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Abstract:  In 1932, at the level of the states that formed the Little Entente, the idea of a new 
project of economic cooperation of the member states was unleashed, in the form of a 
“Danubian Confederation”, to be operated by a mechanism called generic ”Lloyd of the 
Black Sea”, to counterbalance the offensive of Austrian and German imperialism towards the 
Orient. The promotion of such a project ensures a unified Danube communication policy and 
the economic and financial recovery of the participating states. 
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Introduction 
The period between the second half of the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century, marked 
by an accelerated development of navigation activities on the Danube and the Black Sea, was 
remarkable due to the special attention (especially to the Danube Delta and implicitly to the direct 
connection with the Black Sea) from both the European (especially the Austro-Hungarian) chancellery 
and the Slav (Russian) and Oriental (Ottoman) influences, the Carpatho-Danubian-Pontic area 
permanently forming a land on which the three vectors of influence disputed their supremacy. 
 

1. Associative Forms in Danube Navigation after the First World War 
At key moments of modern European history, the Danube and the distributaries of the Danube have 
been the solution to clarifying disputes and re-establishing geopolitical interest areas. 
 
The ways of exercising control and domination by the great powers in the Danube-Black Sea area 
have taken on various forms, navigation being one of the levers to promote foreign, economic and 
political interests in this geostrategic area. 
 
After World War I, we see a substantial increase in the interest of England and France in navigation on 
the Danube. 
 
In 1920, England created the "Danube Navigation Company," with a capital of £ 1,200,000, acquiring 
from the Austrian state the shares of Lloyd Bavarian and the South German Society, and being also 
interested in 30% of the capital of the Austrian company D.D.S.G. 
 
For its part, France creates the National Society of the Danube (Societe Nationale du Danube) - 
S.N.D., using the large fleet of vessels confiscated by the Romanian authorities from the Germans, 
Austrians and Hungarians. 
 
In 1924, in Budapest, on the initiative of the shareholders of "The Danube Navigation Company", 
there is a conference of the navigation companies operating on the Danube, without the participation 
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of the Romanian ones, where it is decided to uniform increase the tariffs for goods and passengers, 
thus appearing a kind of "cartel". 
 
In the late 1920s, this convention was constituted by: 

- Austrian Society D.D.S.G.; 
- Hungarian Company M.T.F.R.; 
- Lloyd Bavarez Society; 
- Czechoslovak Navigation Society; 
- Serbian Navigation Society; 
- The South German Society; 
- The Continental Navigation Society from Amsterdam; 
- The French society S.N.D. (with a subsidiary in Braila). 

 
This "cartel" of the shipping companies under British auspices threatened the Romanian national 
navigation by the fact that most of our vessels could not climb through the Iron Gates, while those in 
the Upper Danube reached our ports, to which were added the transport facilities agreed within the 
framework of the cartel. [1, 9] 
 
The associative form described had in the early 1920s 800,000 tons of modern vessels and 70,000 hp. 

[2,164] At the same time, we note the emergence of a new Romanian plan of Danubian union, 
conceived and launched by Iuliu Maniu, the president of the National Peasant Party and, on several 
occasions, Prime Minister of Romania. 
 

2. The Idea of Setting up Black Sea Lloyd as a Responsible for the Communication Policy 
on the Danube and the Black Sea 

Like the other plans in this area, it was based on economic aspects, essentially aimed at setting 
preferential tariffs between six Central European countries - Romania, Poland, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia, Austria and Yugoslavia - in order to protect them from their competitors exporting 
grain and evading them from Germany's commercial influence". [3, 17-18] 
 
The Anglo - British Initiative, with German and Austrian support, as an expression of the interests of 
Western imperialism in Lower Danube and the Black Sea basin, generated reactions to the late 1920s 
and early 1930s, materialized in ideas about the need for cooperation around a Danubian 
Confederation, by creating the "Black Sea Maritime Lloyd" as an exponent of the Danube and Black 
Sea communication policy. 
 
