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Preface 

There is quite large literature in connection with the integration plans of the Danube 

Basin, and the revival of these ideas may be useful in understanding the processes of today as 

well. My research focuses on the ideas that came to light during the Great Depression 1929-

33, those – along with good number of integration proposals – that have not yet been in the 

focus of academic research. 

The dissertation presents the Franco-German competition for the Danube Basin in the 

thirties through British diplomatic documents, which have not yet been elaborated on in the 

Hungarian literature.  

During my work I reviewed the Hungarian and English language literature in addition to the 

relevant documents of the National Archives of Hungary, the London Public Record Office, 

the Prime Minister's Office and the Foreign Office, including primary sources and 

publications. 

The Danube Basin in the twentieth century 

The Danube basin was influenced from the east and the west boundary by Russian and 

German populations. Before the Napoleonic wars and the birth of German unity this influence 

was only possibility, later it became a concrete influence in the region. There was no nation in 

the region that had a population which could come close to the power of the two neighboring 

populations. The combined population could not surpass that of Germany and could not even 

come close to the Russian Empire, while the unique ethnic mixture of the people has reduced 

the political potential of the population. In the beginning of the twentieth century the Danube 

Basin was understood to be a part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire.  

In the era of national revival nearly all nations in the Monarchy were dissatisfied with 

their status in the state. Some wanted to gain independence – like the Hungarians - others 

wanted to join the adjacent national state – such as the Romanians – and others wanted to 

achieve a leading role in the Monarchy – such as the Czechs and Slovaks. 

The region's external vulnerability, the role of state balance within Europe and their 

dynamic economic growth, has lead the cohesion of the Monarchy to be stronger than the 

strain of the empire’s ethnic tensions for a long period of time. It was to be expected, 

however, that the temporary termination of the above factors may give way to the emerging 

nationalist tendencies. 



The reorganization of the region took place after the World War I. The Austro-Hungarian 

Monarchy has been cut up into seven parts. In some areas, new states were born in other parts 

small states was connected to existing states. 

The post-war borders were better suited to ethnic criteria, but since retreated through the 

mixed population areas could include ethnically foreign bodies. A number of ethnic demands 

were ignored, so the centuries-old problem of the region got just another sign. 

The new borders also caused serious problems within Central Europe's economy. While 

the pre-war borders acted on the economic units and geographical realities the new national 

borders separated economically and geographically closely coherent areas and disintegrated 

the region's economic unity.  In the common customs territory of the former Monarchy seven 

states guarded their customs borders with jealousy.

After the chaos of post-war period the Danube Basin countries could hope to start their 

economies only through foreign loans and capital imports.  The renovation occurred in the 

mid-twenties which resulted in an economic boom that started in the second half of the 

decade, and came to an end with the Great Depression in 1929. 

The growth within the Danube states’ economy was particularly hard hit by the crisis. The 

prosperity of the countries of the Danube valley was built on the two pillars of Western 

capital imports and favorable agricultural prices. European bank failures led to foreign 

creditors to revoke all credit that could be terminated. The oversupply due to the crisis caused 

a sharp fall in the price of agricultural products.

The global economic crisis had terminated the growth cycle of the twenties in the Danube 

Basin and also questioned the concept of a self-sufficient economy in the small successor 

states. 

The global economic crisis has had far-reaching political consequences, which appeared 

in the life of both the Danube countries and international politics. 

Among the great powers France exercised the greatest influence on the Danube Basin 

after World War I. The Franco-German reconciliation plans culminated with the signing of 

the Locarno treaties, which however only guaranteed the western frontier of Germany. The 

fears that Germany would use its economic might in matters of foreign affairs lead France to 

work on a wider security system. France also had to pose the question whether the Little 

Entente will be strong enough to impede the activated Germany, and whether it would be 

appropriate to work out a political system, in which all the Danube states could participate. 

England was unresponsiveness to the problems of the continent, but by monitoring the 

events the country took great care in maintaining the European balance of power. It was 



assumed that it would support any initiative that helps the enforcement of this principle, and 

will oppose any proposal which involves hegemonic ambitions. 

