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1 Introduction

We study the consequences of harmonizing accounting standards on international trade using

the lens of exporting firms’ experience with foreign antidumping cases. We show the adoption

of International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) by an exporting country raises the

likelihood that its exporting firms can successfully defend themselves against allegations of

dumping in foreign markets. Because national accounting reforms are typically not motivated

by considerations regarding foreign dumping investigations, our finding may be considered a

collateral (or incidental) benefit of global harmonization of accounting standards. The study

enriches our understanding of how accounting standards affect resource allocation and economic

efficiency.1

When an exporting firm sells its product in a foreign market at a price below its “normal

value” and causes “material injury” (financial damage) to domestic firms in the importing

country, this behavior is called “dumping.” Because dumping is considered an “unfair trade

practice,” the World Trade Organization (WTO) rules allow the importing country to impose

a punitive tariff on the exporter, often shutting the latter out of the foreign market.

A key aspect of antidumping (AD) investigation is the calculation of the dumping margin

— the difference between the export price and some notion of a normal value. The WTO

Anti-Dumping Agreement uses three methods to calculate the normal value. The first is the

exporter’s home market price. The second is a “constructed value” of the production cost

based on accounting data, when the home market price is unobtainable or deemed unreliable.2

The third is the cost inferred from some surrogate firms in a third country that produce a

similar product, if the first two methods are not available or deemed unreliable. Because the

third method often produces an estimate of the production cost that is higher than the true

production cost, exporting firms prefer to avoid the third method. As we discuss in more detail

in subsection 2.1, accounting numbers for production costs that an importing country deems

1Kose et al. (2009) introduced the term “collateral benefits” when reassessing whether financial globalization
serves as an important catalyst for several indirect benefits, including the development of the domestic financial
sector and improvements in domestic macroeconomic policies.

2Based on an interview by Bollom and Simons (1990) with the Chief Accountant of the Office of Investigations
(Commerce Department), the constructed-value approach is used in 50%-70% of all dumping cases.
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reliable are central to AD investigations.

After initiating an AD investigation, the importing country authorities typically require

the exporting firm under investigation to describe its accounting system and provide both con-

solidated and unconsolidated but audited financial statements. For example, in the standard

questionnaire issued in 2017 to exporting firms under an AD investigation by the US Commerce

Department’s International Trade Administration, “accounting” and “financial statement” ap-

pear 132 and 32 times, respectively.3 The WTO Anti-Dumping Agreement does not require

member countries to use any specific accounting standards. Historically, from the passage of the

Antidumping Act of 1916 until the end of the 20th century, individual countries had different

accounting standards based on their own political, economic, and legal history and traditions.

Inconsistencies in accounting rules between countries were common.

These inconsistencies could have incidental but important effects on international trade.

First, they may provide extra room for an exporting firm to hide dumping actions behind less

transparent accounting numbers. Second, they may also lead to more protectionist actions by

importing countries through the use of alternative accounting methods — such as the third

country’s surrogate firms — that overstate the true production cost of an exporting firm.4 For

example, in AD cases against Chinese exporters, the surrogate firms often include Indian or

Indonesian firms that are less competitive (WTO, 2001, p.9). Such practices exacerbate the

likelihood that the Chinese exporters will be found guilty of dumping (e.g., Ramanna et al.,

2010; Ramanna, 2013). Separately, the constructed-value method could also lead to an upward

bias in the estimated cost of production.

A wave of accounting-standards globalization has taken place over the last two decades,

typically involving countries converging their local accounting standards toward IFRS — a set

of globally accepted (and recommended) measurement rules that map economic transactions

into accounting numbers. Even though accounting professionals and scholars debate the merits

of IFRS rules, they are generally considered to be of higher quality than most local accounting

3https://enforcement.trade.gov/questionnaires/20170906/q-inv-cvr-complete-quest-090617.pdf.
4The EU and US often invoked the surrogate rule to replace actually incurred costs reported by respondents,
which has been suspected to substantially inflate the dumping margins (e.g., Ikenson, 2005; Li, 2018; Ikenson,
2020)
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rules. Furthermore, modifying local rules toward IFRS also makes the resulting accounting

standards more comparable across countries.

We examine how harmonizing a country’s accounting standards toward IFRS may affect

AD investigations, a topic not yet explored in the literature. The effect could come from

two channels that are not mutually exclusive. First, an exporting country modifying local

standards toward IFRS raises the likelihood that an importing country will trust and use

the exporting firms’ reported accounting data, thereby minimizing possible upward bias in

estimating exporting firms’ production costs. We label this channel “greater discipline on

importing countries.” Second, with more transparent accounting standards, exporting firms

may also undertake fewer dumping actions as concealing them under the new accounting rules

becomes harder. We label this channel as “greater deterrence on exporters.”

From the Global Antidumping Database (GAD) of the World Bank, we zoom in on those

exporting firms under AD investigations that also publicly issue equity or bonds, because such

firms are typically required to use the accounting standards chosen by the exchanges that trade

their securities. We compile a dataset of exporting firms that have been involved in more than

3,200 AD investigations initiated by 33 importing countries from 1980Q1 to 2019Q4.

Using a stacked difference-in-differences (DiD) specification, we compare the final dumping

margins determined by the destination authorities before and after the accused exporters are

required to use IFRS. We include a large set of fixed effects to account for other factors that

may vary by year, destination country, or product by exporting country. As a refinement, we

also measure the extent of convergence toward IFRS that the new set of accounting standards

represents relative to the previous one. To account for the partial adoption of IFRS, we refer

to a list of 52 important accounting rules used by Bae et al. (2008) and check for conformity

with IFRS for each. We conduct a thorough search for exemptions and exceptions of the post-

reform accounting standards from IAS (International Accounting Standards)/IFRS rules for

each country (see subsection 3.1 for details).

Our analysis produces several interesting findings. First, the greater the reduction in the

gap between the original local accounting standards and IFRS, the greater the likelihood of

3



the exporting firm receiving a favorable outcome in a foreign AD investigation. A “favorable

outcome” here means being found to have either a zero or a “de minimis” margin (i.e., less

than 2%) that would result in no punitive AD duties.5 This finding holds after we control for

a large set of fixed effects capturing time-varying global shocks, destination countries’ specific

factors, and industry-specific factors of the exporting country.

Second, as a sensitivity check, we use a dichotomous classification of high versus low dump-

ing margins to quantify the extent of dumping for exporters that investigating authorities rule

as dumpers. The high-margin probability decreases when the exporter’s country has adopted

IFRS, especially when the initial gap between the local standards and IFRS is large.

Third, our results are robust to excluding those exporting firms from non-market economies

such as China and Vietnam. Fourth, in line with Christensen et al. (2013), the effect is stronger

for those exporters in countries that have strengthened the enforcement of reporting rules.

Interestingly, for the exporters in IFRS-adopting countries without improved enforcement, we

find the effect holds for those listed in countries with strong pre-existing regulatory quality, but

not for those listed in countries with weak regulatory quality. These results suggest the newly

adopted accounting standards are unlikely to be used to obfuscate exporters’ dumping actions.

Our paper makes three contributions. First, although many studies have delved into the

capital-market implications associated with a country’s adoption of IFRS (e.g., Daske et al.,

2008; Christensen et al., 2009; Armstrong et al., 2010; DeFond et al., 2011; Landsman et al.,

2012), we offer new evidence related to international trade. Furthermore, similar in spirit to

Christensen et al. (2013), we show changes in reporting enforcement also play a critical role in

the benefit of accounting-rule harmonization.

Second, we show harmonizing accounting standards across countries is a public good that

may correct unfair trade practices and hence promotes trade. This finding augments the lit-

erature on the benefits of institutional reforms favoring production over expropriation (e.g.,

Hall and Jones, 1996, 1999; Wei, 2000; Ju and Wei, 2010, 2011), property rights (e.g., Antràs,

2003), trade liberalization (e.g., Khandelwal et al., 2013), WTO accession (e.g., Brandt et al.,

5The Anti-Dumping Agreement calls for a termination of investigation if the margin of dumping is less than 2%
of the export price. The consequence of a de minimis case is legally the same as a zero-margin one.
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2008), immigration costs (e.g., Tombe and Zhu, 2019), and financial liberalization (e.g., Amiti

and Weinstein, 2011; Chor and Manova, 2012). In particular, our study suggests that, holding

formal trade policies constant, an improvement in accounting rules might also reduce trade

frictions. Our findings complement recent studies on the positive impact of reporting quality

on trade (e.g., Cheng et al., 2020; Zhou, 2021; Glaeser and Omartian, 2022).

Third, we show that how a nation measures economic transactions has important conse-

quences for international trade. Both Jones (1991) and Godsell et al. (2017) document evidence

that predictable accounting biases are introduced into the import-relief investigation process.

Specifically, domestic petitioners for AD investigations may use income-decreasing accruals to

underestimate reported earnings to convince their authorities of the existence of material in-

juries. Godsell et al. (2017) also find AD petitioners’ capital-market considerations moderate

income-decreasing earnings management. Our study provides new evidence from the exporter’s

side on the role of accounting standards during AD investigations.

2 Institutional Setting and Hypothesis Development

After introducing the role of the accounting system in measuring dumping margins during an

AD investigation, we develop a testable hypothesis to guide our empirical analysis.

2.1 Institutional Setting

During an AD investigation, a dumping margin, in percentage of the export price, is derived

by deducting from its “normal value” the export price of a product alleged to be dumped:

Dumping Margin =
Normal Value− Export Price

Export Price
× 100. (1)

The normal value depends on a notion of true production cost. The WTO agreement provides

three methods for calculating the normal value. The first is the price of the product in question

5



when it is sold in the ordinary course of trade for consumption in the exporter’s home country.6

These trades must be commercial transactions between independent buyers and sellers that

reflect the prevailing market conditions in the home country.7

The home-market price is sometimes not available or is deemed unusable in a “particular

market situation,” in which case the WTO rules allow investigating authorities to use alternative

methods to calculate the normal value.8 As such, the second method permitted by the WTO

agreement is to calculate a “constructed value” of the product. This value is based on “the

cost of production and selling, general, and administrative expenses (SG&A),” in addition to

profits, where the “cost of production” uses accounting data kept by the exporting firm under

investigation, provided these records conform to the GAAP of the exporting country, and on

the condition that “accounting data reasonably reflect the costs associated with the production

and sale of the product at issue.” This method relies on the “best available information” from

audited financial statements.

The third method computes the normal value of a product, using information from surro-

gate firms producing similar products in a third country. This “surrogate method” is allowed

when exporters are deemed unable to provide reliable cost-accounting data consistent with the

ordinary course of trade, typically in one of two scenarios: (1) when the exporter’s country

is a non-market economy (NME) with significant government influences on input and output

prices, and (2) when related-party transactions dominate the sales and purchases by the ex-

porting firm in the home market.9 In both cases, the reported cost data are not considered “to

be in the ordinary course of trade.” Because the surrogate firms are often proposed by the AD

6The U.S. Department of Commence (USDOC) calculates the dumping margin by subtracting transport costs,
tariffs, distribution costs, and other costs from the observed price in the US to derive an ex-factory foreign
export price (e.g., Rosendorff, 1996).

7Article 2.1 of the Agreement on Implementation of Article VI of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
1994 requires that investigating authorities exclude sales not made in the “ordinary course of trade” from
calculations of normal value. Section 773(a)(1) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, implements this provision
by restricting comparison market sales used to determine the normal value of exported goods made in the
ordinary course of trade.

8According to Article 2.2 of the Anti-Dumping Agreement, the “Particular Market Situation” (PMS) provision
allows investigating authorities to reject domestic selling prices and instead use the cost of production to deter-
mine the normal value. Similar provisions have been incorporated into Section 9A(1)(c) of the Customs Tariff
Act, 1975. A PMS can arise due to various factors, including government interventions and cost distortions.

9Corporate controls in many countries are often concentrated among a small number of shareholders who often
mediate transactions between economically-related parties (e.g., La Porta et al., 1999, 2002; D’Acunto et al.,
2019).
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petitioners (firms in the importing country that compete with the exporting firms), the choice

is likely biased toward surrogates with high production costs, leading to an overestimate of the

dumping margin.

After introducing the institutional background, we articulate why, under IFRS, destination

governments and courts could more easily understand and interpret exporting firms’ manufac-

turing costs. The stated objectives of the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB)

suggest IFRS is commonly adopted for two reasons: (i) to enhance financial reporting quality

and (ii) to improve the comparability of financial statements across industry peers. By (i), as

summarized by Ball (2016), the adoption can enhance the accuracy of firms’ accounting data

for the following reasons. First, the IASB independently developed IFRS, focusing on creat-

ing high-quality global accounting standards rather than catering to specific political interests.

