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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PROTECTIONISM:
HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE AND ECONOMIC
CONSEQUENCES

This integrated study explores the diverse effects and the intricate history of protectionist
policy impacts in relation to trade and economic development. The article carefully narrates
the rise of protectionism as a recurring economic policy adopted during the tender phases of
national economic depression, preceeding it’s emergence from the mercantilist practices of
the European World Powers of the 16th and 17th century. The policy frameworks were mostly
shaped by the interwoven logic behind state regulation of foreign trade intended to defend a
nations economic welfare from international competition.

One of the main look was for the 1930 Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, which is suggested
as a case study of history caused by aggressive protective policies. The artickle examines the
retelling of this legislation, that enacted tariffs and duties on over 20,000 imported products,
which had set off bans and restrictions on trade by Canada, Britain, and Germany. The chain
reaction of such trade restrictions as punitive tariffs resulted the lowest point in trade history
when volume of global trade fell by 66% from 1929 and 1934, rapidly changing what could’ve
merely been an economical low from the Great Depression. The statistics trade pourposes
during this timeframe, such as the drop of American imports from Europe from 1929 to 1932
shows how desperate consequences of protective policies can be. Despite these historical
warnings, the article demonstrates that contemporary states continue to implement protectionist
measures, often disregarding the economic lessons of the past in favor of short-term political
advantages.

The study offers in-depth comparative analyses of modern protectionist such as “America
First” agenda in USA, China’s “Made in China 2025” industrial program and India’s “Make
in India” initiatives. Through careful cross-sectional comparison of key economic indicators,
particularly GDP growth and employment figures from 2016 to 2023, the study evaluates the
effectiveness of these varying protectionist strategies against their stated objectives.

So, the findings shows that while protecting certain industries might help them out for a
bit, it’s not a great plan in the long run. It usually backfires and weakens the whole economy,
which is the opposite of what states want. This adds to the discussion about how much we
should open up markets versus protecting our own stuff, especially now that the world is so
connected.
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Ile xKOMIUIEKCHE IOCTiPKCHHS BWBYA€ PI3HOMAHITHI HACHIOKHA Ta CKIAIHY 1CTOPIO

BIUIMBY HPOTEKI[IOHICTCHKOI ITTOJIITHKM Ha TOPTIBIIO Ta E€KOHOMIYHMI po3BuUTOK. CTarTs
pETeNIbHO ONMHUCYE MiAHOM IPOTEKIIOHI3MY SIK EKOHOMIYHOI IOJIITHKH, MIO NEpPiOANYHO

6 © A.V. Buriak, 2025.
Creative Commons Attribution license (CC BY 4.0)



ISSN 3041-2153 (pring), ISSN 3041-2161 (online). European Vector of Economic Development. 2025. Ne 1 (38)

3aCTOCOBYETHCS IT1]] Yac BPa3IMBUX (ha3 HaIliOHATBHOTO €KOHOMIYHOTO CIaJly, TPOCTEXYIOUH
HOTO MOXO/DKEHHS BiI MEPKAaHTHIIICTCHKUX TPAKTHK €BPONEHCHKHUX CBITOBHX nepxkaB XVI
ta XVII cromite. OcHOBH Ti€i MOMITHKKA OyiaM CPOpPMOBaHI B3a€MOIOB’S3aHOIO JIOTIKOIO
JICPKABHOTO PETYJIIOBAHHS 30BHIIIHBOT TOPTiBIII, CIPSIMOBAHOIO Ha 3aXHCT CKOHOMIYHOIO
J00po0yTY KpaiHu BiJl MXKHAPOIHOT KOHKYPEHIIIT.