Germany after more than ten years of passivity, stepped up as an initiator in the region. 

The aim of the activity was to re-secure the traditional Central European markets and thereby 

reaffirm Germany's economic presence in the region.

The global economic crisis urged the states of the Central and Eastern European region to 

revise their policy that were developed after the peace treaties near Paris. In the vicinity of 

Germany the leaders of successor states also had to realize that the threat is more significant 

than it was believed to be after the special post-war situation. Moreover, they had to realize 

that the Danube Basin even with the French support is not able to resist a possible German 

expansion. The economic crisis has led to the discovery that the economy of the former 

Monarchy could give security against the unpredictable strikes. The conclusions showed the 

same direction: the states should follow open foreign and economic policy and should not 

isolate themselves. 

The Mitteleuropa plans 

The German plans that came to light during the Great Depression were the reincarnations 

of the Mitteleuropa plans, aimed at the eastward expansion of Germany. The purpose of the 

Mitteleuropa plans were to carry out the world power ambitions of Germany under the 

economic power of the Empire, the huge region from the Baltic to Trieste and to the Black 

Sea (the so called Intermediate-Europe). This region with Turkey could provide the Berlin-

Bagdad axis to Germany. 

The programs were conceived during World War I, by Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg, by 

General Eric von Falkenhayn and by the Lutheran theologian Friedrich Naumann had a 

common basic idea: the German-led European Economic Association. Differences, which 

were closely linked to the military success or failure during the war, were about the extent of 

the alliance and the modus operandi. However, the realization of the vision occurred only 

with the Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918, when Germany and Austria-Hungary 

created the "Eastern Empire" from the East Sea to the Black Sea. Finally, a reluctant Hungary 

frightened by the German occupation, the opposition of the German industrialists and the 

Prussian agrarian lobby, the debate on the status of Poland and mostly the negative 

developments on the battlefield, and the subsequent collapse of the Central Powers led to the 

failure of the dream of Mitteleuropa. 



The Briand Plan, the agrarian block and the Austro-German customs union 

French Prime Minister Aristide Briand, using the ideas of Count Coudenhove Kalergi, the 

initiator of the Pan European Movement, outlined a new kind of European unity on September 

5, 1929, at the 10th anniversary General Assembly meeting of the League of Nations. In his 

speech he urged unity and suggested that 27 European countries should create the European 

Union. 

The motives of the plan include both the European and the overseas political 

considerations of France. Paris worried about the world economic superiority of the United 

States and with the proposal she wanted to achieve a European counterweight. As for the 

European political ambitions the Briand plan aimed to establish the security of France. Briand 

perceived that the Locarno treaty itself was not sufficient for the long-term preservation of 

peace in Europe. He would have liked to widen his reconciliation policy to European 

dimensions with the pan-European proposal.  

The United States and the Soviet Union opposed the plan because Briand had omitted 

them from his idea of Pan-Europe. England did not like the French overexpansion, Germany 

which was economically heavily dependent upon the United States, did not agree with the 

anti-American element of the idea. The Briand-plan was not supported by the small states 

either. The idea was too French for the other great powers, and too focused on the great 

powers for the small states to support it. 

The idea of creating an agrarian cartel which could help in the utilization of the 

agricultural surpluses of the Central and Eastern European region was induced by the Briand-

plan. The failure of the idea was caused by two factors. Czechoslovakia which elevated itself 

as a regional power covertly opposed the idea. Beneš, who had repeatedly argued for Central 

European unity, was only willing to accept a Prague led cooperation. The agrarian block was 

initiated by Hungary, which was always dangerous in the eyes of Czechoslovakia, and the 

"rival ally" Poland would have had a decisive role in the formation. This was sufficient for 

Beneš to prevent the association, despite the fact that it would have undermined the goals of 

Czechoslovakia’s main adversary Germany.

The other reason for the failure of the agrarian block was the economic weakness of the 

region. The countries in the area could not feel safe even if they could come together, so they 

finally had to yield to the strict realities of the economy. The countries of the block could not 



dispense with Germany’s market even for a short period of time, so the unity remained an 

illusion. 

