 

dumyearcount 2.504 2.190 2.190 2.557 2.078 0.898 

 (1.677) (1.762) (1.762) (2.390) (2.529) (5.241) 

duminduyear    -1.269 -1.524 -0.394 

    (1.073) (1.210) (2.184) 

dumcounindus    5.187*** 5.099*** 6.145 

    (1.475) (1.685) (4.832) 

ddd    1.159 1.247 0.201 

    (2.576) (2.716) (5.307) 

Constant 14.80*** 14.68*** 14.68*** 16.26*** 15.91*** 16.37*** 

 (0.387) (0.548) (0.548) (0.542) (0.765) (1.923) 

       

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Product FE    Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 187 135 135 187 135 71 

R-squared 0.022 0.023 0.023 0.200 0.179 0.201 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Table 11. OLS Estimation comparing catfish value of Vietnamese and U.S. producers 
 (1) (2) (3) 

Log of value VARIABLES 

All years After 1994 After 2001 

dumyear -0.105** -0.157*** 0.00644 

 (0.0512) (0.0525) (0.0462) 

dumcountry 2.039*** 1.987*** 3.996*** 

 (0.672) (0.682) (0) 

dd 2.588*** 2.640*** 0.630 

 (0.810) (0.822) (0.502) 

Constant 12.45*** 12.50*** 12.34 

 (0.0300) (0.0314) (0) 

    

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 34 28 14 

R-squared 0.761 0.736 0.918 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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In Table 12, the same specification is used to analyze the effect of ADD on the 

real prices of catfish. In this estimation, I include all real prices of catfish from Vietnam, 

from all other countries as a whole, and from U.S domestic producers. Unit value per 

pound is indeed the valuation of exports from Vietnam to the United States, which is 

different from U.S. imports from Vietnam. Dum_Country equals to 1 for Vietnam, equals 

to 0 otherwise. Dum_Year is 0 for before 2003, and 1 for 2003 and after. This price for 

Vietnamese catfish is calculated with the general import value method. General imports 

are recorded whenever the goods enter the United States; therefore, price in this 

specification is price before import duties for all exporting countries, including Vietnam. 

Price for U.S processors is net sales unit value that is calculated by net sales value 

divided by net sales quantity. 

 

Table 12. OLS Estimation comparing catfish price of Vietnamese exporters’, U.S. 

producers’, and all the other country exporters’  
 (1) (2) (3) 

 Log of real price VARIABLES 

All catfish VN-all exporters VN-U.S 

dumcountry -0.113 0.204** -0.430*** 

 (0.158) (0.0909) (0.0845) 

dumyear 0.154 0.223*** 0.0844 

 (0.167) (0.0717) (0.0642) 

dd -0.367* -0.437*** -0.298** 

 (0.184) (0.108) (0.104) 

Constant 0.605*** 0.288*** 0.922*** 

 (0.146) (0.0640) (0.0546) 

    

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 27 18 18 

R-squared 0.382 0.592 0.926 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

For the OLS regression in column (1) table 12, which includes all other exporting 

countries’ catfish price in the U.S. market and domestic producer’s price in the control 

group, I have found a negative effect of ADD on Vietnamese catfish at 10 percent 
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significance level. (-0.367) log points is equivalent to a drop by 31 percent in price for 

Vietnamese catfish. This is what one might expect that ADD actually makes Vietnamese 

exporters lower their price but not to the extent that it keeps consumer price the same. 

Antidumping weighted average tariff for Vietnamese firms in the U.S. market is 45 

percent. Indeed, the result shows that Vietnamese exporters lower their price for 31 

percent, which is less than 45 percent just a bit. Consumption price is the exporter’s price 

plus import duties and additional expenses of the middlemen. Because the information on 

consumption price for basa and tra is not available, we cannot examine to what extent 

consumers have to pay for a higher price, and to what extent wholesalers or middlemen 

have to reduce their profit margin to compensate for increasing final price. But we can be 

confident that in order to keep the U.S market, Vietnamese exporters do have to lower 

their profit by reducing their export price a significant amount.  

