


















protective actions in the years 1885, 1887 and 1902, were in the spirit of
1879. The results of these policies were the growth of commercial and indu-
strial prosperity and the deterioration of agriculture. The level of wages in
the industrial sector gradually rose, so that the movement of agricultural
labourers towards industrial employment was inevitable: the number of
workmen employed in the agricultural sector diminished from 78 to 36.19
per cent between the years 1816 and 1895. The policy measures of 1902 plan-
ned to help agriculture by maintaining a balance of forces between industri-
al and agricultural sectors. The offspring of these measures was the full in-
dustrialization of the German economy, and the improvement of the agra-
rians' welfare level. In the period 1872 to 1900 German exports were doubled
so that Germany moved quickly to the second place of exporting nations
after the U.S.A.

It is not open to question that the driving force of German protegctio-
nism was the ideal of national might, cultivated by the Historical School,
many politicians and German sources. It is known that a considerable num-
ber of German statesmen, before the Second World War, had glorified the
contribution of the historical writers to the unification and integration
of Germany. For instance, the German Chancellor of the Exchequer of the
year 1934.Π

Meanwhile, several statesmen from other countries attacked the Ger-
man economic policy as being based on 'national egoism' and leading to a
tariff war. A number of English economists and statesmen called for recon-
sideration of the English tariff policy in the last and first decades of the ni-
neteenth and twentieth centuries respectively. They asserted that the sup-
porters of free trade, arguing for an international system of free trasactions,
were unrealistic. List's characterization of Classical economics as a 'cosmo-
' political science' stimulated some writers to contend that «free trade is
'cosmopolitan' and protectionism is 'national'».18 Prof. L. L. Price declares
that «it is natural that a belief should spread that Englishmen may be com-
pelled to fight Teutons and yankees with weapons taken from a Protectio-
nist armoury».!9 On that score, the real question is why did many politicians
and eminent economists still argue in favour of the free trade doctrine, not-
withstanding that the English economy commenced to decline at the end
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