The Austrian Customs Union announced on March 19, 1931, was a real shock in 

international politics. The draft fit well into the foreign policy strategy, which was announced 

by Stresemann in 1930. The most important element of the program was to establish the 

superiority of the German economy, which could squeeze out the rival France from the 

Danube Basin.  

Despite the fact, that the customs union besides great power ambitions, also had a crisis 

management and marketing element within it, France regarded the plan as a political issue 

rather than an economic one. France found that the plan was the first step towards the 

Anschluss, it was a breach of the peace agreement and the October 1922 Geneva Protocol. 

The draft also caused jitters in Paris because as it turned out from the ambassadors’ reports 

Budapest, and even Bucharest and Belgrade could consider accession. This brought the 

nightmare of a significant block in the Quai d'Orsay. 

It is no coincidence that Briand draws a parallel between the 1917 draft of Mitteleuropa 

and the customs union plan. This made it clear that Paris regards the intentions of association 

as a revival of German great power ambitions and it will prevent it by all means. 

Berlin could have no doubt in the French position, but they could have confidence in 

winning the support of the British politicians sympathizing with free trade principles. As 

England observed the continental struggles from the sidelines, especially analysts in the 

Foreign Office stressed the need for a correction of the Versailles peace system. They pointed 

out the contradiction of the simultaneous German economic and French political presence in 

Central Europe, which could lead to series of conflicts even in the short term. Several British 

diplomats considered that without the fulfillment of the legitimate needs of Germany and 

Hungary, a lasting peace cannot be achieved in Europe. 

The Ministry of Commerce had not objected to the German Austrian customs union 

formation because it was expected to boost sales in Europe. The traditional free-trade minded 

British politicians did not like the breaking up of the Danube Valley. The Customs Union was 

a step toward European integration and therefore it did not raise objection in the economic 

policy of Great Britain. 

Britain did not support the customs union for several reasons. Most importantly, London 

was busy with her own imperial problems and did not feel she should particularly expose 

herself to a European issue which was basically indifferent for her. Thus, London chose the 



less problematic solution in the short term and decided to maintain the status quo by 

supporting France. 

France, of course, immediately swung into action. Paris leaned back on a considerable 

wealth of gold and foreign exchange reserves from the reparations, and through loans she 

diverted the wavering Danube States from the German alternative. In addition to the bilateral 

negotiations France also hastily assembled its own draft. The preferential regime of "Plan 

Constructif" ushered in a new direction and vision for the cooperation and also provided 

special benefits for the weakest link, Austria. 

However, the preferential system was strictly rejected by England at that time. London 

would not hear of giving up the principle of the most favored nation, and therefore it rigidly 

refused the proposal of Paris. 

Italy was opposed to the customs union, but did not want to rule out the chance of perspective 

cooperation with Germany. Rome was reluctant to form a definite opinion on the matter and 

tried to reap the benefits of the customs union conflict by playing an "uninterested abstaining" 

role. 

Czechoslovakia’s stance could not be doubtful. Prague as the main ally of France was 

terrified by the German activity, so it never occurred to it to ponder with the potential 

economic benefits of the customs union, or the chances of accession. Czechoslovak Foreign 

Minister Beneš, said that his country will not tolerate an economic union, which would in 

reality be synonymous with German hegemony and which would lead to the end of 

Czechoslovakia. 

The fate of the Austro-German customs union was no longer in doubt. With regard to the 

expected developments the two countries terminated the contract in September 1931. 

The Beneš plan, the integration plan of Italy, Hungary and Austria, and the English 

customs union concept  

The economic crisis encouraged the politicians of the Danube Basin countries to review 

their neighborhood policies and look for the possibilities of economic cooperation. However, 

the intention of cooperation was sincere and unconditional mainly at the professional level. 

Allen Leeper, the influential British Foreign Officer, later the founder of the British 

Council called the Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Beneš the greatest political liar in Europe. 

