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In conformity with a resolution adopted by the Sub-Committee on Inland Navigation 
at its third session, in agreement with the Sub-Committee on Transport by Rail, a 
Committee was appointed to examine the questions contained in the chapter of the report 
of l\Ir. Walker D. Hines on Rhine Navigation entitled "Railway Competition"- and the 
parts of the report of Mr. Hines on Danube navigation relating to competition 
between rail and water transport. 

The Committee designated by the Chairman of the Advisory and Technical Committee
for Communications and Transit, in agreement with the Chairman of the two Sub
Committees concerned, was composed of l\I. Julien EBERHARDT, then Under-Secretary 
of State at the )Iinistry of Railways in Warsaw; Lt. Commander Cecil M. DILLox, British 
Technical Delegate to the International •Danube Commission, and the undersigned, who 
was designated as Chairman of the Committee. __ _ 

The Committee has now terminated its work and I have the honour to submit herewith 
the report which it unanimously adopted at its last meeting, held in Geneva on March 8th, 
1939. . 

S. u. N. ~t75 (F.), \1:0:5 (A.) ~1-29 Imp. de Ia Tribune de (.;eneve. 

(Signecl) Eli F. HECKSCHER, 

Professor of Pol-itical Economy 
at Stockholm Unirersity. 
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I. PLAN OF ENQUIRY. 

The present investigation owes its origin to the recommendations made by l\Ir. Walker 
D. Hines in his reports on Rhine and- to a less extent- Danube navigation dated .August 
20th, 1925. Extracts of these reports are given as .Annex .A to the present report. 

Mr. Hines had been struck by the unanimity of the complaints of Belgian, Dutch, 
French and German shipping interests as to the unfavourable effect upon Rhine navigation 
resulting from recent developments of railway competition. .As to the Danube, he confined 
himself to recommending a closer co-operation between railways and navigation companies, 
at the same time, however, pointing out some instances of railway rates prejudicial to Danube 
navigation. With regard to the Rhine, he considered the situation as immensely complicated 
and consequently recommended a thoroughgoing re-examination of the whole problem as 
to the justification for the present rates of the German, French and Belgian railways. In 
order to conduct such an enquiry, the .Advisory and Technical Committee for 
Communications and Transit appointed the present Sub-Committee. 

It was clear beforehand that a number of questions must arise in the course of such an 
investigation. The Committee has attempted to throw light upon the following problems:-

The first, in logical sequence, are the changes in traffic which have taken place since 
before the war, in so far as they bear upon the relative position of railways and waterways 
in Central Europe and particularly the two gTeat rivers in question. .As the map of Europe 
has changed fundamentally in the meantime, a number of factors have been at work> and 
it would be a grave mistake to attribute the re-distribution of trade between railways and 
waterways simply to the rate policy pursued by the former. Further, the economic life of 
Central Europe has taken on rather a different character since the delivering of the report 
of Mr. Hines, so that opinions expressed to him at that time need not apply at the present 
moment. .All those things, therefore, will want to be investigated as thoroughly as 
conditions admit, before the different factors are studied at all by themselves. 

For this reason, all available statistics have been ransacked and thoroughly sifted. 
Unfortunately, they are very unevenly distributed over the field of investigation ; and the 
fullness of data available for part of it may even give a false impression, in so far as it gives 
undue preference to some parts as compared with others. Though statistics of .German 
inland navigation as well as railway traffic do not give all the information to be wished for 
and are not always very easy to make use of for the purposes of the Committee, still they 
are much fuller than any other part of the statistical materials. .As a matter of fact, it is 
impossible to conduct a close enquiry into any of the subjects of the Committee not covered 
by German statistics of transport, with the single exception of those treated by the reports 
of the Rhine Commission. It follows, in the first place, that the study must unavoidably 
be confined mainly to the Rhine, with the addition of some figures for German railway and 
river traffic as a whole. 

No materials of the same sort exist for the principal part of Danube transportation 
and even less for transport in the south-east of Europe generally, territorial changes, 
besides, excluding comparisons to a great extent, even if statistical materials were 
available. But even with regard to the Rhine a certain one-sidedness is as unavoidable as 
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it is regrettable ; for what can be studied is principally competition between the German 
railways and Rhine navigation, because statistics of transport of the same character are 
non-existent with regard .to railways of the rest of the riparian States. However, this 
has not been considered as a sufficient reason for giving up this part of the enquiry ; it only 
makes it necessary to remind the reader of the limitations of the results reached. 

This statistical enquiry has been carried on by the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
in the first place, having been entrusted to l\L G. Frumkin, of the Economic and Financial 
Section ; but valuable help has also been given by M. Hostie, Secretary to the Rhine 
Commission, besides the assistance given throughout the enquiry by members of the 
Transit Section of the Secretariat. The results of the statistical enquiry are given in full as 
Annex B to the present report, but the principal results are summarised in the report itself. 

The next problem refers to the causes of this development, in so far as these do not 
follow immediately from the grouping of the statistical material. What call for closer 
investigation in this connection are clearly the measures taken by the different railway 
systems influencing competition with the waterways. Several lines of study have been 
followed in this connection. 

First, one of the members of the Committee has discussed the situation as it appeared 
to those interested in navigation on the Rhine and the Danube and has received a great 
deal of valuable information, written or oral, from them. All this has been summarised in 
Annex C to the present report. It ought to be pointed out, however, that these materials 
were mostly collected already in 1926 and that matters may have changed as to more points 
than one in the meantime. The Committee has been unable to begin this investigation afresh 
and gives the materials for what they are worth. 

Next, the opinions of railway experts have been asked for. Dr. vV. Spiess, a director 
=.of the. Deutsche Reichsbahngesellschaft, has been pleased to discuss the problems of his 

railway sistem with the Committee and has favoured it with several papers explaining 
the policy pursued by the German railways. The French railway authorities have also 
furnished some valuable information. For the Belgian and Dutch railways some materials 
have. been collected. Observations by the railway administrations of certain riparian 
countries of the Danube have also been received. These materials are reproduced in 
Annex D. 

Actual developments of German railway rates have also been studied and summarised 
in the report itself, some detailed tables being given in Annex D. Also developments of river 
freights, self-cost and transhipment cost on the Rhine and Danube have been studied. 
These papers are given as Annex E. 

·_It must be pointed out that, in this case also, German conditions have been more fully 
treated than the rest, on account of the nature of .the available sources. As to France and 
Belgium, the stabilisation of the exchanges is of such recent occurrence that materials for 
years of normal monetary conditions do not yet exist. 

ThY; finishes the work of documentation. The next step will be to draw conclusions 
from the facts thus presented. 

It has been found impossible to do this without going into general principles of rate
making. The interested parties have spoken a great deal about unfair competition,. too 
high and too low rates, too little use being made of the waterways and so on. Mr. Hines is 
on safer ground in saying that different interests ought to be able to agree that broad public 
policy,· both from a national standpoint and from an international standpoint, makes it 
desirable that the Rhine [and the Danube] should continue to carry the traffic which they are 
naturally adapted to carry on an economical basis. But all these views presuppose the 
existence of principles of rate-making. The application of these rules must be based upon a 
knowledge of the self-cost of railway and waterway traffic. . 

A study of self-costs ought therefore to have been included in the work of 
documentation, but they are unfortunately extremely difficult to attain, and it has therefore 
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been impossible to conduct a particular enquiry in their field, with the exception of the few· 
figur~s given for the rivers in Annex E and some figures for railways quoted in the text 
of the report itself. A. very painstaking study of them with regard to the two French railway 
systems, those of the Chemins de fer de l'Est and the Chemins de fer duN ord, was made before 
the war by l\L Colson and l\L l\Iarlio and presented to the Congress of the International Union 
of Railways in 1910; for the Swedish railways an even more extensive investigation has been 
made on behalf of the Swedish State railways. But with regard to post-war conditions 
nothing is known to exist except some rather summary, though certainly important, figures 
for the German railway system, published by Dr. Tecklenburg, a director of the DeutRche 
Reichsbahngesellschaft. Consequently, this vital part of the subject cannot be treated in 
the way which might be wished for, and the conclusions must therefore also be somewhat 
tentative. 

What has now been said refers to the general problems of competition between 
railways and waterways in Central Europe, and it will be necessary to start with 
such a study as a whole, in order to prevent results from being biassed. But 
when coming to the question of conclusions the case is different, for important parts 
of the problem must be said to fall outside the competence of the League of Nations : 
because it is clear that a problem is no concern of an international institution except in 
so far as international interests are involved, or in cases where international co-operation 
is regarded necessary by interested countries in order to solve national problems, which 
is not the present case. Now, perhaps even the most eager controversies on the subject 
have concerned chiefly different interested parties belonging to the same country. They 
must be left aside in the present enquiry and attention concentrated upon cases where 
international interests are treated differently from national ones. It is far from easy, 
it is true, to distinguish between cases where only national interests are .involved and 
cases of international concern; but this problem will be dealt with' more fully in Sect.i.--n..TV -
of this report, as it can there be exemplified with the help of actual conditions. 

It is not conclusive that the motives of railway policy have been to show favour or 
disfavour of one set of interests or another. For it is quite possible that, even if the 
intention has been to favour national interests, say, national seaports, at the cost of foreign 
ports, the policy pursued has still been in accordance with sound principles of rate-making ; 
and if so, there can be no ground for further investigation. The policy actually pursued 
must be tested by its conformity to principles of rate-making, and only if it cannot stand that 
test must it be considered unfortunate from the point of view of the economics of railway 
and waterway transportation. 

What easily converts the competition between railways and waterways into a clash 
between national and international interests in the first place is the fact that railway 
transport in Central Europe is entrusted to national enterprises, whether State or privately 
owned; whereas in inland navigation the character of transport renders it possible to 
permit of its being carried by shipping concerns of various countries -and, in fact, either 
owing to international obligations or to the national law of the countries concerned, transport 
on most rivers or canals of Central Europe can be effected by ships of different countries. 
This is particularly the case for international rivers, which all the great rivers of Central 
Europe are. 

A policy which favours railways and hampers waterways will therefore often appear 
to reserve its benefits exclusively to nationals and let the damage fall partly upon foreigners. 
Whether this is a correct view or not does not now concern us; it is mentioned here only-in 
order to show why and under which conditions competition between railways and 
waterways becomes an international problem. The fact that at times it becomes so has been 
the reason for the investigations of Mr. Hines, and the limits set to them are also those of 
this Committee, appointed to supplement his work in one important respect. In one case 
as in the other, the findings are confined to the international aspect of the subject, though 
the facts adduced in the case of this Committee cover more ground. · 
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Most of what has now been said refers only to the Rhine. As to the Danube, the poverty 
of statistics of transport makes a much more summary treatment necessary. However, it 
goes without saying that neither in this case has the investigation been carried beyond its 
international effects. 

II. GENERAL DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSPORTATION IN CENTRAL EUROPE 
SINCE THE WAR. ACTUAL CHANGES IN DISTRIBUTION BETWEEN RAIL 

AND WATER, WITH PARTICULAR REGARD TO THE RHINE. 

As stated at the close of the preceding part of the report, the data available for 
transport statistics on the Danube are very meagre. Consequently, the statistical enquiry 
into the development of transportation had to be confined to Germany and the Rhine. 

On the basis of an extensive statistical enquiry already mentioned, the results of 
which are laid down in Annex B, ·the main lines of actual development as to Central Europe 
and the Rhine in particular will here be indicated, referring to the Annex for detailed 
statements aud proofs of conclusions stated. - ' 

Rail and River Traffic. 

A general view of the development as a whole will give the necessary background. 
Statistics of the physical quantities of goods carried by rail and water suggest that, 

after a severe slump in the years immediately following the war, the Gerinan water traffic 
made recently an important progress, which was even more pronounced than in the case of 
railways. Its relative importance as compared with the traffic by rail, which had fallen 
·from 21.6 per cent in 1913 to less than 12 per cent in 1921, has been in recent years 
around and sometimes even above the pre-war level (see Annex B, Table 3 ). The remarkable 
increase in 192.6 is easily explained by the heavy shipments of coal during the British coal 
strike, but 1927 showed again an important rise. Traffic by rail has suffered far more from 
the cession of some provinces than the water traffic, but it tended to make up this loss 
by intensifying the traffic within the present territory. Taking into account the present 
territory, railway traffic has been since 1927 above the pre-war level by some 5 to 6 per 
cent (see Table 2) ; but this increase was due chiefly to an increased inland traffic, 
which, in spite of a reduction in the territory, has been increasing, whilst the 
relative importance of railway traffic with foreign countries tended to decrease (see 
Table 5). 

The recovery of the railway traffic affected by territorial changes took place, not only , 
by means of replacing traffic with ceded territories by an intensified traffic in the other 
provinces, but also by means of an increase in the distances covered, in spite of a reduction 
of the territory. 

The statistics of ton-kilometers show, consequently, for the railways a far more 
progressive situation than those of physical quantities carried. Whereas the traffic of the 
present territory, expressed in ton-kilometers, increased from 1913 to 1927 by 15 per cent 
on the waterways, the corresponding increase for rail was 26 per cent (see Table 6). 
The average length of haul for the railways increased from 1913 to 1927 by over 20 per 
cent, whilst for the waterways it fell slightly (see Table 7). . 
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T~e difference between the trend of physical quantities on the one hand and of the 
ton-rmleage on the other points to extensive changes in the nature of the traffic. As referred 
to further below, water traffic has gained considerably on the short distance between the 
Ruhr and the Dutch frontier, having lost at the same time on the longer distances to and 
fr.om the Upper Rhine. The railway traffic has, on the contrary, gained on the long 
distances, represented chiefly by the increase of traffic between South Germany and German 
seaports. 

Seaport Traffic. 