Thus, in 1932, Jan Pekarek, deputy of the Czechoslovak National Assembly and deputy chairman of 
the Czechoslovak Group in the Little Entente of the Press, resumed an idea and presented a political 
analysis supported by the 1930 Little Entente of the Press Conference at Strbske Pleso / Tatra, 
regarding the economic cooperation of the States of the Little Entente in the margins of the 
opportunities offered by the Danubian - Pontic confluence. [4] 
 
The ideas of the Czechoslovak official were at that time approved by both the Little Entente and the 
French, Italian and Austrian media. 
 
In the content of the analysis, the author advocated "improving the Danube communication so that it 
was indeed a means of contact between the States of the Little Entente", arguing the special 
importance for the development of states along the whole Danube. 
 
The fate of the Tardieu plan for the establishment of a Danubian confederation was an additional 
argument for the beliefs that supported a joint initiative of potential partner countries. 
 
Jan Parek highlighted the following main ideas on the subject: 

- Central Europe was, on the one hand, the sphere of interest of France, on the other hand, of 
Germany and Italy, and it was natural that, when France pursued a specific goal with the Little 
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Entente, either political or economic, Italy and Germany sought to "frustrate the realization", 
which made it harder for any attempt of economic union of the Danubian States. 

- The Danube, as a central communication tool of this community of interests, has nothing to do 
with the "outside world", not even Soviet Russia. 

- Italy, in agreement with England, did nothing in the Danube Commission to hinder the 
development of the Danube community as it could damage maritime trade and implicitly 
damage the port of Trieste. 

- A direct connection of Russia with the Danube would prejudice both the plans of England and 
Italy. Germany, on the other hand, seeks decisive influence on the Danube communications 
policy and this to compensate for the possible loss of importance of the port of Hamburg. 

 
These were the reasons why at that moment there was a totally absurd state of things, that is "Europe's 
largest river flowing into the open sea, not having any communication links, either with Russia or with 
the rest world." [4] 
 
Consequently, the export of the Danubian countries was greatly diminished, meaning that the Little 
Entente had to assume the role of intermediary and creator of what France intended by the Tardieu 
plan.  
 
In the context in which the Little Entente had to have a direct link, by sea, with the rest of the world, 
but especially with Russia, it would have been tacit about using this way of communication by other 
state actors. 
 
The establishment of Lloyd of the Black Sea as a carrier of Black Sea and Danube communication 
policy was regarded as "a new era for Danubian politics and a basis for the realization of the Danube 
Confederation". 
 
Austria, Turkey, Bulgaria, still lacked political and economic orientation, and the gain of these spheres 
against Germany, Italy and the Great Powers was seen as an indisputable success of the Little Entente. 
 
The possible co-optation in the creation of this Lloyd of Austria, Bulgaria and Turkey was seen as a 
barrier to the German imperialist policy toward the Orient. 
 
In the absence of other allies, Turkey sought Russia's alliance, of which it had a traditional fear, while 
at the same time wielding the policy of the Great Powers, over which the former Empire had broken.  
 
Against this background, Turkey could appreciate a possible alliance with the Little Entente if it had 
an orientation towards the Black Sea and the Danube. 
 
Through this orientation, possible through the establishment of Lloyd's Black Sea, the Little Entente 
could take over the entire Danubian Confederation's initiative, shaping it in a manner that corresponds 
to its political and economic tendencies. 
 
The author argued that "changing the political orientation, which in fact is a magnification of the Little 
Entente by adding the other Danubian States, expresses itself through a concrete line upon which the 
Little Entente assures a decisive influence and would have the weight sufficient to counterbalance the 
politics of Italy and Germany, which, as seen at the very first Conference, the idea of the Danubian 
Confederation is not sympathetic " This political diagnosis was closely connected with the definitive 
internationalization not only of the Danube but also of its banks.  
 
