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Abstract 
The main objective of this study is to analyze the future trajectory of U.S. trade policies with a focus on achieving a balance between domestic economic growth and global competitiveness. The specific objectives were to: examine the impact of shifts in United States' trade policies and tariffs on the United States' trade relationships with China and other key trading partners; analyze how changes in United States' trade policies and tariffs influence the United States' global economic position; propose solutions and strategies to mitigate the negative effects of United States' trade policy changes while enhancing the United States' global economic competitiveness. This study adopted a survey research design on a sample size of 100 respondents, purposively selected for their expertise and direct involvement in matters related to U.S. trade policy and global economic competitiveness. Primary data were collected using a structured questionnaire. The data were analyzed using frequency analysis and mean point analysis, which revealed that: shifts in U.S. trade policies, particularly the imposition of tariffs, have had a noticeable impact on trade volume, trade tensions, and business behavior, with the highest agreement on the uncertainty created for global trading partners, especially China; changes in U.S. trade policies, particularly those involving tariffs and protectionist measures, have had a negative impact on the U.S.'s global economic position, since these policies have weakened the U.S.'s standing, resulted in a loss of competitive advantage, and contributed to higher consumer prices that undermine economic competitiveness; multilateral trade agreements and strengthening the domestic supply chain are perceived as the most effective solutions to mitigate the challenges of shifting trade policies while enhancing U.S. global competitiveness, while innovation and balanced trade policies also receive substantial support. The study recommends that the US should pursue a strategy of diplomatic engagement with China, focusing on mutual interests such as climate change and technology collaboration, while negotiating for greater market access, intellectual property protections, and fairer trade practices.
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1.0 Introduction
The global economy is experiencing significant shifts, driven by technological innovation, geopolitical tensions, and changing economic strategies. As the world’s largest economy, the United States plays a pivotal role in determining the trajectory of global trade policies (Ogunjobi, Eyo-Udo, Egbokhaebho, Daraojimba, Ikwue & Banso, 2023). Trade policies shape international commerce, determining how goods, services, and capital flow between nations (Irwin, 2024). The balance between domestic growth and global competitiveness has long been a key issue for policymakers, businesses, and citizens alike. At the heart of these discussions is how the US can maintain its leadership in global markets while fostering sustainable economic growth at home (Oh, 2024). For decades, US trade policies have had a dual focus: promoting American exports and protecting domestic industries from unfair competition (Zhang, 2024). However, with the rise of global challenges such as climate change, income inequality, and the disruptive impact of emerging technologies (Ali, Niaz, Ahmad & Khan, 2025), the US’s trade policies must adapt. 
Thus, in an era marked by rapid technological advancements and shifting power dynamics, nations are increasingly finding themselves in competition for market share, talent, and investment (Sitaraman, 2025). It is often argued that trade policies are not only crucial for sustaining economic growth but are also a reflection of a country’s broader geopolitical and strategic goals. In the past few years, a growing sense of protectionism has emerged within the US, largely driven by concerns over the impact of globalization on domestic industries and jobs (Puślecki, 2023). These concerns have been exacerbated by the rise of economic competitors, particularly China, whose trade practices and industrial policies have sparked considerable debate. At the same time, American companies remain heavily reliant on foreign markets for growth, necessitating policies that strike a delicate balance between protecting domestic interests and ensuring the US remains competitive on the world stage.
Trade policies are inherently multifaceted, incorporating elements of economics, politics, and diplomacy. In essence, trade policy involves the strategies and agreements governments use to manage the flow of goods and services across borders (Sertyesilisik, 2021). These policies include tariffs, import and export restrictions, subsidies, and regulatory standards that affect how nations engage in commerce. One of the primary tools at a nation’s disposal to influence trade is tariffs – taxes imposed on imports and exports that affect the price and competitiveness of goods in the global market (Chen, Guo, Li, Xia & Xu, 2025). In addition to tariffs, nations also use non-tariff barriers, such as quotas and licensing requirements, to limit or regulate trade in specific industries. The goal of these policies is often to protect domestic industries from foreign competition or to incentivize certain sectors of the economy, such as high-tech manufacturing or agriculture (Sabah, 2022). On the global stage, the US has frequently engaged in trade negotiations and agreements aimed at lowering trade barriers and creating a level playing field for American businesses. However, trade policy is not just about securing favorable terms in negotiations. It also involves balancing the interests of various stakeholders within a country, including businesses, workers, and consumers. A major matter arising in the context of US trade policy is the growing tension between protectionism and free trade (Dadush, 2023; Bearce & Moya, 2020). While protectionist measures can shield domestic industries from foreign competition, they often come with unintended consequences, such as higher consumer prices and reduced innovation (Dabrowski, 2024). Furthermore, trade wars and the imposition of tariffs can lead to retaliatory actions by other countries, resulting in a broader economic slowdown. The US-China trade conflict is a case in point. In recent years, the US has imposed significant tariffs on Chinese goods, with the aim of addressing issues such as intellectual property theft and unfair trade practices. In response, China has retaliated with its own tariffs, leading to a protracted trade war that has disrupted global supply chains and raised the cost of goods for consumers on both sides (Ongan & Gocer, 2025; Mahedi, Wang, Mizanur, Hasan, Srikanto & Al, 2024). These trade tensions have raised fundamental questions about the long-term viability of protectionist trade policies and whether they ultimately benefit or harm the domestic economy. At the same time, there are concerns that the US’s increasing isolationist tendencies could erode its leadership role in global trade institutions, such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), and diminish its ability to influence international trade rules (Kupchan, 2020).