OpmHMM 13 TOJNOBHUX NPHKIAAB posrisinaersess Tapuduuit akr Cmyra-Xoymi 1930
POKy, SKHH TIPOIIOHYETHCS SK TOKA30BHH BHUIAIOK ICTOPHYHHUX HACHIAKIB arpecHBHOI
NPOTEKIIOHICTCHKOI TOMITUKH. Y CTaTTI aHANI3YyeThCs NPUHHATTS [HOIO 3aKOHO/ABCTBA,
sIKe 3arpoBaaiio Tapudu ta muta Ha noHa 20 000 iMIOPTHUX TOBApiB, MO CIPOBOKYBAJIO
BBEJICHHS 3a00pOH Ta 00MexeHb Ha TopriBimo 3 0oky Kananun, Bexmkoi bpuranii ra HiMmeuunnn.
Jlanmrorosa peaKLu;I TAaKHX TOProBETbHHX OOMEXKeHb y BUTILII TpaHuX TapUQiB npr3Bena
JI0 HaifHW)KYO1 TOYKHU B iCTOPIT TOPTIBII, KOJM 0OCAT CBITOBOI TOpriByi BraB Ha 66% 3 1929 no
1934 pik, MBUJIKO MEPETBOPUBIIH T€, 110 MOTJIO OYTH IPOCTO EKOHOMIYHUM CIiaJIoM, Ha Bennky
nenpecito. CTaTHCTHKa TOPTIBII 3a el Mepioj1, 30KpeMa TaaiHH aMEPUKAHCBKOTO IMITOPTY 3
€por 3 1929 o 1932 pik, IeMOHCTPYE, HACKLTEKA KaTacTpOPITHIMHI MOXKYTh OyTH HACTIIKA
MPOTEKIIOHICTCHKOT MOJTITHKY. He3Barkarouu Ha 111 ICTOPHYHI 3aCTEPEIKCHHSI, CTATTS [IOKA3Ye, 10
Cy4acHi JiepskaBH TPOIOBKYIOTh BIIPOBAKYBATH MIPOTEKIIIOHICTCHKI 3aX0/I1, YaCTO HEXTYIOUH
E€KOHOMIYHUMH YPOKaMH MUHYJIOTO 3apa/i KOPOTKOCTPOKOBHUX TTOJIITHYHNX TIEpEBar.

JlociKeHHS TPOTIOHY € TTTHO 0K MOPIBHSUTEHUH aHaITi3 CYJacHUX MPOTEKITIOHICTCHKUAX
mporpaM, Takux sIK mporpama “Amepuka monax yce” y CIIA, xutailickka TpOMHCIIOBA
nporpama “3potneno B Kwurai 2025” Tta inpiiiceka iHimiatusa ‘“3pobieHo B Iuaii”. Yepes
peTenbHe nepexpecHe MOPIBHSIHHS KITIOYOBUX CKOHOMIUYHHX ITOKA3HUKIB, 30KpeMa 3pOCTaHHS
BBII Ta piBns 3aitasATOCTI 3 2016 10 2023 piK, TOCTIKEHHS OiHIOE e()EKTUBHICTD ITUX PI3HUX
NPOTEKI[IOHICTCHKUX CTpaTEeriid 3 OrJIsily Ha IXHi 3asBJCHI IiJi.

Pesynbrati gocniDkeHHsT CBIYAaTh MPO TE€, MI0 XO4Ya 3aXHMCT NEBHUX Tally3ed MoXKe
JIOTIOMOT'TH TM Ha KOPOTKHH Yac, 11e He € epeKTUBHOIO CTPATETIEI0 B JOBFOCTPOKOBIH ITEPCIICKTHBI.
3a3Buyail Taka MOJIITHKA Ma€e 3BOPOTHHUIH €EKT 1 TocIabiIroe eKOHOMIKY B IJIOMY, IO CYTIEPEIHTh
OakaHUM 1AM JiepkaB. Lle JOMOBHIOE AMCKYCIIO MpO OalaHC MK BIJKPUTICTIO PHHKIB Ta
3aXMCTOM BHYTPIIIHBOIO BUPOOHHUIITBA, OCOOJIMBO B Cy4aCHOMY IJI00aJ1i30BaHOMY CBITI.

Knrouosi cnosa: npomexyionizm, mopzoéa nonimukda, eKOHOMIYHe 3POCHMAHHA,
MIHCHAPOOHA MOP2i6Ns, MEPKAHMUTIIZM

JEL classification: B11, F13, F43

Statement of the problem in general terms and its connection with
important scientific or practical tasks. Protectionism in the modern economy
is one of the key challenges of international trade. In the context of globalization,
states are forced to balance between the openness of markets and the protection
of national producers. Excessive protectionist measures can lead to trade wars,
reduced competitiveness and economic isolation. At the same time, a balanced
policy of economic nationalism allows ensuring the stability and development of
critically important industries.

