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Abstract

This paper examines the short-run price effects of US tariffs during the Trump
administrations. Using a monthly industry-level event-study with staggered treat-
ment timing, we estimate their impacts on domestic producer price inflation across
two trade war episodes over 2018–2019 and 2024–2025. The results show that tar-
iffs increased inflation in both episodes, but the magnitude and persistence differed.
In 2018–2019, tariffs led to large and sustained price increases, driven by strong
cost pass-through from imported intermediate inputs from China. In contrast, in
2024–2025, despite more aggressive tariff measures, inflationary effects were not
proportionally larger and dissipated more quickly. This attenuation reflects global
supply chain reallocation following the first US–China trade war and the COVID-19
pandemic, as US firms diversified away from Chinese inputs, weakening input-cost
transmission.
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1 Introduction
For much of the postwar era, the United States steadily reduced its average tariff rates,
reflecting a sustained commitment to trade liberalisation. This trajectory reversed
sharply in 2018, when the Trump administration launched a series of unilateral tariff
increases. The most consequential measures targeted Chinese imports under Section 301
of the US Trade Act of 1974, following a US Trade Representative (USTR) investigation
that accused China of unfair trade practices, particularly those related to intellectual
property and technology transfer. These actions marked the beginning of a major trade
conflict and significant increase in US trade barriers. Average US tariffs rose from 1.6
per cent in 2018 to 13.8 per cent in 2019 (World Bank, 2026).1

The protectionist turn has intensified during President Trump’s second term. Following
the “Liberation Day” announcement on 2 April, 2025, the United States invoked the
International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) of 1977 to introduce a universal
baseline tariff of at least 10 per cent on most trading partners. Higher rates targeted
countries running substantial trade surpluses with the United States. China remained
central to the policy landscape, with tariffs covering nearly 100 per cent of US imports
(Bown, 2025a). Although the US Supreme Court invalidated these tariff actions in
late February 2026, the decision did not dismantle the broader protectionist framework.
Tariff programs enacted under alternative statutory authorities, including Section 301,
remain in effect.

These tariff policies received widespread criticism and objections, especially among
economists. More than 1,000 economists signed an open letter in 2018 opposing new
tariffs and protectionist measures, and more than 2,000 economists and policy experts
signed a similar open letter in 2025 warning about the harmful effects of tariffs.2 Many
studies have attempted to quantify the impacts of tariffs, with most evidence based on
the 2018–2019 episode while evidence on the 2025 episode is still emerging. A strand of
the literature focuses on price effects of tariffs and finds high pass-through of US tar-
iffs to import prices during the 2018–2019 episode (e.g., Amiti et al., 2020; Fajgelbaum
et al., 2020; Gopinath and Neiman, 2026). The burden of tariffs was largely borne by
US importers, as import prices rose almost one-for-one with tariff changes. However, the
extent to which these cost shocks translated into domestic consumer inflation remains
less settled. Some studies find positive pass-through to consumer prices (e.g., Flaaen
et al., 2020; Minton and Somale, 2025), while others show limited price responses due
to falling retail margin (Cavallo et al., 2021).

This mixed evidence is partly related to the pricing behaviour of domestic producers.
Tariffs raise input costs while decreasing competition in output markets, generating
potentially opposing effects on producer prices. On the one hand, tariffs act as sector-

1Tariff rates are effectively applied rates, i.e., duties actually imposed on imports at the border,
averaged across all products.

2See the 2018 open letter (National Taxpayers Union) and the 2025 open letter (Anti-Tariff Decla-
ration).
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specific cost shocks to firms, increasing intermediate input costs (Amiti et al., 2019b;
Flaaen and Pierce, 2019) and downstream production costs (Bown et al., 2021). These
effects appear to be heterogeneous across firms and industries. Smaller firms tend to pass
through a larger share of marginal cost increases, whereas larger firms adjust both prices
and markups (Amiti et al., 2019a,b). Industries more reliant on imported intermediate
inputs face larger cost pressures (Amiti et al., 2019b). Moreover, tariff-induced increases
in intermediate input costs can generate persistent inflationary pressures, whereas the
effects from final goods tariffs tend to be short-lived (Cuba-Borda et al., 2025). On
the other hand, higher trade barriers can reduce demand for imports, weaken invest-
ment, dampen output and productivity, and increase unemployment (Noland et al.,
2016; Furceri et al., 2018; Barnichon and Singh, 2025), thereby exerting downward pres-
sure on prices.

Evidence on price effects of the 2025 tariffs is more limited due to their recent timing, but
is developing rapidly. Gopinath and Neiman (2026) find high pass-through of US tariffs
to import prices during the 2025 episode, with limited absorption by foreign exporters.
They also present descriptive evidence that producer price inflation tends to rise more
in manufacturing industries more exposed to tariff-induced cost increases, but empirical
evidence on these cross-industry effects has yet to be established. Cavallo et al. (2025)
show that tariff costs were gradually transmitted to consumers, with 20 per cent pass-
through to consumer prices over a period of six months, using high-frequency micro
data. McKibbin et al. (2025) simulate alternative tariff scenarios in a global general
equilibrium model and find that tariffs increase US CPI inflation by 0.4–1.8 percentage
points.

It is crucial to distinguish among import, producer, and consumer prices to understand
tariff pass-through in a world of complex supply chains. Linking import prices and
consumer prices, producer prices capture domestic firms’ production costs and their
pricing responses prior to downstream adjustments in distribution margins and final
retail prices. Focusing on producer prices allows us to isolate the transmission of tariffs
to domestic prices within production. Therefore, we estimate the short-run effects of US
import tariffs on domestic producer price inflation during the 2018–2019 and 2024–2025
episodes of the US–China trade wars. Our empirical strategy exploits cross-industry
variation in tariff exposure within a monthly event-study framework with staggered
treatment timing.

We find that tariffs increased producer price inflation in both episodes. During the
2018–2019 episode, producer prices rose immediately following tariff exposure and peaked
within two months, with an average increase of around 1.4 percentage points. Despite
broader coverage and higher tariff rates, the 2024–2025 episode did not generate pro-
portionally larger inflationary effects, and the response dissipated more quickly. This
is partly attributed to the declining dependence of US imports on China since the first
trade war and the COVID-19 pandemic. We also estimate the input–cost channel of
tariffs, distinguishing cost shocks originating from China and the rest of the world. Tar-
iff shocks were transmitted through this channel. However, this mechanism weakens
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substantially in the 2024–2025 episode partly due to the supply chain reallocation away
from China.

This study makes three contributions to the literature. First, we provide new quanti-
tative evidence on the transmission of tariff shocks to domestic producer prices. Using
monthly industry-level data, we estimate the dynamic responses of domestic prices to
tariffs, including the 2024–2025 episode, for which existing evidence remains limited
and largely concentrated on aggregate macro effects or import prices (Fajgelbaum and
Khandelwal, 2026; Gopinath and Neiman, 2026). Second, by comparing the 2018–2019
and 2024–2025 tariff episodes, together with an analysis of US firms’ sourcing patterns,
the paper highlights the role of production linkages, particularly with China, in shaping
these effects. Third, we examine heterogeneous tariff effects not only across protection-
ist episodes but also across product groups and treatment timing. The US tariffs were
introduced in multiple rounds at different points of time, generating cohort-specific ex-
posure and potentially heterogeneous dynamic responses. The existing literature often
examines individual tariff rounds separately or relies on conventional two-way fixed effect
event-study specifications (Fajgelbaum et al., 2020; Egger and Zhu, 2020; Amiti et al.,
2021; Ma et al., 2021; Ma and Meng, 2023). However, when policy changes are staggered,
these approaches may produce biased estimates because already-treated units may serve
as controls for later-treated ones, leading to inappropriate comparisons across cohorts
(Callaway and Sant’Anna, 2021). To address this concern, we implement the interaction-
weighted estimator of Sun and Abraham (2021). The estimator recovers cohort-specific
dynamic effects by interacting cohorts and event time, and then aggregates them using
appropriate weights over valid comparisons, thereby avoiding contamination from earlier
rounds of treatment.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides the background
of the US–China trade war in 2018–2019 and the renewed tariff escalation in 2024–2025.
Section 3 presents our event-study specification and identification strategy, followed by
the description of data in Section 4. Section 5 reports the empirical results and a
set of robustness checks. Section 6 examines the transmission channels underlying the
heterogeneity in inflation responses across episodes. Section 7 concludes with the main
findings and policy implications.

