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Abstracts

Sino-U. S. Trade Friction and Southeast Asia. A Value
Chain Perspective

ZHONG Feiteng

This paper firstly introduces three views on how the tradefriction between
China and the United States affects Southeast Asia: the view of separation, the
view of benefit and the view of risk. These three kinds of predictions are
mainly based on two analytical tools, the total value of trade and the value
chain. On this basis, this paper systemically compares the impact of Sino-
U. S. trade friction on Southeast Asia from the perspectives of total trade value
and value-added trade. In terms of total trade, the interdependence between
Southeast Asia and China has increased, which not only because ASEAN has
overtaken the United States as China’s second largest trading partner in 2019,
but also because it is likely to become China’s largest trading partner in the
future. However, it should be noted that since the outbreak of the trade friction
between China and the United States, the increased trade between Southeast
Asian countries and the United States is slightly higher than that between
Southeast Asia countries and China. From the perspective of value-added
trade , the United States is still the largest export market for final products of
Southeast Asian countries, while China is the largest export market for
intermediate products of Southeast Asian countries. Intermediate goods are
more susceptible to tariffs than final goods. Due to the lack of data on value-
added trade in 2018 and 2019, it is too early to make accurate assessment on

the final result of the impact of the trade friction between China and the United
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States. Moreover,the different political effects of trade in intermediate goods
and trade in final goods deserve further study. Another important implication of
this paper is that the idea that Southeast Asia is economically dependent on
China rather than the United States stems from the misuse of trade models.

Keywords: Sino-U. S. trade friction, Southeast Asia, total trade value, value—

added trade, global value chain, International Political Economy

Automobile Industry Development in ASEAN Countries:
Driving Forces from Industrial Policies and Transnational
Corporations

WANG Qin  LIN Shaoxia

The automobile industry in ASEAN countries has experienced a tortuous process
of development. ASEAN countries have chosen their own automobile industry
policies towards different development paths of automobile industry, which
yielded different results. The experience of automobile industry development in
ASEAN countries demonstrates that the only way for the development of
automobile industry in emerging economies is to effectively utilize national
industrial policies as well as capital and technology of transnational
corporations,in order to actively integrate into the global automobile industry
chain. With the globalization and transnational reorganization of the global
automobile industrial chain, the competitive landscape of the automobile
industry has undergone a series of changes. The wave of the fourth industrial
revolution will have a huge impact on the global automobile industry. Under the
new competition pattern of the global automobile industry, ASEAN countries
begin to adjust their development strategies of automobile industry actively,
determine the development direction and layout key fields of automobile
industry ,so as to enhance international competitiveness.

Keywords: ASEAN countries, automobile industry, industrial policies,

transnational corporations,international competitiveness