Another critical issue in the future of US trade policies is the role of global competitiveness in the face of rising economic powers, particularly China and India. As emerging markets continue to expand, they offer both opportunities and challenges for the US. While these nations represent new markets for American goods and services, they also pose stiff competition, especially in sectors such as technology, manufacturing, and consumer goods (Oh, 2024; Khandelwal, 2023). Over the past few years, US trade policies have become increasingly fragmented and reactive, often marked by protectionist measures and tariff wars (Rogers, Golara, Abdulsalam & Rogers, 2024; Robinson & Thierfelder, 2024; Puślecki, 2023). These policies have been driven by a desire to shield domestic industries from foreign competition, particularly from countries like China, the European Union, but they have led to a lack of consistency and predictability in trade relations. The US has increasingly withdrawn from multilateral trade agreements, favoring unilateral actions that, while aimed at protecting certain sectors, have disrupted global supply chains and strained relationships with key trading partners (Kupchan, 2020). Additionally, domestic industries seem to be struggling to maintain competitiveness in an era of rapid technological change and rising global standards. This has resulted in a trade policy domain that is more focused on short-term gains rather than long-term, strategic growth.
Domestically, protectionist policies have led to rising costs for consumers, particularly in industries heavily reliant on imports (Dabrowski, 2024). In some cases, tariffs and trade barriers have prompted retaliatory measures from other countries, resulting in the loss of key export markets for US businesses (Zeng, Wells, Gu & Wilkins, 2022). The focus on immediate economic protectionism has also hindered efforts to foster innovation, as industries become more insulated from global competition and less incentivized to adapt to changing market conditions (Dabrowski, 2024). Internationally, the US's retreat from multilateral trade forums like the World Trade Organization (WTO) has diminished its ability to shape the global trading system. The resulting fragmentation of global trade norms undermines the stability and predictability that businesses and investors require, making it harder for the US to maintain its competitive edge in a rapidly evolving global market. Ultimately, the failure to balance domestic economic priorities with the demands of global competitiveness seem to jeopardize both the US’s economic prosperity and its strategic position on the world stage.
1.1 Objective of the study
The main objective of this study is to analyze the future trajectory of U.S. trade policies with a focus on achieving a balance between domestic economic growth and global competitiveness. The specific objectives are to:
1) Examine the impact of shifts in United States' trade policies and tariffs on the United States' trade relationships with China and other key trading partners.
2) Analyze how changes in United States' trade policies and tariffs influence the United States' global economic position.
3) Propose solutions and strategies to mitigate the negative effects of United States' trade policy changes while enhancing the United States' global economic competitiveness.
1.2 Research Questions
1) How do shifts in United States' trade policies and tariffs affect the United States' trade relationships with China and other key trading partners?
2) How do changes in United States' trade policies and tariffs influence the United States' global economic position?
3) What are the solutions and strategies to mitigate the negative effects of United States' trade policy changes while enhancing the United States' global economic competitiveness?
2.0 Literature Review
2.1 Conceptual Review
2.1.1 Effect of Shifts in United States' Trade Policies and Tariffs on the United States' Trade Relationships with China and Other Key Trading Partners
The United States’ shift in trade policies and the imposition of tariffs have had significant implications for its trade relationships, particularly with China and other key trading partners (Ongan & Gocer, 2025). These policy changes were framed as necessary measures to address long-standing trade imbalances, intellectual property theft, and unfair trade practices. The most prominent example of this shift has been the escalating trade war with China, marked by the imposition of tariffs on hundreds of billions of dollars' worth of goods exchanged between the two nations (Alessandria, Khan, Khederlarian, Ruhl & Steinberg, 2024). In response, China retaliated with its own tariffs, affecting a wide range of American exports, particularly agricultural products and manufactured goods. While these actions were intended to pressure China into altering its trade practices, they resulted in significant disruptions to global supply chains and an increase in costs for consumers and businesses in both countries. Not only did these tariffs cause immediate economic harm, but they also damaged the broader trade relationship, creating an environment of uncertainty for businesses and investors (Ongan & Gocer, 2025).
Beyond China, the US's shifting trade policies have also impacted its relationships with other key trading partners, including the European Union, Mexico, and Canada. The imposition of tariffs on steel and aluminum, for instance, led to tensions with traditional allies like the EU, who argued that the tariffs violated the principles of free trade and led to unnecessary market distortions (Daugirdas & Mortenson, 2018). Similarly, the renegotiation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) into the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA) demonstrated the US's more confrontational stance on trade (Villarreal & Fergusson, 2019). While these changes aimed to secure better terms for the US, they have also strained longstanding relationships and complicated negotiations. The US’s trade relationships are now characterized by a growing sense of mistrust, where partners are less willing to engage in future agreements, fearing that the US may unilaterally alter or abandon terms once agreed upon.
2.1.2 Effect of Changes in United States' Trade Policies and Tariffs on the United States' Global Economic Position