2 US Tariffs under the Trump Administrations
This section outlines major tariff actions during the two Trump administrations, with
emphasis on statutory ad valorem tariff increases targeting Chinese-origin products.3
Figure 1 summarises the main tariff rounds, while Figure 2 illustrates the evolution of

3We exclude US tariff measures that were not China-specific to ensure symmetry and comparability.
We also omit tariff reductions arising from pre-existing treaty commitments, as well as antidumping
and countervailing duties, which follow separate administrative procedures and were not part of the
coordinated escalation episodes examined here.
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Episode 1: 2018–2019

Episode 2: 2024–2025

Round 1: 6 Jul 2018
Announcement date: 3 Apr 2018
Tariff: 25%
Affected imports: 7.12% (List 1)
Authority: Section 301 Round 2: 23 Aug 2018

Announcement date: 15 Jun 2018
Tariff: 25%
Affected imports: 9.75% (List 2)
Authority: Section 301Round 3: 24 Sep 2018

Announcement date: 10 Jul 2018
Tariff: 10%
Affected imports: 46.93% (List 3)
Authority: Section 301 Round 4: 10 May 2019

Announcement date: 9 May 2019
Tariff: 25%
Affected imports: 46.93% (List 3)
Authority: Section 301Round 5: 1 Sep 2019

Announcement date: 17 May 2019
Tariff: 15%
Affected imports: 66.63% (List 4A)
Authority: Section 301

Round 1: 27 Sep 2024
Announcement date: 18 Sep 2024
Tariff: 25–100%
Affected imports: 66.64%
Authority: Section 301Round 2: 1 Jan 2025

Announcement date: 18 Sep 2024
Tariff: 25–50%
Affected imports: 66.65%
Authority: Section 301 Round 3: 4 Feb 2025

Announcement date: 1 Feb 2025
Tariff: 10%
Affected imports: 100%
Authority: IEEPARound 4: 4 Mar 2025

Announcement date: 3 Mar 2025
Tariff: 20%
Affected imports: 100%
Authority: IEEPA Round 5: 5 Apr 2025

Announcement date: 2 Apr 2025 (“Liberation Day”)
Tariff: 10%
Affected imports: 100%
Authority: IEEPARound 6: 9 Apr 2025

Announcement date: 8 Apr 2025
Tariff: 84%
Affected imports: 100%
Authority: IEEPA Round 7: 10 Apr 2025

Announcement date: 9 Apr 2025
Tariff: 125%
Affected imports: 100%
Authority: IEEPA

Figure 1: Timeline of major US tariff actions on imports from China during
2018–2019 and 2024–2025

Source: Bown (2021, 2025b), USTR, USITC, USCBP.

Notes: Tariff rates are additional ad valorem rates on imports from China. Affected imports (%) denote
the share of US imports from China covered. Bold dates indicate tariff implementation; announcement
dates reflect initial USTR announcements or Presidential Executive Orders.
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tariff rates, with more details provided in Appendix A. Readers are referred to Bown
(2021, 2025a,b) for more comprehensive accounts.
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Figure 2: US and Chinese statutory tariffs (2018–2025)

Source: Bown (2025a).
Notes: The figure highlights the escalation of US–China tariffs since 2018. Tariff rates are average
bilateral statutory tariffs imposed by the US and China on each other and on the rest of the world
(ROW), weighted by US exports to the world and China’s exports to the world in 2017. Vertical lines
indicate the effective dates of major US tariff rounds targeting Chinese goods with labels corresponding
to tariff rounds, as summarised in Figure 1.

The first episode (2018–2019) of tariff escalation began in March 2018, when the Office
of the USTR released the findings of its Section 301 investigation under the Trade Act
of 1974, formally accusing China of unfair trade practices, including forced technology
transfer and intellectual property violations. This announcement marked the onset of
the US–China trade confrontation. Tariff policies were implemented in a sequence of
rounds targeting specific product groups. Between 2018 and 2019, the United States im-
posed five rounds of additional ad valorem tariffs under Section 301, ultimately covering
approximately USD 350 billion of Chinese exports at rates of 10–25 per cent, primarily
on manufacturing and industrial goods. These measures were introduced at distinct
implementation dates, generating staggered and discrete tariff shocks across industries.
China responded with retaliatory tariffs on over USD 170 billion of US exports.

The second episode (2024–2025) reflects a renewed and more rapid escalation of US–
China trade tensions following the return of the Trump administration. Although the
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second Trump presidency formally began in January 2025, the escalation started earlier,
in September 2024, with tariff increases under Section 301 implemented following the
statutory four-year review of the 2018 investigation initiated during the first Trump
administration. From February 2025 onwards, tariff actions were further expanded under
the IEEPA, which involves a broader and more compressed sequence of tariff increases,
alongside subsequent retreats. These IEEPA-based measures combined China-specific
actions with wider tariffs affecting multiple trading partners. Additional rates ranged
from 10 per cent to as high as 125 per cent under various HTS Chapter 99 headings.
Tariff coverage extended more uniformly across sectors and trading partners, covering
approximately 86 per cent of US imports and nearly 100 per cent of US imports from
China. Retaliatory measures by China followed shortly after major US announcements,
typically targeting agricultural and manufacturing exports.

In our empirical analysis, we align the specification with these institutional differences.
For the 2018–2019 episode, we focus on US tariffs on Chinese imports. For the 2024–2025
episode, we account for tariffs across all trading partners given their broader scope. Our
monthly event study panel includes five tariff rounds per episode, with the closely spaced
rounds in April 2025 (Rounds 5–7) aggregated into a single round.

3 Empirical Methodology
We estimate the short-term effects of US tariffs on domestic producer price inflation
using an event-study framework. Event studies were originally developed in finance, and
now widely used in economics to identify responses to policy shocks (Fama et al., 1969;
Brown and Warner, 1980; Miller, 2023). Tariff implementation varied across product
groups and rounds, with industries first exposed to tariff shocks at different dates, leading
to staggered treatment timing across industries. To account for treatment heterogeneity,
we adopt an event-study framework developed by Sun and Abraham (2021) to recover
interpretable dynamic treatment effects.

3.1 Model Specification

We group industries into cohorts based on the timing of initial exposure and estimate
cohort-specific dynamic effects relative to this event time. The empirical model is spec-
ified as follows:

∆ ln pi,t =
∑

e

j∑
j=j

j ̸=−1

βe,j1{Ei = e}1{t − Ei = j} + αi + αt + ϵi,t, (1)

where the dependent variable ∆ ln pi,t denotes twelve-month logarithmic changes in
monthly producer price indices for industry i at month t. On the right-hand side,
Ei denotes the first month in which industry i is exposed to a new tariff round. Identifi-
cation is based on discrete statutory tariff increases implemented during the trade war.
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Industries that share the same first exposure month belong to the same treatment cohort
e. The event-time index j = t − Ei measures months relative to the initial exposure. To
account for anticipatory behaviour of forward-looking agents, we define the treatment
month (j = 0) as occurring one to two months prior to the effective implementation of
tariffs. Negative values j ≤ j < 0 correspond to pre-treatment leads, while positive val-
ues 0 < j ≤ j correspond to post-treatment lags. The month immediately preceding the
treatment month (j = −1) is omitted from the regression as the reference. The model
includes industry-fixed effects (αi) that absorb time-invariant heterogeneity across in-
dustries, and time fixed effects (αt) that control for common time-varying shocks. The
error term ϵi,t is assumed to be heteroskedastic and is clustered at the industry level.

The parameter of interest, βe,j , represents the cohort-specific difference-in-difference
treatment effect on treated industries in cohort e at event time j. We aggregate the effects
of tariffs across cohorts at event time j using an interaction-weighted (IW) estimator,
which is constructed as a weighted average of the cohort-specific estimator β̂e,j across
cohorts first exposed to tariffs at event time j:

IWj =
∑

e

β̂e,j P̂r(Ei = e | Ei ∈ [−j, T − j]) , (2)

where the weights P̂r(Ei = e | Ei ∈ [−j, T − j]) correspond to the sample share of co-
hort e observed at the relevant period j. Equivalently, it is the ratio of the number of
observations in cohort e observed at event time j to the total number of observations
across cohorts observed at event time j. These weights are the sample analog of the
probability that a randomly drawn treated unit at relative time j belongs to cohort e.
By construction, they are non-negative and sum to one, ensuring that each IWj repre-
sents a convex average of cohort-specific effects. This procedure avoids contamination
from already-treated units and permits heterogeneous dynamic responses across treated
cohorts and over event time.