It becomes a problem more closely allied to the problem of Rhine traffic when it is 
considered how traffic in different seaports has developed. For it is frequently argued that 
the decrease of the navigation on the Upper Rhine is due to that policy adopted by the 
German railways which will be further considered in the next Section, i.e., of favouring the 
German seaports against Dutch and Belgian seaports. It might be worth while examining 
whether the German seaports play at present a greater role in German economic life as 
compared with foreign seaports than before the war. It must be added, however, that part 
of this development does, as a matter of fact, not refer to the Rhine but to some of the other 
great rivers, the Elbe in the first place, but also the Weser and the Ems. Especially with 
regard to the changes in relative importance for rail and river transportation to and from the 
seaports, this will have to be borne in mind. 

The traffic of the German seaports, both sea-borne and non-maritime traffic, will be 
considered first. 

The statement below, showing the sea-borne traffic of all German seaports as a 
percentage of the German general trade, suggests that for both imports and exports the 
relative importance of German seaports is at present somewhat lower than in Hil3 '(dec-
Table 28). 

Tmffic of the German Seapo1'ts as P ercentn ges of German General Trade. 

Imports Eo: ports Total 

1913 45.1 23.2 34.1 
1925 39.1 20.6 30.7 
1926 36.7 26.4 30.5 
1927 39.0 20.3 30.1 

If, however, reparation deliveries - chiefly coal - be omitted, as they do not :tffect 
·the German seaports to any considerable extent, the relative importance of the German 
seaports in German export trade appears to have slightly increased since 1913. 

As regards more especially Hamburg, the sea-borne traffic of which is alone more 
important than that of all the other German seaports put together, its inward movement 
from overseas has been above the pre-war level since 1927, as has also its outward 
movement since 1926 (see Annex B, Table 20). If account be taken of the movement 
of the German general trade, it would, however, appear that Hamburg's relative importance 
in the German general import trade has remained practically· constant, whilst the export 
movement via Hamburg has had the tendency of outstripping the movement of German 
exports (see Annex B, Table 23). 

As regards Bremen, its role in German foreign trade appears to be at present smaller 
than in 1913 (see Annex B, Table 24). 

The above conclusions are more or less confirmed by statistics of the non-maritime 
traffic (see Annex B, Tables 52 and 54). 

As regards the nature of this non-maritime traffic, it would appear that, in the case of 
Hamburg, the rail traffic has considerably increased, whilst the traffic by river has decreased. 
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If the year 1928 be omitted, the figures for which are still open to doubt, it would appear· 
from the Hamburg statistics that the railway traffic of Hamburg in both directions, 
including transit, has increased· more than the volume of its sea-borne trade (see 
Table 32), the increase in 1927 over the pre-war average for 1910-13 being 22 per cent, 
against 4 per cent for the sea-borne trade. If the German traffic statistics referring to 
all the Elbe seaports are taken into account, the movement is, however, less favourable 
(see Tables 34 and 35). 

The latter statistics show that the traffic by rail between the Elbe seaports and South 
Germany, although still not very important, has increased (see Annex B, Tables 34 and 35). 
The following are the figures for the rail traffic between the Elbe seaports on the one hand 
and Baden, Wtirttemberg and Bavaria on the other: 

1913 
1925 
1926 

Tons, OOO's omitted 

Consignments to 
South Gm·many 

95 
275 
274 

Receipts j1·o1n 
South Ge1·many 

132 
223 
304 

Conditions were different with regard to Bremen and Emden, for which the traffic by 
rail shows a decrease (see 'l'ables 39 and 40). Nor was there any important general increase 
in their traffic with South Germany. 

The traffic by water moved in the opposite direction : it has fallen considerably in 
the case of Hamburg and increased in the ease of Bremen and Emden (see Annex B, 
Tables 39, 40, 42 and 43). Taking all the German seaports together, it would appear 

~that th~. traffic by river has been in recent years comparatively less important than 
the rail traffic (see Tables 53 and 55). This decrease is due to the influence of the 
traffic of Hamburg. 

Comparing these results with traffic for the non-German outlets of German trade, the 
result with . regard to Belgium is that its relative importance has decreased for both 
imports and exports (see Tables 52 and 54). In the case of the Netherlands, the 
relative importance of its traffic compared with German import trade has remained 
practically stable (see Table 52) ; but conditions were quite different as regards the export 
trade, the quantity of goods received from or via Germany having increased from 17 
million tons in 1912-13 to nearly 21 millions in 1925; the enormous figure for 1926, over 
34 millions, being directly and indirectly influenced by the British coal strike of that 
year (see Table 54). As the German export trade did not grow at all in the same 
proportion, it follows that the share of traffic to the Netherlands as compared with German 
total exports increased greatly, from 22 per cent in 1912-13 to over 33 per cent in 1925, and 
in the exceptional year 1926 to nearly 38 per cent (see Table 54). 

It appears thus that, whereas there has been no substantial change in the relative 
importance of the traffic via German seaports, the export traffic with the Netherlands has 
gained considerably in importance. This movement is due chiefly, but not exclusively, to 
the increased consignments of coal from the Ruhr downstream . 

. Rhine and Rail Traffic. 

This already points to some important changes in Rhine traffic and rail traffic in 
competition with it. 

In point of fact, the Rhine traffic downstream has benefited ·doubly : not only have the 
exports·via the Netherlands increased considerably, but at the same time the traffic by rail 
to the Netherlands and Belgium has fallen from 12.5 million tons in 1913 to 4.7 million tons 
in 1925 (see Table 51). As a result of this double movement, the percentage which 
the traffic to the Netherlands by water was of the traffic by rail increased from 166 in 
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1912-13 to 736 in 1925 (760 per cent in 1926; see Table 55). It would thus appear 
that the distribution of traffic between rail and river followed two distinct tendencies 
with regard to Hamburg and the foreign Rhine seaports respectively. 

The picture is completely changed, however, if upstream traffic on the Rhine and traffic 
on the Upper Rhine are also considered. Especially as the Rhine-Herne Canal is statistically 
outside the Rhine basin, the best idea will be given by taking both the Rhine and the Ems
Weser basin as a basis. It will then be found that there was in 1925 a decrease of about 
6 per <;ent as compared with 1913 (see Table 11). It appears, moreover, that the decrease 
was particularly serious for the German districts on the Upper Rhine (see Table 12). 

Both the official statistics of the traffic by districts (see Table 12) and the statistics 
by ports (see Table 13) show important changes for the Upper Rhine: 

(a) The water traffic of the district 1\fannheim-Ludwigshafen fell from 10.9 million 
tons in 1913 to 9.4 millions in 1925 and that for the remainder of Baden shows likewise a 
decrease (see Table 12). 

(b) The German ports on the Upper Rhine lost between 1913 and 1925 about 14 per 
cent of their traffic. A striking improvement took place, however, in 1926 and 1927, the 
traffic in the latter year having exceeded that of 1913. As the case of Mannheim has 
been made the subject of protracted discussion (cj., Annex D 1), it may be illustrated a 
little more fully than the rest, especially as it shows how many factors may have been 

· at work at one and the same time. 

Mannheim's traffic undoubtedly shows a heavy fall, by nearly 8 per cent between 1925 
and 1926 and, after some improvement in 1927, again a fall of 14 per cent in 1928. This 
decrease in Mannheim's traffic was particularly violent in the case of goods received, which 
fell from 1913 to 1928 by over one-fourth (see Table 14). 

Only part of this is the result of an increasing competition on behalf of the !a.i:ltra,y>?,- · 
however. From the statement below it will be seen that some other ports on the Upper 
Rhine and Aschaffenburg on the Main show an opposite movement (see also Annex B, 
Tables 13 and 14). 

Rhine Traffic in some Rhine Po1·ts. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Mannheim Ludwigshafen Karlsruhe Strasburg Kehl Aschaffenburg 

1913 7,397 2,873 1,478 1,988 510 45 
1925 6,231 3,265 1,137 2,142 722 1,097 
1926 5,722 3,364 1,516 3,094 763 737 
1927 6.489 4,003 2,100 4,ll9 992 953 
1928 (5;828) 1 2,078 (5,372) 1 953 959 

The table above shows that the traffic of the commercial centre Mannheim tends to 
go in an opposite direction from that of the almost contiguousindustrialcentreLudwigshafen. 

The increase of Aschaffenburg is explained by the opening of a new Main district to 
navigation. Similarly, the increase of the Rhine traffic of Strasburg has been favourably 
influenced by the works carried out for the improvement of the navigation on the district 
1\:I:annheim-Strasburg. This work, which had been started in 1909, was not completed at the 
outbreak of the war. 

It may thus be stated that, whether the navigfj>tion on the Rhine has or has not su:ffered 
from competition on account of the railways, it appears to have at any rate suffered from the 
competition of the Main. On the Rhine itself there has likewise been an increasing 
competition of the various ports with each other. 

• From monthly data published in the review Der Rhein. The corresponding monthly figures for 1927 
were 6, 74!! for. :Mannheim and 4, 742 for Strasburg. 
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The traffic on the German districts on the Upper Rhine has likewise suffered from 
territorial changes west of the Rhine. Goods coming from .Alsace and Lorraine are more 
extensively shipped via Strasburg, which no longer belongs to Germany, and those from the 
Saar are carried direct by foreign railways instead of being. carried by rail first and water 
afterwards. 

What has now been said refers to total traffic. From the point of view of competition 
between rail and water, a particular sort of traffic, i.e., transhipment traffic by rail-river 
and river-rail, is of outstanding importance, however, as the railway is in this case able to 
influence both the competing routes, not only by changing (possibly lowering) its rates on 
the all-rail route, but at the same time changing them in the opposite direction (presumably 
increasing them) on its part of the combined route. Statistics of transhipment traffic ought 
therefore to be of particular interest to the subject before the Committee. Unfortunately, 
however, as stated in Annex B, the official German statistics of transhipment refer to 
direct transhipment only, and fail to take into account the transhipment which occurs 
after a delay in the transhipment port. They are therefore often in contradiction with the 
other traffic statistics. Some reference to what they appear to show may be given, however. 

Thus, for 1\fannheim, transhipment statistics show a decrease from 1.3 million tons in 
1913 to 0.8 million in 1925 and 0.5 million in 1926, the percentage importance of the 
transhipment compared with total water traffic having fallen from 18.2 in 1913 to 12.5 
in 1925 and 8.8 in 1926 (see Annex B, Table 15). The situation of Ludwigshafen was more 
favourable, but unfortunately no complete transhipment statistics are available for that 

. port. The traffic of Aschaffenburg consists chiefly of transhipment traffic, the percentage 
importance of which amounted to 76.2 in 1925 and 71.5 in 1926. It is difficult to draw any 
<;{iuc~m;i.:~ns from such figures with regard to competition from railways, though it appears 
probable that it has diminished transhipment traffic. This is confirmed by an analysis 
of the movement of some more important goods referred to below. 

The problem becomes considerably complicated, also, by the influence of territorial 
changes. On that account, it is not enough to compare the Rhine traffic with the parallel 
rail traffic of German seaports with South Germany, the latter traffic having been frequently 
substituted for traffic by rail with the ceded territories. A decrease in the Rhine traffic 
may not be due to the competition of an increasing railway traffic north-south, but to the 
disappearance of a traffic originating in the ceded territories. 

It is, however, impossible to study such movements without considering the individual 
commodities canied, and therefore they must now be considered. A more detailed analysis is 
set out in Chapter III of Annex B with regard to twenty-three commodities, with a view to 
disclosing whether in a given case the waterways lost any traffic in favour of the railways 
or "ice versa, and if so, whether this change could be explained by other causes than 
deliberate competition by railways. 

Taking first the great staple commodity of German rail and water traffic- coal, 
it will be found that, whilst the consignments of Ruhr coal by water in an upstream direction 
were in 1925 more or less the same as in 1913, the through traffic in Ruhr coal to South 
Germany by rail has increased from 1. 7 million tons in 1913 to 2.9 million tons in 1925 
and 3.0 million tons in 1926. (see Tables 66 and 67). But these increased receipts 
of Ruhr coal by rail compensated only in part for the fall in traffic from the Saar and the 
Lorraine to South Germany, which fell from 3.8 million tons in 1913 to less than 1 million 
tons in 1925 (see Tables 64 and 67). 

The transhipment traffic on the Upper Rhine did not benefit by the exceptionally 
favourable circumstances arising from the cutting-off of the traffic from the Saar and 
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Lorraine and from the opening of the Rhine-Herne Canal shortly after the outbreak 
of the war (see Tables 65 and 67). When taking into account all the important sources 
of coal supply, it is found that there has at any rate been an increase of rail traffic at the 
expense of water or transhipment traffic in the case of Bavaria, but hardly in the 
other South German districts (see Table 67). 

The situation was different as regards downstream traffic by water, which increased 
to an extraordinary extent, whereas the corresponding traffic by rail has decreased 
(see Table 57). 

As regards iron ores, the shipments by water in an upstream direction show a heavy 
~ecrease (see page 123, Annex B), which is, however, due to a general reduction in 
1mports of iron ore into Germany as a result of territorial changes (see Table 21) 
and to increased imports by water via Emden, the upstream traffic from which increased 
from 1.3 million tons to 1. 7 million; but it is apparently not due to railway competition. 

The reduction in the upstream shipments of ores other than iron does not seem to be 
due to railway competition either. 

The consignments upstream of iron and steel wares from the Ruhr to South Germany 
(districts 35-37) by rail have similarly increased from 231,000 tons to 282,000 tons, whereas 
the direct transhipment traffic of Mannheim-Ludwigshafen is stated to have decreased from 
13,700 tons in 1913 to 9,200 tons in 1925 and 600 tons in 1926. But here again it should 
be remembered that, whereas consignments by rail from the Saar to ·l\Iannheim
Ludwigshafen amounted to 215,000 tons in 1913, they fell in 1926 to about one-fifth of this 
amount. It may be stated that as regards upstream shipments, the Rhine traffic from 
the Ruhr proved unable to take advantage of the falling-off of the traffic with-
ceded territories. The downstream water traffic of iron and steel wares on the Lower 
Rhine developed on the contrary at the expense of the railways. 