In an unusual diplomatic statement he was criticizing Beneš’s Danube integration draft which 

was altered several times. Beneš’s plan presented in the autumn of 1931 was not lead by 



selfless willingness to cooperate, but was brought to life by the regional power ambitions of 

Czechoslovakia and the fear of the German threat. 

The crux of the Beneš plan was the question of Hungarian and Austrian participation. The 

minister knew that it is impossible to create a viable economic unit without them in the 

region, but the prerequisite for the inclusion of Vienna and Budapest was that they take accept 

the leading role of Czechoslovakia in the Union. This caused revulsion not only in the 

countries concerned, but provoked disapproval by England and France as well. 

The economic plan of Beneš was most vehemently opposed by Germany. Berlin was 

forced to abandon the idea of the Austro-German customs union, but that did not mean that 

she retired into passivity. The ghost of the Franco-German reconciliation has completely 

vanished by now, and Beneš’ French-oriented economic reunification plan was not observed 

without suspicion on the Wilhelmstrasse. 

Italy was also not fond of the planned Central European collaboration, which left her out. 

Kalman Kanya Hungarian ambassador in Berlin recalled that during the peace talks, Italy was 

the main supporter among the major powers of the dismemberment of the Monarchy, in order 

to get rid of at least one of her great power neighbors. It is evident therefore, that Italy did not 

want to have a common border with any new economic and political congregation. 

As for the economic and political cohesion of the future union Sir Joseph Addison the 

British Ambassador in Prague sent a telling report to London. Bohumír Bradá , Czechoslovak 

Minister of Agriculture refused the Yugoslav-Romanian cooperation referring to the high 

cultural level of the Czechoslovak people, which was not comparable to the Yugoslav, 

Romanian or Polish standard. Minister Bradá ’s slip of the tongue is a typical example of the 

haughty nationalism of the interwar period. 

With the abstention of Hungary, the indifference of Austria, and the clear rejection by 

Italy and Germany, the uncertain French support was not enough. Due to the unfavorable 

reception, Beneš decided to withdraw his draft. 

The Italian opposition of the Beneš plan, however, did not mean that the Palazzo Chigi 

was indifferent to the events that were happening in the region. The Italian government had 

already been working for several years on the draft of an Italian-Hungarian-Austrian co-

operation. The ex-Prime Minister István Bethlen visited Rome on January 14, 1932 and he 

met with Mussolini. He stated that although he came to the Italian capital in non official 

capacity, he was empowered to make a specific proposal in an important political issue 

involving both Italy and Hungary, with the knowledge and consent of the regent and the 

Hungarian government. Bethlen explained that the export-oriented Hungarian economy is 



unable to sell its agricultural products, so it has fallen into a disastrous state. The only solution 

would be to establish a customs union between Hungary, Italy and Austria. Mussolini said 

that Bethlen’s plan was fully compatible with his political concept. The ex-Prime Minister of 

Hungary also held productive discussions about his idea in Vienna, so he could start to carry 

out his plan with favorable signals. 

The continuation was not so simple however. A few days after the negotiations in Rome a 

government crisis began in Austria and the Austrians stated that co-operation could expand to 

the Brocchi system in the farthest and they could not see the opportunity for establishment of 

the customs union. A similar statement was made by the German Ambassador in Budapest. 

England had its own ideas about the economic reconstruction of the Danube Basin. 

Because of the internal political difficulties and the troublesome dominions Central Europe 

could not be at the center of the British diplomatic interests. The elements of the traditional 

balance policy still influenced the actions of the foreign policy leaders. The main objective of 

the Central European policy of England was to avoid the rivalry of the continental powers in 

the Danube Valley. 

London did not welcome Germany’s hegemonic expansion in the Danube Basin so she 

opposed the German-Austrian customs union. However, she did not wish the total 

displacement of Berlin, because this could lead to the rise of the already strengthened German 

Nazi. England worked on creating a kind of equilibrium in the Franco-German competition. 