Given the aggregate effect at event time j, the average treatment effect across all post-
treatment periods within an evaluation time window g is defined as the average of these
effects over the time window:

IW = 1
|g|

∑
j∈g

IWj , (3)

where g = [0, j] denotes the evaluation window over which the dynamic effects are
averaged and |g| is the size of g.

3.2 Identification

Identification relies on plausibly exogenous variation in tariff changes. One concern is
whether tariff adjustments are correlated with contemporaneous economic conditions,
such as the business cycle or inflation dynamics. The existing evidence shows that US
tariff measures under the Trump administrations are not driven by the state of the busi-
ness cycle, but on grounds of intellectual property protection, trade imbalances, national
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security, and other long-term strategic concerns (Fajgelbaum et al., 2020; Barnichon and
Singh, 2025; Fajgelbaum and Khandelwal, 2026). We complement this narrative evidence
by examining the correlation between tariff exposure and pre-treatment inflation at the
industry level. In both episodes, the correlation appears weak (Figure 3), and is statisti-
cally insignificant (Table 1), indicating that industries more exposed to tariffs were not
on differential pre-treatment inflation paths.
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Figure 3: Tariff exposure and pre-treatment inflation

Source: Author’s calculations.
Notes: Each point represents a NAICS 6-digit industry. The horizontal axis reports US–China trade-
weighted tariff exposure in percentage points, constructed by aggregating tariff changes from the HTSUS
8-digit level using industry-specific import weights averaged over 2012–2017. The vertical axis reports
average pre-2018 monthly Producer Price Index (PPI) inflation. The fitted lines are linear predictions
with 95 per cent confidence bands.

Table 1: Correlation tests

Tariff episode Correlation test p-value

2018–2019 Pearson 0.866
2018–2019 Spearman 0.636
2024–2025 Pearson 0.376
2024–2025 Spearman 0.714

Notes: This table reports p-values from Pearson (Pearson, 1895) and Spearman (Spearman, 2010) corre-
lation tests between cumulative trade-weighted tariff exposure and average pre-treatment monthly PPI
inflation at the NAICS 6-digit industry level. Trade-weighted tariff exposure in percentage points is
constructed by aggregating tariff changes from the HTSUS 8-digit level using industry-specific import
weights averaged over 2012–2017. The Pearson test captures linear relationships, and the Spearman test
is based on rank correlations and is robust to non-linear monotonic relationships.

Another concern relates to the timing of responses. Firms may adjust prices in antici-
pation of tariff implementation following policy announcements. Although some stud-
ies, such as Fajgelbaum et al. (2020), find limited evidence of anticipation of US tariff
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shocks, they examine the tariff impacts on trade volumes, as adjustments often require
the physical reallocation of supply chains and therefore tend to occur only after tariffs
are implemented. Price-setting behaviour, by contrast, can respond more rapidly to
expected cost changes. Recent survey-based evidence shows that firms revise tariff ex-
pectations and planned price adjustments in advance of implementation in response to
policy announcements and anticipated tariff-induced cost changes (Andrade et al., 2025;
Abberger et al., 2026).

To account for forward-looking firm behavior, we incorporate an anticipation window into
our empirical design by shifting the treatment timing prior to the tariff implementation
date. In the 2018–2019 episode, the average gap between tariff announcements and
implementation was approximately two months, providing firms time to adjust sourcing,
inventories, and pricing decisions prior to the tariffs taking effect. Accordingly, we
define event time j = 0 as two months before the implementation date. Anticipatory
behavior may also have been present during the 2024–2025 episode, as renewed trade
protection was widely expected following campaign rhetoric, policy signaling during the
presidential transition, and explicit statements regarding new tariff measures. However,
tariff actions occurred more frequently in 2025, leaving less time between announcements
and implementation. We therefore allow for a shorter anticipation window and define
event time j = 0 as one month prior to implementation in this episode. Under this
specification, the estimated coefficients capture the response of producer price inflation
from the anticipation period through the months following implementation. We validate
this identification using formal pre-trend tests, presented in Section 5.

3.3 Control Cohorts

The choice of control cohorts follows from differences in tariff coverage across the two
episodes. For the 2018–2019 tariff episode, the baseline specification uses never-treated
industries as the control cohort. During this episode, tariffs were selective, targeting spe-
cific product categories and leaving a substantial share of industries unaffected through-
out the sample window. As shown in Figure 1, early rounds covered a limited share of
imports (e.g. 7–10 per cent in Lists 1 and 2), and even the broader measures did not
immediately encompass the full set of traded goods.

The 2024–2025 tariff episode differs fundamentally in scope. Tariffs implemented under
the IEEPA program are considerably broader, effectively covering most Chinese imports.
The set of never-treated industries is therefore negligible and unlikely to provide a credi-
ble counterfactual. In this setting, identification instead relies on variation in the timing
of exposure across industries. We therefore use last-treated industries as the control
cohort. These industries remain untreated for the longest duration within the sample
and thus provide valid comparisons for earlier-treated cohorts in pre-treatment periods.
Operationally, observations of this last-treated cohort are included only prior to treat-
ment, ensuring that control units are not yet treated when serving as controls, while
preserving post-treatment observations for earlier-treated cohorts.
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4 Data

4.1 Data Sources

Our analysis combines product-level tariff information with industry-level prices from
multiple sources. The baseline sample spans monthly observations from January 2017
(2017M1) to June 2020 (2020M6) for the 2018–2019 tariff episode, and from January
2024 (2024M1) to November 2025 (2025M11) for the 2024–2025 episode. These windows
are chosen to provide sufficient pre- and post-treatment observations around each episode
while maintaining consistent data availability. For the 2018–2019 episode, the sample
is truncated at 2020M6 to avoid contamination from the COVID-19 period. Table 2
summarises the data sources and variables, with further details provided below.

Table 2: Variables and Data Sources

Variable Description and source

Prices
Producer price index Producer Price Index for net output of producers in

goods-producing industries, classified under NAICS (Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics).

Tariffs
Tariff rates Statutory tariff rates at the HTS level are constructed

from multiple sources: Harmonized Tariff Schedule Revi-
sion Archive (US International Trade Commission); Sec-
tion 301 tariff announcements (Office of the US Trade
Representative); and trade remedy measures (US Cus-
toms and Border Protection).

Trade and production structure
Imports and exports Bilateral trade flows between the US and partner coun-

tries at the HTSUS 10-digit level (USITC DataWeb).
Input–output tables Industry use of commodities at producers’ prices, after

redefinitions (Bureau of Economic Analysis).

Macroeconomic controls
CNY/USD exchange rate Bilateral nominal exchange rate (Bank for International

Settlements).
Terms of trade Import and export price indices (FRED, Federal Reserve

Bank of St. Louis).
Industrial production Industrial production index (FRED, Federal Reserve

Bank of St. Louis).
Macroeconomic uncertainty Macroeconomic uncertainty index (Jurado et al., 2015).
Global supply chain pressure index Global supply chain pressure index (Federal Reserve

Bank of New York).
Global commodity price index Commodity price (Pink sheet, World Bank).

Producer Price Index. Industry-level producer prices are measured using the PPI
from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), which tracks output prices received by
domestic producers. The PPI is classified under the 2022 North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS). Our analysis uses the current series at the six-digit in-
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dustry level, which provides the finest level of disaggregation consistent with the tariff
data mapping. To mitigate the influence of extreme price movements driven by tempo-
rary shocks or measurement noise, we trim the upper and lower 1st percentiles of the
distribution of year-on-year log price changes.

Tariffs. We construct product-level tariff measures from statutory tariff rates and prod-
uct coverage sourced from the Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) revision archive main-
tained by the US International Trade Commission (USITC), and announcements from
the USTR and US Customs and Border Protection (USCBP). Products are classified at
the 8-digit Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTSUS) level.

Trade. We use detailed US trade data from the USITC DataWeb, which reports
bilateral imports and exports at the product level under the HTSUS 10-digit classifica-
tion. These data provide the basis for constructing industry-level trade exposure and
for aggregating product-level tariffs.

Input-Output Structure. We use the Use table, after redefinitions at producers’
prices from the US Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), based on the 2017 benchmark
input–output accounts, to map upstream tariff-induced cost shocks into downstream
industries when constructing cost-push tariffs.