The reduction in the upstream shipments of cereals is due rather to a general decrease 
of imports than to railway competition, and the decrease in the upstream shipments of 
jlou1·, oil- and other seeds and cotton appears likewise to be due to reasons other than growing 
railway competition. Similarly, the reduction in shipments downstream of glassware, 
porcelain, china and other pottery appears to be due in part more to territorial changes than 
to competition of railways, with the exception of the l\Iain-Rhine traffic, which in the 
case of porcelain appears to have suffered from rail competition. 

As regards the traffic in fertilisers, it should be emphasised that the use of chemical 
manures produced at home has tended to replace foreign fertilisers ; it would therefore 
appear that the increased supply by rail to South Germany is due more to changes in the 
nature of manures than to a competition on behalf of the railways. 

The traffic downstream of salt and .of sugar developed favourably without having 
apparently suffered from an increasing competition on behalf of the railways. 

There appears, on the contrary, to have been an increasing competition on the part 
of the railways in the case of the following commodities : 

1. Rice. - Here the upstream traffic from Dutch and Belgian ports decreased from 
46,700 tons in 1913 to 30,400 tons in 1925, l\lannheim being particularly affected by this 
decrease. The traffic by rail from Hamburg to Baden, Wiirttemberg and Bavaria increased 
at the same time from 1,900 tons to 10,300 tons. 

2. Coffee, Tea, Cocoa.- Traffic on the Upper Rhine appears to have suffered from 
increasing competition of traffic by rail from Hamburg. 
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. 3. Oils and Fats. - The traffic on the Rhine and particularly on the Upper Rhine 
appears to have suffered increasing competition from railway traffic from German seaports. 

4 .. Wool.-· w·hereas the arrivals of wool in 1\Iannheim-LudW:igshafen fell from 9,800 
tons in 1913 to 3,600 tons in 1925, the consignments by rail from Bremen to South Bavaria 
increased from 141 tons in 1913 to 3,366 tons in 1925. The shipments from 1\Iannheimc 
Ludwigshafen to that province fell from 2,832 to 177 tons. It would thus appear that the 
Rhine traffic of wool has suffered severely from rail competition. 

5. Jute, Hemp, etc. -Whereas consignments upstream from the Dutch frontier fell 
from 1913 to 1925 by one-half, the consignments from the German seaports to Rhine 
districts nearly quadrupled. The growing competition of railways made itself felt on the 
Lower Rhine as well as on the Upper Rhine. 

6. Hides and Skins. -The Rhine did not benefit from the increase in the traffic, such 
increase having been entirely taken over by the railways. 

As regards consignments to Wiirttemberg, the railways gained five times as much as 
they lost owing to territorial changes. 

7. Paper and Cardboard.- The reduction in the downstream traffic from the Upper 
Rhine appears to be due to some extent to competition from the railways. 

8. Mineml Oils. - There appears to be an increasing competition of the railways 
as regards consignments to Bavaria and Switzerland. 

9. Cement. - 'Vhereas consignments by rail from Mannheim-Ludwigshafen to South 
Germany (Districts 31, 33, 35, 36 and 37; see map in Annex B) decreased from 92,500 tons in 
1913 to 14,700 tons in 1925, the direct consignme.Q.ts by rail from districts other than 

· i.:f.mnneim-Ludwigshafen increased from 925,600 tons in 1913 to 1,l10,500 tons in 1925. 
This increase is all the more remarkable as, before the war, the traffic originated chiefly 
in Alsace-Lorraine and the consignments from this origin have been greatly reduced, and 
replaced by consignments from Hesse-Nassau, which is itself a river district. 

General Conclusions. 

After eliminating the economic factors unconnected with competition between railways 
and waterways, and taking into consideration, as far as possible, changes in currents of traffic 
due to frontier changes (and their economic consequences), the following conclusions 
appear to emerge : 

1. The railways have in many cases taken traffic from the river. 
2. Railway competition is particularly marked on the Upper Rhine. 
3. Rhine traffic has lost some of its former relative importance owing to : 

(a) All-rail traffic to and from German seaports in place of all-water or par 
water traffic to and from Belgian and Dutch seaports. 

(b) The development of traffic in an east-west direction, or at any rate in 
directions other than north-south along or near the Rhine. 

4. ·The average length of haul has increased by rail but not by water. 
5. The traffic between German seaports and South Germany has increased. 
6. On the other hand, downstream river traffic to the Netherlands has increased 

greatly. 
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III. DEVELOPMENT OF RAILWAY R.ATESl. 

1. GERMANY. 

The important bearing on the subject in hand of the development of railway rates has 
led the Committee to examine this aspect of the problem. In this connection, much of the 
data utilised have been taken from the " Reports of the Commissioner for the German 
Railways to the Reparation Commission ". 

General Outline. 

The German railway system has been entirely changed in post-war years in several 
directions : (1) by centralisation ; (2) in rate-making. The principal features of the changes 
in the latter are: (a) the falling distance scale; (b) the category for 15-ton lots; (c) the 
consignment charge; {d) the competitive tariffs (for seaports, for transhipments, for transit, 
for international traffic, for short-distance hauls and· hauls conditional on a minimum 
tonnage being transported). The particular changes which are of importance to the subject 
under the consideration of the Committee are : the falling distance scale, the seaport tariffs, 
the transhipment tariffs and also, to a smaller extent, the transit rates. These will therefm:r'
have to be considered more fully than other features of the system. It is ob"l'ious, for 
instance, that the influence of the falling distance rates and the seaport rates should have 
made itself felt in competition between rail and water caniage. 

Before proceeding to a more detailed examination of these changes from such data as 
are available, it may be useful to keep in view the relative importance of the respective 
classes of goods affected by changes in rates, in comparison with the total quantities of 
goods moved. The following table, which will be referred to from time to time, therefore 
shows, for 1925: (a) by index numbers (1913 =100), the 19~5 rates for various distances 
for the main groups of tariff classes - on the first line of each group in the table ; (b) by 
percentages, the relative importance in 19~5, for each group, o{ the goods moved for the 
respective distances- italic figures on the second line of each group in the table; (c) by 
percentages, the relative importance in 1925 of each group, as a whole, to the total railway 
traffic -italic figures in the last column of the table. 2 .A proper perspective is thus obtained. 

The degree of specialisation in the tariffs is great. .Apart from the general classes for 
wagonload lotj3 .A to F, there are special classes, for coal, wood, stone, ores, manures, etc., 
with numerous subdivisions. 

The distribution of the ton-mileage as between the two broad groups of classes - the 
normal classes and the special tariffs -is about the same in 1925 as in 1913 ( 42 per cent 
for normal classes and 58 per cent for special tariffs). On the other hand, the distribution 
of the rates has changed considerably. Including the transport tax, the normal classes paid, 
in :M:arch 1925, 7.35 pfennige per ton-kilometer (an increase on 1913 of 48 per cent), while 
the special classes paid 3.34 pfennige (an increase of only 33 per cent, as reflected in the 
table on pages 20 and 21). 

The relative importance of the special tariffs is shown by the fact that in l\Iarch 1925 
they applied to 39 per cent of the total receipts for the transport of goods, to 58 per cent 
of total tonnage (56 per cent for the whole year) and to 56 per cent of the ton-mileage. 

1 See also table in Annex D 4. 
• The table on the following pages (20 and 21) is a summary reproduction of the table in Annex D 2, 

where the individual tariff classes and spedal tariffs are shown. 
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TABLE SHOWING GOODS 
1925 Rates compared with 

Distances in kilometers 

Groups of tariff classes 
I IOI 20I 30I 40I 

and special tariffs to to to to to 
IOO 200 300 400 500 

Small lots ( Stiickgut) and Special 
tariff 25 (milk) 146.3 I50.0 I53.I I54.3 I52.5 

% 51.5 20.2 9.6 6.2 5.0 

Wagon!oad, Classes A-F I76.4 I61.7 I61.7 I56.0 I51.6 
% 57.5 19.6 8.1 5.1 .1.8 

Special tariffs: I, 5, 6, 7, II (wood, . 

stone, coal, iron ore, manures) I4I.5 I38.7 I37.9 I39.9 I30.5 
% 58.9 19.5 7.5 5.4 3.3 

Other special tariffs . . . ... . . . . . . . .. 
' 

Total of all tariff classes I56.0 I50.6 ' I5I.6 I49.8 145.3 
% 57.9 19.6 7.9 5.3 3.6 

Ditto, excluding transport tax ( Ver-
kehrssteuer) I49.I I43.3 I44.0 I42.6 I37.9 

Note: The transport tax is 7 per cent (except 

General Policy. 

The important changes in the German policy came in 1920, 1924, 1925, 1927 and 1928. 
In 1920 came the unification of the railway systems, the reform of the normal tariffs, 

the introduction of the falling distance scale, the creation of the category for 15-ton lots, 
and the change in the consignment charge. The reform of the normal rates included a 
reduction in rates for raw materials (Classes D, E and F) and an increase in rates for finished 
goods (Classes A, Band C), resulting in an increased difference between the rates of the two 
extreme classes. 

At the end of 1923, on the stabilisation of the mark, the general rates were much 
increased, but in the following year they were lowered considerably, being, howevar, still 
much higher than in 1920. 

In 1925-27, the general rates remained practically unchanged until August 1st, 1927 
(when they were lowered), while many competitive rates were introduced. In this connection 
the Commissioner's report states, with regard to the Deutsche Reichsbahngesellschaft: 

" ... The company, while maintaining the tariffs of the normal classes at the level 
necessary to meet its expenditure, has endeavoured on the other hand to assist the 
national economy by the concession of numerous largely reduced tariffs for the import 
of certain raw materials, for the transport of coal, ores, fertilisers, for the export of 
manufactured products and also to favour the development of the German ports." 

The last important change came at the end of 1928, when the policy of reduction in the 
general rates was reversed, but the policy in the cases of particular interest to the Committee 
rather emphasised the decreases. There was an increase in the general rates of 11 per cent, 
but quite a decided movement in the downward direction for the special rates. 

The average rate per ton-kilometer for all goods fell from 6.51 pfennig in January 
1924 to 4.74 pfennig in October 1924; it rose to 4.79 pfennig in June 1925 (4.92 for the 

.-. whole year), and fell to 4.76 pfennig in 1927 {calendar year) and to 4.70 in the year ending 
July 31st, 19:!8. 
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Distances in kilometers 

501 601 701 

I 
801 901 

to to to w to over 
600 700 800 900 1,000 1,000 

I 

150.3 146.9 141.7 135.5 I 127.3 I 115.9 
3.6 2.0 0.9 0.6 0.2 0.2 

145.8 136.9 127.3 118.5 106.6 93.4 
2.5 1.5 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.3 

120.0 112.0 106.1 104.0 10l.l 95.3 
2.4 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.4 

... ... ... ... ... . .. 

138.6 132.3 

I 
122.1 117 .:l 116.8 96.6 

2.5 1.4 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.3 

131.6 125.1 I 115.8 110.8 101.8 92.3 

on coal and the Rhine traffic, which are exempt). 

Individual Articles . 

Average Proportion per 

for all cent of each group 

distances of the total 
goods carried 

149.3 
100 5.10 

156.0 
100 38.51 

133.2 
100 53.48 

135.0 2.91 

145.6 
100 100 

138.4 

.As will be seen presently in dealing with the individual features of the changes in the 
German system, all kinds of goods are affected. 

Most important among these is perhaps coal,- which represents about 39 per cent of the 
total tonnage handled. Practically all the features of interest to the Committee come into 
prominence in the case of the changes affecting coal - the falling distance rate, of course, 
and the competitive tariffs -particularly the seaport tariffs and the transhipment tariffs. 
The individual cases are dealt with in rather more detail below under the headings of the 
different features of the system. But the following more important cases may be 
enumerated here : 

1. In :May 1925, reductions up to 28 per cent of the general rates, for coal from 
the Ruhr and Silesia to the seaports. 

2. Early in 1926, reductions up to 29 per cent for Ruhr coal to the Dutch 
frontier. 

3. Early in 1927, special rates designed to compete with Belgian and French 
railways, special rates from Upper Silesia, special rates for Ruhr coal to Italian ports in 
competition with the sea route via Rotterdam, and reductions up to 19 per cent for 
lignite to German North Sea and Baltic ports. 

4. Later in 1927, reductions for short distances, and for certain transhipments. 

5. Early in 1928, in continuation of the exports policy, reb:ttes on bunker coal 
to German North Sea and Baltic seaports. 
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6. Late in 1928, reduction in the consignment charge and increases. in 
transhipment rates for the Rhine to South Germany, increases (in fact, though not in 
form) in the rebates granted on the bunker coal mentioned above, and the very 
important stipulation withdr11wing, in practice, the transhipment rates for foreign 
coal upstream from Rotterdam. 

Special reduced rates now exist for all important German coalfields for transport to 
German seaports. They were untouched by the tariff increases of October 1928. 

In addition to coal, many other commodities were affected by changes, and the . 
importance of these cannot be judged from their mere bulk or weight alone, because of the 
highly specialised system of classification of the German tariffs, combined with the wider 
spread, in post-war years, between the low rates for raw materials and the higher rates for 
more finished goods. New classes were created and goods were transferred from one class to 
another, or, rather, the concessions granted to a class were extended to certain goods of 
another class. For instance, the seaport rates for iron and steel products of the normal 
Classes A to D were extended to pig-iron and crude steel of Class E. 

Other changes affecting iron and steel goods were the reductions of 20 per cent of 
August 1927 for exports by land, and further reductions in March 1928 for exports through 
seaports, amounting to as much as 60 per cent in some cases. The object of this last measure, 
states the Commissioner, was to combat the increasing tendency of exporters of Western 
Germany to ship through foreign seaports of the Rhine, either by the all-river or by the rail
river route. Later in 1928, special seaport rates were granted to exports of iron products 
of Class F. 

·The rates for manures were reduced in 1925, and special seaport rates in that year were 
granted for kaolin, potash, alum, etc., and in 1927 for vitriol, acetic acid, fats and oils, 

-only to mention a few. Special seaport rates for imports of phosphates, sulphur pyrites and 
certain ores were granted in 1927. 