Second, the standards aimed to force financial reporting to reflect the economic substance —

rather than the legal form — of a firm’s performance. Third, IFRS financial statements, in

contrast to those prepared under local GAAP, tend to recognize economic gains and losses in

a timelier manner, enhancing the relevance and faithfulness of reported financial information.

Fourth, IFRS standards were specifically designed to reduce earnings manipulation, address-

ing practices that were often permissible under many countries’ previous accounting regimes.

These standards aim to curtail managerial attempts to artificially smooth reported earnings or

conceal losses, thereby enhancing financial reporting transparency. As such, accounting data

prepared under IFRS are more informative and decision-relevant to outsiders, as well as more

comprehensive, especially with respect to disclosure, than most local GAAP (e.g., Daske and

Gebhardt, 2006; Ding et al., 2007; Hail et al., 2010).10

By (ii), the adoption of IFRS can enhance the comparability of financial statements be-

tween firms operating in different countries but in the same industry (e.g., De Franco et al.,

2011; Barth et al., 2012).11 Specifically, considering the substantial costs borne by importing

countries to process an exporter’s accounting data to calculate its normal cost of producing

10Barth et al. (2008) find firms applying IAS generally have less earnings management, more timely loss recog-
nition, and more value relevance of accounting numbers than do matched sample firms applying non-US local
standards.

11For other related literature, see Yip and Young (2012), Wang (2014), and Fang et al. (2015), among others.
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the exported goods (e.g., Blankespoor et al., 2020; Gu and Xie, 2024; Li et al., 2024), this

improvement can reduce the cost for destination authorities in collecting, processing, and un-

derstanding accounting information needed to calculate the normal value of exported goods

(e.g., Gao et al., 2019).12

2.2 Hypothesis Development

We consider two channels through which accounting-standards globalization can reduce unfair

trade practices: either by less protectionism from importing countries aimed at inflating the

dumping margins or by fewer dumping activities undertaken by exporting firms.

First, after exporting countries adopt IFRS, destination authorities rely more on exporters’

reported accounting data to judge whether they dump and, if so, by how much. This chan-

nel suggests that, prior to IFRS adoption, investigating authorities are more likely to make

discretionary rulings in AD cases if they cannot trust or analyze accounting data prepared

under the exporters’ local accounting standards. However, following IFRS adoption, exporters

can defend more successfully against either the use of surrogate rules or overestimation under

the constructed-value method. As such, the greater the enhancement in exporters’ account-

ing standards, as measured by the difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances,

the more likely destination countries are to correct the upward bias in measuring exporters’

dumping margins. The correction in upward bias can either increase the frequency of no-duty

cases or diminish the magnitude of ruled margins. The importing-country discipline channel is

particularly relevant to the surrogate rule.

Second, when local GAAP allows exporting firms to disguise their dumping actions bet-

ter, IFRS can deter exporters from engaging in dumping behavior, because increased reporting

quality and comparability in financial statements induce potential detection and hence unfa-

12Another possibility is that, because managerial and financial reporting systems are correlated, firms might
change their internal costing systems associated with IFRS adoption (e.g., Christensen et al., 2024). However,
given the substantial philosophical differences in the practices of management accounting across countries,
whether exporting firms across the globe will make an equal amount of effort to improve the “informing” role of
their internal costing systems in response to IFRS adoption is unclear. For example, Japanese companies have
been using internal accounting systems more to motivate employees to exert effort than to provide managers
with precise data on costs and profits (Hiromoto, 1988).
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vorable investigation outcomes. Consider the framework of Becker (1968), in which an exporter

dumps in destination countries only if the benefits of dumping outweigh the costs. Although

the benefits of dumping might remain constant, the expected costs of dumping — the perceived

likelihood of being caught, multiplied by the measured dumping margin — are an increasing

function of improved reporting quality and comparability. For example, firms involved in de

facto dumping may not be able to conceal their dumping activities once they are obligated

to report cost data under IFRS. This effect is particularly more pronounced when exporters’

initial local standards deviate more from IFRS, and hence, they experience greater convergence

in accounting standards toward IFRS. This second deterrence channel also predicts that, after

exporting firms adopt IFRS and conditioning on AD investigations, destination countries are

less likely to impose duties on accused exporters.

Through the two channels above, IFRS adoption influences antidumping investigation

outcomes whether or not a surrogate country is used. In cases where the invocation of the

surrogate-country rule is less likely—such as when exporting firms are from market economies

or when related-party transactions do not dominate their economic activities—IFRS adoption

enhances transparency in the constructed-value method. This increased transparency reduces

both exporters’ ability to engage in dumping and conceal their actions successfully, as well

as destination countries’ ability to falsely accuse exporters when no dumping has occurred.

In situations in which there are grounds for the destination country to invoke the surrogate-

country rule, exporters with an incentive to dump might become more cautious about doing

so, because IFRS adoption makes it easier for destination countries to use the financial state-

ments to discover dumping. Meanwhile, to the extent that destination countries invoke the

surrogate-country rule on a case-by-case basis, exporting firms that are not de facto dumpers

might be better able to defend themselves when financial statements are more transparent and

comparable.

Regarding the above discussion, an important question is whether our study takes into

account cases where exporters voluntarily adopt IAS/IFRS to defend themselves better against

AD charges. For several reasons, voluntary adoption likely plays a limited role in this context.
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First, the exporter-deterrence argument suggests IFRS adoption must be mandatory to affect

AD investigations. When local GAAP can better hide dumping, exporters would have little

incentive to voluntarily switch to IFRS. Second, before 2005, IAS standards in effect relied

heavily on discretion and a principle-based approach (e.g., Christensen, 2012). As a result,

although adopting IAS might not have been costly, especially in countries with weak enforce-

ment, investigating authorities may have been skeptical of financial reports from voluntary

IFRS adopters. These authorities might have had difficulty telling whether voluntary adopters

were making meaningful changes to their reporting practices. Third, observed effects around

voluntary adoptions likely also reflect firms’ heterogeneous reporting incentives, including the

circumstances (e.g., changes in firms’ growth opportunity) that led to IAS adoption in the first

place, which creates a challenging identification and selection issue (e.g., Daske et al., 2013).

Finally, voluntary adopters are rare in our sample.

Based on these discussions, we propose the following hypothesis. However, we recognize

these alternative channels are not mutually exclusive in explaining what we find in the data:

Hypothesis: The mandatory adoption of IFRS by an exporting country either helps exporters

defend themselves more successfully against AD investigation or deters exporters from dumping.

This hypothesis yields a testable cross-country implication: following IFRS adoption, the mag-

nitude of improvement in accounting standards, measured by the reduction in the gap between

exporters’ pre-existing accounting standards and IFRS, is positively associated with the disci-

plinary effects on two-sided unfair trade practices, as quantified by the AD margins ruled by

destination authorities.

3 Data and Descriptive Statistics

We first introduce several raw datasets we use and then provide descriptive statistics on the

data.
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3.1 Data

Antidumping Dataset. Our main sample consists of exporting firms that were involved in AD

investigations between 1980Q1 and 2019Q4, extracted from GAD. GAD is compiled by Chad

Bown and his team (then at the World Bank and Brandeis University) based on government

publications, and it covers AD investigations by more than 30 AD-user countries.

The majority of jurisdictions mandate all domestic and foreign companies “whose securi-

ties trade in a regulated market” use IFRS standards in their consolidated financial statements.

For each jurisdiction that mandates IFRS, we review the details of the requirement to deter-

mine whether we should include only public equity issuers or both public equity and bond

issuers in our analysis. To identify firms issuing public equity, we manually match the names

of exporting firms in the GAD database with those included in the following four datasets:

Compustat North America, Compustat Global, Worldscope, and Capital IQ. To identify firms

issuing public debt, we perform a manual match using the Securities Data Company (SDC)

Platinum database.

Pre-adoption IFRS Distance. To measure the distance between the pre-adoption local

GAAP standards and IFRS (or its predecessor, IAS), we follow the method used by Bae et al.

(2008). Specifically, the authors compute two versions of “IFRS distance” regarding the devi-

ations of a jurisdiction’s accounting standards from the international standards (in either 52

or 21 key accounting practices) related to recognition, measurement, and disclosure rules, as

described in GAAP 2001: A Survey of National Accounting Rules Benchmarked Against In-

ternational Accounting Standards by Nobes (2001). The survey taps into the expertise of the

global partners in large accounting firms in over 60 countries. Survey participants were asked

to benchmark local accounting standards in their respective countries against IAS, by focusing

on rules in place as of December 31, 2001. For each country, the survey notes (1) the absence

of local recognition and measurement rules that are present in IAS, (2) the absence of local

disclosure rules that are present in IAS, (3) inconsistencies between local GAAP and IAS that

could lead to differences for many enterprises, and (4) other issues that could lead to differences
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between local GAAP and IAS for certain enterprises.

We use the more granular version of the distance from IFRS with 52 key accounting

items to measure both pre- and post-adoption distances from IFRS. We have two reasons for

favoring the granular to the coarser version. First, the granular version contains more IAS

accounting practices that may have been adopted in the accounting-standards globalization

(see Table A.1 of the Online Appendix). Second, the more granular version is also subject

to fewer discretionary judgment calls made by the authors in their reading of the accounting

literature (e.g., Basu et al., 1998; Comprix et al., 2003; Bradshaw et al., 2004).

Based on the IAS section numbers reported in the GAAP 2001 Survey, Bae et al. (2008)

identify 52 distinct IAS sections that appear in at least five individual country reports. The

authors identify 49 countries with all 52 IAS sections, allowing them to count the number of

sections in which a discrepancy exists. They then use the text from the GAAP 2001 Survey to

ensure that, for each of the 52 accounting items, all countries coded as different from IAS have

similar local GAAP for that item. Panel A of Figure 1 shows substantial cross-country varia-

tion in the calculated distance between local standards and IFRS. Luxembourg and Switzerland

had the most differences from IAS, whereas no differences between GAAP and IAS emerged

for Ireland, Mexico, and the UK.

Post-adoption IFRS Distance. Many IFRS-adopting jurisdictions allow for exceptions to

IFRS standards to reflect their unique circumstances and environment. Specifically, a juris-

diction can make exceptions to IFRS standards in two ways. First, it may modify IFRS

standards.13 Second, the adopting jurisdiction may eliminate some accounting-policy options

permitted by IFRS.14

To calculate post-adoption IFRS distance, we search for exempted IAS/IFRS practices

that Bae et al. (2008) use in their 52-item version of pre-adoption IFRS distance. Specifically,

we resort to jurisdictional profiles provided by the IFRS Foundation, a non-profit organization

13For example, the EU declared “carve-out” concerning fair-value hedge accounting for portfolio hedges of interest
rate risk in IAS 39 Financial Instrument: Recognition and Measurement. We code post-adoption IFRS distance
as 1 for all EU countries.

14For example, China only allows the cost model for the measurement of fixed and intangible assets, whereas
IFRS allows a revaluation model.
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that oversees financial-reporting standards setting, to perform a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction

search on specific IAS/IFRS rules that jurisdictions exempted after they officially converged

local standards toward IFRS.15

Table A.1 of the Online Appendix presents our searched details regarding accounting poli-

cies modified by each IFRS-adopting jurisdiction in our sample. Several features are worth

noting. First, although many IFRS-adopting countries modified IFRS standards, modifica-

tions concentrated heavily on the accounting measurement of financial assets or liabilities (e.g.,

available-for-sale financial assets). Second, countries such as Singapore, the Philippines, and

Israel unambiguously conveyed to the public that certain modifications only apply to finan-

cial institutions or real estate companies and not to other firms.16 Because our sample only

includes exporters from tradable sectors, we regard these modifications as not contributing to

the post-adoption IFRS distance of our sample firms listed in these countries.17 Third, some

modified accounting rules do not correspond to any items in Bae et al.’s (2008) 52-item list,

either because these rules do not appear in the individual country reports frequently enough

to be included in the survey or because, due to the evolving nature of IFRS standard setting,

they were issued by the IASB much later than IFRS adoption.18 As such, we are not able

to include these accounting rules in the calculation of post-adoption distance. Fourth, some

modified accounting policies were issued after 2005 but superseded certain IAS items that Bae

et al. (2008) initially included. We use these superseded items to calculate post-adoption IFRS

15Because the formats of IFRS jurisdictional profiles are homogeneous across countries, and because these profiles
explicitly cite exempted accounting rules to identify the extent to which each country imperfectly adopts IFRS,
we are able to use the full spectrum of the granular version of initial IFRS distance to construct the post-adoption
distance between exporters’ accounting standards and IFRS. We illustrate this public source using Hong Kong
(see, e.g., “Jurisdictional Profile: Hong Kong”) and the EU (see, e.g., “Jurisdictional Profile: European Union”).
Because China’s jurisdictional profile does not provide specific information regarding IAS/IFRS rules exempted
by China, we resort to the comparison document of IFRS and the new Chinese Accounting Standards published
by Deloitte (China) on July 23, 2006 (see “Comparison of IFRSs and New Chinese Accounting Standards (in
Chinese)”).