The changes in US trade policies and tariffs have had far-reaching consequences on its global economic position, with both short-term disruptions and long-term strategic ramifications (Armella & Conti, 2020). On one hand, the policies, particularly the use of tariffs as a leverage tool, were designed to address trade imbalances and protect domestic industries. However, the overall impact has been a weakened global leadership role for the US, which has traditionally championed free trade and open markets (Mahedi, Wang, Mizanur, Hasan, Srikanto & Al, 2024). By stepping away from multilateral trade agreements, such as the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), and focusing on bilateral negotiations, the US has diminished its ability to shape the global economic domain (Biegon, 2020). This shift has allowed other emerging economies, particularly China, to take a more prominent role in establishing trade norms, thereby challenging US dominance in global economic affairs.
Moreover, the imposition of tariffs and other trade restrictions has led to retaliatory measures from other countries, resulting in a broader erosion of the multilateral trade system that the US once helped build and maintain (Nwoke, 2020). The US’s trade wars have disrupted international supply chains, raised consumer prices, and contributed to greater global uncertainty. For example, the tariffs on Chinese goods, while aiming to curb China's industrial dominance, also created significant disruption to American industries reliant on Chinese imports, such as electronics and manufacturing components. These disruptions have led to a decline in the US’s standing as the world’s primary exporter of goods and services. In the long term, these actions risk diminishing the US’s global economic influence, as other countries look to alternative markets and trading partners for more stable and predictable trade relations.
2.1.3 Solutions and Strategies to Mitigate the Negative Effects of United States' Trade Policy Changes While Enhancing the United States' Global Economic Competitiveness
To mitigate the negative effects of US trade policy changes while enhancing global economic competitiveness, a more balanced and strategic approach is essential. The US needs to reconsider its stance on multilateral trade agreements and re-engage with international trade bodies like the World Trade Organization (WTO) to help establish a fair and predictable global trading system. This would not only reinforce the US’s role as a leader in shaping global trade rules but also ensure that the country’s trade policies align with broader geopolitical and economic interests. Rather than focusing solely on protectionist measures, the US should seek to negotiate comprehensive trade deals that promote open markets, reduce tariffs, and encourage investment in innovation, technology, and sustainable development (Rodrik, 2018).
Additionally, fostering partnerships with emerging economies and investing in global supply chains can help mitigate the risks associated with trade wars and tariff impositions. By diversifying trading partners and enhancing trade relationships with regions such as Africa, Southeast Asia, and Latin America, the US can reduce its reliance on a few key markets and safeguard against future trade disruptions. These partnerships could also provide opportunities for American companies to tap into growing consumer markets, especially in rapidly developing regions that present new avenues for economic growth. Internally, the US must focus on strengthening its own economic resilience by investing in education, technology, and infrastructure, while also addressing labor market concerns. This includes preparing American workers for the jobs of the future through upskilling and reskilling programs, ensuring that they are equipped to compete in industries driven by automation, artificial intelligence, and green technologies. By fostering innovation at home and adopting policies that encourage domestic manufacturing, the US can reduce its dependence on foreign imports and create a more competitive and sustainable economy. Finally, trade policies should be aligned with environmental and social goals, promoting sustainability and fair labor practices across global supply chains (Turkmen, 2022). By pursuing trade policies that not only protect economic interests but also uphold global standards on human rights and environmental protection, the US can maintain its competitive edge while demonstrating leadership in the evolving global economy.
2.2 Theoretical Framework: Trade Creation and Trade Diversion Theory
The theory of Trade Creation and Trade Diversion was first propounded by Canadian economist Jacob Viner in 1950 (Filip, 2017). Viner introduced this theory in his work The Customs Union Issue, where he examined the economic effects of regional trade agreements (RTAs) and customs unions (Viner, 2014). His work was primarily concerned with understanding how such trade agreements impact the patterns of international trade, particularly the shifts in trade flows that occur when countries enter into preferential trading arrangements. Viner's contributions laid the foundation for the study of how trade agreements could both create new trade opportunities and divert trade from more efficient global markets to less efficient ones. His analysis remains a crucial framework in understanding the economic consequences of trade liberalization and regionalism in international trade (Filip, 2017).
The central postulations of the Trade Creation and Trade Diversion theory focus on the outcomes of preferential trade agreements (Clausing, 2001). Trade creation refers to the situation where a customs union or trade agreement leads to the expansion of trade between member countries by eliminating tariffs or reducing barriers, thereby enabling countries to import goods more cheaply from one another (Mattoo, Mulabdic & Ruta, 2022). In this case, the overall welfare of participating countries increases due to the more efficient allocation of resources and the opening up of new markets. On the other hand, trade diversion occurs when a country’s trade is diverted from a more efficient producer outside the trade agreement to a less efficient producer within the agreement due to preferential treatment, such as lower tariffs or quotas (Mattoo, Mulabdic & Ruta, 2022). In this scenario, while trade may increase within the customs union, the global efficiency of trade diminishes because resources are being allocated to less competitive industries. The balance between trade creation and trade diversion is critical in assessing the overall welfare impact of any regional trade agreement.
The Trade Creation and Trade Diversion theory is highly relevant to the study of US trade policies and its relationships with key trading partners. As the United States has increasingly moved towards bilateral trade agreements and away from multilateral agreements, particularly under the Trump administration, the effects of trade creation and trade diversion have become more pronounced. For instance, the renegotiation of NAFTA into the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA) represents a shift in trade flows between these three countries, potentially creating trade opportunities in some sectors while diverting trade from other, more efficient global sources (Villarreal & Fergusson, 2019). Similarly, the imposition of tariffs on China and other key trading partners may lead to trade diversion, as US consumers and businesses may seek alternative sources for goods, sometimes at higher costs or less favorable terms. This theory allows for a critical analysis of how the US’s evolving trade policies may lead to a restructuring of its global trade relationships, with potential long-term effects on both domestic and international economic dynamics.