In column (2) Vietnam’s price is compared with all other exporting countries’ 

prices in the U.S. catfish market. I find out that antidumping is associated with a decrease 

in catfish price for Vietnam in comparison with all other exporting countries. The 

coefficient of interest DD is (-0.437) log points, which is equivalent to a drop by 35 

percent in price before tariff for Vietnamese firms. And the result is statistically 

significant at the 1 percent level. Column (3) I carry out the same regression between 

Vietnam’s price and domestic net sales unit price for U.S processors, and get the same 

conclusion for the negative effect of ADD on the treatment group’s price, about 26 

percent lower in price for Vietnam, and the result is 5 percent significant. 

 

 



!"#

Table 13. OLS Estimation comparing the volume of catfish of Navico, Vinhhoan and 

QVD Co. with other exporting countries to the United States 
VN Exporters NAVICO VINHHOAN QVD 

Log of Volume VARIABLES 

  After 2001 After 2001 After 2001 

dumyear 1.938** 1.938** 1.938** 

 -0.79 -0.789 -0.789 

dumexporter -1.138 -1.986*** -2.727*** 

 -0.718 -0.717 -0.716 

dd -5.415*** -2.009* -2.282** 

 -0.969 -1.045 -1.142 

Constant 9.343*** 9.343*** 9.343*** 

 -0.718 -0.717 -0.716 

    

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 77 80 82 

R-squared 0.283 0.209 0.304 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Table 14. OLS Estimation comparing the total value of catfish of Navico, Vinhhoan and 

QVD Co. with other exporting countries to the United States 

 
VN Exporters NAVICO VINHHOAN QVD 

Log of Value VARIABLES 

  After 2001 After 2001 After 2001 

dumyear 2.076*** 2.076*** 2.076*** 

 -0.724 -0.723 -0.722 

dumexporter 5.680*** 5.124*** 4.296*** 

 -0.647 -0.647 -0.646 

dd -5.608*** -2.224** -2.719** 

 -0.977 -0.962 -1.111 

Constant 9.835*** 9.835*** 9.835*** 

 -0.647 -0.647 -0.646 

    

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 77 80 82 

R-squared 0.086 0.176 0.104 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Now, we go to analysis the impact of ADD on firm-level exports from Vietnam in 

table 13 and table 14. Navico, Vinhhoan and QVD are three of the top ten biggest catfish 

exporters of Vietnam; they are also the three biggest exporters to the United States. 
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Vinhhoan started exporting to the United States in 1998, QVD and Navico followed in 

2000. Therefore, I choose these three representatives from Vietnam to estimate the 

impact of ADD on their exports. 

Difference-in-difference is employed to estimate the change in the growth of 

volume and value for these Vietnamese firms. Dum_year is the same format with the 

previous regressions. Dum_Exporter equals to 1 if it is Navico (Vinhhoan/QVD), 

otherwise, equals to 0 if other country exporters. Table 13 and 14 show the result is as 

expected, ADD has had a negative effect on those individual firms’ exports since 2001 

when Vietnam and the U.S signed the Bilateral Trade Agreement and zero tariff for 

Vietnam fish exporters before 2003. ADD has a large negative impact on all three 

Vietnamese producers. And the result is significant at 1 percent for Navico, 10 percent 

for Vinhhoan, and 5 percent for QVD. For export value, the result is similar with export 

volume. ADD has negative impacts on basa and tra exports at the firm level, but this 

might be a very large fall in catfish exports for Vietnam in comparison with all catfish 

country exporters to the U.S in the period 2002 to 2008. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

Conclusion and Discussion 

 

 

Antidumping duties have become one of the increasing trends of trade protection 

in the world recently, and they can have some significant effects on trade flows and 

trading relationship among countries. Therefore, with this information in mind, I hope 

this study can add some insights into the understanding of the impact of policy change 

and response of various countries and firms to a tariff shock.  