* * * 
The changes brought about in the individual features of the system may now be treated. 

Falling Distance Scale. 

The falling distance rates are graduated so that the greater the distance the lower 
comparatively is the rate, instead of the pre-war system of no reduction for a longer distance. 
One of the effects of this is a greater inducement to transport goods by an all-rail route. 
The table given above and the more detailed table in Annex D show in a striking manner the 
descending scale of rates in 1925 for the longer hauls, as compared with the flat rates per 
kilometer- irrespective of distance- of 1913. The spread of the rates scale, even for 
such an important item as coal (39 per cent of the total tonnage handled), is considerable, 
the index-number (1913 =100) descending from 144 for the short hauls to 100 for the 
" over 1,000 kilometer " hauls. Taking individually only those classes the traffic in which 
exceeds 5 per cent of the total traffic, there are seen the following spreads in rates as 
compared with pre-war (the figure for which is 100 for all distances) : wagonloads E (18 per 
cent of total tonnage), 169 falling to 89 ; wagonloads F (8 per cent of total tonnage), 134 
falling to 85; stone (7 per cent of total tonnage), 109 falling to 74; wagonloads C (5 per cent 
of total tonnage), 209 falling to 91 ; total of all classes, 156 falling to 97. 

Categol'y for 15-ton Lots. 

. A new. category in the wagonload classes (A to F, etc.), viz., the 15-ton lots, was 
mtroduced m 1920. The pre-war normal category of 10 tons (with one secondary category 
of 5 tons) was replaced by a normal category of 15 tons (with two secondary categories-
10 _tons and 5 tons). !'or instance, in Class E (see Annex D 2) it will be seen that, 
.of Its 17.93 per cent (M., 17.93 per cent of Germany's total railway traffic), 15.36 was 
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carried in 15-ton lots and only 1.25 in 10-ton lots. Under the 1913 system, the Tate would 
have been the same in both cases; that is to say- other things being· equal- the 15.36 
per ~ent quantity would have paid, not the present E 15 rate (meaning the rate for 1fi-ton 
lots m Qlass E) of 144.6, but theE 10 rate of 179.5. 

Consignment Charge. 

The consignment charge for 100 kilometers and over ranges from Rl\I. 2 per ton 
(<?lass A) down to Rl\L 1 per ton (Class F). In pre-war times it was graduated on a falling 
distance scale (that is to say, the charge per ton fell as the distance increased). This was 
changed in 1920 to a fixed rate for all distances, so that the charge now results in a relative 
grea~er cost to the shipper for short distances than to the shipper for long distances. The 
consignment charge on coal was reduced from Rl\1.1.10 to Rl\I. 0.90 per ton in October 1928. 

* * * 
The important question, from the Committee's standpoint, of the so-called 

" competitive " ( Verkehrswerbende Tarife) tariffs may now be considered. 

Special Seaport Tariffs. 

The special seaport tariffs are designed to encourage the import and export of goods 
through the German seaports. The total imports and total exports consigned by rail 
each represent about 9 per cent of Germany's total railway tonnage (figures for the 
half-year January-June 1925 : Commissioner's report). - ----

At the beginning of 1924, the seaport tariffs, which had existed before the war, were 
again introduced. Certain stipulations of the Treaty of Versailles having lapsed after 
five years from the date of the coming into force of the treaty, the Reichsbahn in January
September 1925 modified all the seaport tariffs, largely reducing the rates and applying 
them to new classes. "These measures have favoured the German ports in their 
competition with the Belgian and Dutch ports, as also with the port of Trieste " 
(Commissioner's report of October 1925). 

In May 1925, reductions, conditional on a minimum tonnage guarantee, were granted 
for coal from the Ruhr and Upper Silesia to the German North Sea and Baltic coasts 
respectively. 

During the early part of 1926 this policy was activelycontinued. New special tariffs 
were granted for exports- of cellulose, mechanical wood-pulp, crude aluminium, spir~ts 
of wine, cotton tissues, kaolin, potash, alum, etc. 

In the latter half of 1926 (October 1st), owing to the re-classification of the normal 
rates on machinery and hides, some seaport rates were reduced. But, in general, during 
that period, the seaport rates did not need to be frequently changed, because of the stability 
of Belgian and French rates as a result of their currency stabilisation. 

During 1927, special seaport rates were granted for exports of cement, raw sugar, 
vitriol, acetic acid, fats, vegetable oils and lorries ; and for imports of oranges and 
tangerines. Further, towards the end of the year, special seaport rates were granted 
for exports of certain iron goods from Upper Silesia, for caustic potash, furniture and 
motor vehicles, and for imports of phosphates, sulphur pyrites, etc. On August 1st, 1927, 
all the special seaport rates for exports in wagonloads by slow trains (Frachtgut) were 
extended to express consignments (Eilgut), at double rates, provided that such rates are 
not less than the rates of Classes D (i.e., D 15, D 10 and D 5). 

Reductions in the rates for iron and steel exports were made on March 1st, 1928, 
amounting in some cases to 60 per cent for the districts most exposed to competition with 
foreign seaports, favouring Bremen in competition with the Rhine seaports. · 

A settlement of the tariff war between Hamburg and Trieste was arrived at the 
end of 1926 by a provisional agreement - later extended to June 1928 - whereby the 
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railways concerneQ. agreed not to introduce competitive measures in the meantime. A 
definitive agreement was reached in 1928 by which the territory was divided among the 
Czechoslovak, Austrian and German railways, including an arrangement for Reichsbahn
Danube transhipment traffic, and provision for the establishment of a Tariff Union. 

In February 1928, rebates of Rl\f. 2.40 and RM:. 1.90 per ton respectively, in addition 
to ordinary snecial-tariff concessions, were granted on bunker coal destined for : 
(a) German North Sea ports, and (b) German Baltic ports. This extra concession was 
increased later in the year by a reduction in the minimum tonnage required. This means 
that the bunker coal of both these tariffs enjoys the rebate on the total tonnage 
(previously only on the " excess " tonnage above the minimum) and, further, that the 
monthly minimum required in order to benefit by the North Sea tariff is reduced from 
455,000 to 355,000 tons. The reductions in these bunker coal tariffs (including the rebate, 
which is in future to be applied direct and not in the form of a rebate) represent, in relation 
to the general coal tariff, decreases of between 22 and 45 per cent (North Sea) and between 
13 and 40 per cent (Baltic Sea), and are designed "to give German ocean and river shipping 
greater facilities for supplying the home market ". 

In the latter part of 1928, special seaport tariffs for imports of raw tobacco destined 
for Karlsruhe and Stuttgart were introduced; similarly for copper destined for Westphalia. 
In the same period, export tariffs were granted for paper, cardboard, cellulose, brass, copper 
and zinc goods, certain iron products and salt. 

On October 1st, 1928, the Reichsbahn introduced a general tariff for both imports 
and exports through German seaports, applying to a series of goods of Classes A to C which 
did not already benefit by existing seaport tariffs. The similar pre-war measure granted 
reductions ranging from 11 to 50 per cent ; the present reduction, for certain Rhineland 
stations, may be as high as 70 per cent. 

Special Transhipment Tariffs. 

In 1913, an important number of transhipment tariffs (i.e., rail to river and vice versa) 
were in force. They were abolished at the same time as the seaport tariffs; but no tranship
ment tariffs were reintroduced for the Rhine, with the exception of those referred to below. 

In 1925, certain transhipment tariffs for Danube ports came into force. 
These were supplemented in 1926 by other tariffs, not only for the Danube, but for 

1\Iain, Oder and Weser. The Reichsbahn, states the Commissioner, was unable to grant 
further concessions asked for, because of the losses that would be involved in the short 
hauls to the river-ports. 

On August 1st, 1927, changes were made in the transhipment tariff for coal between 
tl\e Rhine and l\:Iain river-ports and the. stations of South Germany, including certain 
reductions. Further, a new tariff came into force for timber from South Bavaria to Rhine, 
l\:Iain and Neckar ports. Similar rates existed in 1913, but had been suppressed. 

On the other hand, the transhipment rates for the transport of coal to South Germany 
from the Rhine and l\Iain river-ports were increased at the end of 1928 by an average 
of 15 per cent on the previous tariff, as against only 7 per cent in the case of the increase 
in the general coal tariff, the extra increase having been made "with a view to maintaining 
the ratio between the cost of transport by the direct rail route and the cost by the combined 
Rhine and rail route, as it existed prior to the tariff increase". Moreover, the rate is 
to be granted only on coal which uses the Reichsbahn before using the waterway. 

In connection with Rhine traffic it may be noted that, in April1925, a further reduction 
of 10 per cent on tariff AT 6 a (coal) was granted from the Ruhr to the Siegerland (Rhenish 
Prussia and Westphalia), and, in the earlier part of 1926, a special rate was granted to coal 
from the Ruhr to the Dutch frontier, representing a reduction on normal rates of between 
3 and 29 per cent, according to tonnage, the object being to facilitate exports. 

. l\~oreover, in March 1927, a special rate, designed to compete with Belgian and French 
railways runrung parallel to the western frontier, was introduced for coal and coke going 
towards Lorraine and Luxemburg from Aix-la-Chapelle and the Ruhr to the frontier stations of 
Igel and Perl. Similarly, reduced rates, to compete with the sea route via Rotterda.m, were 
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introduced for Ruhr coal to Italy via Basle. Further, the seaport special rates system was 
completed by the introduction of tariff A T 6l, granting, subject to a monthly minimum 
tonn_age, reductions_ as high as 19 per cent on lignite going to the German North Sea and 
Bal_tw coasts. A~am, in August 1927, a special rate for lignite and briquettes from the 
Rhmeland to Switzerland was introduced, equivalent to a reduction, varying by tonnage, 
up to 11.6 per cent. 

Special Transit Tariffs. 

· During 1925, the German railways made serious efforts to increase the transit traffic, 
which, both in 1913 and 1925, amounted to no more than a fraction of 1 per cent of the total 
tonnage carried by rail. " To this end, the transit tariffs have been subject to big reductions 
and they have been continually modified to adapt themselves to the conditions of the 
competition on the foreign lines of communication surrounding Germany " (Commissioner's 
report of October 1925). · 

In the early part of 1926, new special transit tariffs from land frontier to land frontier 
were introduced, and some of those already existing were reduced. 

On February 1st, 1927, the rates of tariffS D 2 for transit from Switzerland to German 
ports were slightly raised, as these rates had been fixed in competition with foreign lines. 
Similarly, as a result of the provisional settlement of the Hamburg-Trieste tariff war, the 
rates of tariff S D 4 for transit between the Austrian frontier and German ports were 
increased by between 5 and 25 per cent for certain goods, simultaneously with the lowering 
of Austrian rates for lines competing with Danube navigation. 

Early in May 1927, direct transit rates through Germany were created for traffic 
between the Baltic countries and various Central and South European States. 

In the second half of 1927, important reductions were accorded for timber in transit:::'" -
land frontiers from Czechoslovakia and Austria to Switzerland, France or Luxemburg. 
Early in the following year, the S D 2 rates between the Swiss frontier and German seaports 
were increased for traffic to the Baltic and Norway; and negotiations were proceeding 
with the French railways for the reduction of competition on German and French lines 
parallel to the western frontier. 

In the second half of 1928, following on the increases of March 1st, 1928, in the French 
tariffs, the Reichsbahn increased the S D 2 tariff by 30 per cent for traffic between the 
Swiss frontier and German seaports. On the other hand, the S D 5 rates (Poland to German 
seaports) were again reduced- particularly for Stet tin- on account of severe competition 
of Polish lines terminating at Danzig. 

Other "Competitive" Tariffs. 

Various "international "tariffs, some of which have already been touched on above in 
connection with coal, have been put into force with a view to facilitating imports and 
exports by land frontier. Among these are tariffs established in 1925 with Italy, 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. 

In the first half of 1927, export tariffs of this nature were introduced, granting 
reductions on various goods going to Switzerland, Roumania and France, most of them 
being conditional on a minimum tonnage being carried within ~ certain p~riod. New~ direct 
rates were introduced between Germany and Czechoslovakia on Apnl 1st, 1921, and 
between Germany and Belgium on l\Iay 1st, 1927. 

Later in 1927, arrangements for export tariffs by land frontiers were made, incl_ud!ng 
a 20 per cent reduction for paper, cardboard, cellulose, glass, glassware and pottery. Smular 
facilities existed before the war for these articles and, as regards their exportation through 
German seaports, had been granted since ~923. . . . 

In the earlier part of 1928, in order to mcrease German coal exports, sp_eCI~l tanffs, with 
reductions varying from 10 to 25 per cen~, were granted fo~: (a) coal from Sliesia a~d Saxony 
to Czechoslovakia; and (b) coal from Rhmeland-Westphalia to Hungary and the_Kmgd?m of 
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes via the German Danube ports. The system of tanffs designed 
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to encourarre German coal exports and simultaneously to compete with foreign railways 
was compl:ted during the last few months of 1928. Although designed to compete with 
foreign railways, their influence on river transport should not be lost sight of. 

In order to combat the increasing competition of motor-lorry transport, the utilisation 
of which by industrialists, for short hauls to nearby river-ports and between their branch 
establishments, was increasing rapidly, the Reichsbahn applied twenty-one special" K "rates 
during the early part of 1927, involving reductions of between 15 and 40 per cent. The 
Reichsbahn policy of making reductions for short distances was opposed by the private 
railways (which are interested solely in short-distance traffic), and the Reichsbahn itself 
was sceptical, because it was thought that " goods would be diverted from their present 
journey by rail and would be sent by a much shorter route to the nearest river-port " 
(Commissioner's report of June 1927). 

The reform of August 1st, 1927, in reducing the normal rates of Class E, reduced at the 
same time the special rates for coal (which comes between Classes E and F) for certain short 
distances, by between 10 and 20 pfennige per ton. 

Character of Latest Changes. 