2.3 Empirical Review
Ongan and Gocer (2025) examined the impacts of the US and China’s trade policy uncertainties (TPU Indexes) on the bilateral trade balances (BTBs) of both countries. Their empirical findings reveal that changes in the TPU Indexes of both the US and China significantly affect their respective BTBs. Additionally, they concluded that Chinese exporters and importers are more responsive to trade policy uncertainty within China, while US exporters and importers are less sensitive to trade policy uncertainty within the US. Another key conclusion is that Chinese actors react more to their own trade policy uncertainty than to US trade policy uncertainty. The study's final section provides policy implications based on these findings, offering recommendations for policymakers in both nations.
Chen, Guo, Li, Xia, and Xu (2025) investigated how tariff shocks influence the domestic performance of Chinese firms using quarterly data on both international and domestic transactions from 2017 to 2018. Their analysis uncovered several important findings: (i) a one percent increase in export tariffs leads to a 0.235 percent increase in domestic sales, suggesting that higher export costs drive suppliers to prioritize domestic markets, affecting the extensive margin; (ii) a similar increase in countervailing import tariffs results in a 0.995 percent decrease in domestic purchases, highlighting the complementary relationship between China’s imported intermediates and domestic products; and (iii) larger firms exhibit smaller increases in domestic sales and are more likely to reduce their domestic intermediate inputs in response to negative external risks. These findings emphasize the importance of understanding the complementary relationship between imports and domestic inputs in shaping strategies to mitigate the adverse effects of tariff policies on domestic production.
Oh (2024) examined developments in US trade policy amid the shifting dynamics of world trade. The rise of unconventional, unilateral trade policies raises questions about the legitimacy of the World Trade Organization (WTO). Over time, the global trading system has evolved in response to various external factors, including US-China competition. The political realities exposed the inadequacies of the existing trading regime in accommodating unique non-market economies (NMEs) like China in the world market. To better adapt to the changing world trade environment, the US turned to unilateral trade tactics. This study argues that the root cause of this shift can be traced to developments in US trade policy under each US presidency. The study’s findings show that the overarching goal of US trade policy has remained consistent—countering the rise of China. However, the priorities and political ideals of each president, along with the impact of China’s WTO accession, have led to significant changes in US-China relations and, more broadly, the global trading system. The article aims to provide a policy explanation for the current challenges in world trade by examining US trade policy developments since China’s WTO accession.
Rogers, Golara, Abdulsalam, and Rogers (2024) analyzed the impact of the tariffs imposed by the United States in 2018 on the industries they were intended to protect, including steel, semiconductors, agricultural equipment, and chemicals, as well as on their suppliers and customers. Using an event study approach, they examined the effects of four distinct tariff measures on the firm value of 691 publicly traded US companies. By applying resource dependence theory (RDT), they sought to better understand the net impact of tariffs on the protected industries and their supply chains. The results demonstrated that the 2018 tariffs had an overall negative impact on firm value, reducing the value of domestic producers in the protected industries and creating mixed financial effects on firms within their supply chains. These findings highlight the unintended consequences of tariffs, illustrating the ripple effects they can cause across supply chains and providing valuable hints for further theoretical development and trade policy formulation.
Robinson and Thierfelder (2024) considered two policy scenarios under active discussion: (1) an across-the-board 10% increase in all US tariffs, and (2) a significant escalation of the US trade war with China. These scenarios were analyzed using a multi-country computable general equilibrium (CGE) model of the global economy. The analysis revealed that trade wars or widespread protectionist policies lead to increased tariffs in many sectors simultaneously, including both final goods and intermediate inputs. The impacts are complex, involving direct and indirect effects across both domestic and international markets. In a global economy where the US represents only 10% of total trade and rival trade blocs have emerged in Europe and East and Southeast Asia, the US no longer holds a hegemonic position in global markets. The findings indicate that across-the-board tariffs do not protect manufacturing jobs, as the increased cost of imported intermediate goods raises manufacturing production costs. The US-China trade war led to a significant decline in bilateral trade, while other countries expanded their trade with China and the US, except for closely linked partners like Canada, Mexico, and countries in East and Southeast Asia. The study concluded that the world economy can adjust to US trade wars by redirecting trade away from the US.
Alessandria, Khan, Khederlarian, Ruhl, and Steinberg (2024) modeled trade policy as a Markov process, using a dynamic exporting model to estimate how expectations about U.S. tariffs on China changed around the U.S.-China trade war. Their findings include: (i) no increase in the likelihood of a trade war before 2018; (ii) the trade war was initially expected to end quickly, but its expected duration grew substantially after 2020; and (iii) the trade war reduced the likelihood that China would face Non-Normal Trade Relations tariffs in the future. Their analysis suggests that the expected future U.S. tariff on China rose more under President Biden than under President Trump.
Mahedi, Wang, Mizanur, Hasan, Srikanto, and Al (2024) provided an economic analysis of the trade dispute between the United States and China, examining the tariff hikes, the origins of the trade conflict, and its economic consequences. Based on both empirical data and simulations, they found that the average bilateral tariffs between the US and China had risen to 17%, with only a slight reduction to 16% following the Phase One Agreement signed in January 2020. The trade conflict led to a significant decrease in trade between the two countries, along with a shift in trade patterns, particularly with imports from other regions. This resulted in a restructuring of value chains in East Asia. Their simulation analysis revealed that the tariff hike had a minimal direct impact on the global economy, causing a 0.1% drop in world GDP. However, the United States was expected to benefit from increased income due to China’s pledge to purchase more American goods. The study emphasized the impact of uncertainty in trade policy, offering a framework to examine its effects.