To begin with, each Danubian state would provide the banks of the Danube from its territory, which 
had to form a free territory. 
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Later on, the result could be reached that both the Danube and its banks would be fully 
internationalized, thus removing the political obstacles that hampered the development of international 
communication on the river. 
 
After removing these political obstacles, the need to remove the technical ones,  the Iron Gates and the 
"Straits of the Danube", was pointed out, for which international funds could be obtained as proposed 
by France. 
 
Looking at the Danube at that time, it was clear that since 1878, at the Berlin Congress, all the 
Danubian States were rivaling each other for the Danube communication potential without any 
significant improvement. [2, 165] 
 
Throughout this period, Austria tried something larger in the Iron Gates, but it only reached a 
provisional solution, that is, at the Iron Gates Channel. 
 
Subsequently, Austria gave up this policy and started to deal more with Trieste, investing large 
amounts of money in the Alps railways. 
 
With these investments, Austria has embarked on a favorable policy for the Trieste harbor and the 
Alpine railways, to the detriment of the Danube, fueling its German-speaking policy, which wanted a 
Danube as it was in the time of the Turkish wars. 
 
Undoubtedly, Austria had no interest in the Danube becoming an international way of communication, 
as it helped the "Slavic and Roman peoples to the detriment of the German ones." 
 
At the time analyzed, Trieste was inherited by Italy, which directed the international trade of the 
Danubian States through Trieste, an area that could survive only if the transport on the Danube did not 
develop. 
 
The evidence supporting this vision was the Lloyd's Triestin tariff policy, which carried out any 
transport from Trieste to the mouths of the Danube with extremely low prices, and from the Danube 
mouths charges were several times higher. 
 
It was in the interests of the Danubian States, and especially of the States of the Little Entente, to 
create a free and independent road on the Danube, thus also becoming independent in the matter of 
transport. 
 
This idea could be achieved by a joint action and by the establishment of the Black Sea Lloyd which, 
at the beginning, had been an ideal, and then became a necessity without which the Danubian States 
could no longer exist if they did not want to lose their "European markets" because of the US 
competition that, precisely because of low-cost maritime means successfully fought against the export 
of the Danube countries, mostly grain. 
 
An export policy and exit from Germany and Italy influence could be achieved through Lloyd's Black 
Sea as well as through a communication base on which the entire economic development of the 
Danubian States should be supported. 
 
Lloyd as such did not just mean the launch of a large number of Black Sea ships to look for markets 
and "outlets creating communication lines and whose prosperity is not guaranteed in advance", but 
also a structure based on transport contracts with Succession States. 
 
Lloyd would have been granted by the participating States all the benefits that they still did not grant 
to reciprocity, although at that time they all unanimously recognized their need. 
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In support of his arguments, Jan Parek proposed that participants at the Little Entente Press 
Conference should address Foreign Ministers to set up a commission to study the issue, along with 
representatives of the Ministries of Trade, Finance and Communications, to develop and presented at 
the proximate meeting a fundamental outline of Black See Lloyd as the bearer of the common 
communication policy and the basis of the future confederation of the Danubian States. 
 
The urgency of addressing this issue stemmed also from the fact that Germany was making efforts to 
create Central-European Lloyd as a means of controlling the Danube by the German state. 
 
Jan Parek finally endorses the basic idea that "a unitary Danube communications policy over time 
would make the entire trade of the Danubian States absolutely intertwined, their industry and finances 
would become more accessible to the French initiative by Prime Minister Tardieu, meaning the 
economic and financial recovery of most of the Danubian States which, due to a unified economic 
policy, have come to the sad situation today." 
 

Conclusions 
In conclusion, we can appreciate that many of the ideas captured in the theme of the Danube 
Confederation can find their sustainability at the moment, thus contributing to a new valorization of 
the economic and geopolitical potential of the Danube and the Black Sea and implicitly to new 
assessments of the real potential of to each coastal state. 
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