As the statistics given in the previous Section (and more fully in Annex B) usually 
do not go further than 1926, it may be well to give, in conclusion, an idea of the changes 
in the German railway rates which have occurred after that time. 

Although, in the second half of 1927, special rates for coal and timber between the 
river-ports and South Germany were introduced, the facilities given to traffic with the 
German seaports were much greater in number. The second group of measures was 

_follQwed up in the first half of 1928, most of the seaport rates being reduced for stations 
situated in areas competing with foreign seaports: for iron and steel it meant as much as 
a reduction of 60 per cent as compared with normal rates. 

The great change came in connection with the general increase of 11 per cent 
introduced on October 1st, 1928. From December 1st, 1928, the above-mentioned 
transhipment rates for coal to South Germany were not only raised by 15 per cent as 
against the normal rise of only 7 per cent,· but were discontinued altogether with regard 
to coal going to the river before coming to the railway, i.e., for coal imported from foreign 
countries by the non-German seaports. On the other hand, coal from all German coalfields 
to the German coast was exempted from the general increase of October 1st; and a number 
of special tariffs were introduced for different categories of imports and exports by German 
seaports. 

It is, of course, yet too early to say how strong effects these changes will have upon 
the relative position of railway and waterway traffic. 

2. FRANCE. 

General Evolution of the Railway Rates System since the End of the War. 

In view of the difficulties of the economic situation and the increasing weight of their 
burdens, the big French Railway Companies had proposed, as early as 1916, a temporary 
general and uniform increase of 15 per cent in all their commercial rates (an increase 
which would have been inadequate), but, in view of the growing deficit, they later asked 
that the rate of increase might be raised to 25 per cent. 

This 25 per cent increase did not come into force until April 15th, 1918. 
Meanwhile, as the deficit was growing, the Companies had to propose individual 

increases of the special rates for petite vitesse- the Higher Administration not having 
approved of any addition to the general rate of increase. 

The Companies thought it necessary radically to revise the petite vitesse rates so as 
to afford the public, in compensation for the proposed increases, the advantages of a 
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cons~derable s~mplification of the rates in force, which had become very complicated through 
the _mtroduct!on of numerous special lists and special rates. · The form adopted was 
part~cularlr s1mp~e: a g:eneral combined tariff (for all the various French railway systems); 
spemal tariffs actmg, Wlt·h the exception of a few rare particular arrano·ements both as 
local tariffs and as combined tariffs. "' ' 

Certain inconveniences were thus removed, e. !I·, the difficulty of fixing proper 
charges, prolonged waiting at station booking-offices, the cost of checkin(T charo-es which 
in the case of some large firms required the employment of a competent"'speciaJist staff. 

This unification of petite ~'itesse rates, carried out between 1918 and 1920, entailed 
an average increase of from, approximately, 35 to 50 per cent on ba~ic pre-war rates. 

~ater the Companies' ever-growing burdens led them to propose general increases 
affectmg, through the application of a fixed coefficient, all their rates for both fast and 
slow traffic. 

These general increases, the rates of which are shown in the table annexed to the 
report (see Annex D 3, Table I), were applied and modified on the following dates : 

February 23rd, 1920. 
l\farch lOth, 1924. 
January 1st, 1925. 
March 16th, 1925. 
January 1st, 1926. 
April 16th, 1926. 
May 1st, 1926. 
March 1st, 1928. 

The application of the increases was, moreover, accompanied by the concession of 
special advantages to certain classes of traffic which might have been particularly hit by 
so general a measure. 

Goods Rates. 

In the same way the Companies had to fix special rates in the form of reduced scales, 
or fixed rates applicable to certain goods for certain specific journeys. . l\Iany rates were 

·thus introduced, chiefly in view of the following considerations : 
Protection against competition by other means of transport, e.g., motor-cars, canals, 

the coasting trade, etc., which through lower rates were threatening to rob the railways 
of traffic that was previously theirs. 

Decreases in rates designed to help an industry to retain certain markets the loss of 
which was threatened through transport charges. 

Measures designed to facilitate the transport to certain markets of particular goods 
(vegetables, foodstuffs, etc.). 

The creation of new currents of traffic, e.g., for the export trade, etc., etc. 
The French Railway Companies are of opinion that experience has shown that 

the commercial necessities which confront the Companies in the maintenance and development 
of their traffic are not to be reconciled with a rates system as simple as that which had 
been introduced in 1920. 

Special Tariffs. 

With reo-ard to special tariffs applicable to goods exported or imported through the 
French Chan~el or North Sea ports, it should be noted that, generally speaking, the special 
" petite vitesse " tariffs involve for goods exported a reduction of 10 per cent, sometimes 
increased to 15, 20, 25 or 35 per cent for goods the export of which it is desired to encourage. 
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.Apart from these reductions, the principal French systems have found it expedient 
-in order either to help industries which found difficulty in consolidating their foreign 
markets, or to encourage new sources of traffic, or to maintain or expand existing traffic -
to take special steps to stimulate exportation or importation through the seaports they 
serve . 

.A summary of the measures of this kind taken by the French systems is given in the 
table appended (see .Annex D 3, Table II). 

Further, in order to keep on their own lines traffic for which foreign routes are keenly 
competing, the French systems in certain cases allow for goods imported or exported through 
French seaports the same rates as would be obtainable if they were imported or exported 
through foreign seaports. 

Summary. 

To sum up, the rates system seems at present to be directed on the following lines : 
general rates applicable in principle to all goods, with special reductions in the form of reduced 
scales or fixed charges applicable to certain goods and to certain routes. 

Conclusions. 

It seems that, as far as the present enquiry is concerned, only special tariffs need be 
taken into account. 

It follows from the preceding information, completed by data reproduced in .Annex D 3, 
that the competitive tariffs on the French railway systems can be subdivided as follows : 

_____ (1) Special tariffs favouring French seaports in their competition with foreign seaports 
(see, e.g., P.V.7-107 Chapter!; P.V.10-110, Chapter III, §1, Nord, and P.V.10-110 
Chapter XII, Etat-Nord). 

(2) Special tariffs resulting in the favouring of transport by rail in competition with 
transport by water on the French inland waterway system. 

(3) Special tariffs established with a view to competing with foreign railways (see, 
e.g., G.V. and P.V. 300 (transit) a; G.V. and P.V. 400 (transit) and P.V. 407 (transit). 

(4) Special tariffs established with a view to competing with the sea route (see, e.g., 
G.V. and P.V. 300 (transit) b) . 

.Amongst these special tariffs those under (1) and (3) might exercise, at least for certain 
French districts, a direct influence on Rhine navigation, although theydo not seem to have 
been established with the view of competing with the Rhine route. 

3. BELGIUlii. 

The National Company of Belgian Railways, the North Belgian Company, and the 
other Belgian railway companies have established special tariffs considerably lower than 
the normal ones, with the object of favouring the Belgian "seaports, that is to say, favouring 
transit_traffic and export via those ports. These special tariffs are to be found in the official 
collection of special tariffs, and apply to nearly all goods loaded or unloaded from a sea-going 
vessel in the Belgian ports. It has been definitely stipulated that a favourable tariff 
only applies to those shipments that are loaded on or unloaded from a sea-going vessel 
under the supervision of the railways, and that shipments despatched by lighter for 
subsequent loading on a sea-going vessel, for instance, at Rotterdam or Flushing, 
are excluded from the application of the special tariffs. Moreover, it. is necessary 
that the transhipment take place within thirty days after the date of arrival, which renders 
it impossible for goods to be stored in the interior of the country in warehouses or bonded 
warehouses, except in the case of potash and ores, for which goods no such time-limits for 
transhipment have been fixed. The railways very often give stillmore favourable terms. 
Such has been the case, for instance, with the contract for coal from Germany, shipments 
of ores from Luxemburg to the Ruhr region, potash from .Alsace-Lorraine, etc. 
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~ otwithstandin~ these very low tariffs, the railway company only succeeds in taking a way 
traffic from the Rhme in cases where the place of ori"'in or destination of the "'Oods is 
"t d "' "' SI uate on the left_ of the Rhine, and the rate from the interior to a Rhine port is higher 

than that to a Belgian frontier station. Otherwise competition is hardly possible in view 
of the very low Rhine freights, including Rhine freights to Antwerp and Ghent. The 
railway rates in Belgium have recently been increased by 10 per cent and it is almost certain 
that within a short time a new similar increase may be anticipated. 

4. !HE NETHERLANDS. 

The Netherlands railways have also established special tariffs for goods in transit 
loaded on or unloaded from a sea-going vessel. This special tariff applies to all goods 
independently of their nature, and is known as Special Tariff No.7. Moreover, the railways 
grant to shippers who guarantee by a contract a minimum shipment an extra reduction 
on those tariffs, which amounts to 10 per cent for 10,000, 20 per cent for 20,000 and 30 per 
cent for 30,000 tons. Notwithstanding these facilities the Netherlands railways are not 
in a position to take away traffic of any importance from the Rhine, because of the fact 
that the railway rates on the Dutch section, that is to say, from seaport to frontier station, 
and vice versa, still remain too high for them to be able to compete with the Rhine freights. 
In general, moreover, German railways do not furnish the Dutch railways any assistance 
in this respect, most of the railway tariffs from the interior to the Dutch frontier being 
normal ones. 

5. RIPARIAN STATES OF THE DANUBE. 

As to the Danube States, some information is given in Section VI of the Report, devoted 
to Danube problems. 

IV. APPLICATION TO PROBLEMS OF AN INTERNATIONAL CHARACTER. 

In. discussing the application of the previous problems to facts of an international 
character, the Committee will cqnfine itself to the Rhine. The Danube will be treated 
briefly later on in a separate Section. 

The fundamental fact with regard to Rhine traffic is that the mouths of the principal 
German river are outside Germany. Most measures influencing Rhine traffic will therefore 
also influence non-German ports. It must be reckoned with that the German authorities 
take this into consideration when deciding upon questions bearing upon the traffic on the 
Rhine. This is irrespective of the fact that, under the various treaties in force, German 
nationals and German ships, like the nationals and ships of all other States whose vessels 
naYigate the Rhine, enjoy in the ports at its mouths rights and privileges equal to those 
of the nationals and ships of the country to which the port belongs. · 

To some extent the same must be expected to take place with regard to other countries 
not in possession of the mou~hs of the ~hine. ~astly, i~ is conceiva?le that ~ure railway 
interests inside a country might occasiOn a policy detnmental to river traffic ; whether 
there is the possibility of such a policy going against sound principles oi rate-making will 
be considered in the next Section. 
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However that may be, it is far from being the case that all competition between the 
Rhine and the railways is of an international character. 

First, railway traffic between river-ports or places adjacent to the railway, on one side, 
and places inside the same country, on the other, mostly fall outside the international 
aspect of the problem. With regard to the Rhine, this holds good in the first instance as to 
traffic between the Ruhr and South Germany, on the one hand by an all-rail route, on the 
other by a combined route via a Rhine port ; it may be the same with traffic between 
Strasburg and French stations within the country. Though competition between the two 
means of transportation is very keen in some of these cases as well, they need consequently 
not detain the Committee. 

Secondly, traffic going both by rail and by river between river-ports (or acl.jacent 
places) inside the country and foreign seaports at the mouth of the same river- with regard 
to the Rhine, principally Rotterdam, .Amsterdam and .Antwerp - are certainly of an 
international character. -But still it hardly raises an international problem ; for whether 
the river or the railway takes the traffic, it goes to a foreign port. It is, of course, 
theoretically conceivable that a greater part of the distance to be traversed falls to the 
country of origin or destination in one case than in another, and that this will raise an 
international problem ; but, as matters are, this consideration is unimportant, applying, 
as it does, practically 'only to France and Belgium with regard to transit traffic from and 
to Switzerland irrespective of the port of destination or origin. These cases, with 
insignificant exceptions, will consequently be also left aside. 

Lastly comes the case which is of real importance in this connection : that of a choice 
between traffic going by a combined (rail-water) route to a foreign seaport and traffic 
going by an all-rail route to a national seaport. The eagerness of the different 

_.9.t2Yernments to develop their own seaports to the detriment of those of their neighbours 
makes the choice between national and foreign ports a fundamental consideration, and 
it rules very important parts of the railway policy of the present day, not only with regard 
to competition between railways and waterways, but also as to competition between 
railways of different countries. In all these cases, it is not really a matter of railway 
interests versus waterway interests, or even of the interests of one railway as against 
another ; it is a question of making use of the national railways for purposes outside their 
own department but considered as national ones, as against other purposes considered 
as alien to the interests of the country. It is important to bear in mind that the real 
subject of the present enquiry consequently is part of a general economic policy of a country, 

. making use of railways as its agents. That this is the motive of a great deal of the actual 
rate policy of the railways at the present time is 9utside doubt. 

It goes without saying that the same cannot apply to the freights quoted by the river 
navigation companies. For, first, it would be asking too much of them to expect them 
to go straight against their own interests by turning away traffic through prohibitive rates, 
simply because they are carrying goods to foreign seaports ; and secondly, they are less 
influenced by political considerations than are the railways. Consequently, the river 
navigation companies are mainly actuated by commercial motives, while the policy of the 
railways takes on more or less a political character. 

The fact that the interests at stake are greater with regard to Germany than to the 
rest of the riparian States of the Rhine makes it natural that discussions have been 
focussed upon Germany in the first place. Besides, as has been pointed out already in the 
first Section of this report, knowledge about the actual policy pursued, as well as of the 
motives for it, is far greater with regard to Germany. With every intention of being 
just to all interests involved, the Committee must therefore ·devote the principal part of 
its attention to that country, without implying by this that the motives actuating the 

. Governments and the railways of the other riparian States differ fundamentally from those 
prevalent in Germany, except in so far as the problem must be much less important for 
France and Belgium. . 