Puślecki (2023) discussed the implications of increased protectionism between the United States and China on international business. The research provided a comprehensive analysis of trends in foreign trade theory and policy, focusing on trade interests, protectionist pressures, and reasons for the U.S. to implement tariff sanctions. The study concluded that China would experience negative impacts across several indicators, including welfare, GDP, manufacturing employment, and trade. Despite these challenges, the costs for China were seen as manageable and not severely damaging to the economy. In contrast, the simulation suggested that the U.S. would experience gains in welfare, GDP, and non-manufacturing production, although there would be negative effects on employment and trade.
Zeng, Wells, Gu, and Wilkins (2022) developed a measure of geopolitical and economic tensions in US-China relations based on sentiment expressed in major US news media, using it to analyze the impact of bilateral tensions on US imports from China between 2002 and 2019. Their results indicated that bilateral tensions had a negative effect on US imports from China. Further analysis of industries with varying levels of supply chain integration with China revealed that tensions disproportionately affected industries highly integrated with the Chinese market. This pattern persisted during the trade war period, with bilateral tensions leading to higher tariffs on industries with strong global value chain linkages to China. The study found that tariff hikes had a sustained impact on these industries, suggesting that “sunk costs” considerations were not enough to prevent the continued decline in bilateral trade relations under both routine diplomacy and trade war conditions.
2.4 Gap in Literature 
Despite extensive research on U.S.-China trade policies and their global implications, existing literature has notable gaps in addressing the future trajectory of U.S. trade policies with a dual focus on balancing domestic economic growth and global competitiveness. Studies such as Ongan and Gocer (2025) highlight trade policy uncertainties and their effects on bilateral trade balances, while Chen, Guo, Li, Xia, and Xu (2025) delve into tariff impacts on domestic and international firm performance. Oh (2024) and Mahedi, Wang, Mizanur, Hasan, and Srikanto (2024) provide critical hints into the evolution of U.S. unilateral trade tactics and the origins of the U.S.-China trade conflict. Rogers, Golara, Abdulsalam, and Rogers (2024) examine unintended consequences of tariffs, and Robinson and Thierfelder (2024) explore multi-country trade dynamics using CGE models. Alessandria, Khan, Khederlarian, Ruhl, and Steinberg (2024) focus on expectations surrounding tariff changes, while Zeng, Wells, Gu, and Wilkins (2022) assess geopolitical tensions’ impact on imports. Lastly, Puślecki (2023) analyzes the broader implications of U.S.-China protectionism on economic indicators. However, these studies rarely integrate a forward-looking perspective that encompasses strategies for mitigating policy-induced risks while enhancing U.S. trade relationships globally. This study addresses this gap by proposing a holistic framework for aligning U.S. trade policies with both domestic growth objectives and global economic positioning.
3.0 Methodology
This study adopts a survey research design to examine the future trajectory of U.S. trade policies with a focus on balancing domestic economic growth and global competitiveness. A survey design is appropriate for this research because it allows for the systematic collection of data from a defined group of respondents to understand their perspectives, experiences, and recommendations. Given the complexity of trade policy and its implications, the survey design enables the researcher to gather diverse hints from key stakeholders, including policymakers, economists, trade experts, and business leaders, ensuring a broad understanding of the subject matter. Additionally, the survey approach facilitates structured data collection, which is essential for quantitative analysis.
The population for the study comprises 100 respondents, purposively selected for their expertise and direct involvement in matters related to U.S. trade policy and global economic competitiveness. The selection of this population ensures that the data collected is highly relevant and informed by professional experience and understanding. A sample size of 100 is considered sufficient for drawing meaningful conclusions while maintaining manageability in data collection and analysis. This number allows for adequate representation and diversity in views, reducing potential biases that could arise from a smaller sample.
Data were collected using a structured questionnaire, which is designed to elicit focused and measurable responses from participants. Structured questionnaires are chosen because they enable standardization in data collection, ensuring consistency across respondents. This format includes closed-ended and four-point Likert-scale questions to capture quantitative data on respondents' perceptions of U.S. trade policy impacts, shifts in trade relationships, and recommended strategies for achieving balance between domestic growth and global competitiveness. The use of a structured questionnaire also facilitates ease of analysis and enhances reliability, as the uniformity of responses reduces ambiguity. The data were analyzed using frequency analysis. Mean point analysis was also used in the analysis in order to provide a quantitative measure of central tendency for respondents' opinions on the various statements regarding U.S. trade policies. By calculating the mean score for each statement, we can determine the overall sentiment toward specific trade policy aspects, such as their impact on trade relationships, global competitiveness, and potential solutions. This approach helps identify trends, preferences, or concerns shared by the majority of respondents, allowing for a clearer understanding of how changes in trade policies are perceived and which solutions or strategies are considered most favorable for mitigating negative effects and enhancing the U.S.'s global economic position.
4.0 Data Analysis
4.1 Analysis of Research Questions
4.1.1 Research Question I
Table 1 Analysis of Research Question I
	1) How do shifts in United States' trade policies and tariffs affect the United States' trade relationships with China and other key trading partners?
	Very High Extent
	High Extent
	Low Extent
	Very Low Extent
	Mean