However, the effectiveness of individual protectionist instruments in the
long term, as well as their impact on innovative development and global supply
chains, remains insufficiently studied. The problem of adapting protectionist
measures to modern conditions of economic instability and changing geopolitical
priorities is also insufficiently studied.

Analysis of the latest research and publications that have begun to
address the problem under study, and identification of previously unresolved
parts of the general problem to which the article is devoted. Recent studies
indicate the contradictory effect of protectionist policies. Analysis of the works
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of Herasymchuk V. [1], Savchenko M. [2], Panchenko Y. [3], Steinberg F. [4],
Beyer D. [5], Cheng X. [6] and others, as well as historical analysis of mercantilism and
the Smuga-Gawley law demonstrates the ambiguity of their impact. On the one hand,
they contribute to the growth of certain sectors of the economy, on the other hand, they
provoke corresponding measures of other states, which can harm world trade.

The aim of the article is to analyze historical and modern manifestations
of protectionism, assess its impact on the economic development of individual
countries and determine the conditions under which it can contribute to sustainable
growth. But can protectionism be more effective in economic development than
free trade.

Results. Protectionism is one of the principles of international economics
that entails government involvement into international trade for the benefit of
local manufactures [1, p 67].

In considering the key aspects of neo-protectionism, several important
measures stand out. These are public health and safety standards and requirements,
so-called voluntary export restraints, or Export Credit Financing. In addition,
international experience attests to the efficacy of the greater combination of
economic policy instruments which encourage the development of a responsive
and adaptable mixed economy. More specifically, in that regard protectionism
serves as balancer and recuperator. Regulation of investments aids and incurs
protection from foreign negative shocks to the domestic economy.

To assist economies adjust to new circumstances and regain their economic
capabilities, which would result in favorable social outcomes, protectionist
measures are put in place. In strict coordination with tax, customs, and fiscal
policies, protectionism is an advanced form of macroeconomic regulation intended
to quash or promote foreign economic relations.

The protectionist policies serve two main objectives. First, state
tries to advance competition in sectors where domestic ventures have lower
competitiveness relative to foreign undertakings, and development is not feasible
without foreign "know-how", capital, and technology. Second, the state limits entry
to sectors that are economically sensitive, and important for national, including
economic, security, but are not sufficiently ready for uncontrolled competition.
Such policies foster economic growth within the nation.

Viewing it differently, ‘national welfare’ motivated protectionism requires
domestic entrepreneurs to be global in their outlook and in the use of sophisticated
technologies to increase value-added which, from a broader perspective, will enable
the economic environment of the country to be competitive on the international
stage [7, p 346].

As an economic policy, protectionism has a history that goes back to
mercantilism. This practice is believed to have appeared in the 16th and 17th
centuries, where a monarchy intervened in the economy, controlled trade, and
hoarded riches to strengthen the nation’s economy. However, its ideological roots
were not only economic; it was intricately embedded in the conservative ideas that
existed during the particular era’s socio-political context.

The political ideology of conservatism has four fundamental principles
which in turn help understand the circumstances that enabled rise of mercantilism
and influences of protectionist policies.
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The first, human nature regarded as the original flaw imposed on
approaching economic and political structure with care from the beginning. The
belief that human nature possessed traits such as greed, cruelty, and selfishness
rendered the utopian economic models as fantasy constructions. This skepticism
towards radicalism, Burke’s touchstone, led towards a free-market state controlled
and modified in a slow manner economy.

Second, the self-sustaining nature of society underscored the idea of the
development of economies which do not result from drastic changes but rather
from intricate inter-relations. This was incorporated in mercantilism that aimed
at building intensive national industries and controlled external trade, which
sought gradual economic expansion under state control. Hogg’s later examination
of conservatism revealed the tendency of societies just like economies to evolve
through constant changes instead of singular revolutionary changes.

Third, the history and tradition had a major significance in the development
of the economy’s policies. Burke highlighted the significance of legal custom and
continuity of institutions claiming that effective governance is based on routine
practice of certain actions. In essence, Mercantilism operated on the custom of
taxation, trade monopoly, and protective tariff system that had been developed
over the years. For instance, the mercantilist state policies of Britain such as
the protection of domestic industries and navigation laws were engrained in the
tradition of state economic intervention.