Covariates. In the robustness analysis, some specifications include macroeconomic
controls capturing both domestic and global factors that may influence producer prices.
Domestic controls comprise the nominal USD–CNY exchange rate (Bank for Interna-
tional Settlements), the Industrial Production Index (Federal Reserve Economic Data),
and the terms of trade constructed as the ratio of export and import price indices for all
commodities (Federal Reserve Economic Data). Global controls include the real global
commodity price index (World Bank Pink Sheet, deflated by US Consumer Price In-
dex) and the Global Supply Chain Pressure Index (Federal Reserve Bank of New York).
We also address the role of tariff-induced uncertainty in driving our baseline estimates
by residualising producer price inflation with respect to the macroeconomic uncertainty
measure of Jurado et al. (2015).

4.2 Industry-level Tariffs

The tariff data are defined at the 8-digit HTSUS level. To align these product-level
tariffs with 6-digit NAICS industries in the PPI data, we use the official commodity
translation tables provided by the USITC. When multiple HTSUS codes are mapped
to a single NAICS industry, tariffs are aggregated using 2012–2017 import-weighted
averages. The final baseline dataset comprises 384 six-digit NAICS industries spanning
the agriculture, mining, and manufacturing sectors. Tariff changes are assigned based on
their legally effective dates, and the month of implementation defines treatment timing.
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5 Empirical Results
We estimate the event-study model with an event window of j ∈ [−5, 5], corresponding
to five months before and after tariff shocks. Event times beyond five months are binned
together. Standard errors are clustered at the NAICS-6 industry level. We report the
interaction-weighted coefficients IWj , which measure the average treatment effect at
each event time j across treated cohorts, weighted by cohort size. All coefficients are
normalised to the month immediately preceding treatment (j = −1).

5.1 Baseline Results

Figure 4 plots the dynamic estimates of the effects of US tariffs on year-on-year pro-
ducer price inflation. Red dots denote interaction-weighted event-study coefficients, and
vertical bars represent 90% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at
the product-category level. Panel 4a reports the estimates for the 2018–2019 US–China
tariffs and panel 4b reports those for the 2024–2025 tariffs applied to all US trading
partners.

In the pre-treatment window (−5 ≤ j ≤ −2), the estimated coefficients are statistically
insignificant in both episodes. For the 2018–2019 episode, the coefficients are tightly
clustered around zero with no clear pattern leading up to treatment. A similar pat-
tern is observed for the 2024–2025 episode, although with somewhat wider confidence
intervals. This absence of pre-trends indicates that there is no evidence of differential
pre-trends between treated and control industries. These results complement the de-
scriptive evidence, supporting the identification of tariff shocks as plausibly exogenous
to prior inflation dynamics.

(a) 2018–2019 tariff episode (b) 2024–2025 tariff episode

Figure 4: Inflationary effects of US tariffs

Notes: The figure reports dynamic estimates of the effects of US tariffs on year-on-year producer price
inflation. Red dots denote interaction-weighted event-study coefficients, and vertical bars represent 90%
confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the product-category level. Coefficients are
normalised to the omitted baseline period j = −1. Panel (a) uses the sample period 2017M1–2020M6 for
the 2018–19 tariff episode and reports estimates for US–China tariffs; panel (b) uses 2024M1–2025M11
for the 2024–25 episode and reports estimates for US tariffs on all trading partners.
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The post-treatment event window (j ≥ 0) corresponds to the post-treatment dynamics
of the baseline interaction-weighted coefficients IWj . Table 3 reports the additional
corresponding regression details. To summarise the overall effect, we also report the
average treatment effect across all post-treatment periods, IW , in Table 3. Column (1)
reports estimates for US–China tariffs in the first episode. Columns (2) and (3) report
estimates for the second episode, focusing on US–China tariffs and US tariffs on all
trading partners, respectively. The results show an increase in producer price inflation
following the tariff increase. The effects are sizable, though their timing and persistence
differ across episodes.

Table 3: Short-Run Causal Effect of US Tariffs on PPI Inflation

Episode 2018–2019 Episode 2024–2025

(1) (2) (3)

j = 0 1.108* 1.765 1.984
(0.649) (1.640) (1.631)

j = 1 1.253* 1.921** 2.001**
(0.637) (0.974) (0.981)

j = 2 2.104** 2.093* 2.226*
(0.893) (1.205) (1.210)

j = 3 1.836** 2.510 2.643*
(0.882) (1.528) (1.511)

j = 4 1.161* 1.705 1.838
(0.592) (1.252) (1.254)

j = 5+ 0.726 -1.187 -1.227
(0.520) (1.299) (1.303)

Total effect (IW ) 1.365** 1.468 1.577*
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes
Time FE Yes Yes Yes
Observations 9,513 3,288 3,279
Number of industries 384 384 384
Adj. R2 0.195 0.563 0.574

Notes: This table reports post-tariff event-study estimates from Equation (1) across the two tariff
episodes. The dependent variable is the 12-month log change in producer prices. Event-time coefficients
are normalised relative to the month immediately preceding tariff implementation (j = −1). The row
“Total effect (IW )” reports the aggregated post-treatment effect following the interaction-weighted esti-
mator. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the NAICS 6-digit industry level. Significance
levels are denoted by ∗p < 0.10 and ∗∗p < 0.05. The sample for the 2017-2018 episode spans 2017M1–
2020M6. The sample for 2024–2025 episode covers 2024M1–2025M11. Column (1) reports estimates
for US–China tariffs in the first episode. Columns (2) and (3) report estimates for the second episode,
focusing on US–China tariffs and US tariffs on all trading partners, respectively.
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2018–2019 Tariff Episode

During the 2018–2019 episode, new tariffs led to a relatively rapid and persistent increase
in domestic producer prices. Inflation rises immediately following the US–China trade
war and peaks at approximately 2.1 per cent relative to the pre-treatment baseline two
months after treatment. The effect declines thereafter but remains positive through the
fifth month. The average post-treatment effect is about 1.4 per cent and statistically
significant. The estimate implies that, on average, the annual PPI inflation rate was
roughly 1.4 per cent higher following tariff increases.

The timing of the response suggests that firms began adjusting prices during the antici-
pation period, dated two months prior to implementation. This reflects forward-looking
pricing behaviour in response to expected tariff changes.

2024–2025 Tariff Episode

A similar dynamic pattern emerges during the 2024–2025 tariff episode, but the adjust-
ment appears somewhat slower and less persistent. As in the earlier episode, inflation
begins to rise around the treatment period. The effects of the tariff shock targeting Chi-
nese products become statistically significant from the first month after treatment, peak
around the third month at approximately 2.5 per cent above the pre-treatment baseline.
The effects then dissipate relatively quickly thereafter. The average post-treatment effect
is approximately 1.5 per cent—slightly larger in magnitude than in the earlier episode
but estimated with substantially lower precision.

Using the broader tariff measures that incorporate tariffs applied across all US trading
partners, the estimated effects are somewhat larger in magnitude. Peak responses reach
approximately 2.6 per cent and the average post-treatment estimate increases to around
1.6 per cent, which is marginally statistically significant.

Overall, the results show that tariffs increased producer price inflation in both episodes,
raising annual PPI inflation by around 1.4–1.6 percentage on average over the short run.
The analysis also provides evidence of anticipation in the transmission of tariff shocks
to prices, as firms begin adjusting prices in advance of implementation.

However, we find that inflationary effects of tariff shocks do not scale proportionally with
the breadth of the policy intervention. Despite wider coverage and larger magnitudes
in the second episode, the results show weaker statistical significance across both spec-
ifications compared to the first episode. The broader and more uniform tariffs reduce
cross-industry variation in exposure, weakening statistical identification. Besides, the
results may also reflect the reconfiguration of global supply chains away from China. In
Section 6, we examine this heterogeneity of tariff effects more formally by analysing the
role of US dependence on the origin of Chinese imports.
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5.2 Robustness Checks

We conduct several robustness exercises to assess the sensitivity of our results to al-
ternative specifications and identification concerns: (i) controlling for macroeconomic
conditions; (ii) restricting the sample to manufacturing industries; (iii) allowing for
sector-specific shocks; (iv) accounting for tariff-induced uncertainty; and (v) varying as-
sumptions about firms’ anticipation of tariff implementation. Results for each robustness
exercise are reported in Tables 4 and 5, which present the 2018–2019 and 2024–2025
episodes, respectively. Across both tables, columns (2)–(5) correspond to alternative
specifications for the first four robustness exercises relative to the baseline in column
(1). The anticipation robustness is presented in Figure 5.