This is how it was possible that the Beneš plan hadn’t even disappeared from the 

diplomatic scene, yet the Foreign Office experts had developed a new draft. The plan could 

boost the vegetating economy of the Danube countries replacing the Austro-German customs 

union and the other obsolete proposals. The British Foreign Office's proposal, of course, was 

inspired by actual British economic interests. England was still the largest investor in Central 

Europe, with its 80.5 million pounds, significantly ahead of the 51.4 million investment of 

France. One could not doubt that the proposal of the Foreign Office was also intended to save 

British capital invested in Central Europe. Furthermore it was not hard to see the political 

balance considerations within the proposal. London was frightened by both the overexpansion 

of France, and by the economic chaos in Central Europe which would promote the possibility 

for the expansion of Germany. 

The proposal aimed at the customs union of Hungary, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Romania, 

Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. Regarding the nature of economic cooperation in the light of history 

it was obvious that London was opposed to any preferential system in the Danube Valley, 

since the introduction of such a system would force the great powers to renounce their most 



favored nation status. Such a renunciation was incompatible with the free-trade British 

economic policy, and would hurt the interests of the dominions, which for their own part 

would continue to insist on maintaining the principle of most favored nation. 

Berlin and Rome both sent a negative response to the British memorandum. 

The refusal by the Germans was mainly based on economic considerations. The principal of 

the German economic policy was that South-Eastern Europe should be made the number one 

export area of Germany, so the Wilhelmstrasse viewed the customs union as a threat to 

German interests. Significant political factors also played a role in the negative decision. The 

British had already stated during the planning: the new system is to replace the failed Austro-

German customs union. And even if the Germans could not keep the customs union issue on 

the agenda, they would not hear of any solution to Austria’s problems that would be 

conducted with the exclusion of Germany. 

The Italian rejection was also obvious, since the British customs union plan endangered 

the emerging Italian-Hungarian-Austrian block. A few days before the arrival of the British 

memorandum Mussolini and Grandi discussed with István Bethlen the widening of the 

Brocchi-system. Realization of the British draft would have meant the failure of the Italian led 

formation. 

Paris responded positively at first. Robert Coulondre, the head of the Department of 

Commerce in the Quai d’ Orsay informed British ambassador Lord Tyrrell, that the French 

government was not against the creation of a customs union in the Danube Basin. He added, 

however, that the implementation of the plan in the near future was inconceivable. 

London's proposal was not sympathetic among the Danube countries either. Austria 

opposed any proposed customs union, from which Germany was excluded. Budapest and 

Prague were afraid that the predominantly agrarian union only adds to the serious problems 

because the involvement of Romania and Yugoslavia would have significantly increased the 

accumulated and unmanageable amount of grain. Belgrade saw the resurrection of the former 

Habsburg Monarchy in the draft, and was therefore against it. 

London did not despair because of the rejections. One of the diplomatic analyses 

considered them natural, but also considered very important to carry out the custom union.  

Sir Orme Sargent the head of the Central European Department in the Foreign Office 

emphasized that a custom union was the right answer to the economic problems of the 

Danube states and that Britain alone amongst the great powers was capable of promoting a 

solution. If the Danube countries failed to recognize this and things continued as they were, it 

would not be long “before the Austrian Pan-Germans, Czech agrarians and Hungarian 



industrialists were one and all standing in queues outside different branches of the same soup 

kitchen.”    

 Accordingly, the Foreign Office diplomats continued to work on the implementation of 

the plan. The British customs union proposal was only scrapped from the agenda on March 

11, 1932, more than a week after the newly appointed French Prime Minister André Tardieu 

announced his plan for Danube cooperation. 

Peak and decline: the Tardieu Plan 

André Tardieu sent a memorandum to the British and Italian governments on March 2. 

Describing the critical economic state of the Danube countries he pointed out, that the 

proposed crisis management suggested by London meets insurmountable obstacles both 

politically and economically. Therefore he proposed the implementation of a preferential 

arrangement between Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Yugoslavia and Romania.

The French Prime Minister hoped that the capital strength of France and the support of 

London and Rome will be sufficient for the implementation of his plan, so he did not inform 

Germany about his ideas. He ended up doing so after British pressure, but the great power 

arrogance of the announcement backfired later on.  