Lastly, the maintenance of social order was a justification for economic
policies which controlled the stratification of classes and the distribution of
property as well as power. The mercantilist policies, sometimes described as
wealth accumulation, fostered the existing socio-economic class structure ensuring
that the economic resources remained in the upper caste. This restriction towards
uncontrolled economic processes was a method for preventing instability much
like society’s conservative political thought preventing change to any realm of
governance adopting in a sudden manner [3, p 59].

From the 15th to 17th century, the mercantile concept was important for
formulating the economic policies of European states. As international trade was
developing during the Age of Exploration, this concept emerged in response to the
increase in commerce, and the quest for other sources of wealth.

The central premise of mercantile states was the understanding of trade
as an incentive for growth. Proponents of mercantilism believed that wealth
is measured in the quantity of gold and silver a country possesses, and that
it’s economic strength depends on the ability to export more than is imported.
Moreover, mercantilism strongly approved of a governmental policy that actively
intervenes in economic activities to control the trade balance through exports and
protectionist measures for imports.

Like any other concept, mercantilism has gone through changes over time.
Early mercantilism (15th-16th century) concentrated more on the gaining of gold
and silver. In this era, the thoughts of people like William Stafford or Gerolamo
Scaruffi were to make imports a lot less and restrict the export of money, and give
a bigger focus on the extraction of precious metals. Late mercantilism (16th-17th
century) moved a lot of its focus towards the enhancement of industry and trade,
setting the foundation for the idea of an active trade balance. Important people like
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Antoine de Montchretien, Thomas Mun, Jean-Baptiste Colbert, and other supporters
developed manufacturing industries to further aid in the expansion of trade.

The focus on certain policies differed from country to country, mostly
because each country had its own set of historical circumstances. In France,
Colbert’s policies aimed at the growth of industries along with state economic
management, while in England, Thomas Mun focused on international business.

During the change from feudalism to capitalism, mercantilism was and
still remains essential to state economic control. Even though there are no concrete
theories surrounding the concepts of mercantilism, it is important in the expansion
oftrade, the enhancement of international labor specialization, and the introduction
of state economical control [8, pp 34-37].

Continuing this tradition of protectionism, the Smoot—Hawley tariff act of
1930 is perhaps one of the most drastic cases in state regulation in international
trade. Its roots were in the same mercantilist and conservative economic school
that sought to protect national industries during the great economic depression.
Rather than achieving economic ordering, it set forth a series of retaliatory tariffs
which wreaked havoc on the economy (Fig.1).
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Fig. 1. US. Average tariff rate on total imports
Source: Charles Schwab, U.S. Commerce Department

The Act was named after the US senator Reed Smoot and member of
the House of Representatives Willis Hawley. The act was signed into law by
President Herbert Hoover in 1930. The Act intensified the already rigid duties
on 20,000 foreign goods and services in an attempt to aid American farmers and
businesses [9]. The restrictive trade measures were harmful and hostile and were
not practical. Canada, UK and Germany responded to the newly placed tariffs and
implemented their own. Global trade suffered tremendously, as countries shifted
toward protectionist policies. Trade volume within the countries dropped by more
than 40% from 1929 to 1934 [10, pp 2-4].
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For example, U.S. imports from Europe declined from a 1929 high of
$1,334 million to just $390 million in 1932, while U.S. exports to Europe fell from
$2,341 million in 1929 to $784 million in 1932. Overall, world trade declined by
some 66% between 1929 and 1934 [9].

This policy failure teaches us an important lesson from history.
Protectionism might help local producers a bit, but too many trade restrictions can
cause big economic problems. The Great Depression got worse because of these
policies. Trade wars can isolate economies instead of helping them recover.

Even with what we learned from the Smoot-Hawley Act, protectionist
measures are still affecting global trade today. Recently, countries have put tariffs
and trade barriers back in place, claiming they’re helping local businesses. For
instance, the trade issues between the U.S. and China and the EU’s digital market
rules show that protectionism is back. While these steps often happen during tough
economic times, they can mess up global supply chains and lead to retaliation, just
like back in the 1930s [2, pp. 77-78; 11, pp. 2-3].