16The Philippines modified IAS 39 only for financial institutions, and Singapore modified IFRS 9 Financial
Instruments (the IASB’s replacement of IAS 39) only for banks.

17In a rare case, Singapore modified IFRS 10 Consolidated Financial Statements but stated that “this does not
affect listed Singapore-incorporated companies.” We manually check incorporation statuses for accused exporters
listed in Singapore’s stock exchange. We found none of them were incorporated in foreign countries; thus, we
conclude this incorporation-specific modification does not affect the post-adoption distance for Singapore-listed
firms in our sample.

18For example, IFRS 13 Fair Value Measurement was issued in May 2011 and applies to annual periods beginning
on or after January 1, 2013.
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distance.19

Table A.2 of the Online Appendix presents details on accounting rules whose IFRS-

permitted options were eliminated. Compared with jurisdictions modifying IAS/IFRS rules,

the number of adopting jurisdictions eliminating IFRS-permitted policy options is sparse —

only Argentina, Brazil, China, and Taiwan did so. Notably, the most frequently eliminated

IFRS-permitted option is the revaluation model. Whereas IAS 16 permits the revaluation of

property, plant and equipment and IAS 38 permits the revaluation of intangible assets, only a

few jurisdictions allowed for the cost model for measurement of these assets. This observation

suggests most countries use market force to allow firms to choose between the historical cost

and fair value for non-financial assets (e.g., Christensen and Nikolaev, 2013).

Other Country-Level Data. For dates of IFRS adoption by country between 2001 and

2013, we use De George et al. (2016).20 An AD investigation involves one investigating country

(the importer) and at least one exporting country. For all country pairs during the period of

1948-2019, we download bilateral trade flows, GATT/WTO membership, and other variables

from the French Centre d’Etudes Prospectives et d’Informations Internationales (CEPII).21

We also obtain information on the existence of trade agreements between country pairs. This

information, when available, allows us to examine the determinants of AD activities across a

range of economic and cultural factors and to control for various country-level characteristics

in our empirical analysis.

3.2 Descriptive Statistics of Raw Data

In AD cases, investigation outcomes in terms of dumping margins can vary greatly not only

across investigating and exporting countries, but also among exporting firms of similar products

19For example, IFRS 10 Consolidated Financial Statements superseded SIC-12 Consolidation—Special Purpose
Entities.

20For adoption dates beyond 2013, we manually search the IFRS Foundation. For detailed information regarding
each country’s IFRS status, see https://www.ifrs.org/use-around-the-world/use-of-ifrs-standards-

by-jurisdiction.
21The CEPII’s databases can be downloaded from http://www.cepii.fr/CEPII/en/bddmodele/bddmodele.

asp.
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from a given exporting country by the same investigating country during the same period. Such

patterns, seen in Table A.3 of the Online Appendix, demonstrate that firm-level factors play a

role in the measured extent of dumping.

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics of variables of interest across the home countries of

investigated exporters (as opposed to the countries where firms are listed). These variables

include: (1) the count of AD investigations initiated by destination countries, (2) the number

of observations associated with exporters accused of dumping, (3) the percentage of AD cases

that are ruled as not dumping (i.e., cases in which accused firms obtained zero margins),22

(4) the percentage of AD cases that are ruled at margins less than 2%, (5) the percentage

of public issuers under investigation, (6) the count of destination countries that investigated

firms domiciled in each home country, and (7) the earliest and latest investigation years in our

sample.

As the largest exporting country, China is the most scrutinized, with 10,812 firms domiciled

in China under investigation in 1,301 cases initiated by 27 destination countries. Exporters from

South Korea, the US, and Japan are also commonly investigated. Chinese exporters exhibit

the lowest rate of obtaining zero margins (3%-8%), whereas their US counterparts have the

highest rate (40%-46%). Additionally, around 7% of Chinese exporters accused of dumping are

public issuers, compared to 34%, 25%, and 54% for South Korean, US, and Japanese exporters,

respectively.

4 Empirical Analysis

This section presents our main empirical findings. Subsection 4.1 introduces the regression

framework. Subsection 4.2 presents the baseline results, tests the parallel-trends assumption,

and conducts checks for robustness. Subsection 4.3 tests the effect of IFRS on the extensive

margin of AD rulings. Subsection 4.4 examines the role of reporting enforcement in our setting.

Subsection 4.5 analyzes the effect of IFRS adoption on the likelihood of exporters being under

22We present descriptive statistics for pure zero-margin cases to show the likelihood of accused exporters success-
fully defending their case is not significantly influenced by shifting the cutoff from zero to 2%.
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AD investigation.

4.1 Stacked Difference-in-Differences Approach

As IFRS was introduced in different years for different countries and/or jurisdictions, we im-

plement a DiD specification to assess whether and how, after an exporting firm is required to

adopt IFRS, the probability of successfully defending against a foreign AD case by this firm has

changed. One concern might be the potential for estimation bias if groups treated earlier are

used as controls after their treatment begins. To address this concern, we construct the sample

to ensure the control firms within a given cohort’s sample period have either never been re-

quired to adopt IFRS or have not yet done so (e.g., Goodman-Bacon, 2021; Baker et al., 2022).

In unreported tables, we confirm our results are robust with the generalized DiD approach.

For each year in which IFRS adoption occurs, we construct a sample (cohort) of treated

and control observations using firm-year observations for six years before and six years after

an adoption event.23 Treated observations are investigated exporters listed in countries that

adopted IFRS. Control observations are investigated exporters listed in countries that either

had not adopted IFRS or did not adopt IFRS within six years after the cohort adoption event.

By comparing the outcomes of these treated and control groups over the specified time period,

we estimate the effects of IFRS adoption on the likelihood of investigated exporters successfully

defending their case.

We stack these cohorts across all IFRS-adoption years and estimate the panel regression.

In our most preferred specification, we refrain from including control variables in the following

regression to prevent “bad controls” from biasing the estimates of β1 (Angrist and Pischke,

2009). In companion columns, we also show including country-level control variables does not

significantly change our estimates. We refrain from including firm-fixed effects, because AD

investigations are infrequent for most firms. Indeed, the median number of AD investigations

is one for those exporting firms that have ever been investigated.

23For example, if December 31, 2005 (the adoption event), is the fiscal-period-end date by which the first annual
reports were prepared in accordance with the IFRS mandate, the Post period begins on January 1, 2006, for
both treated and control firms. We label 2005 as event year -1 and 2006 as event year 1. Therefore, our stacked
DiD window has no event year 0.
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Our most restrictive specification is as follows:

(2)
Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α + β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β3 ×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β4 × Treatci × Postct + β5 ×∆IFRSdi
+ β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci +X ′ × β8 + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where Margin ≤ 2%cihodt is a dummy variable indicating whether the dumping margin for ac-

cused exporter i in cohort c domiciled in the origin (exporting) country o and exporting product

h at the 4-digit HS-level is measured as less than 2%. We also exclude cases where destination

authorities withdraw their investigations, as the question of whether such a withdrawal signals

collusion has been a matter of debate (e.g., Prusa, 1992; Taylor, 2004). We define Treatci as a

dummy variable equal to 1 if exporters i of cohort c are required to adopt IFRS in the year by

which a “cohort” is defined. We define Postct as a dummy variable equal to 1 if all exporters of

cohort c, including both treated and control firms, are investigated by destination authorities

after the cohort year in the cohort of c, and 0 otherwise.

For firms that were required to change from local standards toward IFRS in any year, we

define ∆IFRSdi as the difference between a country’s pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances

(see section 3 for details). We use China to illustrate how we calculate ∆IFRSdi.
24 Because

China made four modifications and two eliminations of IFRS-permitted policy options, we

code the country’s post-adoption IFRS distance to be 6. Given that China’s pre-adoption

IFRS distance is 13, the post-adoption distance of 6 suggests a substantial convergence toward

IFRS via shortening the distance by 7.

We scale the change in the number of IFRS distances by 52 to reflect that our measure

24On February 15, 2006, China substantially converged its Chinese Accounting Standards (CAS) with IFRS,
requiring publicly listed firms to implement the new standards starting from January 1, 2007. CAS is similar in
spirit to IFRS with a few exceptions (e.g., IASB, 2006; Peng and Smith, 2010). In fact, the Hong Kong Institute
of Certified Public Accountants (HKICPA) recognized CAS equivalence to Hong Kong Financial Reporting
Standards (HKFRS) in 2007. HKFRS are identical to IFRS, including all recognition and measurement options
(see Use of IFRS by jurisdiction for details).
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of ∆IFRSdi is the fraction of the 52 sections with discrepancies from IAS.25 To capture the

latent trend in AD outcomes for IFRS adopters that receive different magnitudes of treatment,

we also calculate a synthetic ∆IFRSd that estimates the magnitude of treatment that control

firms would have received if they had adopted IFRS. Specifically, for firms that have never

adopted IFRS, ∆IFRSdi takes the value of the pre-adoption distance; for firms that have not

yet adopted, ∆IFRSdi is the difference between pre- and post-adoption distances when they

ultimately adopt IFRS.

Our use of ∆IFRSdi not only accounts for the fact that many countries or jurisdictions did

not fully adopt IFRS, but also sharpens identification. Indeed, IFRS adoption might coincide

with other country-level regulatory changes aimed at improving financial-market regulation

(e.g., the EU passed a series of directives on insider trading regulation) that could help exporters

defend their cases more successfully (e.g., Daske et al., 2008; Christensen et al., 2013). Thus,

variations across countries in the differences between their initial local standards and (modified)

IFRS provide an important means of verifying whether improved AD outcomes are associated

with IFRS adoptions.

We justify the indexation of ∆IFRSdi with the firm-specific indicator i as follows. Because

some exporting firms are cross-listed on foreign stock exchanges, they are required to comply

with accounting standards mandated by those exchanges. In determining the IFRS distance

for firms listed on foreign stock exchanges, we compute the difference between the local GAAP

25We assign the same weights to all 52 sections. We argue all 52 sections collectively summarize the accounting
measures of a firm’s economic activities and that all sections matter for the reliability of the production-
cost calculation. Although intuition suggests the most relevant accounting rules include asset-impairment
standards, which could affect how property, plant, and equipment (PPE) costs are allocated as fixed production
overhead, and inventory costing rules, which could affect the precision of cost measurement and allocations, other
accounting rules may also play an equally important role in measuring average production costs (i.e., SG&A,
interest expenses, and intangibles). Furthermore, even if the exporters record related costs correctly, they are
likely to lose their case if they do not recognize gains/losses in a timely manner or do not accurately disclose
related-party transactions. Finally, a stronger similarity between local standards and IFRS across all accounting
sections may collectively lead to a higher likelihood that the importing country accepts the accounting numbers
from the exporting firms. One classic example comes from the EU’s ruling on Chinese hand-pallet trucks, dated
January 27, 2005. Four Chinese companies under investigation were found to be in breach of one or several of
the following standards: IAS 1, IAS 2, IAS 8, IAS 16, IAS 21, IAS 32, and IAS 36 (see “Commission Regulation
(EC) No 128/2005 of 27 January 2005”).
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of the respective foreign country and IFRS.26

In equation (2), we control for cohort-by-year, cohort-by-origin-by-HS4,27 and cohort-by-

destination fixed effects. Cohort-by-year fixed effects account for different global economic

shocks that might affect outcomes in the same cohort. Cohort-by-origin-by-HS4 fixed effects

account for systematic time-invariant characteristics of industries from the same origin coun-

try that explain the differential AD outcomes across cases of the same cohort. Cohort-by-

destination fixed effects account for destination countries’ time-invariant unobservable prefer-

ences, including the initial IFRS distance, which explain the motivation and outcome of their

AD investigations. To further capture within-destination variation in IFRS preference over

time, we create a binary variable indicating whether the destination country d has adopted

IFRS in year t (Postd) and interact it with the destination country’s change in distance around

IFRS adoption (∆IFRSdd).