Table 4: Robustness of Tariff Effects on PPI Inflation: Episode 2018–2019

Baseline Macro shocks Manufacturing Sector shocks Uncertainty

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

j = 0 1.108* 1.102* 1.085* 1.105* 1.108*
(0.649) (0.649) (0.647) (0.651) (0.649)

j = 1 1.253* 1.249* 1.221** 1.245** 1.252*
(0.637) (0.638) (0.614) (0.622) (0.637)

j = 2 2.104** 2.096** 2.053** 2.063** 2.104**
(0.893) (0.894) (0.876) (0.884) (0.893)

j = 3 1.836** 1.827** 1.817** 1.821** 1.836**
(0.882) (0.880) (0.865) (0.873) (0.882)

j = 4 1.161* 1.147* 1.326** 1.317** 1.161*
(0.592) (0.591) (0.591) (0.587) (0.592)

j = 5+ 0.726 0.710 0.960* 0.957* 0.726
(0.520) (0.517) (0.505) (0.503) (0.520)

Total effect (IW ) 1.365** 1.355** 1.411** 1.418** 1.364**
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time FE Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Sector × Time FE No No No Yes No
Covariates No Yes No No No
Observations 9,513 9,513 9,275 9,477 9,513
Number of industries 384 384 317 384 384
Adj. R2 0.195 0.195 0.202 0.221 0.195

Notes: This table reports post-tariff event-study estimates from Equation (1). The dependent variable
is the 12-month log change in producer prices. Event-time coefficients are normalised relative to the
month immediately preceding tariff implementation (j = −1). The row “Total effect (IW )” reports the
aggregated post-treatment effect following the interaction-weighted estimator. Column (1) reports the
baseline specification. Column (2) augments the baseline model with macroeconomic control variables.
Column (3) restricts the sample to manufacturing industries. Column (4) augments the baseline speci-
fication by replacing common time fixed effects with sector-by-month fixed effects. Column (5) replaces
PPI inflation with a measure purged of the component associated with macroeconomic uncertainty.
Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at the NAICS 6-digit industry level. Significance levels
are denoted by ∗p < 0.10 and ∗∗p < 0.05. The sample spans 2017M1–2020M6.
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Table 5: Robustness of Tariff Effects on PPI Inflation: episode 2024–2025

Baseline Macro shocks Manufacturing Sector shocks Uncertainty

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

j = 0 1.984 1.985 2.026 2.026 1.987
(1.631) (1.617) (1.631) (1.633) (1.626 )

j = 1 2.001** 1.978** 1.928** 1.928** 2.002**
(0.981) (0.956) (0.976) (0.978) (0.979 )

j = 2 2.226* 2.192* 2.244* 2.244* 2.227*
(1.210) (1.192) (1.212) (1.214) (1.208 )

j = 3 2.643* 2.607* 2.641* 2.641* 2.644*
(1.511) (1.488) (1.508) (1.511) (1.509 )

j = 4 1.838 1.810 1.851 1.851 1.841
(1.254) (1.236) (1.257) (1.259) (1.254 )

j = 5+ -1.227 -1.261 -1.246 -1.246 -1.223
(1.303) (1.300) (1.305) (1.307) (1.303 )

Total effect (IW ) 1.577* 1.552* 1.574* 1.574* 1.580*
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time FE Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Sector × Time FE No No No Yes No
Covariates No Yes No No No
Observations 3,279 3,279 3,195 3,267 3,279
Number of industries 384 384 317 384 384
Adj. R2 0.574 0.574 0.599 0.584 0.229

Notes: This table reports post-tariff event-study estimates from Equation (1). The dependent variable
is the 12-month log change in producer prices. Event-time coefficients are normalised relative to the
month immediately preceding tariff implementation (j = −1). The row “Total effect (IW )” reports the
aggregated post-treatment effect following the interaction-weighted estimator. Column (1) reports the
baseline specification. Column (2) augments the baseline model with macroeconomic control variables.
Column (3) restricts the sample to manufacturing industries. Column (4) augments the baseline speci-
fication by replacing common time fixed effects with sector-by-month fixed effects. Column (5) replaces
PPI inflation with a measure purged of the component associated with macroeconomic uncertainty.
Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at the NAICS 6-digit industry level. Significance levels
are denoted by ∗p < 0.10 and ∗∗p < 0.05. The sample spans 2024M1–2025M11.

Macroeconomic Shocks. Tariffs may respond to macroeconomic conditions that are
themselves related to price dynamics. To mitigate this concern, we augment the baseline
specification by including a vector of aggregate controls that capture factors relevant
to the US inflation dynamics: the nominal exchange rate, terms of trade, industrial
production, real global commodity prices, and the global supply chain pressure index. To
allow macroeconomic shocks to affect industries differentially, these aggregate variables
are interacted with industry-level import shares over the period 2012–2017, prior to the
introduction of the Trump administration’s tariff policies.

The results, reported in column (2) across both episodes, are virtually unchanged relative
to the baseline specification. Producer prices increase shortly after tariff implementation
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and peak within two to three months. This suggests that the observed inflationary effects
are not driven by concurrent macroeconomic conditions.

Sectoral Composition. We next assess whether the baseline results are sensitive to
the sectoral composition of the sample. As tariff pass-through is likely to be most direct
within manufacturing supply chains, we re-estimate the model restricting the sample to
manufacturing industries, excluding mining and agriculture.

As per column (3) in Tables 4 and 5, the estimated coefficients remain very similar to
those obtained in the full sample, and the dynamic response of producer prices follow-
ing tariff implementation is preserved. If anything, the estimated effects are slightly
larger and more persistent in the manufacturing sample. This pattern is expected since
manufacturing industries are more directly exposed to traded inputs in the production
process.

Sector-specific Shocks. Although the baseline specification controls for common time
effects using month fixed effects, industries within the same sector may experience ad-
ditional sector-specific demand or supply shocks that evolve over time. To account for
such sector-level disturbances, we replace time fixed effects with sector-by-time fixed
effects while maintaining industry fixed effects. As reported in column (4) across both
tables, this adjustment does not alter the baseline results, indicating that the estimated
effects are not driven by sector-specific shocks that vary over time.

Tariff-induced Uncertainty. Another consideration is elevated policy uncertainty,
particularly during the second episode, characterised by frequent revisions and broad
country coverage of tariff policies. Existing evidence suggests that tariff changes increase
uncertainty (Barnichon and Singh, 2025) and can affect firm behaviour beyond direct
price effects. In our setting, however, such uncertainty is largely an aggregate shock
associated with policy announcements and is absorbed by time fixed effects. Since our
identification relies on cross-industry variation in tariff exposure, this channel is unlikely
to bias our estimates. Nevertheless, we implement an explicit robustness check. We
purge PPI inflation of its uncertainty component by residualising industry-level year-
on-year PPI inflation with respect to the US macroeconomic uncertainty measure of
Jurado et al. (2015), alongside industry and time fixed effects. To allow for cross-
industry heterogeneity, we also scale the aggregate uncertainty measure by industry
import shares over the baseline 2012–2017 period. The resulting residual is then used as
the dependent variable in the event-study specification. The estimated dynamics across
the two episodes, reported in column (5), remain largely unchanged. This suggests that
tariff-induced uncertainty does not drive our baseline results.

Anticipation Robustness. Finally, we assess the role of anticipatory behavior by re-
estimating the baseline model under alternative definitions of the anticipation window.
We define treatment at the implementation date as well as one and two months before
implementation. Across these specifications, we find that the estimated post-treatment
effects remain qualitatively similar, indicating that the main results are not sensitive to
the precise timing assumption (Figure 5). Notably, for the 2018–2019 episode, failing
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2018–2019 tariff episode

(a) No anticipation (b) 1-month anticipation (c) 2-month anticipation

2024–2025 tariff episode

(d) No anticipation (e) 1-month anticipation (f) 2-month anticipation

Figure 5: Anticipation robustness of tariff effects

Notes: The figure reports event-study estimates of the effects of US tariffs on year-on-year producer
price inflation under alternative anticipation assumptions. Each panel shows interaction-weighted event-
time coefficients with 90% confidence intervals. The top row reports results for the 2018–2019 tariff
episode, while the bottom row reports results for the 2024–2025 episode. Columns correspond to dif-
ferent definitions of treatment timing: the implementation date (no anticipation), one month prior to
implementation, and two months prior to implementation. Coefficients are normalised relative to the
omitted baseline period (j = −1).

to account for anticipation leads to apparent pre-trend violations. This supports the
interpretation that firms respond to tariff policies in anticipation.