Just like the Smoot-Hawley Act, today’s protectionist measures are often
linked to concerns about national security and economic strategy. Governments say
they need to support important local industries, cut down on reliance on foreign goods,
and protect jobs. But history shows that leaning too much on tariffs can bring problems,
like higher prices for consumers and less competitiveness for local businesses.

Nowadays, governments are aware that the fragmentation of the global
economy will entail significant economic costs. However, goals such as economic
security, energy autonomy, the resilience of supply chains or technological
superiority are now more relevant in the design of domestic and foreign economic
policies than the adoption of free markets and the support of a rules-based open
global economy. The idea that the loss of efficiency through redundancy and
selective protectionism can be worth it if it reduces vulnerability and increases
resilience is gaining ground. In addition, dissatisfaction with the inequalities
generated by globalization in recent decades has increased the legitimacy of
state intervention in the economy. In general, priorities have changed, and today
geopolitics prevails over economics [4].

The economic growth that occurred during Trump’s presidency before the
pandemic largely continues previous trends rather than accelerating sharply. Real GDP
growth was 2.5% per year on average from 2017 to 2019, versus 2.4% from 2013 to
2016, the period of Obama’s second term. Job creation averaged 182,000 a month
during Trump’s first three years; it averaged 216,000 in Obama’s last three years. The
unemployment rate fell, from 4.7 percent in January 2017 to 3.5 percent by February
2020, extending its trend of decline that had been underway before it took office.

Manufacturing employment rose by about 450,000 jobs between January
2017 and February 2020, but the sector was in a shallow downturn in 2019 before
the pandemic. The trade deficit, which the administration went to great lengths to
try to reduce, from automotive tariffs to tariffs on other goods, in fact widened
during this period. According to a JEC report, tariff policies cost the average
American household about $800 a year — a blow exacerbated to the agricultural
sector from retaliation with tariffs on U.S. products.

The 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act had mixed outcomes. Business investment
rose in 2018, but it decreased drastically in 2019 and did not meet expectations.
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Benefits to corporations rose sharply alongside a booming stock market, but the
expected economic growth of 3-4% each year failed to happen. Federal budget deficits
grew substantially during the period even though the economy was growing [5].

The Administration responded with substantial fiscal support by means
of the CARES Act, intending to alleviate the economic distress caused by the
pandemic. Unemployment skyrocketed to 14.7% and GDP subsequently dropped
in Q2 0f 2020 [12].

Also let's look for another example of country.

The Made in China 2025 (MIC 2025) plan started in 2015. It shows
how China is trying to protect its industries and move from being just a world
factory to a tech leader. A report from the Center for Strategic and International
Studies (CSIS) says this plan focuses on ten key areas. These include things like
new tech in information, robots, aerospace, marine engineering, trains, energy-
efficient vehicles, electric power tools, farm machines, new materials, and
biopharmaceuticals.

The Chinese government has invested at least $100 billion to implement
this ambitious strategy. Much of this money is channeled through specialized state
investment funds, such as the National Integrated Circuit Fund. It can be noted
that “MIC 2025 provides state support through subsidies, access to credit, tax
breaks and other forms of financial support for domestic companies” [13].

A feature of Chinese protectionism is the establishment of specific quantitative
targets. China has set ambitious goals for dominance in key industries, including
specific market share targets for domestic manufacturers. In particular, by 2025, China
aims to achieve 70% self-sufficiency in high-tech components and materials.

Another important tool of protectionism is “localization requirements,
which oblige companies to produce a certain percentage of components or
equlpment in China.” These requirements create significant barriers for foreign
companies and encourage technology transfer to Chinese partners [13].

According to a CSIS analysis, “state support for Chinese companies
creates excess capacity in global supply chains, putting pressure on the prices and
profitability of foreign competitors” [14].

This market distortion has raised serious concerns among China’s international
trading partners. Kennedy notes that “the reaction to ‘Made in China 2025’ from
developed economies, especially the United States, has been sharply negative, leading
to an escalation of trade tensions and investment restrictions” [13; 14].