4.2 Baseline Results

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics for the sample, which is restricted to firms with publicly

issued securities. Ten percent of the investigated firms were ruled as not dumping (i.e., dumping

margin less than 2%). The average change in IFRS distance after IFRS adoption is 0.14, with

a pooled-sample standard deviation of 0.06 and a within-fixed-effects standard deviation of

0.01.28 Breuer and deHaan (2024) point out that using the pooled-sample standard deviation

of independent variables may be inappropriate when interpreting the economic magnitude of a

regression estimate in models that control for high-dimensional fixed effects. Throughout the

paper, we follow Breuer and deHaan (2024) to use the within-fixed-effects standard deviation to

interpret the economic magnitude. Panel B of Table 2 reports the numbers for the treated and

control observations in each IFRS-adoption-event year (cohort). On average, a cohort contains

26If a firm is listed on multiple stock exchanges, and hence, is associated with several measured IFRS distances,
we consider their earliest IFRS-adoption event and we use the smallest value among IFRS distances to measure
these firms’ pre-adoption IFRS distance. Our results are also not sensitive to using the mean or maximum IFRS
distance for firms listed on multiple stock exchanges.

27HS4 refers to the 4-digit codes in the Harmonized System (HS) used in international trade.
28For Ireland and the UK, their initial IFRS distances are 0, but after adopting IFRS, their post-adoption IFRS
distances take the value of 1, due to their modification of IAS 39. As a result, their ∆IFRSd is negative.
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20.4% of firms that adopted IFRS over the years ranging from 2003 to 2015.

We report our main findings in Table 3. Consistent with our conjecture, we observe

a significantly positive effect of IFRS adoption on the likelihood of a zero-margin outcome

for the treated exporters with a greater reduction in distance from IFRS. Using the most

restrictive specification (column (6)), within IFRS-adopting countries, a one-standard-deviation

increase in the reduction in IFRS distances raises the probability of exporters successfully

defending themselves by 4.4 percentage points (4.4 × 0.01 in column (6)), which accounts for

approximately 44% of the sample mean. Note ∆IFRSd is not entirely absorbed by cohort-by-

origin-product fixed effects, because an exporter’s accounting standards are measured at the

level of the stock exchange where the firm issues securities rather than at the country level.29

The estimates in Table 3 imply that if the convergence toward IFRS leads to an increased

similarity with IFRS by four sections, accused exporting firms will be 35 percentage points less

likely to be charged with AD duties. To understand this economic magnitude, note not just the

10% of firms ruled as not dumping, but also the fact that 90% of firms being ruled as dumping

is important. If we treat this 90% as our benchmark, a 35-percentage-point increase in the

probability of exporters being ruled as not dumping is 40% of the benchmark.

Because our main empirical strategy is a stacked DiD, which focuses on cross-country

comparisons of the impact of IFRS adoption on changes in AD outcomes, we are not able to

make inferences from estimates in Table 3 on the relation between firms’ initial IFRS distance

and antidumping rulings. To check whether the departure of local standards from IFRS indeed

hurts exporters’ chances of defending their case, in Table A.4, we present the results of the

cross-sectional regression of AD rulings on the initial IFRS distance during the period prior to

mandatory IFRS adoption. Although the evidence is only suggestive, we confirm the notion

that IFRS distance matters for AD-investigation outcomes only for firms that publicly issue

equity or bonds.

29One caveat regarding our interpretation is that harmonizing accounting standards could negatively affect ex-
porters whose IFRS distance changed less, while having little effect on exporters whose IFRS distance changed
more. To investigate this concern, we split the sample of exporting firms based on whether their ∆IFRSd is
above or below the sample median. Our unreported estimates suggest the results in Table 3 are primarily driven
by the positive effect on exporters with above-median ∆IFRSd.
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Parallel-Trends Assumption. An important assumption underlying our empirical design is

that if IFRS had not been mandated, the dumping margins would have been the same as in the

pre-reform period. We study whether the investigation outcomes of treated and control firms

follow a parallel time trend before the IFRS adoption. We estimate the following regression

model:

Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α + Σ3
τ=−3β1τ × Iciτ ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci + Σ3

τ=−3β2τ × Iciτ

×∆IFRSdi + Σ3
τ=−3β3τ × Iciτ × Treatci + β4 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci + β5

×∆IFRSdi + β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,
(3)

where we replace Postcit in equation (2) with a set of dummies indicating the τ -th biennial bin

relative to the year of IFRS adoption. We use two-year bins because the number of observations

is sparse in some individual years. The bin for years -2 and -1 is the last pre-adoption period

(τ = −1); the bin for years 1 and 2 is the first post-adoption period (τ = 1). Our key coefficients

of interest are associated with a set of interactions between ∆IFRSdi, Treatci, and event-period

dummies. The estimated β coefficients represent the triple comparisons between more treated

(i.e., adopting firms with more changes in distance) and less treated firms (i.e., adopting firms

with fewer changes in IFRS distance) relative to the control groups from the base period to a

given time period.

Figure 2 traces βτ and their 90% confidence intervals estimated from subsection 3. We find

no discernible differences between more and less treated firms in years prior to IFRS adoptions.

Thus, we cannot reject the parallel-trends assumption. On the other hand, the differences post

IFRS-adoption are persistently positive and significant in most periods. This finding bolsters

our confidence in the interpretation that IFRS adoption improves the likelihood of exporters

successfully defending themselves in foreign AD investigations, if their post-adoption account-

ing standards are closer to IFRS.30

30In Table A.5 of the Online Appendix, we estimate the effect of IFRS adoption on the likelihood of a zero
margin without distinguishing between exporters with different changes in IFRS distance. As Panel A suggests,
the double-interaction term (Treat × Post) is negative in most columns. In Figure A.3, we test the parallel-
trends assumption and find the negative sign of “Treat × Post” is due to the likelihood of a zero margin being
abnormally high during the five to six years before IFRS adoption; by contrast, this likelihood does not change
two years before or after IFRS adoption. In Panel B of Table A.5, we re-estimate the double-interaction effect by
excluding event years -5 and -6. The estimates of “Treat × Post” turn out to be statistically indistinguishable
from zero. The results suggest the average effect of IFRS adoption on the likelihood of zero margin is zero.
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Robustness. First, in Panel A of Table 4, we exclude accused exporters from NMEs (e.g.,

China, Russia, and Vietnam), and our results remain materially unchanged. In Table 3, we

include accused public issuers from countries WTO member countries designate as NMEs. Our

rationale is that with IFRS adoption, even if a country is perceived as an NME, an exporter

accused of dumping can argue its own accounting data can be trusted to compute production

costs, because the transactions occurring during the manufacturing process are consistent with

the spirit of “ordinary course of trade.”31

Second, we conduct a placebo test based on a sample of accused exporters that publicly

issue neither equity nor bonds. We do not expect to find any effects of IFRS-distance changes

on firms that were not required to adopt IFRS. The placebo test also helps us quantify the

omitted-variable bias that could influence measured dumping margins. Panel B of Table 4

suggests IFRS adoptions have no influence on the non-public issuers’ chance to defend their

case.

Third, our main specifications use synthetic ∆IFRSd for any control firm that did not

introduce IFRS within the DiD window. As a sensitivity check, we now set ∆IFRSd to zero for

all control firms, without distinguishing between different latent trends for non-adopters with

varying initial IFRS distances. As Panel C of Table 4 suggests, setting the synthetic ∆IFRSd

to zero produces estimates that are virtually identical to those reported in Table 3.

Fourth, our primary measure of post-adoption IFRS distance for treated firms is based

on items exempted either due to modifications of IFRS standards or to eliminations of IFRS-

permitted options, with the latter deviating less from IFRS standards than the former. As a

robust check, we recalculate post-adoption distance based only on modified accounting rules

listed in Table A.1 of the Online Appendix. For example, China’s change in IFRS distance now

is 13-4=9, instead of 7. Results in Panel D of Table 4 suggest our main findings are robust to

the exclusion of items whose IFRS-permitted options are reduced by adopting jurisdictions.

31For example, research has shown many Chinese exporting firms, especially if they are not majority state-owned,
operate under free-market conditions to purchase, produce, and sell (e.g., Khandelwal et al., 2013; Li et al.,
2015; Yu, 2015; Brandt et al., 2008). In AD cases, such firms could often use firm-level IFRS accounting data
to convince the destination countries the surrogate rule should not be applied.

22



Fifth, based on our reading of IFRS jurisdictional profiles, Bae et al. (2008) include only

a few exempted IAS/IFRS rules in the 21-item version. Specifically, only three jurisdictions

— Brazil, China, and Taiwan — had some positive values of post-adoption distances, whereas

the remaining jurisdictions, according to this coarser measure of IFRS distance, appear to have

“fully converged” their local standards toward IFRS. Nevertheless, we re-estimate equation (2)

using the coarser measure of pre- and post-adoption IFRS distance to calculate ∆IFRSdi.

Panel E of Table 4 suggests our results continue to hold.32

Sixth, for many AD cases, because we weigh observations equally in equation (2), the

estimated coefficients reported may be significantly influenced by certain origin-destination

pairs. In Panel F of Table 4, we conduct a weighted least squares (WLS) regression that weighs

observations by the total number of AD cases initiated by destination country d against origin

country o in cohort c. Most WLS coefficients are larger than ordinary least squares (OLS)

coefficients in Table 3.

4.3 Probability of High AD Margin

We now examine the effect of accounting-standards harmonization on the probability of a high

AD margin. That is, instead of examining the lower end of the dumping-margin distribution

(i.e., the probability of firms escaping AD duties), we examine how IFRS shifts the upper

end of its distribution. Specifically, we are interested in the following question: How does

IFRS adoption affect the probability that accused exporters associated with a greater change

in IFRS distance are ruled at higher AD margins? This empirical exercise, together with the

results in Table 3, helps determine whether accounting globalization shifts the distribution of

the measured dumping margin downward.

We estimate the following stacked DiD regression model. To prevent the observed results

from reflecting variation in zero versus non-zero-margin cases, we only include accused exporters

32The standard deviation of ∆IFRSd based on the 21-item difference is more than twice as large as that of
∆IFRSd based on the 52-item difference. Therefore, although the estimated coefficients are smaller in Panel E
of Table 4 than in Table 3, the economic magnitudes of the effect on the likelihood of exporter success using
the two versions of ∆IFRSd are quite similar.
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that obtained strictly positive margins:

(4)
High Margincihodt = α + β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β3 ×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β4 × Treatci × Postct + β5 ×∆IFRSdi
+ β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci +X ′ × β8 + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where High Margincihodt is a dummy variable indicating whether exporter i of cohort c from

origin country o selling product h to destination country d is determined to have a dumping

margin above the 50th percentile of the sample distribution, after an investigation initiated in

year t by destination country d. As Figure 4 shows, the distribution of dumping margins is

highly positively skewed, violating one of the key assumptions underlying OLS regressions. We

thus focus on using a binary variable (High Margin) indicating high- or low-margin cases as the

main dependent variable in equation (5).

The results reported in Table 5 suggest accused exporters with larger ∆IFRSd experience

a greater drop in the likelihood of being ruled at higher AD margins. Specifically, a one-

standard-deviation increase in ∆IFRSd (0.01) is associated with a 4.5-percentage-point (-4.5

× 0.01) reduction in such likelihoods during the post-adoption period. Figure 3 traces βτ and

their 90% confidence intervals, estimated from an equation similar to equation (3), but with the

dependent variable replaced by High Margin. We cannot reject the parallel-trends assumption,

and the differences post IFRS adoption are persistently negative and significant in most periods.

4.4 Reporting Enforcement

Adopting an “IFRS label” may not be sufficient to produce informative accounting numbers,

and the success of a given change in standards hinges also on how they are enforced (e.g., Daske

et al., 2008, 2013; Christensen et al., 2013, 2016). Indeed, due to capital market pressures and

institutional factors, firm managers may have different reporting incentives and may implement

nominally identical accounting standards unevenly (e.g., Ball et al., 2003; Burgstahler et al.,

2006; Christensen et al., 2015). In an extreme case, adopting an IFRS label may lower a firm’s

reporting quality if the IFRS rules are not enforced rigorously.

To investigate this possibility, we introduce the change in reporting enforcement as an

extra layer of variation that may be relevant for AD-ruling outcomes. Specifically, we follow
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Christensen et al. (2013) and code the following countries as belonging to countries with stronger

enforcement regimes: (1) five European countries (i.e., Finland, Germany, Netherlands, Norway,

and the UK) that made substantive changes to the enforcement of financial reporting upon IFRS

adoption and (2) eight IFRS-adopting jurisdictions (i.e., Chile, Estonia, Hong Kong, Hungary,

Ireland, Luxembourg, Sweden, and Turkey) with a substantive change in reporting enforcement

around the time of their IFRS adoptions.33

Similar to Christensen et al. (2013), we aim to distinguish between the following expla-

nations: (1) Regardless of the strength of reporting enforcement, IFRS adoption alone plays a

primary role for the observed change in AD ruling outcomes; (2) IFRS adoption deters unfair

trade practices, but more so for the exporters listed in countries with high regulatory quality;

and (3) a combination of IFRS adoption and enforcement changes is responsible for the ob-

served effects. We are particularly interested in (3) because, if verified, it not only assists the

interpretation of our baseline results, but also provides new evidence to the literature on the

source of IFRS effects.