As to Germany, there exists a number of utterances of an official character which 
leave hardly any doubt about the motives behind the policy of the German Reichsbahn. 
The basis for the policy pursued has been found in a section of the German railway law. 
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.Article 2 of the Law of .August 30th, 1924, concerning the German Railway Company 
states : " The Company shall operate the railways in accordance with business principles, 
due regard being paid to German economic interests". · 

It must, at the same time, be understood that this general idea is not in any way peculiar 
to Germany, being also expressed, inte1· alia, in the Convention of June 28th, 1921, between 
the French Government and the French railways, and in the Ordinance of the Czechoslovak 
Government of January 27th, 1921. . 

· The article of the German Railway Company Law referred to above has been interpreted 
to mean that the German railways ought to be used as a means of what might be called a 
system of Protection, favouring the German seaports in the first place . .A few extracts from 
the last reports of the Commissioner of the German railways will make this clear. 

With regard to the changes in the rates during the second half of 1927, the Commissioner, 
in his report of December 2nd, 1927, says: 

· " The measures discussed above show that the Company has continued its tariff 
policy, which aims at promoting trade and encouraging activity in the German 
seaports. The tendency is still clearer if we consider the so-called S D transit rates for 
traffic between the frontier stations in the South and the East and the Gernuw seaports. 
The receipts per ton-kilometer from these rates, which are in general applied for long 
distances, fall to a very low limit even for valuable goods : for the journey between 
Basle and Hamburg, for example, which is 853 kilometers in length, the receipts per ton
kilometer for the grouped consignments of category .A (the dearest category) are only 
2.2 pfennig. The special rate S D 4 for traffic between the .Austrian frontier stations 
and the river-ports of the Danube, on the one hand, and the German seaports, on· 
the other, is also priced very low. For the journey between the port of Passau and 
Hamburg, for example, the receipts per ton-kilometer are 2.9 pfennig for grouped: -
consignments and fall to 1.8 pfennig for less valuable commodities. It is not certain 
that with such low rates the Company can make any real profit ; it is the German 
seaports which benefit most in their competition with foreign seaports." 

In his next report, dated June 1st, 1928, the Commissionersays: 

"The revision of normal tariffs on .August 1st, 1927, led to changes in the most 
important special tariffs to seaports. .A reduction varying in general between 2 and .9 
per cent has been granted in the case of these tariffs, but it applies only to stations 
situated in areas competing with foreign seaports." 

.And in his last report, dated December 2nd, 1928, the following sentences, inter alia, occur: 

" The Reichsbahn has during the last few months actively pursued the tariff policy 
which aims at facilitating imports and exports and at the same time encouraging the 
development of traffic in the German seaports . . . For certain stations in the 
Rhineland situated within the sphere of counter-attraction by French and Belgian 
ports, the reduction may be as much as 70 per cent." 
Next, with regard to France, shipping interests in Rotterdam raised complaints not 

so much against French railway policy as against the general tariff policy of the Government, 
the so-called surtaxes d'entrepot et d'origine. These surtaxes give preference to some kinds 
of overseas goods imported through national ports. There is no doubt that the idea inspiring 
the general policy of the surtax, if carried out consistently, would have similar results to 
those of the German methods which are discussed and that it is founded upon the same 
principle. In order to show the identity between the two, it would in such a case only be 
necessary to imagine that the German Reichsbahn had not introduced all the preferential 
seaport rates which it does now, but that, on the other hand, the German Government had 
paid back part of the railway freights through a reduction in the Customs duties in the 
case of importations by German seaports. There is no doubt, either, that the way the policy 
of the sw·taxe d'entrepot is at present carried out is damaging to the traffic of Rotterdam. 

It is at least doubtful, on the other hand, whether it has any appreciable effect on Rhine 
navigation. The French Government, in dealing with the question of Rhine navigation, 
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seems, on the contrary, to have tried to promote the deve~opment of the t~affic ?f ~he port 
of Strasburg, and the figures quoted in Annex B show that It has succeeded m achievmg that 
result. · 

Since 1919, Strasburg has been considered for the purpose of the surtax as a ~rench 
maritime port, as far as goods coming to Strasburg through Antwerp and the ~h!ne are 
concerned. At a later date, the benefit of the suppression of the S?Itax has, I~ IS tru~, 
been given also to imports through Antwerp by rail, but only for Imports havmg their 
final destination in Alsace or Lorraine. 

One might say that Rhine navigation would be affected in an unfavourable wa! by ~he 
present manner in which the surtax is applied, if it could be proved that some t~affw which 
could reach Strasburg by the Rhine through Rotterdam co~d not ~conomwally re~ch 
Strasburg by Antwerp ; although this is not impossible, there IS no evidenc~ of such bemg 
the case. Nevertheless the French policy of the surtax ought to be mentiOned here as 
indicating on the part ~f the French Government the same intention o~ favouring national 
ports which has been noted as regards the policy of the German ra!lwa;rs. . 

The policy of the French and Belgian railways cannot be left out entuely either, as 
those railways are in competition with each other, making the Belgian railways quote 
exceptional rates for goods going to or coming from Antwerp through the country. They 
are also for other traffic in competition with the German and Dutch railways. 

It is clear that the policy pursued by one of several competing railway systems to some 
extent reacts upon that of the others. It is therefore possible for each of them to say, 
with perfect justice, that its measures do not intend to take away traffic from the river 
but to prevent traffic from being transferred to one of the other railway systems, and that, 
consequently, the river would stand to gain nothing by the particular railway giving up 
its competitive rates. Still, this does not prevent traffic from being, as a matter of fact, 

-ti·ansferred from the river to the railway through the competitive, but unanimous, action 
of all the railways. If all of them desisted from continuing the policy they have now 
begun, the river would be able to retain more traffic than it does now. Consequently, 
the different railway systems are all of them hampering river traffic, even if their intention 
should be to hamper one another. 

The tendency, therefore, is clear enough. It must, however, not be inferred from 
what has now been shown that the railway rates actually introduced are necessarily in 
c«;mflict with sound principles of rate-making. It is not at all clear beforehand that traffic 
which is taken away from the Rhine ought to have remained there. In. order to answer 
that question, which ought to be the deciding one, it is indispensable to discuss those 
principles of rate-making. They will form the subject of the next Section of this report. 

V. PRINCIPLES OF RAILWAY RATE-MAKING. 

The simplest method to follow in order to come to a result with regard to the policy 
which has now been shown would appear to be to make use of some simple test or another 
in order to find out whether the international cases under consideration differ from what i~ 
in the interests of the different countries as well as the community as a whole. Such 
a simple test might obv~ate th": necessity of ~oing int~ the difficult problems of rate-making 
generally. The Committee will therefore first consider whether such a simple test can 
be found. · 

The test nearest at hand would be to compare the rates in the international cases with 
the rates in purely national ones. It might be expected that such a comparison could be 
made with the rates quoted by the railways for the ports of purely national rivers · if these 
could be found to agree with the rates for ports on international rivers ·like the Rhine 
and the Danube, all might be thought to be well. . ' 
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. It appears very soon, however, that this test is inapplicable. Practically all the 
Important rivers of Central Europe are more or less international, so that we would have 
nothing to compare with. But even if such an objection is waived and the treatment 
of, say, the Oder or the Elbe is compared with that of the Rhine or the Danube, it becomes 
instantly clear that even the thought of a discrimination against those of the second group 
is out of the question. There can be no doubt that, in so far as inland navigation interests 
are taken into account by the railways, those of the Rhine at least are considered in the very 
first place ; as a matter of fact, it has been made an argument on the part of the German 
Reichsbahn, against favours to the Rhine ports, that the ports of the other rivers would 
then claim the same favourable treatment. But it would be rash to consider the treatment 
of the Rhine or the Danube navigation as justified simply by that: for considerations of 
an international character might influence the rate policy of the railway with regard to 
the international rivers ; and purely national rivers, in so far as they exist, being a secondary 
consideration, would simply have to submit to the same treatment, though the policy 
might none the less never have {)Ccurred unless the object had been to favour other and 
presumably more important national interests at the expense of foreign ones. 

It would, consequently, be nearer at hand to make such a comparison, as between 
internal and international conditions, not with regard to different rivers but with regard 
to different ports, as the predominant national interests considered to be at stake refer to 
the seaports, and the real clash of interests influencing the policy is to be found there. 

Unfortunately, however, it is out of the question to do this on the simple basis of 
comparing the railway rates for the German seaports on the one side and the river ports 
on the other, because these rates are not directly comparable. Generally speaking, the 
distance from the South German stations of interest in this connection to the North Sea 
ports is twice or thrice that to the river-ports ; and it follows from general principles ofrate
making in almost every country that the rate quoted by railways for one ton-kilometer· is 
falling with the distance. To consider whether this is justified, to what an extent, and under 
which conditions, takes the Committee to the general problem of rate-making; and it is 
consequently impossible to avoid that problem by following the line now indicated. 

There is, however, a third and comparatively easy line of thought which is very often 
made use of in this case and which might therefore be considered to apply. It may be called 
the line of vested interests, assuming a sort of prescriptive right to the pre-war position 
either of the river-ports or of the river traffic or of both . .Against considerations of this sort 
it has been argued, on the part of the German Reichsbahn, that the important changes 
which have occurred are due to factors over which the railway has got no power, not only 
the falling distance scale on the railway but pure non-railway factors also. 

Whether this is a complete explanation or not, the plea put forward cannot be admitted; 
for there does not exist any indefeasible right to a position once acquired. Even if it might 
be shown that the railway bad been instrumental in changing railway conditions to the 
detriment of one port of another, no case has been made out against the policy pursued. 
The situation of, say, 1913 cannot be considered more sacrosanct than that of any other 
date or period, e.g., than the after-war period; it was in itself the outcome of innumerable 
factors which had changed an earlier state of things, and it must be prepared to give room 
for the play of new influences. It is certainly of very great importance to know the actual 
changes and their causes, and they have been investigated with particular care by the 
Committee, the results being embodied in .Annex B to the present report. But it is the very 
reverse of conclusive against a policy that it has changed the relative situation of different 
ports, districts or means of transportation. It is necessary to have some objective 
standard upon which to judge the use to which the different means of transportation 
should be put, in order to be able to come to a result with regard to the advisability of one 
policy or another. The Committee must therefore proceed to that part of its task. 

The economics of transportation, or at least railway economics, present a particular 
sort of problem- far from lacking in other departments of economic life, it is true, but 

. seldom of the same importance anywhere else. The reason for this is the fact that a very 
considerable part of what is usually considered as the cost of carriage on a railway is 
something which is not incurred through the handling of the particular traffic in question 
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or perhaps by any new traffic at all. Part of it belongs altogether ~o t~e p~st, being 
uninfluenced by the use to which the railway is put, and another part IS J:>emg mfluenced 
only by very great increases in existing traffic or only by increa~es of a _partiCular character. 
A great deal of this so-called cost consists of interest upon ?ap1tal whi~h has already been 
sunk ; which, further, cannot by any means be set ~ree aga1~; and_ wh1ch does, mor~over, 
not have to be raised appreciably in the case of an mcrease m traff1c. Another part IS not 
sunk for all time, it is true ; but, if it is to be incurred for the purpose of ~om~· sorts of 
traffic, the railway will be able to take on other sorts also without the cost bemg mcreased 
through that. 

Taking as an instance the figures given by Reichsbahndirekto~ Dr .. Tec~lenburg, 
in the paper, "Die Giiterumschlagswoche des Vereines Deutscher Inge~neure m Dusseldorf, 
1925 " (Sonderausgabe der Zeitschrift des Vereines Deutscher l?~gen:teU1·e, 1926), for the 
German railway system in the half-year April to September 1924, 1t Will be found that, _out 
of the " cost " of handling the traffic existing at that time, 15.6 per cent rep_resented the lines 
and buildings and work upon the lines ; 16.6 per cent represented locomotives, '~agons, and· 
machinery; these two groups together consequently amount to almost one-third. These 
" costs " are irrespective of any traffic and do not, up to a certain point, in?r~ase by a:n 
increase in traffic. Dr. Tecklenburg even considers that, under the ex1stmg traffic 
conditions, fixed charges amounted to 43 per cent when debt charges, etc., were excluded, 
and no less than 52 per cent when they were included. Out of the rest, ·part is dependent 
upon the number of trains started but not upon their length or bulk; another part is 
dependent upon the bulk of goods (and passengers) received, but not upon the distances 
over which they are hauled ; a third part is dependent upon the weight of the trains, but 
that is something quite different from the weight of the load of the trains, as the unused 
room in the cars does not diminish the weight of the cars themselves and the weight of the 
locomotives. 

The reason for all this is the same, namely, that there exists an exceptional amount of 
unused power in a railway and that the railway is consequently, to quite an exceptional 
degree, able to do more work in different directions without incurring additional cost. To 
sum it up in a single phrase, a very great part of a railway is an" intermittently free good", 
to be looked upon, for a shorter or longer time, in the light of a free gift of nature. In some 
cases, the end of this situation comes very soon, as when a train is fully loaded and cannot 
take on more goods (or passengers) ; in other cases, it hardly ever comes at all, so long as 
the railway continues to exist ; for there are almost always parts of the line of !t railway 
which are not taken up by existing traffic and which are consequently able to receive more 
of it without additional cost. 

From this result important consequences will follow with regard to cost accounting 
as well as railway rates. ·when it is said that the cost of carriage for one ton or ton
kilometer is of this or that amount, and fixed charges are included in this so-called cost, 
every figure is dependent upon a particular volume and a particular character of the 
total traffic. Except under the supposition of a carefully circumscribed sort of traffic 
it will be impossible to say, on the lines of such a reasoning, how great a part of so-called 
costs are of a fixed or variable character ; for in almost every case an increase of traffic 
will " distribute " some of the fixed charges over a greater number of items, and consequently 
diminish the part played by fixed costs in the whole. 