	1. The imposition of tariffs has led to a reduction in trade volume between the U.S. and key trading partners.
	32
	56
	12
	0
	3.08

	2. Recent shifts in U.S. trade policies have caused uncertainty among global trading partners, particularly China.
	32
	60
	4
	4
	3.20

	3. U.S. trade policies have led to increased trade tensions between the U.S. and its major trading partners.
	32
	52
	8
	8
	3.08

	4. Tariff increases have forced U.S. businesses to seek alternative suppliers outside of China and other key markets.
	32
	52
	8
	8
	3.08


Source: Survey Findings (2025)
The frequency analysis of responses to Research Question I, as presented in Table 1, reveals important hints into how shifts in United States' trade policies and tariffs have affected the U.S.'s trade relationships with China and other key trading partners.
For the first statement, "The imposition of tariffs has led to a reduction in trade volume between the U.S. and key trading partners," a majority of respondents (56) indicated that this effect occurred to a high extent, while 32 respondents felt it happened to a very high extent. Only 12 respondents noted a low extent, and no respondents reported a very low extent. This suggests a general consensus that the imposition of tariffs has significantly impacted trade volumes, with the mean score of 3.08 indicating a tendency toward agreement.
The second statement, "Recent shifts in U.S. trade policies have caused uncertainty among global trading partners, particularly China," garnered a similar pattern of responses. Thirty-two respondents indicated a very high extent, and 60 respondents marked a high extent, which points to a broad perception that U.S. trade policies have indeed caused considerable uncertainty, particularly with China. With only 4 respondents choosing a low extent and 4 selecting very low, the response strongly reflects a widespread belief in the significant impact of U.S. trade policy changes. The mean score here is 3.20, suggesting a slightly higher consensus compared to the first statement, highlighting that uncertainty due to trade policies is widely recognized.
Regarding the third statement, "U.S. trade policies have led to increased trade tensions between the U.S. and its major trading partners," the frequency distribution shows a similar pattern. Thirty-two respondents again indicated a very high extent, while 52 noted a high extent, indicating that the majority of respondents perceive an increase in trade tensions. However, 8 respondents marked a low extent, and another 8 marked a very low extent, suggesting a slight minority who either disagree or feel less strongly about this statement. The mean score of 3.08 aligns closely with the first statement, reinforcing the idea that the trade tensions between the U.S. and its trading partners are widely acknowledged but not universally accepted as a dominant effect.
Finally, the fourth statement, "Tariff increases have forced U.S. businesses to seek alternative suppliers outside of China and other key markets," presents a similar pattern, with 32 respondents indicating a very high extent, and 52 noting a high extent. This shows that a significant portion of respondents agrees that tariff increases have prompted businesses to look for new suppliers. The 8 respondents who marked low and very low extents again reflect a minority view, while the mean of 3.08 indicates a solid level of agreement overall, aligning with the other statements.
4.1.2 Research Question II
Table 2 Analysis of Research Question II
	2) How do changes in United States' trade policies and tariffs influence the United States' global economic position?
	Very High Extent
	High Extent
	Low Extent
	Very Low Extent
	Mean

	1. Changes in U.S. trade policies and tariffs have weakened the U.S.'s standing in the global economy.
	44
	44
	8
	4
	3.28

	2. U.S. trade policy changes have resulted in a loss of competitive advantage in certain industries, such as manufacturing and agriculture.
	44
	40
	12
	4
	3.24

	3. The U.S.'s trade position on the global stage has been negatively impacted by protectionist measures.
	48
	44
	4
	4
	3.36

	4. The imposition of tariffs on foreign goods has led to higher consumer prices, impacting the U.S. economy’s competitiveness.
	52
	40
	4
	4
	3.40


Source: Survey Findings (2025)
Table.2 presents the analysis of research question II, which examines how changes in U.S. trade policies and tariffs influence the United States' global economic position. The table outlines the frequency distribution for four statements related to this question, along with the mean scores, offering a clear picture of how respondents perceive the influence of U.S. trade policies on the country's economic standing globally.
The first statement, “Changes in U.S. trade policies and tariffs have weakened the U.S.'s standing in the global economy,” has a mean score of 3.28, reflecting a moderate to high level of agreement among respondents. The frequency distribution shows that 44 respondents selected "very high extent," and another 44 chose "high extent." This suggests that the majority of participants perceive that U.S. trade policies and tariffs have significantly weakened the country’s position in the global economy. A smaller number (8 respondents) rated this as "low extent," and just 4 rated it as "very low extent," which indicates that there is relatively little disagreement on this matter. The data indicates a strong consensus that U.S. trade policies have negatively impacted the country's global economic standing.
The second statement, “U.S. trade policy changes have resulted in a loss of competitive advantage in certain industries, such as manufacturing and agriculture,” has a mean score of 3.24, slightly lower than the first item but still reflecting a strong agreement. The distribution shows that 44 individuals marked "very high extent," and 40 rated it as "high extent." This suggests that a majority believes trade policy changes have hurt the U.S.'s competitive edge, particularly in critical industries like manufacturing and agriculture. The 12 respondents who rated this as "low extent" and 4 who chose "very low extent" indicate that a small minority perceive less impact, but the overall pattern points to a consensus on the negative effect of trade policy changes on competitiveness.
For the third statement, “The U.S.'s trade position on the global stage has been negatively impacted by protectionist measures,” the mean score rises to 3.36, the highest of the four statements, signaling a strong agreement. The frequency distribution shows that 48 respondents indicated "very high extent," and 44 selected "high extent," further reinforcing the idea that protectionist measures have significantly damaged the U.S.’s trade position globally. Only 4 respondents each chose "low extent" and "very low extent," showing minimal disagreement. This suggests that most participants see protectionism as a serious hindrance to the U.S.'s international trade standing.
The fourth statement, “The imposition of tariffs on foreign goods has led to higher consumer prices, impacting the U.S. economy’s competitiveness,” has a mean score of 3.40, the highest of all the statements in the table. This suggests that respondents strongly agree with the idea that tariffs have led to higher consumer prices, which in turn affects the U.S.'s economic competitiveness. The frequencies reflect this, with 52 respondents selecting "very high extent" and 40 choosing "high extent." This is a clear indication that the majority of respondents believe that the imposition of tariffs has a substantial impact on the U.S. economy by raising costs for consumers and diminishing its competitiveness. Only 4 respondents each selected "low extent" and "very low extent," again indicating a very small group who view the impact as less significant.
4.1.3 Research Question III
Table 3 Analysis of Research Question III
	3) What are the solutions and strategies to mitigate the negative effects of United States' trade policy changes while enhancing the United States' global economic competitiveness?
	Very High Extent
	High Extent
	Low Extent
	Very Low Extent
	Mean