India’s trade policies have really shaped its economy, especially with
changes in global markets and local needs. After gaining independence, India
focused a lot on protectionist measures, with the government heavily involved
in the economy. Over time, however, things have changed as the world moved
toward free trade and India’s own goals shifted.

After India opened up its economy in 1991, it cut down on tariffs and
welcomed foreign investments. But trade protectionism came back in various
ways, mainly due to global problems and other issues. From 2014 to 2021, the
average tariff rate went up from 5.6% to 7.6%. This shows a renewed focus on
growing local industries and being self-sufficient.

The Make in India campaign started in 2014 to help reduce the need
for imports and boost local manufacturing. As part of this plan, India placed
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restrictions on imports for items like electronics, solar panels, and defense gear.
Tariffs on mobile phone imports jumped from 6% in 2014 to 20% in 2018.

The economic results of these policies are mixed. On one hand, the
manufacturing sector is doing well. India is becoming a big player in making
smartphones around the world. On the other hand, the overall effects on trade
are unclear. India’s trade deficit grew from $137 billion in 2017 to $184 billion
in 2021. This increase is partly due to higher costs of imports from tariffs.
The agricultural sector has felt the weight of these protectionist policies too. India
often puts limits on exports of important goods like wheat and sugar to keep prices
steady at home. But these actions have caused some upset with major trading
partners, especially in the European Union and ASEAN countries.

Despite concerns over trade imbalances, India’s protectionist stance aligns
with a broader global trend of economic nationalism. The U.S.-China trade war
and disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic have further reinforced India’s
strategic push for self-reliance. Policymakers argue that targeted protectionism can help
strengthen domestic industries, reduce dependency on volatile global supply chains,
and create a more resilient economy. However, as past experiences suggest, excessive
trade barriers risk hampering economic efficiency, deterring foreign investment, and
triggering retaliatory measures from trade partners [6, pp 1213-1218].

Economic indicators for the period 2016-2023 show uneven development
of the world’s three largest economies (Fig 2). Interestingly, the USA, while
maintaining its position as an economic leader, managed to increase its GDP
from $18.71 trillion to $27.36 trillion (+46.2%). China, although demonstrating
confident growth until 2022 (to $18.10 trillion), unexpectedly lost 2.4% in 2023,
sliding to $17.67 trillion. The Indian economy, despite its more modest scale,
demonstrated the most dynamic growth - by 55% (from $2.29 to $3.57 trillion).
The Covid crisis has shaken these economies in different ways. America lost 2.0%
of GDP, India sank by as much as 5.6%, while China managed to emerge with an
increase of 2.6% [15;16;17].

GDP (USA, CHINA, INDIA)

27

22 - /
17 /
12 /

2016 2017 2019 2020 2023

—T]SE em—Ching e——India

Fig. 2. GDP current growth, current USS$ - US, CHINA, INDIA
Source: compiled by author using data from World Bank Open Data, 2023
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A similar miracle was observed with unemployment - in the US it jumped
to 8.1% from a pre-pandemic 3.7%, in India it reached 8.0% compared to 6.1%
before the crisis, but in China it grew only from 4.3% to 5.0%.

These contrasts are explained not so much by different approaches to
protectionism as by the structural features of the economies. The American labor
market, despite the powerful blow, recovered quickly (3.7% unemployment in
2023), the Chinese one has maintained its traditional stability (4.4%), but the
Indian one has not yet returned to pre-crisis indicators (6.0%) [18;19;20].

Attempts by governments to fence off their economies with protectionist
barriers have yielded contradictory results. Restrictions on the export of medical
equipment and protective equipment have often disrupted established supply
chains, caused corresponding restrictions from trading partners, and triggered
an inflationary spiral. Interestingly, economies that reopened more quickly after
lockdowns have shown a more robust recovery.

The reciprocal trade restrictions with the EU and US, particularly in the
highly developed tech sector, have had an impact on China’s GDP drop in 2023.
At the same, China’s employment market management model makes it possible
to maintain extremely high employed figures during even the most severe global
economic turbulence.

India’s situation has been the most difficult — despite significant GDP
growth, unemployment problems remain acute, especially among young people.
Protectionist measures have not been able to protect the huge informal sector from
the consequences of the pandemic.