It is clearly desirable, from a pure transportation point of view that the cost once 
sunk in a railway should be brought to as much use as possible, in ;o far as no new cost 
is incurred by it. Just as an urban site or a waterfall is not left unused because it does 
not bring in as much a~ ~ad o~ce been hoped for, it cal). not be rational to deny new traffic 
the use of an already ex1stmg rmlway because the traffic is unable to contribute to charcres 
which do not increase through that use. Fixed charges belong to the past and must ne~er 
be ?O?sidered wh~n _deciding the question of taking or leaving new traffic. Instead, the 
deCidmg fac~or will m th~se cases have to be the additional cost incurred by that traffic. 
If the questiOn at hand Is not that of accepting or declining a particular sort of traffic 
but a choice bet~v~en different. fo~·ms or routes or methods of transportation for a given 
purpose, the dec1dmg factor Will m the same way be the additional cost created throucrh 
the different methods. "' 
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If this test is applied to the present enquiry, it will be possible to give a distinct meaning 
to the expression of " unfair ", or " too high" or "too low" rates, of "too little" or "too 
great " use being made of the river, and so on. .A. too high rate is one which deters traffic 
which pays its additional cost of carriage; a too low rate is one which does not cover 
additional expense created by the traffic -if the question refers to accepting or declining 
traffic. If it is concerned, instead, with a choice between different routes or means of 
transportation, a rate is too high or too low which makes the traffic incur greater 
additional expense than is necessary for reaching a given result. Too little use is made 
of a river if goods are made to leave that river when additional cost is smaller by going 
by river than by going by an all-rail route - supposing the river senice to be equivalent 
in quality to the railway service. If river navigation is considered inferior to railway 
traffic from the point of view of the shippers, this difference will have to be taken into 
account, so that river freights would have to be lower than railway rates with more tha1i 
the difference in order .to be preferred. In the opposite case of river mwigation being 
considered superior to railway traffic - e.g., on account of the advantages of the maritime 
terminal of the river route - this reasoning will have to be reversed. 

It must now be asked under which conditions a railway might be expected to act in 
its own interests against such principles. If we first consider the case of a railway having 
to take up a certain sort of traffic or leaving it altogether to a competing system of 
transportation- either another ra,ilway, or navigation by sea, or on an internal waterway, 
or motor road traffic- it would be against the interests of the first-mtmed railway to accept 
goods (or passengers) at the rate below that which would cover additional cost of carriage, 
but in its interests to take them on at or above such a rate. So long as traffic was not deterred 
by the rate quoted, the railway would be able to reap a surplus above the additional cost, 
but even if no - or at least only an insignificant - surplus were to be gained by taking 
on a particular sort of traffic, it would not be turned off ; this would be the case only with 
regard to traffic which was unable or unwilling to pay for additional cost of carrhtge. A 
railway governed purely and simply by its own interests would consequently act in 
accordance with the principle laid down just now, i.e., that the cost sunk for all time in a 
railway should be put to as much use as possible. The case would become a different one 
only if the railwa.y should want to ruin or buy up its competitors, in order to create or to 
strengthen a monopoly of its own; in that case it might in its own interests go below 
additiona-l costs. 

The competing railway, navigation company or motor company might be expected 
to act in the same way ; and, so f~u, no interference from the outside would appear to be 
necessary. If any greater part of the traffic were competitive, the result might be, however, 
that all or some of these transport concerns would be unable to pay int.erest upon more or 
less of their fixed capital. -

The situation becomes only slightly more complicated in the case of different routes, 
some of which belonging entirely to the railway and some only in part, such as competition 
between all-rail routes and combined rail-river routes ; this is the case before the Committee. 

As before, the railway would decline to take on traffic which did not pay additional 
cost; but if mtes which covered that cost were possible as to both routes. the railway 
would prefer that one which gave the greatest surplus over and above additional cost. The 
railway would, however, stand to lose nothing by giYing the public a choice between the 
different routes, and this would be particubrly important in the present case, on account 
of the possibility or probability of a difference in the quality of service by all-mil and by 
rail-river. The r:oilway would simply have to quote such rates for both routes as gave it 
the same surplus for either. There is cle:orly nothing in this at variance with the principles 
laid down before. -

In so far a8 the different routes are considered equivalent in quality, the ownerR of goods 
will then prefer the route for which the lowest rates are quoted, and as the railway, in 
fixino· the rate, had added the same surplus in both cases, this would mean that route which 
creat~d the lowest additio.nal cost ; the amount of traffic handled would consequently create 
a minimum of additional cost. If there were, on the other hand, a difference in quality of 
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-service by all-rail and byrail-river, the consignors would choose the ro~te wh~c~ gav~ ~?em 
the best value for their money taking into account the cost to them t roug oss o Ime, 
deterioration of goods, ad vantages of the maritil;ne termina~s, etc., on the one ro~te as c~mpared 
with the other, and setting this against the difference With regard to. t.he price whwh ~hey 
had to pay in either case. Under these circumstances, the low.est additw_nal cost o~ carnage 
would still be the deciding factor, though on_ly after considermg the difference m value 
between the different services of transportatiOn. · 

There does not appear to be more than one drawback to th~ railways giving the owners 
of goods an option of different routes. Additional cost of carriage always .P!e-supposes a 
particular amount of traffic ; and if the rates for both ;outes, based on additiOnal cost, are 
given on the supposition that all traffic would go by e1th~r of them, ~ot partly by the one 
and partly by the other, additional cost would be ch3:nged if some tr~ffw went one way. a~d 
some another. It is therefore not unnatural for a railway to try to mfluence the pubhc, m 
order to make it choose one route in preference to another, by quoting prohibitive ra.te~ ~n 
some of the routes. It is clear however, that the free choice on the part of the public IS m 
that cas<> as a matter of fact t~ken away· and this is an important consideration when the 
charactei? of the service is a~ different as 'it is with regard to the all-rail route on the one 
side· and the rail-river route on the other. It would, however, appear to be possible -
though not quite easy, it must be admitted- as well as greatl~ ~esirable, for the railway 
to quote its rates for the different routes subject to such conditiOns as to the amount of 
consignments, etc., which would make it possible strictly to maintain equality of surplus 
in all cases ; this would make it a question of indifference to the railway which route was 
taken and at the same time leave the owners of goods perfect freedom of choice. 

So far, however, only the position of the railways has been considered. It might 
------b"e thought that, even if the railway in its own interests would act in accordance with the 

principles here stated, trying to reap the same surplus on different routes, the situation 
would be changed if the waterway entering into one of the alternatives of the routes were 
also taken into account. This, however, is not, or at least not necessarily, the fact. 

It is true that fixed costs play a much smaller part in Rhine navigation than in railway 
traffic ; but the principle is the same. In so far as, e.g., tugs and. barges could be taken 
off the river in question and transferred to other places, their upkeep or deterioration 
and interest on capital sunk in them would have to be considered as variable or additional 
costs; but quite fixed charges, like warehouses and machinery, would not have to be 
taken into account even if not fully covered by the already existing traffic. This policy would 
be in the interests of the navigation companies themselves, as well as in agreement with 
the point of view of making the plant do as much service as possible. This, of course, 
does not at all necessarily prevent water traffic as a whole from paying interest upon all 
the fi~ed capi~al which has been sunk in it, no ~ore than th.is is the case with regard to 
the railways ; It only means that a regard to the mterest on fixed capital must not be the 
deciding factor when accepting or declining new traffic or turning away old. And if these 
principles are followed, river navigation is subject to the same reasoning which has been 
made use of with regard to the railways. That route will in every case be followed which 
creates transportation service of a certain quality in return for the minimum of additional cost. 

This must not be understood to mean that the solution here given is without its 
difficulties, and some of them may be pointed out here. 

!>-s fixed c.ost~ are a muc? smaller p~rt of the whole in river navigation than in railway 
traffi?, the prmmpl~ h~re laid down Will mean that the all-rail route would take on a 
certam so.rt of traffi<: m such cases also where the total cost, past and present added 
together, Is the same m both cases or even greater for the railways. Suppose, for the sake 
of argument, ~hat 40 per cent of .the total costs o!l-.the railways are fixed, but only 20 per 
cent of the .nver. Then the ~allway, when demdmg about taking or leaving a certain 
sort of ~raf~w, would n_ot take mto account ~ore than 60 per cent of this total cost, while 
the ~avrgatiO!l- compames would have t~ consider 80 per cent ; if the cost, including interest 
on fixed cap1t~l, etc., were_ the same m both cases, then that particular sort of traffic 
would clearly go to the rarlway. 
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.In so far as it is not a question of the total or even the principal•part of the traffic 
of erther of these concerns of transportation, it may be looked upon in the light of a sort 
of by-product, which falls from a service which is interest-bearing as a whole. When 
this situation is changed and most or all traffic takes on this character, the situation 
becomes much more complicated, and a simple or even an altogether satisfactory solution 
may become impossible. But as this latter supposition does not at all hold good with 
regard to the railways in question, they are able to deliver ·~by-products " through their 
unused capacity, besides having a large interest-bearing traffic, the Committee does not 
consider itself justified in entering more deeply upon these difficult problems. 

. ' 
· The whole discussion so far has taken for granted that the transportation system has 

no object besides that of transportation. - In that case, everyone would prefer to have the 
work done at the smallest possible extra cost. But there is nothing to prevent the means of 
transportation from doing other service also - for instance, that of favouring a particular 
port or ports. If that is the intention, the deciding factor will not be the cheapest route ; 
a sort of bounty will be given to the route taking the· goods to the favoured port in order 
to enable it to compete, and the cost will fall either to the railway or directly to the consumer 
of the goods in question. · -

Some simple figures will show this. Say that on the cheapest route the additional cost 
of carriage is 7, and that it is possible to quote a rate of 12 ; this would give the railway a 
surplus of 5. On the competing route the additional cost may be given as 8 ; and if the 
surplus should be the same, the rate would consequently have to be 13, so that traffic would 
follow the first-named route. If the more expensive route is to be favoured, the railway 
will, however, have either to lower the rate for .that route or increase it for the other (or 
both). If, in order to make the favoured route able to compete, the rate upon it is lowered 
to 11.50, the surplus would become only 3.50, and the railway would lose 1.50 of what-it
was able to receive. If, instead of that, the rate for the other route is increased ~o 13.50, 
that route is ruled out; the public will have to pay 13 for the transportation of the goods, 
while they only paid 12 before, the railway, however, receiving only the same amount, 5, 
as before. The loss to the railway in the one case and to the consumer in the other rnust 
be considered as compensated for by the stimulus given to the seaport in question, if there 
shall be any reason for that policy. 

It follows from this that a policy of such a character is in marked contrast to that 
economy in railway administration which is to be considered to be of first importance in 
most countries and has led to very remarkable results in Germany. Dr. Tecklenburg 
in an article in the weekly paper, Die Reichsbahn (volume for 1926, pages 235-6 ), says, e.g.:-

" A greater celerity in the circulation of wagons puts them after a short period at 
the disposal of new traffic and increases thereby the efficiency of the rolling-stock -
or, which is the same thing -- diminishes the need for rolling-stock, so that an 
improvement of the circulation is identical with a corresponding increase of the rolling
stock." 

And further he says : 
" It is the object to derive the greatest possible usefulness to the traffic from the 

technical services of the goods wagons. This holds good for each particular sen-ice, 
i.e., for each particular loaded car, and also for the service as a whole." 

Now, there can be no doubt that the use of rolling-stock upon a longer journey than is 
necessary to the object in view does not conform with these requirements. That self-cost 
on one route is higher than upon another means exactly that the celerity of circulation of 
the goods-wagons is smaller there, or that the transport services are less efficient in other 
respects. As the distance traversed to and from the seaports is in the most important cases 
twice or thrice that to the river-ports, this is a serious consideration from the point of view 
stressed by Dr. Tecklenburg. -

Great burdens are imposed upon all the large railway systems, and are often believed 
to necessitate their keeping hold of as much traffic as possible. But it is quite clear that the 
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taking-on of traffic which brings in no surplus above addition~! ?ost, or whic~ even f~ll! 
below it, is useless, or worse than useless, for that purpose . .And It IS no le~s cleai that takm, 
traffic along more expensive routes than necessary is of the same,Jietnmental character, 
from a pure railway point of view, even if it does bring in a s~rplus. l\!Ieasur~s of that sort, 
instead of making it easier to the railway to bear the burdens Imposed upon It, m~an a new 
burden to the railway or if not at least no gain to the railway and at the same time a new 

' ' ' . burden to the consumers, as has just been shown. · 

* * * 
What has now been said is no more than an attempt at showing the general working of 

rate-making. So far, no facts have_been g~ve~ with regard to ~he questi~n ~vhethe~ the r~te 
policy actually pursued by the railways IS m accordance with ~he prmcq~les laid do~' n. 
When approaching this final part of the investigatio~, it must be sa~d that available matenals 
do not give all the information necessary for uneqmvocal concluswns. . . 

There are, however, not a few indications in public utterances on the part of offiCials 
representing the German railways which make it at least doubt~~l wh~ther the economy 
of rate-making has always been attended to in the case of competitiOn with waterways a~d 
foreign seaports. Particular attention ought to be called to a sentence qu~t~d alrea~y m 
the previous section of the present report from the report of" ~he. CommiSSI?ner of ~he 
German Railways, on December 2nd, 1927, to the effect that It IS not certam that, with 
such low rates, the Company can make any real profit ; it is the German seaports which 
benefit most in their competition with foreign seaports." 

Now, firs.t, the tentative form of this utterance makes it doubtful whether the rates 
- introduced have been brought to the test of cost-accounting. If not, there is clearly no 

guarantee against traffic having been taken on at less than additional cost of. carriage. 
And, secondly, this consideration does not appear to have deterred the railway authorities 
from introducing the rates in question. It ought to be added, however, that the rates 
to which these comments of the Commissioner apply react only in rather an indirect way 
upon the Rhine, being the so-called SD transit rates from the south frontier of Germany 
to the seaports. But, thirdly, it is quite clear that the railways or the consumers would 
stand to lose also by rates far above additional cost of carriage, if a cb,eaper route could 
have been chosen, which might either have brought the.railways a larger surplus or have 
meant a less expensive service of transportation to the consumers. 
. Lastly, it must be remembered, as has been shown in the third section of this report, 
that a number of new reductions in favour of the Germanseaports have been introduced . 
after the delivering of the Commissioner's report just now quoted, and that, on the other 
hand, the exceptional rates for the river-ports previously granted have been abolished 
altogether for one sort of traffic and, when retained, have been increased even more than 
the increase in the general tariff of rates - from which latter increase the seaport rates 
have agai~ bee~?- generallY: exempted altogether. There can therefore be hardly any doubt 
that. the s_Itua~wn has, SI!lce the end ?f 1927, mov~d further away from pure railway 
consideratwns m the franung of such railway rates as mfluence competition with waterways 
and foreign seaports. · 

. 8o far, there is i~ these cases prima facie e_vidence against equality of treatment of· 
different sorts of traffic on the basis of pure railway considerations. 