6 Tariff Transmission
The comparison of the tariff effects across the two episodes suggests that the second
episode of tariffs does not generate significantly stronger impacts than the first one,
despite its much broader coverage and higher rates. This partly reflects the change of
US dependence on Chinese imports over the last decade or so. In this section, we first
examine how reliance on Chinese imports shapes price responses, and then analyse how
tariff transmission evolves with supply-chain reallocation through the cost-push channel.

6.1 Dependence on Chinese Imports

Although China remains an important target of US tariff policy in the 2024–2025 episode,
the structure of US trade exposure has changed substantially since the first trade war.
Many firms reduced reliance on Chinese suppliers and diversified sourcing toward other
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countries able to substitute for Chinese production following the 2018–2019 tariff mea-
sures. The COVID-19 pandemic and rising national security concerns further accelerated
this diversification. US policymakers have increasingly regarded reliance on Chinese im-
ports as a source of economic vulnerability, leading to policies aimed at expanding domes-
tic manufacturing capacity (“reshoring”), strengthening supply chains with aligned part-
ners (“friendshoring”), and reducing dependence on high-risk trade partners, especially
China (“de-risking”) (Lovely, 2023). This reallocation from China is often described as a
“China+1” strategy. Key “China+1” destinations include Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia
in Southeast Asia, India in South Asia, and Mexico in North America (Gopinath and
Neiman, 2026).
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Figure 6: US dependence on Chinese imports (2010–2025)

Sources: Authors’ calculations based on USITC DataWeb, general imports (customs value).

Notes: Panel (a) plots the share of US imports originating from China between 2010 and 2025. The
aggregate series is shown alongside NAICS 6-digit industries averaged and grouped into terciles based on
pre-2018 dependence on Chinese imports, measured over 2015–2017. Panel (b) plots the cross-industry
distribution of changes in China import shares, defined as the difference between the 2023–2025 average
and the 2015–2017 average. In both panels, the China import share is measured as imports from China
divided by total imports. Dashed vertical lines in Panel (a) mark the 2018 and 2024 tariff episodes.

Figure 6a presents the share of US imports originating from China since 2010. China’s
share of US imports remained stable in most of the 2010s, and then declined sharply
from 23 per cent in December 2017 to 7 per cent in December 2025. This decline is
not uniform across industries, but instead varies with pre-2018 exposure to Chinese
imports. Industries with high dependence on Chinese suppliers exhibit both higher
initial import shares and a much larger decline after 2018. In contrast, industries with
low initial dependence display relatively small changes over time. This pattern indicates
that supply-chain reallocation was particularly pronounced in sectors that were initially
most exposed to Chinese imports, consistent with firms actively diversifying away from
China in response to multiple factors mentioned above.

Figure 6b illustrates the cross-industry distribution of these changes. The distribution
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is heavily concentrated below zero, indicating that the reduction of import shares from
China was widespread across industries rather than driven by a small subset of industries.
The left-skewness also suggests that some industries experienced especially large declines
in dependence on Chinese imports, while relatively few industries increased their reliance
on China. These patterns point to a broad-based restructuring of US import patterns
since 2018. This reorientation implies that firms did not simply absorb tariff costs,
but actively shifted sourcing away from China, reducing the relevance of China-specific
exposure as a transmission channel.

To formally assess whether tariff shocks transmit through dependence on Chinese im-
ports, we estimate fixed-effects regressions of producer price inflation on an industry-level
tariff exposure measure:

∆ ln pi,t = β (sCHN
i × ∆τt ) + αi + αt + εi,t, (4)

where tariff exposure is defined as the interaction between pre-tariff import exposure to
China, sCHN

i , and the additional US statutory tariffs on Chinese products, ∆τt. Import
exposure to China is defined as sCHN

i = MCHN
i /Mi is the share of imports sourced from

China in the total US imports of industry i over the period 2015–2017. The coefficient β
captures whether tariff increases have larger inflationary effects in industries with greater
pre-tariff dependence on Chinese imports.

Table 6: Effects of tariff exposure to Chinese imports on PPI Inflation

Episode 2018–2019 Episode 2024–2025

(1) (2)

Tariff exposure (sCHN
i × ∆τt ) 0.164*** 0.000

(0.042) (0.008)

Industry FE Yes Yes
Time FE Yes Yes
Observations 11,089 6,040
Adj. R2 0.208 0.442

Notes: This table reports fixed-effects regressions of year-on-year producer price inflation on tariff ex-
posure to Chinese imports. Standard errors clustered at the industry level are reported in parentheses.
∗∗∗p < 0.01. The 2018–2019 episode covers 2017M1–2020M6; and the 2024–2025 episode covers 2024M1–
2025M11.

Table 6 reports the estimated effects of tariff exposure to Chinese imports in shaping
producer price responses across the two episodes. In the 2018–2019 episode, the es-
timate is positive and statistically significant, indicating that, on average, industries
with greater pre-tariff dependence on Chinese imports experienced stronger increases in
producer price inflation following tariff changes. However, the estimated effect for the
2024–2025 episode becomes close to zero and statistically insignificant. This pattern
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aligns with the earlier descriptive evidence on supply-chain reallocation. As firms reallo-
cated sourcing away from China, cross-industry variation in China exposure became less
informative about differential inflation responses. Accordingly, the role of China-specific
import exposure as a source of cross-industry heterogeneity weakens markedly in the
later episode. This does not imply that tariff effects on producer prices disappear, but
rather that they are no longer well captured by variation in exposure to a single trading
partner. Since tariffs affect producer prices primarily through their impact on the cost
of intermediate inputs (Amiti et al., 2019b; Flaaen and Pierce, 2019), we next examine
whether changes in US dependence on Chinese imports alter tariff-induced cost pressures
in a setting where supply chains have reallocated across countries.

6.2 Cost-push Channel

Firms are exposed not only to tariffs on their own outputs but also to those on their up-
stream inputs through production networks. Through these networks, cost shocks orig-
inating from imports can be transmitted along supply chains to domestic price changes
(Duong and Liu, 2026). To capture the additional costs faced by producers when tar-
iffs raise the prices of their intermediate inputs, we therefore construct cost-push tariffs
based on the production structure of the US economy. This measure reflects the increase
in production costs arising from tariffs on upstream inputs.

Formally, we define cost-push tariffs for industry i at time t as:

τ cost
i,t =

∑
ℓ

wℓi τℓ,t, (5)

where wℓi denotes the share of inputs from industry ℓ used in industry i relative to total
intermediate input and labor costs in industry i, based on the BEA 2017 input–output
structure of production. The term τℓ,t is the import-weighted average statutory tariffs
faced by industry ℓ, defined as:

τℓ,t =
∑
k∈ℓ

∑
j

skjℓ τkjt. (6)

In this expression, k indexes HTSUS10 products, j indexes source countries, τkjt is the
ad valorem statutory tariff on product k from country j at time t, and skjℓ denotes the
2017 import shares of product k from country j out of total US imports within industry
ℓ. Industries ℓ and i are defined at the six-digit NAICS level, which allows us to conduct
regressions using industry-level PPI data.

To allow for heterogeneity across trading partners, we decompose cost shocks into China
and the rest of the world (ROW) components:

∆ ln pi,t = βCHN
1 ∆ ln(1 + τ cost,CHN

i,t ) + βROW
1 ∆ ln(1 + τ cost,ROW

i,t )
+αi + αst + εi,t, (7)

where ∆ ln pi,t denotes year-on-year producer price inflation, ∆ ln(1 + τ cost) is year-on-
year log change in cost-push tariffs, and αi is industry fixed effects. We also include
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sector-by-time fixed effects, αst, where s indexes the two-digit NAICS sector containing
industry i, to absorb shocks common to industries within the same sector, including
sector-level movements in input demand, energy costs, and import intensity in produc-
tion.

Figure 7: Cost-Push Tariffs (2017–2025)

Source: USITC, USCBP, and authors’ calculations.
Notes: The figure plots monthly cross-industry averages at the NAICS 6-digit level of US tariffs and PPI
since 2017. Dashed lines denote trade-weighted tariffs, constructed using 2017 US import weights for
China and ROW, and solid lines denote tariff-induced cost-push measures obtained by mapping these
tariffs through the 2017 input–output structure of US production. Red lines correspond to tariffs on
China and dark blue lines to tariffs on ROW. PPI is shown on the right-hand axis.

Figure 7 plots the evolution of these tariff measures and producer price inflation for
China (red lines) and ROW (dark blue lines). For China, cost-push tariffs in 2018–2019
closely track trade-weighted tariffs, whereas in 2024–2025 they increase by less, widening
divergence between the two measures. Cost-push tariffs for ROW remain broadly aligned
with trade-weighted tariffs over time, but vary more in the second episode, reflecting
increased tariff exposure among non-China trading partners.