We perform the following stacked DiD regression analysis:

AD Rulingcihodt = α + β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=1,ci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=0,ci

× Postct + β3 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=1,ci + β4 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=0,ci

+ β5 × Treat∆EF=1,ci × Postct + β6 × Treat∆EF=0,ci × Postct + β7

×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β8 × Treat∆EF=1,ci × Postct + β9 × Treat∆EF=0,ci

× Postct + β9 ×∆IFRSdi + β10 × Postci + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,
(5)

where AD Rulingcihodt refers to AD outcomes measured as either the likelihood of exporters

successfully defending themselves or the probability of AD margins ruled as high. Treat∆EF=1,ci

indicates treated exporters listed in IFRS-adopting jurisdictions that made substantive enforce-

ment changes, either bundled with IFRS adoption or carried out independently; Treat∆EF=0,ci

indicates treated exporters listed in jurisdictions that adopted IFRS but did not make any

changes in reporting enforcement.

33Except for Estonia, jurisdictions in group (2) made changes in reporting enforcement after their IFRS adoptions,
raising a concern as to what extent our results are driven by AD investigations occurring after IFRS adoption
but before reporting enforcement changes. We find only five firms listed in Hong Kong were investigated after
IFRS adoption but before Hong Kong made changes in reporting enforcement. Our results are robust to the
exclusion of these five firms.
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Panel A of Table 6 reports our estimates. We observe that after IFRS adoption, regardless

of reporting-enforcement changes, exporters with larger changes in IFRS distance are more

likely than the control group to successfully defend their case. However, we show the eco-

nomic magnitude of these effects is significantly larger for exporters from jurisdictions with

enforcement changes than exporters from jurisdictions without enforcement changes. As for

the economic magnitude, a one-standard-deviation increase in ∆IFRSd is associated with in-

creases of 6.92 (6.92 × 0.01) and 4.74 (4.74 × 0.01) percentage points in the likelihood of zero

margins for firms classified as belonging to strong and weak enforcement regimes, respectively,

and the difference is statistically significant at the 5% level (see column (1)). In terms of eco-

nomic magnitude, a one-standard-deviation increase in ∆IFRSd is associated with decreases

of 12.98 (12.98 × 0.01) and 4.62 (4.62 × 0.01) percentage points in the likelihood of obtain-

ing above-median margins for exporters listed in jurisdictions with and without enforcement

changes, respectively (see column (2)).

Our second test aims to examine whether the effect of IFRS in countries with substan-

tive changes in reporting enforcement does not simply reflect differences in the pre-existing

level of regulatory quality, which adopting countries historically inherited from their legal in-

stitutions.34 Following Christensen et al. (2016), we use Kaufmann et al.’s (2010) index to

measure “the government’s ability to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations

that permit and promote private sector development.” This variable captures the effectiveness

of prior regulation conditions, implementation, and enforcement, without substantive changes

in reporting enforcement around IFRS adoption.

Because IFRS-adopting countries with concurrent enforcement changes all have relatively

strong regulatory quality, one could argue our tests merely reflect prior work showing collateral

benefits attributable to IFRS adoption are concentrated in such economies. To disentangle

enforcement changes from pre-existing regulatory quality, we explicitly separate enforcing ju-

34Regulatory quality captures the effectiveness of enforcing existing regulations, including accounting standards.
If regulatory quality is high but existing accounting standards produce poor mapping between economic transac-
tions and accounting numbers, exporters classified as belonging to countries or jurisdictions with high regulatory
quality might not necessarily better defend their case.
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risdictions from non-enforcing jurisdictions with high and low regulatory quality.35 Panel B of

Table 6 shows the size of triple-interaction estimates varies not only across jurisdictions with

and without substantive changes in enforcement but also across different levels of regulatory

quality. The collateral benefits for firms classified as belonging to countries of lower regulatory

quality are virtually zero, whereas a combination of IFRS adoption and enforcement changes

produces the largest benefit.

We also find regulatory quality is responsible for the observed effects — without reporting

enforcement changes, exporters listed in high-regulatory-quality jurisdictions also benefited sig-

nificantly when their jurisdictions adopted IFRS and when they experienced more changes in

IFRS distance. IFRS adoption, however, cannot help exporters from low-regulatory-quality ju-

risdictions better defend their case, even if these exporters are required to substantially converge

their local standards toward IFRS. This finding suggests that, without further strengthening

report enforcement, applying the same set of accounting standards to countries with different

pre-existing institutions could lead to different outcomes. That the collateral benefit is virtually

nonexistent in countries with ineffective prior regulation could happen for several reasons, in-

cluding a poor institutional fit, limited resources, regulatory capture, inefficient bureaucracies,

and political pressures (e.g., Demsetz, 1969; Stigler, 1971).

Our evidence in Table 6 is broadly consistent with Christensen et al. (2013) in that, condi-

tioning on imperfectly harmonized accounting standards around the world, changes in report-

ing enforcement are an important force ensuring the implementation of IFRS to yield collateral

benefits. Our evidence is also consistent with Christensen et al. (2016) in that even without

reporting enforcement changes, countries with a history of higher regulatory quality are better

at implementing and enforcing new accounting rules than other countries. Indeed, the fact

that almost all countries with substantive enforcement changes have a proven record of reg-

ulatory effectiveness suggests regulatory quality captures a country’s ability to formulate and

implement new rules to promote the development of private sectors.

35Specifically, for IFRS-adopting jurisdictions without substantive changes in enforcement, we classify them into
high and low regulatory quality based on whether, in each cohort year, they are above or below the mean of
worldwide governance indicators. These three groups of treated firms account for 5.1%, 10.6%, and 5.7% of the
stacked sample.
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Our results in this subsection also dismiss an important alternative explanation for our

baseline results — that exporters exploit the newly adopted IFRS accounting system to hide

their dumping actions, thereby better defending themselves against AD allegations.36 However,

if, as we document, the effect of IFRS on more favorable AD outcomes is stronger when ex-

porting firms belong to countries with a demonstrated commitment to stronger enforcement of

reporting rules, the corresponding exporters are unlikely to use IFRS to conceal their dumping

actions.

4.5 Determinants of Antidumping Investigation

This section examines the effect of IFRS adoption by exporting firms on the likelihood that

destination countries will initiate an AD investigation. The section also examines how changes

in such a likelihood vary with the size of the reduction in the distance from IFRS.

We perform our analysis at the origin-HS4-year level. Doing so raises one issue — not

every origin-HS4-year combination involves publicly listed firms exporting, raising concerns

about whether a change in accounting standards matters to every sample unit. To address this

issue, we limit our analysis to combinations that include at least one public issuer that was

investigated over our sample period. To identify the exporting sectors that have a reasonable

chance of undergoing an AD investigation at the level of a specific 4-digit HS sector h in country

o as of year t, we refer to the United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN

Comtrade), which consolidates detailed annual export-volume information based on product

and bilateral trade relationships.

We estimate the following cohort-based stacked DiD regression model. For each year in

which IFRS adoption occurs, we construct a sample (cohort) of treated and control observations

six years before and six years after IFRS adoption:

(6)
Investigationchot = α + β1 ×∆IFRSdo × Treatco × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdo × Treatco

+ β3 ×∆IFRSdo × Postct + β4 × Treatco × Postct + β5 ×∆IFRSdo
+ β6 × Treatco + β7 × Postct +X ′ × β8 + ηct + ηcho + ϵchot,

36For example, accounting data prepared under IFRS might underestimate production costs, and hence, investi-
gating authorities may mistakenly conclude de facto dumpers are not involved in dumping.
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where Investigationchot is a binary variable indicating whether any firms exporting product h

(identified by 4-digit HS codes) from country o are subjected to dumping investigations launched

by at least one destination country in year t. ∆IFRSdo is the difference between an origin

country’s pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. We report the results in Table 7. We find

no significant association between the adoption of IFRS by exporters with larger ∆IFRSdo and

the likelihood of any exporters from these jurisdictions that export product h being subject to

AD investigations. The estimated coefficient ∆IFRSdo×Treat×Post is zero across all columns.

Overall, destination countries do not appear to be investigating antidumping cases any less

intensely. This finding suggests the more favorable outcomes in AD cases are neither a result

of, nor indicative of, a general relaxation in the pursuit of AD efforts within the destination

country. As to why the frequency of AD cases does not vary with the reduction in IFRS

distance, we consider several possibilities. First, domestic firms claiming material injuries might

lobby the government to initiate an AD investigation, irrespective of the changes in exporting

firms’ accounting standards (e.g., Jones, 1991; Godsell et al., 2017). Second, AD petitioners

(i.e., domestic firms) may benefit from an AD investigation even if exporters are ultimately

ruled to have smaller dumping margins. (Given that the majority of AD cases result in accused

exporters being ruled as dumping, the expected duty to be imposed is positive when destination

countries decide whether to investigate.) Thus, domestic firms may not change the frequency

of AD petitions following the mandatory adoption of IFRS by exporters. Third, exporting

firms may not fully implement IFRS even if their countries or listing exchanges have adopted

it. Fourth, because IFRS allows for some discretion in incorporating fair-value accounting,

importing countries may hope an AD investigation can help determine whether such discretion

has been used to conceal dumping activities.

In unreported tables, we also examine whether exporting firms would adjust their prices

and volumes.37 If destination countries were indeed weakening their efforts to establish that

dumping occurred, exporting firms would be motivated to lower their prices further. However,

we find no evidence to support this conclusion. That is, no change in export prices or volumes

37To compute export prices and volumes, we use the same data from the UN Comtrade database to aggregate
detailed annual export volume and quantity information under the 6-digit HS code for products and specific
bilateral trade relationships.
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is discernible around the adoption of IFRS.

5 Conclusion

We close with a discussion of caveats, policy implications, and possible avenues for future

research. First, our findings suggest not only that capital-market benefits are expected to ac-

crue from accounting globalization, but also that some exporting countries may have benefited

from adopting international accounting standards with respect to bilateral-trade outcome (e.g.,

Ramanna and Sletten, 2014). Surprisingly, the collateral benefits of IFRS adoption can be ex-

tended to countries that are granted market-economy status (MS), which suggests investigating

authorities’ perception of accounting data not only varies between countries with and without

MS but also within market economies.

Second, our study speaks to the importance of reporting enforcement. From a trade

perspective, our results suggest countries with low-quality enforcement may need to undertake

a series of institutional changes, rather than merely adopting a new set of standards. In

addition, countries might need to build such “accounting infrastructures” by investing resources

in other closely related domains, for example, improved auditing standards and the cultivation

of knowledge about global accounting standards (e.g., Bloomfield et al., 2017).

Third, our study does not address the aggregate welfare implications of IFRS adoption.

In a recent paper, Ball (2024) calls for research that analyzes the aggregate welfare implica-

tions resulting from a change in the accounting regime, especially considering the widespread

international adoption of IFRS. Specifically, if IFRS reduces overestimation of dumping mar-

gins by importing countries, it benefits both (productive) exporters and domestic consumers;

if IFRS deters exporters from engaging in dumping, it reduces resource misallocation due to

non-competitive behavior by improving information provision and reducing information asym-

metry.38 Nevertheless, the question of whether the harmonization of accounting standards by

exporting countries changes destination-side welfare is beyond the scope of our paper. To as-

38A large economic literature estimates the welfare costs associated with AD policies and trade policies in general
(e.g., Gallaway et al., 1999; Caliendo and Parroo, 2015; Amiti et al., 2019; de Souza and Li, 2022).
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sess the role of accounting standards in trade, an examination of the impact of IFRS on the

aggregate welfare of both domestic and foreign countries would be of significant interest.
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Figure 1: Distribution of IFRS Distance across Countries and Jurisdictions

The figure plots the distribution of IFRS distance across jurisdictions, with the x-axes representing jurisdiction

names and the y-axes indicating IFRS distances. The theoretical maximum value for IFRS distance is 52.

Panel A plots the IFRS distance before a jurisdiction adopted IFRS. Pre-adoption IFRS distance is determined as

the calculated distance between the local Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and International

Accounting Standards (IAS) for country j, based on the GAAP 2001 survey. For each country or region, a code

of 1 is assigned if differences are identified from a specific IAS item on the indicated standard, and 0 otherwise.