	1. Investing in innovation and technology could mitigate the negative effects of trade policy changes on U.S. industries.
	36
	48
	4
	12
	3.08

	2. Focusing on multilateral trade agreements will help the U.S. to strengthen its competitive position in the global market.
	36
	56
	8
	0
	3.28

	3. A more balanced trade policy, with reduced protectionist measures, would improve the U.S.'s global economic competitiveness.
	32
	56
	12
	0
	3.08

	4. Strengthening the domestic supply chain through incentives for local production can help reduce the reliance on foreign markets and mitigate trade policy disruptions.
	36
	48
	16
	0
	3.20


Source: Survey Findings (2025)
Table.3 provides an analysis of research question III, which investigates the solutions and strategies that could mitigate the negative effects of United States' trade policy changes while enhancing the U.S.'s global economic competitiveness. The table presents the frequencies and mean scores for four proposed solutions, allowing us to assess the extent of agreement among respondents regarding these strategies.
The first statement, "Investing in innovation and technology could mitigate the negative effects of trade policy changes on U.S. industries," has a mean score of 3.08, indicating a moderate level of agreement. The frequency distribution shows that 36 respondents selected "very high extent," and 48 chose "high extent," suggesting that most participants see investing in innovation and technology as a viable solution to address the challenges posed by trade policy changes. However, 4 respondents rated this as "low extent," and 12 selected "very low extent," indicating a smaller group who perceive the impact of such investments as less significant. Overall, the data shows a positive but mixed reception toward innovation and technology as a mitigation strategy.
The second statement, "Focusing on multilateral trade agreements will help the U.S. to strengthen its competitive position in the global market," has a mean score of 3.28, which is the highest among the four items, reflecting stronger agreement. The frequencies indicate that 36 respondents rated it as "very high extent," and 56 selected "high extent." This clearly shows that a majority of respondents believe that multilateral trade agreements could play a crucial role in enhancing the U.S.'s competitiveness globally. No respondents chose "very low extent," and only 8 chose "low extent," which suggests that there is broad support for the idea that multilateral agreements would be beneficial in improving the U.S.’s competitive position.
For the third statement, "A more balanced trade policy, with reduced protectionist measures, would improve the U.S.'s global economic competitiveness," the mean score is 3.08, similar to the first statement. The response distribution reveals that 32 individuals selected "very high extent," and 56 chose "high extent," indicating strong support for the idea that reducing protectionist measures would be a positive step. However, 12 respondents rated it as "low extent," and none selected "very low extent," suggesting that while most participants agree, there is still some variation in how much they believe such a policy shift would improve competitiveness.
The fourth statement, "Strengthening the domestic supply chain through incentives for local production can help reduce the reliance on foreign markets and mitigate trade policy disruptions," has a mean score of 3.20, indicating a moderately high level of agreement. The frequency distribution shows that 36 respondents rated it as "very high extent," and 48 chose "high extent," which suggests a majority view that bolstering the domestic supply chain could mitigate disruptions caused by trade policies. However, 16 respondents selected "low extent," and no one chose "very low extent," which implies that while most agree, a significant portion of respondents still perceive limited impact from strengthening the domestic supply chain.
4.2 Summary of Empirical Findings
Summarily, the analysis revealed the following:
1. Shifts in U.S. trade policies, particularly the imposition of tariffs, have had a noticeable impact on trade volume, trade tensions, and business behavior, with the highest agreement on the uncertainty created for global trading partners, especially China.
2. Changes in U.S. trade policies, particularly those involving tariffs and protectionist measures, have had a negative impact on the U.S.'s global economic position, since these policies have weakened the U.S.'s standing, resulted in a loss of competitive advantage, and contributed to higher consumer prices that undermine economic competitiveness.
3. Multilateral trade agreements and strengthening the domestic supply chain are perceived as the most effective solutions to mitigate the challenges of shifting trade policies while enhancing U.S. global competitiveness, while innovation and balanced trade policies also receive substantial support.
4.3 Discussion of Findings
The first finding indicates that shifts in U.S. trade policies, especially the imposition of tariffs, have had a significant impact on trade volume, trade tensions, and business behavior, particularly creating uncertainty among global trading partners like China. This is not surprising given that the U.S.'s use of tariffs in recent years, especially in its trade war with China, has been a source of global trade instability. The imposition of tariffs creates an environment of unpredictability, forcing businesses to reconsider their trade strategies, often leading to reduced cross-border trade or adjustments to supply chains. The high level of agreement regarding the uncertainty generated reflects how much the global community perceives these shifts as disruptive to established trade relations.
