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Institutional Distance, Cultural Differences and the Role of Power in
China-US Trade Frictions: Quantitative Research based on US
Disputes from 1980-2018 Wang Jinbo

Abstract; China-US trade frictions are a combined result of systemic
pressures and American domestic politics. Based on a quantitative study of
data on American trade frictions from 1980 to 2018, this article applies a
panel negative binomial (NB) regression model to understand how structural
factors such as institutional distance between China and the US, cultural
differences, and the reduced gap in relative power, as well as intermediary
variables such as individual aspects of American domestic politics, and trade
and investment influence China-US trade frictions. The study’s findings are
as follows: (1) Reduction in the gap between China and the US with respect
to military, economic or technological power, or changes in relative power
distribution between the two countries clearly increases the likelihood that
the US as the established power will initiate a trade war with China as the
rising power. (2) The extent of distance between Chinese and US political
and economic institutions as well as cultural or ideological differences also
increase the likelihood of trade frictions between the two countries;
however, good political relations with the US, or close proximity between
the institutions or cultures of the two countries does not imply a reduction of
trade frictions. (3) The interests and political preferences of various
domestic political and social actors in the United States interact with trade
dynamics, and condition the probability of trade frictions erupting because of
a reduction in the relative power gap. institutional or cultural (ideological)
differences or other structural variables. Lastly, economic factors are
fundamental for determining whether there will be trade frictions between
China and the US. China-US trade imbalance, a rapid increase in Chinese
foreign direct investment in the US, increased Chinese penetration of the US
market, fluctuations in US domestic economic performance, aggravation of
US domestic income inequality, and the income distribution from trade will
all interact with one another, all having implications for trade frictions

Key Words: Relative Power Distribution; Institutional Distance; Cultural
Differences; Trade Politics; China-US Trade Frictions
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