Panel B plots the IFRS distance after a country or jurisdiction adopted IFRS. For jurisdictions that have not

adopted IFRS (i.e., Egypt, India, Japan, Indonesia, and the US), their post-adoption distance is the same as

their pre-adoption distance.
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Figure 2: Parallel Pre-trends: Zero Margin

The figure plots the estimates of βt and 95% confidence intervals. We estimate the following regression model:

Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α+Σ3
τ=−3β1τ × It=τ ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci +Σ3

τ=−3β2τ × It=τ

×∆IFRSdi +Σ3
τ=−3β3τ × It=τ × Treatci + β4 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β5 ×∆IFRSdi + β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where Margin ≤ 2% is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases involving exporter i from cohort c in origin country

o selling product h (HS 4-digit code) are ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount (i.e., margin is

less than 2%) following an investigation initiated by destination country d in year t, and 0 otherwise. ∆IFRSdi
is the difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. We use two-year bins because the number of

observations is sparse in individual years. For example, the bin for the -2 and -1 years (-2/-1) is the event period

τ = −1. The interaction between ∆IFRSdi and event period τ = −1 is omitted. Heteroskedasticity-consistent

standard errors are clustered at the origin-country level.
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Figure 3: Parallel Pre-trends: High Margin

The figure plots the estimates of βt and 95% confidence intervals. We estimate the following regression model

by excluding antidumping cases in which exporters were ruled at zero margins:

High Margincihodt = α+Σ3
τ=−3β1τ × It=τ ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci +Σ3

τ=−3β2τ × It=τ

×∆IFRSdi +Σ3
τ=−3β3τ × It=τ × Treatci + β4 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β5 ×∆IFRSdi + β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where High Margincihodt is a binary variable indicating whether exporter i in cohort c selling product h (HS

4-digit code) and domiciled in origin country o is ruled at a margin higher than the 50 percentile of its sample

distribution after an investigation initiated by destination country d in year t. ∆IFRSdi is the difference

between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distance. We use two-year bins because the number of observations is

low in individual years. For example, the bin for years -2 and -1 (-2/-1) is the event period τ = −1. The

interaction between ∆IFRSdi and event period τ = −1 is omitted. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard

errors are clustered at the origin-country level.
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Figure 4: Distribution of Dumping Margin

The figure plots the distribution of finalized dumping margins across cases of AD investigations targeted by

destination countries at public issuers of our sample. The x-axes are dumping margins. Firm-specific finalized

margins are calculated as the percentage difference between normal value and export price, using the average if

a range of values exists. The y-axes are the number of observations.
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Table 1: Country/Jurisdiction-Level Descriptive Statistics

For each origin country and/or jurisdiction in the sample, this table provides information on the number of AD
investigation cases (#Cases), the number of observations associated with investigated firms (#Obs), the count of
observations with non-missing investigation outcomes (# w/ Margin), the percentage of investigated firms with
dumping margins either measured at zero or negative (Zero), the percentage of investigated firms with dumping
margins either measured less than 2% (Margin ≤ 2% ), the percentage of firms publicly issuing securities (%Public),
the number of destination countries and/or jurisdictions (#Destination) that initiated investigations, and the earliest
and latest years in which an origin country was investigated. The sample comprises exporters investigated between
1979 and 2020.

#Case #Obs #w/ Margin Zero Margin ≤ 2% %Public #Destination Earliest Latest
Argentina 57 120 92 0.24 0.28 0.31 12 1983 2019
Australia 42 50 34 0.29 0.29 0.22 13 1982 2018
Austria 31 42 25 0.36 0.36 0.26 7 1979 2018
Belgium 66 104 69 0.30 0.32 0.29 16 1980 2019
Brazil 266 633 385 0.19 0.25 0.24 20 1982 2020
Bulgaria 2 2 2 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 2001 2006
Canada 97 206 117 0.14 0.21 0.30 16 1979 2019
Chile 45 96 68 0.32 0.41 0.16 11 1982 2017
China 1,301 10,812 7,747 0.03 0.08 0.07 27 1980 2020
Colombia 1 1 0 n.a. n.a. 1.00 1 1981 1981
Czech 27 35 23 0.13 0.13 0.09 6 1981 2014
Denmark 9 10 7 0.29 0.29 0.30 5 1992 2013
Dominican Republic 1 1 1 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 2007 2007
Egypt 25 47 33 0.30 0.42 0.04 5 1990 2019
Estonia 5 5 5 0.60 0.60 0.20 4 1993 2011
Finland 36 49 33 0.24 0.24 0.33 19 1984 2017
France 118 157 111 0.19 0.23 0.24 17 1979 2018
Germany 203 380 260 0.24 0.28 0.33 20 1979 2019
Greece 14 33 29 0.34 0.38 0.12 7 1986 2018
Hong Kong 60 140 96 0.46 0.54 0.06 14 1985 2016
Hungary 30 34 23 0.22 0.26 0.15 10 1981 2014
India 266 720 539 0.19 0.24 0.23 21 1980 2020
Indonesia 189 428 324 0.16 0.21 0.25 22 1985 2019
Ireland 7 8 4 0.25 0.25 0.50 4 1988 2004
Israel 25 35 24 0.29 0.29 0.31 7 1984 2020
Italy 124 275 195 0.17 0.26 0.12 18 1979 2019
Japan 356 870 569 0.09 0.14 0.54 19 1979 2019
Korea 493 1,300 985 0.16 0.24 0.34 24 1979 2020
Lithuania 1 1 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 2011 2011
Luxembourg 11 11 2 0.50 0.50 0.00 2 1980 2004
Macau 2 2 2 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 2009 2011
Malaysia 127 247 191 0.15 0.18 0.17 18 1987 2019
Mexico 118 220 161 0.09 0.11 0.15 16 1983 2019
Netherlands 62 84 60 0.20 0.25 0.25 15 1979 2017
New Zealand 13 14 12 0.00 0.08 0.57 7 1984 2009
Norway 14 39 22 0.45 0.45 0.33 7 1985 2017
Pakistan 34 99 75 0.40 0.45 0.23 12 1983 2018
Peru 13 17 11 0.36 0.36 0.00 5 1986 2018
Philippines 20 33 15 0.33 0.40 0.09 10 1985 2018
Poland 61 114 57 0.30 0.30 0.12 18 1983 2018
Portugal 17 20 9 0.22 0.22 0.00 5 1985 2015
Russia 169 337 255 0.24 0.24 0.18 20 1985 2020
Saudi Arabia 1 1 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 1999 1999
Singapore 55 95 72 0.15 0.17 0.32 11 1985 2019
Slovakia 1 1 1 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 2001 2001
Slovenia 6 6 4 0.75 0.75 0.00 3 1990 1998
South Africa 95 131 87 0.15 0.15 0.21 15 1983 2019
Spain 102 203 148 0.48 0.55 0.13 16 1983 2019
Sweden 41 53 42 0.26 0.31 0.25 10 1982 2018
Switzerland 14 17 10 0.50 0.50 0.06 10 1980 2017
Taiwan 349 1,032 669 0.19 0.23 0.29 22 1978 2019
Thailand 215 457 370 0.11 0.13 0.25 21 1985 2019
Turkey 111 276 208 0.29 0.31 0.08 15 1985 2020
Ukraine 1 1 1 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 1993 1993
United Arab Emirates 2 2 2 0.00 0.00 0.50 2 2007 2018
United Kingdom 104 139 91 0.26 0.29 0.23 16 1979 2017
United States 417 2,500 1,485 0.40 0.46 0.25 23 1985 2020
Uruguay 1 1 0 n.a. n.a. 1.00 1 2013 2013
Venezuela 51 63 29 0.38 0.52 0.08 10 1982 2013
Viet Nam 7 7 6 0.00 0.00 1.00 4 1997 2013
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Table 2: Summary Statistics: Stacked Sample

Panel A presents summary statistics for variables in the stacked sample used in the stacked DiD analysis.
Details regarding the sample construction and each cohort are elaborated on in subsection 4.1. Margin ≤ 2% is
a dummy variable that equals 1 if the accused exporter is ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount
(i.e., margin is less than 2%), and 0 otherwise. High Margin is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the finalized
dumping margin is above the median of its sample distribution, and 0 otherwise. We exclude cases in which
accused exporters are ruled as either zero or negative margins. Treat is a dummy variable that equals 1 if accused
exporters are required to adopt IFRS in the cohort year, and 0 otherwise. Post is a dummy variable that equals
1 if an AD investigation occurs after the cohort year, and 0 otherwise. ∆IFRSd is the difference between pre-
and post-adoption IFRS distances for accused exporters. AllFirm is a dummy variable that equals 1 if all
exporters from an origin country producing the same product at issue are investigated in the same AD case by
the same destination country, and 0 otherwise. RTA is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the origin country
has a regional trade agreement with the destination country, and 0 otherwise. WTO is a dummy variable
that equals 1 if the origin country is a WTO member, and 0 otherwise. Trade/GDP is trade flow reported
by the origin country (in thousands USD), scaled by the country’s GDP (in thousands USD). ∆IFRSdd is the
difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances for destination countries. Postd is a dummy variable
that equals 1 if an AD investigation occurs after the destination country and/or jurisdiction have adopted IFRS,
and 0 otherwise. If the destination is the EU, we average the pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances across EU
members. w/i Std is the standard deviation of variables after partialing out cohort by destination, cohort by
year, and cohort by origin by HS4-code fixed effects. n.a. indicates the variable does not have variations after
partialing out different sets of fixed effects. Panel B reports the number of treated observations (#Treat), the
number of control observations (#Control) in each IFRS adoption year cohort, and the percentage of treated
observations over control observations in each cohort. The treated observations include exporters investigated
for dumping goods in destination countries during the window of (-6, +6) years relative to a particular IFRS
adoption year (i.e., cohort year). The control sample comprises investigated exporters in origin countries that
have not adopted IFRS yet or adopted IFRS after event-year 6.

Panel A. Stacked Sample
Mean Std w/i Std Min P10 P25 P50 P75 P90 Max

Margin ≤ 2% 0.10 0.30 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
High Margin 0.51 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Post 0.48 0.50 n.a. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Treat 0.20 0.40 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
∆IFRSd 0.14 0.06 0.01 -0.02 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.19 0.23 0.37
AllFirm 0.61 0.49 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
WTO 0.91 0.28 0.06 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
RTA 0.27 0.44 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Trade/GDP 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.31
∆IFRSdd 0.13 0.07 n.a. 0.00 0.06 0.08 0.13 0.17 0.23 0.37
Postd 0.36 0.48 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Panel B. Sample Composition
Event-year #Treat #Control Treat%
2003 31 693 4.28%
2005 168 365 31.52%
2007 226 275 45.11%
2008 12 235 4.86%
2009 6 207 2.82%
2010 18 202 8.18%
2011 123 212 36.72%
2012 30 205 12.77%
2013 74 189 28.14%
2015 17 162 9.50%
Total 705 2,745 20.43%
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Table 3: IFRS Adoption and Zero-Margin Rulings

This table reports the estimated effect of mandatory IFRS adoption on the probability that investigated ex-
porters successfully defend their case during antidumping investigations. We estimate the following stacked
DiD regression model:

Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α+ β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β3 ×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β4 × Treatci × Postct + β5 ×∆IFRSdi

+ β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci +X ′ × β8 + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where Margin ≤ 2%cihodt is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases involving exporter i from cohort c in origin
country o selling product h (HS 4-digit code) are ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount (i.e.,
margin is less than 2%) following an investigation initiated by destination country d in year t, and 0 otherwise.
Treatci is a binary variable equal to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is required to adopt IFRS in the cohort year, and
0 otherwise. Postct is a binary variable equal to 1 if year t is after the cohort year c, and 0 otherwise. ∆IFRSdi
is the difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. X ′ is a set of control variables including
various characteristics related to the origin country, including Postd, Postd ×∆IFRSdd, AllFirm, RTA, WTO,
and Trade/GDP. The definitions of these control variables are outlined in Table 2. Heteroskedasticity-consistent
standard errors are clustered at the origin-country level. Statistical significance levels are denoted as follows:
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Margin ≤ 2%
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post 1.87*** 1.69*** 1.74*** 1.59*** 4.70*** 4.43***
(0.54) (0.52) (0.49) (0.44) (1.28) (1.27)

∆IFRSd× Post -0.15 -0.20 -0.06 -0.11 -0.44 -0.39
(0.10) (0.17) (0.15) (0.13) (1.14) (1.08)

∆IFRSd× Treat -0.40 -0.32 -0.37 -0.36 -4.63*** -4.36***
(0.32) (0.24) (0.25) (0.23) (0.96) (0.92)

Treat× Post -0.30*** -0.25*** -0.25*** -0.22*** -0.58** -0.58**
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.23) (0.23)