Supporting this, Ongan and Gocer (2025) found that trade policy uncertainties, including those between the U.S. and China, have significantly impacted bilateral trade balances. Their analysis revealed that Chinese exporters were particularly sensitive to domestic trade policy uncertainties, highlighting the broader implications of U.S. policy shifts. Additionally, Zeng, Wells, Gu, and Wilkins (2022) identified that U.S.-China trade tensions, especially those during the trade war, led to a reduction in U.S. imports from China, with industries highly integrated into global supply chains being disproportionately affected. These findings align with the perception that U.S. trade policies, particularly tariffs, cause considerable uncertainty for trading partners.
The second finding highlights that changes in U.S. trade policies, especially protectionist measures such as tariffs, have had a negative impact on the U.S.'s global economic position. The imposition of tariffs has weakened the U.S.'s standing by raising costs, reducing competitiveness, and leading to higher consumer prices. This result reflects broader concerns about the effectiveness of protectionism, especially when it leads to retaliatory measures from other countries, negatively affecting U.S. exports. Moreover, while protectionist policies may provide short-term benefits for certain industries, they tend to hurt the broader economy, especially when the global market responds by redirecting trade away from the U.S.
Robinson and Thierfelder (2024) supported this notion by illustrating that trade wars and protectionist measures can have long-term negative impacts on the global economic position of the U.S., as trade wars often lead to a decline in bilateral trade and prompt other countries to expand trade with the U.S.'s competitors. Similarly, Mahedi, Wang, Mizanur, Hasan, Srikanto, and Al (2024) found that U.S.-China tariff hikes reduced trade between the two countries and led to shifts in global trade patterns, albeit with minimal direct impact on global GDP. The higher tariffs contributed to economic disruptions and weakened U.S. competitiveness, supporting the finding that protectionist measures have undermined the country's global standing.
The final finding indicates that the most effective strategies to mitigate the challenges posed by shifting U.S. trade policies are investing in multilateral trade agreements and strengthening the domestic supply chain, with innovation and balanced trade policies also receiving support. This is consistent with the broader understanding that multilateral cooperation and bolstering domestic production capabilities can help countries, including the U.S., better withstand the disruptions caused by volatile trade policies. Multilateral agreements, in particular, help ensure access to diverse markets and reduce the risks associated with overly protectionist policies.
The findings from Rogers, Golara, Abdulsalam, and Rogers (2024) align with the importance of strengthening domestic supply chains, as they highlighted how tariffs could disrupt supply chains, underscoring the need for more self-reliant production systems. Similarly, Oh (2024) suggested that shifting toward multilateral trade agreements could help the U.S. maintain its global economic position amidst rising protectionism. Chen, Guo, Li, Xia, and Xu (2025) also emphasized the need to manage domestic markets when dealing with tariff-induced trade disruptions, underscoring that a balanced approach to trade policy—incorporating both domestic production strategies and international trade agreements—can be key to mitigating the economic challenges posed by U.S. trade policies.
5.0 Conclusion and Recommendation
In conclusion, the future of US trade policies is at a critical juncture. The US must navigate a complex domain of domestic interests, global competition, and emerging challenges, while also ensuring that its trade policies remain flexible and adaptable in the face of changing economic realities. Finding the right balance between fostering domestic growth and maintaining global competitiveness will be crucial for the US’s continued leadership in the global economy. As this study will explore, the solutions to these challenges lie not in a singular approach, but in a nuanced strategy that addresses the needs of businesses, workers, and consumers, while also positioning the US to thrive in an increasingly complex and interconnected global marketplace.
Thus, an ideal trade policy framework for the United States would strike a balance between fostering domestic economic growth and enhancing global competitiveness. By supporting the expansion of American industries, creating high-quality jobs, and promoting sustainable practices, such a policy would enable the US to remain at the forefront of innovation and trade. Finally, fair and mutually beneficial trade agreements would ensure the country retains its competitive edge while safeguarding the welfare of its workers and the environment. Ultimately, this approach would allow the US to leverage its global influence to shape international trade norms and standards, securing a prosperous and sustainable future both domestically and internationally. This study therefore recommends that:
1) The US government should implement policies that incentivize domestic manufacturing, particularly in sectors facing trade imbalances such as steel, automotive, and electronics. This could include targeted subsidies, tax breaks for manufacturing companies that produce goods domestically, and investing in advanced manufacturing technologies like automation and robotics.
2) The US should focus on addressing non-tariff barriers by pushing for comprehensive trade agreements that include enforceable provisions on regulatory standards, licensing requirements, and subsidies, ensuring a fairer competitive environment for US companies.
3) The US should pursue a strategy of diplomatic engagement with China, focusing on mutual interests such as climate change and technology collaboration, while negotiating for greater market access, intellectual property protections, and fairer trade practices.
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