Table 7 reports the estimated effects of tariff-induced cost shocks on producer price
inflation. Across both episodes, the coefficients are positive and statistically significant,
indicating that increases in input costs due to tariffs are associated with higher producer
price inflation. Comparing the two episodes, several patterns emerge. First, in the 2018–
2019 episode, cost shocks originating from China have a larger estimated effect than those
from ROW, consistent with the earlier evidence that China-specific exposure played a
central role in shaping cross-industry heterogeneity during the first trade war. Second, in
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Table 7: Cost-Push Effects of Tariffs on PPI inflation

Episode 2018–2019 Episode 2024–2025

(1) (2)

Tariff-induced cost shocks on China 0.671** 0.365**
(0.331) (0.157)

Tariff-induced cost shocks on ROW 0.322* 0.353**
(0.186) (0.156)

Industry FE Yes Yes
Sector × Time FE Yes Yes
Observations 4,860 2,950
Adj. R2 0.359 0.522

Notes: This table reports fixed-effects regressions of year-on-year producer price inflation on tariff-
induced cost shocks, separately for China and ROW. Standard errors clustered at the NAICS 6-digit
industry level are reported in parentheses. ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1. The 2018–2019 episode covers
2017M1–2020M6; and the 2024–2025 episode covers 2024M1–2025M11.

the 2024–2025 episode, the cost effects of tariffs on China diminish and become similar in
magnitude to those on the ROW, suggesting a more diffuse transmission of tariff-induced
cost pressures across trading partners. These results indicate that the underlying cost
channel persists, but weakens and operates through a broader set of input sources as
firms reallocate supply chains away from China toward alternative sources.

7 Conclusion
This paper provides new evidence on the short-run inflationary effects of US import
tariffs across two US–China trade war episodes during 2018–2019 and 2024–2025. Using
a monthly industry-level event-study framework with staggered treatment timing, we
show that tariffs increase producer price inflation. However, the magnitude, persistence,
and transmission of these effects vary across episodes.

In the 2018–2019 episode, tariffs generate immediate and persistent increases in producer
prices, consistent with strong cost pass-through from imported intermediate inputs. By
contrast, the 2024–2025 episode exhibits a weaker and less persistent inflation response,
despite broader and more aggressive tariff measures. This attenuation reflects struc-
tural changes in US trade. Following the first trade war, firms reallocated supply chains
away from Chinese inputs towards other countries able to substitute for Chinese pro-
duction. This supply chain reallocation weakens the role of China-specific exposure in
transmitting the cost-push channel to domestic prices.

These findings have several implications for trade policy. First, the inflationary impact
of tariffs depends not only on their magnitude, but also on the distribution of trade
exposure. Domestic inflation dynamics are closely linked to dependence on global pro-
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duction networks. Second, the results also provide evidence on tariff incidence. While
tariffs may protect US firms in output markets, they raise input costs for domestic pro-
ducers. US firms share the tariff burden through higher prices of intermediate inputs,
particularly in industries more exposed to imports. Third, the estimates also suggest
some evidence of anticipation, with prices responding to expected tariff changes prior
to implementation. This implies that the timing and communication of trade policy
can influence inflation dynamics, as firms adjust prices in advance of realised policy
changes. Finally, in an environment of evolving global supply chains and increasing
trade fragmentation, the macroeconomic effects of tariffs are inherently dynamic and
state-dependent. Understanding these adjustment mechanisms is therefore essential for
assessing the inflationary and broader macroeconomic implications of trade policy.

References
Abberger, K., Bibaj, A., Gersbach, H., Perakis, A., Rathke, A., Sarferaz, S., and Walsh, K. J.

(2026). Tariffs and firm expectations. Working paper, CESifo.

Amiti, M., Itskhoki, O., and Konings, J. (2019a). International shocks, variable markups, and
domestic prices. The Review of Economic Studies, 86(6):2356–2402.

Amiti, M., Kong, S. H., and Weinstein, D. E. (2021). Trade protection, stock-market returns,
and welfare. Working paper, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Amiti, M., Redding, S. J., and Weinstein, D. E. (2019b). The impact of the 2018 tariffs on prices
and welfare. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 33(4):187–210.

Amiti, M., Redding, S. J., and Weinstein, D. E. (2020). Who’s paying for the US tariffs? A
longer-term perspective. In AEA Papers and Proceedings, volume 110, pages 541–546.

Andrade, P., Dietrich, A., Leer, J., Lin, X., Schoenle, R., Tang, J., and Zakrajšek, E. (2025).
Who will pay for tariffs? Businesses’ expectations about costs and prices. Current Policy
Perspectives 25-13, Federal Reserve Bank of Boston.

Barnichon, R. and Singh, A. (2025). What is a tariff shock? Insights from 150 years of tariff
policy. Working paper, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco.

Bown, C. P. (2021). The US–China trade war and phase one agreement. Journal of Policy
Modeling, 43(4):805–843.

Bown, C. P. (2025a). Trump’s trade war timeline 2.0: An up-to-date guide. https://www.piie.
com/blogs/realtime-economics/2025/trumps-trade-war-timeline-20-date-guide. Pe-
terson Institute for International Economics. Accessed 13 February 2026.

Bown, C. P. (2025b). US-China trade war tariffs: An up-to-date chart. https://www.piie.com/
research/piie-charts/2019/us-china-trade-war-tariffs-date-chart. Peterson Insti-
tute for International Economics. Accessed 13 February 2026.

Bown, C. P., Conconi, P., Erbahar, A., and Trimarchi, L. (2021). Trade protection along supply
chains. CEPR Discussion Paper 1739, Centre for Economic Policy Research.

25

https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economics/2025/trumps-trade-war-timeline-20-date-guide
https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economics/2025/trumps-trade-war-timeline-20-date-guide
https://www.piie.com/research/piie-charts/2019/us-china-trade-war-tariffs-date-chart
https://www.piie.com/research/piie-charts/2019/us-china-trade-war-tariffs-date-chart


Brown, S. J. and Warner, J. B. (1980). Measuring security price performance. Journal of financial
economics, 8(3):205–258.

Callaway, B. and Sant’Anna, P. H. (2021). Difference-in-differences with multiple time periods.
Journal of Econometrics, 225(2):200–230.

Cavallo, A., Gopinath, G., Neiman, B., and Tang, J. (2021). Tariff pass-through at the border
and at the store: Evidence from US trade policy. American Economic Review: Insights,
3(1):19–34.

Cavallo, A., Llamas, P., and Vazquez, F. (2025). Tracking the short-run price impact of US
tariffs.

Cuba-Borda, P., Queralto, A., Reyes-Heroles, R., and Scaramucci, M. (2025). Trade costs and
inflation dynamics. Working paper, Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas.

Duong, T. H. and Liu, W. L. (2026). The trade-inflation nexus: The role of production networks.
Journal of International Money and Finance, page 103484.

Egger, P. H. and Zhu, J. (2020). The US–Chinese trade war: An event study of stock-market
responses. Economic Policy, 35(103):519–559.

Fajgelbaum, P. A. and Khandelwal, A. K. (2026). Tariffs in 2025: Short-run impacts on the US
economy. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity.

Fajgelbaum, P. D., Goldberg, P. K., Kennedy, P. J., and Khandelwal, A. K. (2020). The return
to protectionism. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 135(1):1–55.

Fama, E. F., Fisher, L., Jensen, M. C., and Roll, R. (1969). The adjustment of stock prices to
new information. International economic review, 10(1):1–21.

Flaaen, A., Hortaçsu, A., and Tintelnot, F. (2020). The production relocation and price effects
of US trade policy: The case of washing machines. American Economic Review, 110(7):2103–
2127.

Flaaen, A. and Pierce, J. R. (2019). Disentangling the effects of the 2018–2019 tariffs on a globally
connected US manufacturing sector. Finance and economics discussion series (FEDS), Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.

Furceri, D., Hannan, S. A., Ostry, J. D., and Rose, A. K. (2018). Macroeconomic consequences
of tariffs. Working paper, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Gopinath, G. and Neiman, B. (2026). The incidence of tariffs: Rates and reality. Working paper,
National Bureau of Economic Research.

Jurado, K., Ludvigson, S. C., and Ng, S. (2015). Measuring uncertainty. American Economic
Review, 105(3):1177–1216.