Germany was faced with a difficult situation regarding the Tardieu Plan. The opposition 

of the proposal could not be doubted. However, the German politicians were reluctant to 

engage in an open French-German clash a few months before the Lausanne Conference. The 

leaders of the German foreign policy had nonetheless feared that France will be able to 

implement the plan. 

Germany sought allies to prevent the plans. Berlin's attention turned primarily to Rome. 

The German politicians took every opportunity to express the full unity between the 

viewpoints of Berlin and Rome. The official German response given on March 15 stressed 

that the German idea is in agreement with the Italian concept, and it was born by taking into 

account the wishes of the Italian government in some cases. 

Another aspect of the German tactic aimed at disrupting the unity of the brewing French 

alliance. Germany using her economic strength offered trade agreements to Austria, Hungary 

and Romania based on preferential customs duties. 

Czechoslovakia supported the Tardieu plan, since it would have strengthened 

Czechoslovakia’s leadership in the Danube Basin, and would also guarantee to keep Germany 

at distance from the region. The British, however, desired to organize the conference on the 



Danube preferential system without the Danube states and to give unilateral concessions to 

Austria and Hungary. Beneš did not like the idea because this would have reduced the role of 

Czechoslovakia. He considered that the favoring of Austria and Hungary was against the 

interests of the Little Entente and therefore he vehemently opposed it. 

The Belgrade government harmonized its stance regarding the French plan with the 

leaders of the Little Entente states. The Yugoslav Prime Minister summarized their views on 

March 23, 1932 in a speech held before the Senate. He pointed out that the any political 

content of the draft was undesirable, and anything referring to any restoration of the Austro-

Hungarian Monarchy was out of the question. The plan should only be limited to the countries 

along the Danube. According to Marinkovics the participation of the Great Powers should be 

avoided, otherwise the Danubian economic deal "would be given strong political overtones." 

The Prime Minister also stressed that the bilateral agreements between the Danube states 

should not have vacated the economic relations with outside partners of the Danube Basin. 

The Romanian diplomacy accepted the Tardieu initiative with reservations. Bucharest 

feared that the participation in the French plan could jeopardize the economic relations with 

Germany. Tardieu questioned the Romanian ambassador in Geneva about the German 

economic co-operation. Titulescu said that it was not in Romania’s interest to move away 

from its major ally, but it also didn’t want to become an enemy of Germany. 

The Austrian media greeted the French proposal with great interest, but noted without any 

animosity that Austria could not consider a preferential scheme which excluded Germany. 

The country was in a critical situation so the government was not in a position to refuse the 

high-power initiative without a thorough study. Vienna made all possible efforts to achieve 

preferred status for Austria in the draft and successfully intervened in London. 

The Tardieu plan was met with a warm response in the Budapest government circles. The 

Minister of Foreign Affairs of Hungary, Lajos Walko regarded three questions as extremely 

important. Accepting the Danube cooperation he stressed that Hungary should continue to 

search for markets beyond the Danube countries. Walko called attention to Hungary's central 

location, which due to the transit transport could be especially beneficial in the event of the 

region's economic recovery. Finally, he emphasized that the financial bailout was a 

prerequisite for any economic cooperation in the area, which would not only solve the 

problems of the Danube basin, but it would be beneficial to the economy of Europe as well. 

The first Italian resolutions were not repulsive. Grandi said that Italy will not stay away 

from any kind of constructive economic formation. The foreign minister added, however, that 

he counted on the collaboration of Germany. 



In fact, Rome did not desire either Paris or Berlin's presence in the Danube Basin. Grandi 

did not support the French plan, but in a conversation with the German Ambassador he 

declined the proposal for German-Italian cooperation as well. The foreign minister said the 

Italian policy had not distanced itself from France to move into the shadow of Germany right 

away. Grandi considered that Paris hoped political gain while Berlin aimed at economic 

benefits by becoming active in the Danube region. Italy was cautioned by Paris’s and Berlin’s 

presence in the region because they threatened the ambitions of Rome in the Danube Basin. 