∆IFRSd 0.03 0.02 -0.14 -0.02 0.86 0.81
(0.20) (0.14) (0.14) (0.11) (0.59) (0.65)

Treat 0.11** 0.07** 0.09*** 0.07** 0.48*** 0.46***
(0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.12) (0.12)

Post 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.04)

AllFirm -0.11*** -0.10** -0.12**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.06)

WTO 0.05 0.07 0.06
(0.04) (0.05) (0.06)

RTA 0.03 0.03 -0.11
(0.03) (0.02) (0.08)

Trade/GDP 0.04 0.05 -0.79
(0.34) (0.43) (0.77)

Postd ×∆IFRSdd -2.62 -1.61 0.11
(2.11) (1.41) (1.01)

Postd 0.40 0.27 -0.15
(0.31) (0.23) (0.12)

Constant 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.12*** 0.08* 0.02 0.13
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05) (0.07) (0.09)

Cohort × Destination FE X X X X X X
Cohort × Year FE X X X X
Cohort × Origin × HS4 FE X X
N 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450
adj. R2 0.13 0.19 0.19 0.22 0.56 0.56
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Table 4: IFRS Adoption and Zero-Margin Rulings: Robustness Checks

This table reports several important robustness checks on the estimated effect of mandatory IFRS adoption
on the probability that investigated exporters will win their cases. In Panels A-F, we estimate the following
stacked DiD regression model:

Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α+ β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β3 ×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β4 × Treatci × Postct + β5 ×∆IFRSdi

+ β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci +X ′ × β8 + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where Margin ≤ 2%cihodt is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases involving exporter i from cohort c in origin
country o selling product h (HS 4-digit code) are ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount (i.e.,
margin is less than 2%) following an investigation initiated by destination country d in year t, and 0 otherwise.
Treatci is a binary variable equal to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is required to adopt IFRS in the cohort year, and 0
otherwise. Postct is a binary variable equal to 1 if year t is after the cohort year c, and 0 otherwise. ∆IFRSdi is
the difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. X ′ is a set of control variables including various
characteristics related to the origin country, including AllFirm, RTA, WTO, and Trade/GDP. Panel A excludes
accused exporters domiciled in countries designated as non-market economies (NMEs), including China, Russia,
and Vietnam. Panel B focuses exclusively on non-public issuers. Panel C sets ∆IFRSd at zero for control firms.
Panel D uses only IAS/IFRS modifications to calculate the post-adoption IFRS distance. Panel E uses the 21-
item version used by Bae et al. (2008) to calculate ∆IFRSd. Panel F conducts weighted least squares regressions,
with observations weighted by the total number of AD cases initiated by destination d against origin o in cohort
c. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors are clustered at the origin-country level. Significance levels are
denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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Margin ≤ 2%
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A. Excluding NME exporters

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post 2.36*** 2.09*** 2.18*** 1.96*** 5.01** 4.11
(0.52) (0.56) (0.50) (0.50) (2.37) (2.53)

N 3,129 3,129 3,129 3,129 3,129 3,129
adj. R2 0.13 0.20 0.19 0.22 0.56 0.57

Panel B. Non-public issuers

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post -0.32 -0.08 -0.05 0.09 0.66 1.11
(0.53) (0.41) (0.43) (0.36) (0.65) (0.72)

N 13,366 13,366 13,366 13,366 13,366 13,366
adj. R2 0.35 0.40 0.41 0.44 0.73 0.74

Panel C. ∆IFRSd=0 for control firms

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post 1.42*** 1.25*** 1.21** 1.18** 2.63** 2.54**
(0.43) (0.38) (0.46) (0.45) (1.01) (1.02)

N 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450
adj. R2 0.13 0.19 0.19 0.22 0.56 0.56

Panel D. Modifications

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post 1.15** 1.19** 1.10** 1.14** 2.30** 2.64**
(0.48) (0.46) (0.44) (0.43) (1.08) (1.10)

N 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450
adj. R2 0.13 0.19 0.19 0.22 0.56 0.56

Panel E. Coarser measure of distance

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post 0.70*** 0.64*** 0.72*** 0.67*** 2.03*** 1.93***
(0.21) (0.19) (0.19) (0.17) (0.51) (0.50)

N 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450
adj. R2 0.13 0.19 0.19 0.22 0.56 0.56

Panel F. Weighted least squares

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post 2.51*** 2.03*** 2.82*** 2.39*** 4.00** 3.68**
(0.47) (0.66) (0.67) (0.81) (1.57) (1.58)

N 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450
adj. R2 0.19 0.32 0.36 0.39 0.80 0.80

Controls X X X X X X
Cohort × Destination FE X X X X X X
Cohort × Year FE X X X X
Cohort × Origin × HS4 FE X X
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Table 5: IFRS Adoption and High-Margin Rulings

This table reports the estimated effect of mandatory IFRS adoption on the probability of high-AD-margin
rulings following AD investigations. We exclude cases in which accused exporters are ruled as either zero or
negative margins. We estimate the following stacked DiD regression model:

High Margincihodt = α+ β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treatci

+ β3 ×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β4 × Treatci × Postct + β5 ×∆IFRSdi

+ β6 × Treatci + β7 × Postci +X ′ × β8 + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where High Margincihodt is a dummy variable indicating whether exporter i of cohort c from origin country o
selling product h to destination country d is determined to have a dumping margin above the 50th percentile
of the sample distribution, after an investigation initiated in year t by destination country d. ∆IFRSdi is the
difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. X ′ is a set of control variables including various
characteristics related to the origin country, including Postd, Postd × ∆IFRSdd, AllFirm, RTA, WTO, and
Trade/GDP. The definitions of these control variables are outlined in Table 2. Heteroskedasticity-consistent
standard errors are clustered at the origin-country level. Statistical significance levels are denoted as follows:
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

High Margin
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post -1.00 -1.41 -1.81** -2.34** -4.65** -4.45**
(0.94) (1.02) (0.85) (0.94) (2.05) (1.97)

∆IFRSd× Post -1.03*** -0.93** -0.64 -0.54 -0.66 -0.64
(0.37) (0.41) (0.44) (0.43) (0.73) (0.92)

∆IFRSd× Treat 0.26 0.23 0.71 0.80 5.26** 5.31**
(0.80) (0.65) (0.82) (0.70) (2.18) (2.23)

Treat× Post 0.28** 0.29** 0.30** 0.34** 0.78*** 0.69***
(0.13) (0.14) (0.13) (0.13) (0.23) (0.23)

∆IFRSd 0.76 0.80*** 0.54 0.54 0.10 0.10
(0.47) (0.26) (0.68) (0.49) (1.67) (1.74)

Treat -0.10 -0.05 -0.13 -0.10 -0.75*** -0.67***
(0.14) (0.11) (0.14) (0.11) (0.22) (0.23)

Post 0.09* 0.10
(0.05) (0.10)

AllFirm -0.04 -0.12 -0.19*
(0.10) (0.09) (0.09)

WTO 0.08 0.14*** 0.01
(0.07) (0.05) (0.15)

RTA -0.11 -0.13** -0.19*
(0.07) (0.05) (0.10)

Trade/GDP -3.74*** -3.38*** 1.96
(0.96) (0.81) (1.47)

Postd ×∆IFRSdd 2.81 1.47 5.41**
(1.88) (1.90) (2.08)

Postd -0.26 -0.11 -0.66***
(0.25) (0.29) (0.22)

Constant 0.42*** 0.38*** 0.47*** 0.45*** 0.54*** 0.63***
(0.10) (0.07) (0.11) (0.14) (0.20) (0.20)

Cohort × Destination FE X X X X X X
Cohort × Year FE X X X X
Cohort × Origin × HS4 FE X X
N 3,151 3,151 3,151 3,151 3,151 3,151
adj. R2 0.14 0.17 0.23 0.26 0.59 0.59
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Table 6: IFRS Adoption, Reporting Enforcement, and AD Rulings

This table reports the estimated effect of mandatory IFRS adoption on the probability that investigated ex-
porters successfully defend their case during AD investigations, after separating IFRS-adopting jurisdictions
based on whether they made substantive changes to reporting enforcement. We estimate the following stacked
DiD regression model:

AD Rulingcihodt = α+ β1 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=1,ci × Postct + β2 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=0,ci × Postct + β3

×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=1,ci + β4 ×∆IFRSdi × Treat∆EF=0,ci + β5 × Treat∆EF=1,ci × Postct

+ β6 × Treat∆EF=0,ci × Postct + β7 ×∆IFRSdi × Postct + β8 × Treat∆EF=1,ci × Postct

+ β9 × Treat∆EF=0,ci × Postct + β9 ×∆IFRSdi + β10 × Postci + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where AD Rulingcihodt refers to AD outcomes measured by Margin ≤ 2% in column (1) and High Margin in
column (2). Margin ≤ 2%cihodt is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases are ruled as dumping by less than a de
minimis amount less than 2%, and 0 otherwise. High Margincihodt is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases are
determined to have a dumping margin above the 50th percentile of the sample distribution, and 0 otherwise.
Treat∆EF=1,ci is a binary variable equal to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is listed in countries that either bundled
IFRS adoption with reporting enforcement or made substantive changes in enforcement around IFRS adoption.
Treat∆EF=0,ci is a binary variable equal to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is listed in countries that did not make
substantive changes in enforcement shortly after IFRS adoption. Treat∆EF=0,H,ci is a binary variable equal to
1 if exporter i of cohort c is listed in countries that did not make substantive changes in enforcement but their
regulatory quality is above the mean across all countries in the cohort year. Treat∆EF=0,L,ci is a binary variable
equal to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is listed in countries that did not make substantive changes in enforcement
and their regulatory quality is below the mean across all countries in the cohort year. Postct is a binary variable
equal to 1 if year t is after the cohort year c, and 0 otherwise. ∆IFRSdi is the difference between pre- and
post-adoption IFRS distances. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors are clustered at the origin-country
level. Statistical significance levels are denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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Margin≤ 2% High Margin
(1) (2)

Panel A. Strong vs. Weak Enforcement Changes
∆IFRSd× Treat∆EF=1 × Post (a) 6.92*** -12.98***

(1.48) (3.18)
∆IFRSd× Treat∆EF=0 × Post (b) 4.74*** -4.62***

(0.89) (1.63)
adj.R2 0.56 0.59

F-test for differences (p-value)
a=b 0.05 0.00

Panel B. Enforcement Changes vs. Regulatory Quality
∆IFRSd× Treat∆EF=1 × Post (a) 9.24*** -15.49***

(1.82) (4.58)
∆IFRSd× Treat∆EF=1 × Post (b) 6.38*** -6.22**

(1.17) (2.88)
∆IFRSd× Treat∆EF=1 × Post (c) 0.69 -3.60

(1.66) (3.61)
adj.R2 0.56 0.59

F-test for differences (p-value)
a=b 0.02 0.00
a=c 0.00 0.08
b=c 0.02 0.62

Controls X X
Cohort × Destination FE X X
Cohort × Year FE X X
Cohort × Origin × HS4 FE X X
N 3,450 3,151
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Table 7: Determinants of AD Investigations

This table presents the estimated impact of mandatory IFRS adoption on the likelihood of an exporting industry
(4-digit HS code) undergoing investigation for dumping by any destination countries. Our analysis is limited to
product-origin-destination-year combinations involving at least one investigated exporter that has either issued
equity or bond targeted over our sample period. We estimate the following stacked DiD regression model:

Investigationchot = α+β1×∆IFRSdo×Treatco×Postct+β2×∆IFRSdo×Treatco+β3×∆IFRSdo×Postct+β4

×Treatco×Postct+β5×∆IFRSdo+β6×Treatco+β7×Postct+X ′×β8+ ηct+ ηcho+ ϵchot,

where Investigationchot is a binary variable equal to 1 if any firms exporting product h (4-digit Harmonized
System codes) from country o undergo investigation by at least one destination country for dumping in year t,
and 0 otherwise. Treatci is a binary variable to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is required to adopt IFRS in the cohort
year, and 0 otherwise. Postct is a binary variable equal to 1 if year t is after the cohort year c, and 0 otherwise.
∆IFRSdi is the difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. X ′ is a set of control variables
including various characteristics related to the origin country, including Postd, Postd ×∆IFRSdd, RTA, WTO,
and Trade/GDP. Other control variables are defined in Table 2. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors
are clustered at the origin-country level. Significance levels are denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, *
p < 0.1.