Lovely, M. E. (2023). Manufacturing resilience: The US drive to reorder global supply chains.
Building a More Resilient US Economy, Aspen Institute.

Ma, H. and Meng, L. (2023). Heterogeneous impacts of the section 301 tariffs: Evidence from the
revision of product lists. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d’économique,
56(1):164–190.

26



Ma, H., Ning, J., and Xu, M. J. (2021). An eye for an eye? The trade and price effects of China’s
retaliatory tariffs on US exports. China Economic Review, 69:101685.

McKibbin, W. J., Noland, M., and Shuetrim, G. (2025). The global economic effects of Trump’s
2025 tariffs. Peterson Institute for International Economics Working Paper, (25-13).

Miller, D. L. (2023). An introductory guide to event study models. Journal of Economic Per-
spectives, 37(2):203–230.

Minton, R. and Somale, M. (2025). Detecting tariff effects on consumer prices
in real time. https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/
detecting-tariff-effects-on-consumer-prices-in-real-time-20250509.html. FEDS
Notes, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. Accessed 13 February 2026.

Noland, M., Robinson, S., Moran, T., et al. (2016). Impact of Clinton’s and Trump’s trade
proposals. Assessing Trade Agendas in the US Presidential Campaign, pages 16–6.

Pearson, K. (1895). Note on regression and inheritance in the case of two parents. Proceedings
of the Royal Society of London, 58(347–352):240–242.

Spearman, C. (2010). The proof and measurement of association between two things. Interna-
tional Journal of Epidemiology, 39(5):1137–1150.

Sun, L. and Abraham, S. (2021). Estimating dynamic treatment effects in event studies with
heterogeneous treatment effects. Journal of econometrics, 225(2):175–199.

World Bank (2026). World development indicators: Tariff rate, applied, weighted mean, all
products (%). https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/TM.TAX.MRCH.WM.AR.ZS. Accessed
April 2026.

27

https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/detecting-tariff-effects-on-consumer-prices-in-real-time-20250509.html
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/detecting-tariff-effects-on-consumer-prices-in-real-time-20250509.html
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/TM.TAX.MRCH.WM.AR.ZS


Appendix

A US Tariff Rounds and Timeline
This appendix provides a detailed timeline of US tariff measures across the 2018–2019
and 2024–2025 episodes. These details complement the summary presented in Section 2
and underpin the construction of the tariff variables used in the empirical analysis.

Tariffs in 2018–2019

Round 1 (July 6, 2018): On April 3, 2018, the USTR issued an initial proposal to impose
25 per cent tariffs on 1,300 tariff lines, covering USD 50 billion, targeting industrial
goods linked to the “Made in China 2025” program. Following the review, the final list
announced on June 15 imposed the tariffs on USD 34 billion of Chinese imports (List
1), effective July 6, 2018. China immediately retaliated with equivalent value on US
exports, targeting products such as soybeans, lobster, pork, and automobiles.

Round 2 (August 23, 2018): On August 7, 2018, the USTR finalised an additional 25 per
cent tariff on USD 16 billion of Chinese goods (List 2), largely drawn from the earlier
proposed list. The tariffs took effect on August 23, 2018, completing the initial USD 50
billion phase of Section 301 measures. China responded on the same day with retaliatory
tariffs of comparable value on US goods, including chemicals, consumer products, and
medical equipment.

Round 3 (September 24, 2018): On September 18, 2018, the USTR announced tariffs
of 10 per cent on USD 200 billion of Chinese imports (List 3). The tariffs took effect
on September 24, 2018, and were scheduled to increase to 25 per cent in January 2019.
China retaliated on September 24, 2018 with 10 per cent tariffs on USD 60 billion of
US imports. By this stage, China had imposed or announced tariffs on USD 110 billion
of US goods, covering most of its imports from the United States. The escalation was
temporarily suspended following the Trump–Xi ceasefire at the G20 summit in Buenos
Aires in December 2018.

Round 4 (May 10, 2019): The US–China trade war again escalated in 2019, following
US criticisms of China’s lack of progress in trade negotiations. On May 9, 2019, the
USTR increased tariffs on List 3 goods from 10 to 25 per cent, effective May 10, 2019.
Due to shipment timing rules, the higher tariffs applied only to goods arriving in the
United States after June 15. China retaliated with 25 per cent tariffs on USD 60 billion
of US exports, effective June 1.

Round 5 (September 1, 2019): On May 17, 2019, the USTR proposed tariffs of up to
25 per cent on an additional USD 300 billion of Chinese goods (List 4). This was later
split into List 4A (USD 101 billion, scheduled for September 1) and List 4B (USD 151
billion, scheduled for December 15). List 4A included goods entered for consumption, or
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, for example, clothing and footwear. List
4B includes consumer electronics and toys. On August 30, 2019, the tariff rate on List
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4A was set at 15 per cent and implemented on September 1, while tariffs on List 4B were
postponed. In December 2019, the Trump administration reached a “Phase One” trade
deal with China and agreed to postpone indefinitely the 4B tariffs and List 4A tariffs
were halved to 7.5 per cent in January 2020. China imposed proportional retaliatory
tariffs on US imports with an additional 10 per cent tariff during this period.

Tariffs in 2024–2025

Round 1 (September 27, 2024): On September 18, 2024, the USTR announced modifi-
cations to the existing Section 301 measures following the statutory four-year review of
the 2018 investigation. Effective September 27, 2024, additional duties were increased
on 382 HTSUS subheadings and 7 statistical reporting numbers across fourteen product
groups. The revised measures raised statutory tariff rates ranging from 25 to 100 per
cent, particularly concentrated in manufacturing and industrial sectors.

Round 2 (January 1, 2025): On December 16, 2024, the USTR announced further
tariff increases under the ongoing Section 301 review, effective January 1, 2025. These
measures targeted selected products in critical mineral and clean energy supply chains,
with tariff rates raised to 25 per cent for tungsten products and to 50 per cent for
specified wafer and polysilicon inputs. China responded with retaliatory tariff measures
on selected US exports shortly thereafter.

Round 3 (February 4, 2025): On February 1, 2025, the US administration invoked the
IEEPA to impose a broad-based additional 10 per cent tariff on all imports from China
and Hong Kong, effective February 4, 2025. The additional duty was applied in addition
to all existing tariffs and was assessed regardless of shipment value. In this round, the
US administration also terminated de minimis treatment for low-value shipments from
China, meaning that packages previously eligible for duty-free entry were now subject to
the additional tariff. China responded on February 4 with retaliatory tariffs on selected
US exports, announced new export control measures, and signaled potential antitrust
investigations targeting US firms. This marked a shift from targeted sectoral measures to
economy-wide tariff actions, affecting bilateral trade, investment, and technology flows.

Round 4 (March 4, 2025): On March 3, 2025, the United States increased the IEEPA-
based tariff from 10 to 20 per cent, effective March 4, 2025. China responded on March
4 with a new package of countermeasures on a wide range of US agricultural exports,
and launched antidumping investigations into US optical-fiber products, added US firms
to the unreliable entity list, imposed export control restrictions on selected companies,
and announced a ban on certain US biotechnology imports.

Round 5 (April 5, 2025): On April 2, 2025—referred to by the administration as “Lib-
eration Day”—the White House declared a national emergency and introduced a global
“reciprocal tariff” policy, imposing an additional 10 per cent tariff on imports into the
United States, effective April 5, 2025. The additional duty applied broadly to imported
goods from nearly all countries, including China, subject to limited statutory exceptions.
Although broadly applied across trading partners, this measure further increased the ef-
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fective tariff burden on imports from China. China responded with retaliatory tariffs,
effective on April 12, and further export controls, and a ban on imports of Illumina’s
gene sequencers.

Round 6 (April 9, 2025): On April 8, 2025, the United States raised the China-specific
tariff rate to 84 per cent, effective April 9, 2025, in response to China’s announced
retaliation. This increase applied in addition to the earlier China-wide tariffs imposed
under IEEPA authority, substantially raising the cumulative effective tariff burden on
Chinese imports. China responded on April 9 by announcing an additional 50 per cent
tariff increase on US goods and non-tariff measures.

Round 7 (April 10, 2025): On April 9, 2025, only one day after the previous round,
the United States further increased tariffs on Chinese-origin imports to 125 per cent,
effective April 10, 2025, marking the peak of the escalation phase. At the same time,
higher reciprocal tariffs on other trading partners were suspended, leaving China as
the primary target of the most elevated tariff rates. China responded with additional
retaliatory measures on US goods.
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