To win Rome’s favors Tardieu negotiated with the Italian delegate Paolo De Michelis in 

Geneva and suggested that France was ready to support the legitimate demands of Italy in the 

Red Sea. The experienced politician had a great feel for the subject that can pique the interest 

of Rome. It was obvious that while in France the eastern security, in Italy the colonial 

question was the most important problem. Tardieu’s offer however remained unanswered. It 

is likely that Rome wanted to wait for the upcoming elections. 

The French-Italian agreement therefore was not established, but it was also obvious that 

alone Italy was not able to connect the Danube countries to itself. But it was obvious from the 

Italian and German response to the French memorandum, that there was a unity in their view 

which could lead to an evolving alliance as well. 

Previously, Britain refused to waive the right of the most favored nation clause because of 

imperial reasons, so she discouraged all preferential treatment based collaboration. On the 

September 21, 1931, however, London deviated from the gold standard, which was soon 

followed by the devaluation of the pound and then by the abandoning of the principle of free 

trade. The British government dealt with the question of the Danube at the cabinet meeting on 

March 16. It was generally supported that in the long term England was more interested in 

stabilizing Central Europe than sticking to the most favored nation principle. Thus, the 

Cabinet accepted the proposal of Foreign Minister Sir John Simon, and decided to accept 

without prejudice the preferential system, and waives the right to MFN. However, the 

government decided that any further financial aspect of the issue requires new government 

decisions. The last decision revealed that the British flexibility had considerable limitations.  

Regarding the further Danube policy of Britain there was no complete agreement between 

the foreign experts. Sir Horace Rumbold, British ambassador in Berlin believed that the 

strengthening of the economic and political influence of Germany in the region was a 

necessary process, and it was only a logical consequence of the current economic conditions. 

Therefore, because of historical and geographical reasons Germany was the number one 

partner in the region, and it would not be wise to prevent her natural aspirations. Sir Orme 



Sargent, the head of the Central European Department in the Foreign Office considered it 

desirable to control the Anschluss and the "Drang nach Osten" and therefore he highly 

recommended all drafts that would strengthened the economic independence of the Danube 

countries. The excellent diplomat believes that the German hegemony was nothing better than 

the French because it would lead to direct conflict between economic and political forces, 

which threatens the region's peaceful national development as much as any other factor, that 

changes the area into the battleground of the Franco-German diplomatic rivalry. 

Foreign Secretary John Simon who supported the Danube resolution offered negotiations 

to the French. However, it soon became apparent during the negotiations between Tardieu and 

MacDonald that the reconstruction required approximately $40 million, which the French 

prime minister thought to provide through the collaboration of British financial institutions 

and with international guarantee, which was rigidly refused by MacDonald. Britain's interest 

in the Danube Valley was limited and during the crisis it was out of the question that London 

would make financial sacrifices for a peripheral problem and would paid the bill for the 

French expansion. 

The German delegation's task in the London conference was to prevent the 

implementation of the Tardieu plan. This was not difficult with the failure of the British 

support. Especially since Italy who was building up a system of bilateral agreements showed 

to be a willing ally in this regard. 

The crisis-induced economic unification plans, reached a similar fate as the integration 

ideas of the previous periods: As unrealized theories they have become the subject of 

historical studies. The interests of great powers and the tension caused by the short-

sightedness of nationalism prevented unity, and made it impossible for the states to make their 

decisions with their long-term interests in mind. 

After the economic crisis the European countries and the states in the region had to face 

the great power ambitions of the strengthened Germany. After World War II the problem of 

the large space-economy and autarky briefly became current again. Later the area became the 

victim of the Soviet expansion as it was predicted by the thinkers of the twenties. Almost half 

a century had to pass, when due to the large European reorganization/ restructuring of the 

nineties, the countries of the Danube Basin, except the majority of the former Yugoslavian 

republics, became the members of the European Union and got customs and partially currency 

union with most of the states on the continent. To catch up on the historical backlog will still 

take a long time. 