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

∆IFRSd× Treat× Post -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
(0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)

∆IFRSd× Post 0.05* 0.06*** 0.05*** 0.05** 0.04** 0.05**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆IFRSd× Treat -0.03 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.28*** -0.27***
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.03) (0.03)

Treat× Post 0.03* 0.04* 0.03*** 0.03** 0.03*** 0.03**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Post -0.02*** -0.02***
(0.00) (0.00)

∆IFRSd 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03
(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06)

Treat 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

RTA -0.00 -0.00 -0.01
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01)

WTO -0.01 -0.01 -0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

Trade/GDP -0.06 -0.04 0.02
(0.06) (0.06) (0.10)

Postd ×∆IFRSdd -0.12 -0.08 -0.08
(0.16) (0.17) (0.18)

Postd 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

Constant 0.04*** 0.05** 0.03*** 0.04** 0.04*** 0.08***
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.02)

Cohort × Destination FE X X X X X X
Cohort × Year FE X X X X
Cohort × Origin × HS4 FE X X
N 57,674 57,674 57,674 57,674 57,674 57,674
adj. R2 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01
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Online Appendix:
Accounting Standards and Antidumping Investigations

1



A.1 The Timeframe of AD Investigation

We use the statutory time frameworks for AD investigation initiated by the US (see Figure A.1)

to introduce the procedure of an AD investigation.1

• Before an investigation, domestic interested parties (e.g., manufacturers or trade asso-

ciations) file a petition, which includes evidence of injury and of dumping, to request

an investigation on foreign exporters competing with the domestic industry. Petitions

are filed simultaneously with the Department of Commerce (DOC) and the International

Trade Commission (ITC).

• Once the DOC initiates an investigation, the ITC is required to determine within 45 days

after the filing of a petition whether the claim that the domestic industry is materially

injured as a result of dumping.

• If the ITC’s preliminary injury determination is affirmative, the investigation(s) will con-

tinue. The DOC will announce its preliminary AD determination within 140 days after

its initiation date (i.e., day 0 in Figure A.1).2

• Once the DOC issues an affirmative final determination (within 215 days after the initial

determination), the ITC makes its final injury determination approximately 45 days after

Commerce issues its final determination.3

• After a final AD determination, for all exporters of subject merchandise, the DOC will

instruct U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) to require cash deposits by amounts

equal to the final weighted-average dumping margin.4

Figure A.2 of the Online Appendix presents a flow chart of the EU’s AD proceedings.

During the stage of initiation of proceedings, the European Commission (EC) examines the

1For details, please refer “Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Frequently Asked Questions.”
2If the ITC’s preliminary injury determination is negative, the investigations will be terminated and imports will
not be subject to AD duties.

3If the ITC’s final determination is affirmative, Commerce will issue AD orders. If the ITC’s determination is
negative, the investigation will be terminated.

4At least once during each 12-month period after issuance of an order, an interested party may request an
administrative review of the duty rates in effect. The purpose of the administrative review is to determine the
amount of duties to be assessed on past entries and to establish a prospective deposit rate of estimated duties.
Five years after the date of publication of an order, the DOC must conduct a sunset review to determine whether
revocation of an order would lead to recurring dumping/subsidization such that the order should remain in effect
or be revoked.

2

https://www.trade.gov/faq/faqs-final-determination-antidumping-duty-andor-countervailing-duty-investigation


complaints filed by domestic industries to make decisions within 45 days. If evidence to support

dumping is sufficient, the EC opens a formal investigation that has to be concluded within 15

months of the date of initiation. During the investigation, the EC sends questionnaires to all

known foreign exporters/producers, importers, and EU producers, normally giving them 37

days to reply, and conducts on-site verifications with the consent from foreign exporters and no

objection from the government of the country concerned. Finally, if injurious dumping is found,

before the imposition of definitive measures, the EC considers imposing provisional measures

no later than nine months after the initiation of an investigation.

3



Figure A.1: Timeline for AD Investigations: US

4



Figure A.2: Timeline for AD Investigations: EU

5



Figure A.3: Parallel Pre-trends: Double Interaction

The figure plots the estimates of βt and 95% confidence intervals. We estimate the following regression model:

Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α+Σ3
τ=−3β1τ × It=τ × Treatci +Σ3

τ=−3β2τ × It=τ

+ β3 × Treatci + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where Margin ≤ 2% is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases involving exporter i from cohort c in origin country

o selling product h (HS 4-digit code) are ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount (i.e., margin is

less than 2%) following an investigation initiated by destination country d in year t, and 0 otherwise. ∆IFRSdi
is the difference between pre- and post-adoption IFRS distances. We use two-year bins because the number of

observations is sparse in individual years. For example, the bin for the -2 and -1 years (-2/-1) is the event period

τ = −1. The interaction between ∆IFRSdi and event period τ = −1 is omitted. Heteroskedasticity-consistent

standard errors are clustered at the origin-country level.
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Table A.3: Examples of Firm-Level AD Investigations

This table illustrates several examples of AD investigations in which measured dumping margins vary across
exporters domiciled in the same country, selling the same products (i.e., 6-digit HS code) to the same destination
country, and being investigated during the same period.

Panel A. Certain Candles/Tapers and the like Panel B. Electronic Compact Fluorescent Lamps

EUN-AD-679: China (Feb 16, 2008) EUN-AD-505: China (May 17, 2000)
Margin (%) Margin (%)

M.X. Candles and Gifts (Taicang) 0 Lisheng Electronic & Lighting (Xiamen) 0
Gala-Candles (Dalian) 0 Shenzhen Zuoming Electronic 8.4
Ningbo Kwung’s Wisdom Art & Design 0 City Bright Lighting (Shenzhen) 17.1
Dalian Bright Wax 13.8 Sanex Electronics Suzhou 20.2
Ningbo Kwung’s Home Interior & Gift 14 Zhejiang Sunlight Group 35.3
Qingdao Kingking Applied Chemistry 18.8 Deluxe Well Enterprises Shenzhen 37.1
Cooperating Producers Not Sampled 31.8 Changzhou Hailong Electronics & Light Fixtures 59.5
Aroma Consumer Products (Hangzhou) 47.7 Philips & Yaming Lighting Shanghai 61.8
Dalian Talent Gift 48.4 Firefly Lighting Xiamen
All Other Exporters 62.9

Panel C: Refillable Stainless Steel Kegs Panel D: Certain Electronic Weighing Scales

USA-AD-1425: China (Sep 26, 2018) EUN-AD-474: South Korea (Sep 16, 1999)
Margin (%) Margin (%)

Ningbo Major Draft Beer Equipment 0 Cas Corporation Seoul 8.47
Ningbo Master International Trade 0 A & D Korea Co. Ltd Seoul 30.58
Guangzhou Jingye Machinery 0 Descom Scales Mfg. Kyungki-Do 30.58
Guangzhou Ulix Industrial & Trading 0
Guangzhou Jingye Machinery 0
All Others 77.13

Panel E: Fabricated Structural Steel Panel F: Farmed Atlantic Salmon

USA-AD-1434: Mexico (Feb 11, 2019) EUN-AD-474: Chile (July 18, 2002)

Margin (%) Margin (%)
Corey SA de CV / Industrias Recal 0 Salmones Multiexport Ltda Puerto Montt 0
Building Systems de Mexico 8.47 Pesca Chile S.A. Santiago 0
All Others 8.47 Invertec Pesquera Mar De Chiloé 0
Operadora CICSA Swecomex - Guadalajara 30.58 Cultivos Yadran 10.3
Construcciones Industriales Tapia 30.58 Yadran Quellón 29.4
Acero Technologia 30.58 Marine Harvest Chile S.A. Puerto Montt 29.4
Estructuras Metalicas la Popular 30.58

Panel I: Certain Plastic Sacks and Bags Zinc Coated (Galvanised) Steel

EUN-AD-620: Malysia (Jun 30, 2005) AUS-AD-523: Taiwan (Sep 5, 2012)

Margin (%) Margin (%)
Poly Carrier Industries S/B 0 Ta Fong Steel Co. Ltd 0
Sido Bangun S/B 9.1 Chung Hung Steel Corporation 8.5
Europlastics Malaysia S/B 0 Yieh Phui Enterprise Co. Ltd 2.6
Plastic V S/B 0 Sheng Yu Steel Co. Ltd 0
Dragonpak Industries (M) S/B 0 All Other Exporters 8.6
Hond Tat Industries S/B 4
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Table A.4: Pre-adoption IFRS Distance and AD Rulings

This table reports the estimated effect of pre-adoption IFRS distance on the probability that investigated
exporters successfully defend their case during AD investigations during the pre-IFRS period. In columns (2)
and (4), we exclude cases in which accused exporters are ruled as either zero or negative margins. We estimate
the following linear probability regression model:

AD Rulingihodt = α+ β1 × IFRSdi +X ′ × β2 + ηd + ηt + ηho + ϵihodt,

where AD Rulingihodt refers to either Margin ≤ 2%chodt or High Margincihodt. Margin≤ 2%chodt is a binary
variable equal to 1 if cases involving exporter i from cohort c in origin country o selling product h (HS 4-digit
code) are ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount less than 2% following an investigation initiated
by destination country d in year t, and 0 otherwise. High Margincihodt is a dummy variable indicating whether
exporter i of cohort c from origin country o selling product h to destination country d is determined to have a
dumping margin above the 50th percentile of sample distribution, after an investigation initiated in year t by
destination country d. IFRSdi is the pre-adoption IFRS distance of exporter i. X ′ is a set of control variables
including various characteristics related to the origin country, including AllFirm, RTA, WTO, and Trade/GDP.
The definitions of these control variables are outlined in Table 2. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors
are clustered at the origin-country level. Statistical significance levels are denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, **
p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Public issuers Non-public issuers
Margin ≤ 2% High Margin Margin ≤ 2% High Margin

(1) (2) (3) (4)
IFRSd -0.23* 0.67** -0.07 0.21

(0.12) (0.29) (0.12) (0.26)
AllFirm -0.14* 0.03 -0.30*** 0.01

(0.07) (0.09) (0.08) (0.05)
WTO -0.06 0.02 -0.07 0.09

(0.08) (0.09) (0.05) (0.09)
RTA 0.07 -0.10** 0.09** -0.13**

(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Trade/GDP 1.51*** -2.93*** -0.70*** -1.33***

(0.32) (0.39) (0.23) (0.40)
Constant 0.27*** 0.45*** 0.40*** 0.47***

(0.05) (0.09) (0.03) (0.11)

Year FE X X X X
Destination FE X X X X
Origin Continent × HS4 FE X X X X
N 2,271 1,791 6,043 4,513
adj.R2 0.34 0.30 0.54 0.42
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Table A.5: IFRS Adoption and Zero-Margin Rulings: Double Interactions

This table reports the estimated effect of mandatory IFRS adoption on the probability that investigated ex-
porters successfully defend their case during antidumping investigations. We estimate the following stacked
DiD regression model:

Margin ≤ 2%cihodt = α+ β1 × Treatci × Postct + β2 × Treatci + β3 × Postct

+X ′ × β8 + ηcd + ηct + ηcho + ϵcihodt,

where Margin ≤ 2%cihodt is a binary variable equal to 1 if cases involving exporter i from cohort c in origin
country o selling product h (HS 4-digit code) are ruled as dumping by less than a de minimis amount (i.e.,
margin is less than 2%) following an investigation initiated by destination country d in year t, and 0 otherwise.
Treatci is a binary variable equal to 1 if exporter i of cohort c is required to adopt IFRS in the cohort year,
and 0 otherwise. Postct is a binary variable equal to 1 if year t is after the cohort year c, and 0 otherwise.
X ′ is a set of control variables including various characteristics related to the origin country, including Postd,
Postd×∆IFRSdd, AllFirm, RTA, WTO, and Trade/GDP. The definitions of these control variables are outlined
in Table 2. Panel A and B estimate the stacked DiD regressions over the (-6, +6) and (-4, +6) windows,
respectively. Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors are clustered at the origin-country level. Statistical
significance levels are denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Margin ≤ 2%
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A. Stacked Window (-6, +6)
Treat× Post -0.08** -0.06* -0.06 -0.04 -0.17** -0.19**

(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.07)
Treat 0.06** 0.03* 0.05** 0.03 0.11* 0.11**

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.06) (0.05)
Post 0.01 -0.01

(0.01) (0.02)
N 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450
adj. R2 0.13 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.55 0.56

Panel B. Stacked Window (-4, +6)
Treat× Post -0.07** -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 0.04 0.01

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.08) (0.09)
Treat 0.05** 0.01 0.03 0.01 -0.04 -0.03

(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.07) (0.07)
Post 0.02 -0.01

(0.02) (0.01)
N 2,772 2,772 2,772 2,772 2,772 2,772
adj. R2 0.16 0.23 0.22 0.26 0.62 0.62

Cohort × Destination FE X X X X X X
Cohort × Year FE X X X X
Cohort × Origin × HS4 FE X X
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