With the Difference-in-Difference estimation, I compare the outcomes of catfish 

exports to the United States from Vietnam and from other countries, the treatment group 

and the control groups. Results that ADD might have a large negative impact on 

Vietnamese catfish imports volume and total value at country level. The regression shows 

an uncertain evidence of trade deflection, i.e. a reduction in basa and tra imports from 

Vietnam. Even though Vietnamese firms are still increasing their exports to the United 

States both in terms of absolute value and relative market share, it might be much more if 

the antidumping tariff were to be removed. In the case of catfish, the share of domestic 

processors and producers is decreasing, whereas imports from Vietnam and other 

countries are increasing. The antidumping decision might have a large negative impact on 

catfish imports from Vietnam to some extents, but it is not statistically significant. I 

suggest some explanations for this phenomenon. Antidumping is very high and seems to 

be effective in preventing imports of basa and tra from Vietnam. The cost of production 

in Vietnam is relatively lower than U.S. catfish; Vietnamese producers could lower their 

price 31 percent to maintain their comparative advantage in the U.S. market to offset the 
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average antidumping tariff of 45 percent national-wide for Vietnamese producers. If this 

is the case, then domestic customers paid a little higher price for basa and tra from 

Vietnam. The government gained from tariffs that are mainly paid at the expense of 

Vietnamese producers (about two thirds), and partly at the expense of domestic 

customers’ (about one third).  

Whereas, I cannot confirm the large negative impact of ADD on import volumes 

and value, the result for price difference is statistically significant. Vietnamese catfish 

price before tariff falls by 31 percent in comparison with all other catfish prices in the 

United States (at 5 percent significance level), fall by 35 percent with all other catfish 

import prices (at 1 percent significance level), and fall by 26 percent with domestic sales 

unit price (at 10 percent significance level). This suggests that higher tariff is paid mainly 

at the expense of Vietnamese exporters’, partially by consumers and, perhaps middlemen 

and wholesalers.  

While it is not statistically significant of the impact of ADD on country-level 

analysis, the results show confidence in rejecting the null hypothesis that ADD does not 

have any impact on basa and tra volume and value at firm level, at least in the case of 

three biggest exporters, Navico, Vinhhoan and QVD. One interesting point is that these 

three big exporters have different level of antidumping duties; 53.68 percent, 36.84 

percent and 45.55 percent for Navico, Vinhhoan and QVD, respectively. Navico gets a 

higher tariff than the two others, and the result shows that Navico seems to get hurt more 

than the other two exporters. The negative sign of the coefficient of interest shows the 

negative impact of antidumping tariff at firm level.  
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 The research produces results that confirm my expectation that ADD has negative 

impacts on catfish imports from Vietnam; however, there are limitations to the study. 

First of all, the population size is quite small. This limitation affects the validity and 

makes the results difficult to interpret and generalize for the other case of ADD with 

aquaculture product for the country-level data. Moreover, there are still reporting 

irregularities with price data, which may have some effects on the result of the study for 

which I could not control. Moreover, prices may change because exporters change their 

types or quality of exports. In that case, the average price at an aggregate level does not 

capture all the changes in exporting pattern of catfish. Overall, this study adds some 

contributions to empirical analysis of antidumping impacts on trade and price, but also 

has some limitations open to further studies.  

This study encourages further research on this issue. First of all, we can fix the 

problem of reporting irregularities with a better price data collection or better price 

dataset. Second, this study has not explored the variation in firm-level data, how the 

Vietnamese exporters on the whole change their behavior, and their target markets. Data 

at firm level can be further examined and analyzed to see the precise impacts of ADD on 

each Vietnamese firm. Another suggestion is that whether the covariates of textiles and 

oil are a good choice for triple difference specification; they may or may not be. Other 

industries could be used to see whether they better solve the selection bias in this 

estimation. 
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APPENDIX  
 

Statutory Timetables for Antidumping Duty Investigations 

 

 

 

2
 Normal cases. ITA may extend the time allowed for it to initiate an investigation from 20 days up to 40 

days after a petition is file if the extra time is needed to determine industry support for the petition. In the 

event of such an extension, the deadline for the ITC’s preliminary determination and all following dates 

would be increased by the amount of the extension. 

3
 Normal cases. Expedited determinations are authorized when “short life cycle” merchandise is involved. 

In such cases the schedule following the ITC preliminary determination would be shortened by either 40 or 

60 days. 

4 
Complicated cases, extended at request of petitioner or on ITA’s motion. 

9
 Normal cases. 

10
 Extended at request of exporters. 

11
 If ITA’s preliminary determination was negative, add 30 days (to an incremental total of 75) to ITC final 

determination. 

Source: Antidumping and Countervailing Handbook, USITC 2009
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