A comparative analysis of the three economic powers shows that while
short-term protectionist measures can soften the blow for individual industries,
they rarely provide long-term benefits. The flexibility of the economic system, the
ability to quickly restructure and maintain international cooperation turned out to
be more valuable qualities for overcoming crisis phenomena both in production
and in the labor market.

Conclusion. An analysis of historical and contemporary manifestations
of protectionism shows its mixed impact on economic development. Protectionist
measures, such as tariff barriers, government subsidies, and quotas, have
traditionally been used to protect domestic producers, but they can also lead to
economic isolation and exacerbate trade conflicts. Historical examples, such
as the Smoot-Gawley Act, show that tight trade restrictions can have negative
consequences for the global economy.

Current economic indicators confirm changes in approaches to trade policy.
A comparison of the dynamics of GDP and unemployment rates in the United
States, China, and India over the period 2016-2023 demonstrates the different
consequences of these countries’ economic policies. The United States, which
pursued an aggressive protectionist policy under Donald Trump (2016-2020),
faced a worsening trade balance and rising consumer costs. After Joe Biden came
to power (2021-2025), protectionism in the United States was weakened, and
the country began to promote free trade, which allowed stabilizing international
economic relations. At the same time, the unemployment rate in the United States
decreased from 8.1% in 2020 to 3.7% in 2023, and GDP increased, which indicates
the effectiveness of balanced policies.
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In China, the situation was marked by steady GDP growth until 2022,
but in 2023 it decreased by 2.4%, which is partly due to trade restrictions by the
US and the EU in the high-tech sector. At the same time, the unemployment rate
remained stable (4.4% in 2023), which is explained by tight state control over the
labor market.

India demonstrated the most dynamic GDP growth (+55% from 2016 to
2023), but the unemployment rate remained high (6.0% in 2023). This indicates
that even with the active use of protectionist measures, such as the “Make in India”
program, the employment problem remains significant.

Thus, modern economic policy demonstrates that the complete rejection
of protectionism or its strict application can have both positive and negative
consequences. The most effective approach is a strategic combination of market
openness with selective mechanisms for protecting the national economy. The
experience of the USA, China and India confirms that long-term economic stability
depends not only on customs and tariff restrictions, but also on the ability of the
state to adapt to global economic challenges.
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This integrated study explores the diverse effects and the intricate history of protectionist
policy impacts in relation to trade and economic development. The article carefully narrates
the rise of protectionism as a recurring economic policy adopted during the tender phases of
national economic depression, preceeding it’s emergence from the mercantilist practices of
the European World Powers of the 16th and 17th century. The policy frameworks were mostly
shaped by the interwoven logic behind state regulation of foreign trade intended to defend a
nations economic welfare from international competition.

One of the main look was for the 1930 Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, which is suggested
as a case study of history caused by aggressive protective policies. The artickle examines the
retelling of this legislation, that enacted tariffs and duties on over 20,000 imported products,
which had set off bans and restrictions on trade by Canada, Britain, and Germany. The chain
reaction of such trade restrictions as punitive tariffs resulted the lowest point in trade history
when volume of global trade fell by 66% from 1929 and 1934, rapidly changing what could’ve
merely been an economical low from the Great Depression. The statistics trade pourposes
during this timeframe, such as the drop of American imports from Europe from 1929 to 1932
shows how desperate consequences of protective policies can be. Despite these historical
warnings, the article demonstrates that contemporary states continue to implement protectionist
measures, often disregarding the economic lessons of the past in favor of short-term political
advantages.

The study offers in-depth comparative analyses of modern protectionist such as “America
First” agenda in USA, China’s “Made in China 2025” industrial program and India’s “Make
in India” initiatives. Through careful cross-sectional comparison of key economic indicators,
particularly GDP growth and employment figures from 2016 to 2023, the study evaluates the
effectiveness of these varying protectionist strategies against their stated objectives.
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So, the findings shows that while protecting certain industries might help them out for a
bit, it’s not a great plan in the long run. It usually backfires and weakens the whole economy,
which is the opposite of what states want. This adds to the discussion about how much we
should open up markets versus protecting our own stuff, especially now that the world is so
connected.
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