It would, however, be highly desirable to bring this tentative conclusion to the test 
of figures. Unfortunately, this cannot be done conclusively without an intimate knowledo-e 
o_f the inner ser~ice of the respective systems. -yvha_t can be known to the public are only 
figures for the different systems as a whole, and It might always be aro-ued that exceptional 
conditi~ns have occurred i~ ~he parti~ular cases complained of. B;t it ought then to be 
shown m what these conditiOns consist, and at least the system ·of cost-accounting 
established in Germany ought to give sufficient indications. 
. Wh~t has now b.ee~ said is not me.a~t to imply that the meaning of additional cost 
IS uneqmvocal. For It IS clear that additwnal cost must be a relative and not an absolute 
category. As a rule, the greater the new traffic to be accounted for, as well as the longer 
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the pe~iod, the more numerous will be the items of cost influenced. As it is altogether 
~ questiOn of used and unused capacity on the part of the railway, the important consideration 
IS th~ ~elation of unused capacity to the new traffic. If a line is already approaching 
the linnts of its power in one or several aspects, even a small increase in traffic might 
create a strong increase in additional cost. However, generally speaking, it may be taken 
for granted that, if only quite accidental loads are added, most of the cost of carriage 
upon a railway is given beforehand, but that a greater number of factors will have to be 
increased in cases of considerable additions to the existing traffic. 

In computing additional cost of carriage in a railway, it has therefore been proposed by 
M. Colson to take as a basis with regard to goods traffic, and particularly in cases like those 
here under consideration, the addition of one fully loaded goods train. On principle, it would 
have been even better to take into account the factors actually existing, by showing the · 
decrease in cost on the one route and the increase upon the other, as a consequence of a 
transference of traffic from the one to the other, if such figures could be found. 

As to river navigation, it would perhaps be no great mistake in co_nsidering the freights 
actually quoted as approximating self-cost ; in Rhine navigation circles it is at least affirmed 
that these freights are even below self-cost at the present moment, which probably means 
that they are not much over "out-of-pocket expenses ". By adding to these river freights 
the additional cost on that part of the railway which belongs to the combined route and 
setting against that sum the additional cost on the all-rail route, the comparison would 
appear to be correct for the purposes of the present enquiry (ocean freights not being taken 
into account). 

It goes without saying that interest or debt charges would not enter into consideration. 
If entered with the same absolute amounts in both cases, they would not influence the result, 
it is true; but if computed on a mileage or distance basis (the same amount for one tu.u.- -
kilometer), they would handicap the longer distances in a way which would have nothing 
at all to do with additional cost of carriage and would consequently create a misleading 
result. 

The system of cost-accounting introduced in Germany would undoubtedly be able to 
answer all the questions of this character, as has already been said. But unfortunately it 
has not been accessible to the Committee in such a form as would make the necessary 
computations possible without a risk of errors which the Committee desires to avoid. It has 
therefore been considered far safer to take a couple of isolated instances, which ought to be 
considered fair to both parties, as they have from the beginning been brought forward in a 
Memorandum of the Mannheim Chamber of Commerce and afterwards criticised by Dr. ·w. 
Spiess, a director of the German Reichsbahn, in another Memorandum, both annexed to the 
present report under D 1. The rates which the Committee is quoting are on the authority 
of Dr. Spiess, but it wants to point out that his figures refer to the beginning of 1928. 

The first case considered refers to paper transports from ·Albbruck, on the Baden-
. Swiss frontier, either to Bremen by an all-rail route or to a Rhine port, either l\Iannheim or 

Kehl, to be forwarded to Rotterdam or Antwerp. Per ton the railway rate would be 
Rl\L 22.10 for Bremen, over a distance of no less than 836 kilometers, as against Rl\I. 22.10 . 
for l\Iannheim. Not only in relative but in absolute amount, this is actually greater for 
1\Iannheim, though in that case the distance is only 30fi kilometers, not much more than 
one-third of the previous journey. For Kehl it would be R:iU. 13.80. That the l\Iannheim rate 
altogether excludes the possibility of competition with the all-rail route is clear beforehand, 
as river freights and transhipment cost would have to be added to the railway rate on the 
combined route. According· to Dr. Spiess, the rate upon Mannheim would have to be lowered 
to the same amount as that upon Kehl, or to Rl\I. 13.80, in order to make the two routes able 
to compete. This is probably meant to say that the river freight from l\Iannheim to 
Rotterdam, plus transhipment cost, would ~mount to Rl\I. 22.10 less Rl\1.13.80, or Rl\I. 8.30. 

It will be seen from the figures for river freights and transhipment costs given for the 
Rhine in Annex E 1 that this figure appears to be in accordance with facts, at least in some 
instances. Freights for goods in parcel (Stilckguter) have been found to vary during 1927 
between 3 and 4 florins, or Rl\I. 5 and 6.75, according to one source, and somewhat less 
according to another, to which will have to be added from RM. 2.70 to Rl\I. 3.50 for 
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transhi ment makin in all between RM. 7 and Rl\L 9.50. Dr. Spiess now sho'Ys that, if ~he 
l\iannh~im rate is pulas low as RM. 13.80 per ton, the surplus above cost of carnage accrumg 
to the Reichsbahn would be only Rl\L 8.33, as against a surpl';ls of RM. 9.06 at the p~es~nt 
rate for Bremen, consequently a loss to the Reichsba~n amountmg to RM. 0.73 by admitt~ng 
a rate for the l\iannheim route which would make It able to compete. The computatiOn 
would work out in the following way: 

Railway freight 
Self-cost . . • 

Albbruck-Bremen 
(836 km.) 

RM. 

(actual) 22.10 
13.04 

· . Albbruck-Mannheim 
(305 km.) 

R11I. 

(hypothetical) 13.80 
5.47 

8.33 Surplus . . 9.06 

The self-cost is based upon that computed by Dr. Tecklenburg, represel!-ting 1.56 
pfennig for one ton-kilometer at the distance of 836 kilometers, and 1. 793 pfenrug for one 
ton-kilometer at the distance of 305 kilometers. 

It is now first quite clear that these figures have no relation to the rate actually 
quoted for th~ rout~ Albbruck-Mannheim. This rate, Rl\L ~2. 70, would, according to the 
figures of self-cost used in the previous instance, work out mto a surplus of no less than 
Rl\L 17.23 per ton, or not far from double that actually secured on the alternative route to 
Bremen. If the principles laid down in this report were adhered to, the rate would have 
to be lowered to that amount which would give the same surplus in both cases, or a rate of . 
Rl\L 14.53 for the Mannheim route. .As will be seen, this is less than two-thirds of the rate 
actmilly quoted. If it be objected that that rate also would place the combined route outside 
the possibility of competition, it must be said that no harm would be done by allowing it. 
All such freedom of choice to owners of goods would then be retained as did not go against 
the railway's own interest. 

But, secondly, the figures just quoted for river freights and transhipment costs make it 
· at least questionable whether the combined route would be unable to compete. .At the 

lowest of these figures, according to one of the sources, RM. 7.00 in all, the total cost of the 
combined route would be only Rl\L 14.53 + RM. 7.00 or Rl\L 21.53,as against RM. 22.10 on the 
all-rail route to Bremen; and even lower freights on the river appear to occur according to 
another source. 

If the only motive of the railway for quoting the rates it does is to secure the surplus 
which it receives now on the route to Bremen, there would consequently not appear to exist 
a sufficient reason for the prohibitive rate now quoted for Mannheim. 

The other case discussed between the Mannheim Chamber of Commerce and Dr. Spiess, 
referring to rice, is of the same character, though the difference is not so great as in the one 
now discussed, and it does not therefore appear to be necessary to repeat the analysis. 
There can be no doubt that the same reasoning holds good with regard to a considerable 
number of cases. 
. To this. ~ught to be added, what has beeD: pointed out several times already, that, 

smce the wntmg of the Memorandum of Dr. Spiess, rates have moved in a direction even 
more favourable to the all-rail routes to the sea ports and unfavourable to the routes to the river
ports than before. What held good at the time of that paper will consequently be found 
to do so to an even greater extent at the present moment. 

In this discussion it has been taken for granted that self-cost in the examples given is 
equivalent to additional cost of carriage. If this is not the case, the conclusions will have 
to be altered. B11;t as the reasoning of a l~ding.functionary of the German railways has 
~Teen made ~he basis of what has now been said, this has been thought to be a safe inference .. 
:No doubt It would have been preferable to have the actual basis for the computations 
of self-cost at the disposal of the Committee. 

. . It is to be hoped that these poiD;ts of view would meet with favour in competent places. 
Dr. Tecklen_burg has rel?ea~edly p01~ted. out the use of cost-accounting for the purposes 
of rate-makmg. Inte1· aha, man artwle m the paper, "Giiterumschlag", already quoted 
he says (page 26) : · ' 
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" Still, for the railway, as well as for every other industrial undertaking, a 
knowledge of its self-cost is indispensable ; it needs it in the first place for judging 
its internal efficiency. . . .And it needs it as a basis for its rate policy. .A. solution 
must consequently be found, and can also be found, in spite of all difficulties, if that 
principle is taken as a guide that there is no question of computing the self-cost of each 
particular transport service on the basis of mathematically exact figures, but that 
it amounts to creating a picture which is true to life within reasonable limits and 
which makes it possible to the administration to base its decisions upon a judgment 
of facts which corresponds to the realities. " 

It is clear that in all these cases there can be no question other than facing the facts 
and acting upon a knowledge of them, as has been pointed out by Dr. Tecklenburg in the 
sentences just quoted. If the result of such considerations is that a certain policy is to 
be introduced or upheld, the reasons for such a decision ought to be made clear and the 
best means for carrying it out ought to be chosen. The Committee will come back 
to that question in its recommendations. 

VI. DANUBE PROBLEMS. 

The principal method followed in examining questions of competition between the 
river and the railway in the case of the Rhine cannot be utilised for the Danube. No 
thorough comparison between the situation before the war and at the present time is possible. 
Statistics are lacking, and the complete transformation of the territorial situation and of the 
traffic would in any case make an attempt of this kind useless. The Committee has had 
to confine itself to asking the interests concerned in river navigation to supply the facts 
regarding the cases to which attention was drawn during the Hines enquiry, and to giving 
the railway interests an opportunity of stating their opinion on these cases. .A. summary 
of the enquiry carried out, together with copies of the letters received from the railway 
administrations, will be found in .Annexes C 2 and D 5. 

The enquiry showed that the cases referred to are relatively few in number compared 
to the total volume of navigation on the Danube. l\ioreover, in a certain number of 
countries, traversed by the Danube, such as the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 
Roumania and Bulgaria, the railways have not been constructed so as to be able to compete 
with navigation on the Danube, but rather so as to carry traffic in combination with that 
river. The lines, as a rule, are not parallel with the river but at right angles to it. It 
is in the interests of the Czechoslovak and German railways, which compete in this respect, 
to grant the most favourable conditions they can to the transhipment traffic proceeding 
between the Danube and Czechoslovakia, as well as certain parts of Germany, to and from 
the ports in the North Sea in transit through their territories ; hence, as regards these two 
countries, it is not surprising that they have fixed rates which favour this transhipment 
traffic. The only concrete cases of competition represented as abusive which deserve 
attention are the following: (1) as regards the Czechoslovak, Austrian and German 
railways, the case of the carriage of Czechoslovak sugar to Switzerland, which, owing to 
an agreement between the railways, now enjoys a reduced rate for through carriage by 
rail, the exceptional transhipment rates which existed previously having been abolished ; 
(2) as regards the .Austrian and Serb-Croat-Slovene railways, the case of the transport 
of plums from the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats a:nd Slovenes to .Austria and Germany ; 

. (3) as regards the .Austrian railways alone, the case of Ebensee salts proceeding to Germany, 
which are no longer transhipped by the Danube route, the transhipment rates via Linz 
having been increased; ( 4) the more general case of the increase of the kilometric basis 
employed in calculating distances from and to Linz; and (5) the exclusion of the Danube 
station of Vienna from the benefit of an exceptional .Austrian rate of 1926 applicable to 
all the other Vienna stations. 
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In all these cases, it is clear that the question is s~n;tply o~e of ?ompetition, whether 
abusive or not, between rail and waterway. T~e ongm a~d destmatwn ?f the goods 
being the same whether the goods are carried entiTely_ by_ rail o~ b?th by r~1l and water, 
the railway's only motive is to make the greatest prof1ts 1t can m 1ts o'Yn mterests. All 
that need be examined is whether this competition, which is like that taking place betw~en 
two industries catering for the same customers, has not led the railways to make an abus1ve 
use of their transport monopoly in cases in which the Danube route can only be used when 
the goods are transhipped. . 

The Committee has got ~he impression that the majority of _the~e cases mentwned, 
which are of very limited importance in relation to the total nav1gatwn on the Dam~be, 
represent cases of normal competition. In itself a lowering of railway rates ca~ certa~nly 
not be regarded as more open to criticism on the part of navigation than a lowenng ?f nver 
frei<rhts would be on the part of the railways. The traffic in plums coming from the Kmgdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and of sugar coming from Czech?slovakia are c_a~es of 
this kind. The lowering of the rates for sugar has been accompamed by the abohtwn of 
certain advantages which had temporarily been enjoyed ?Y the transh~pment _tra~f~c, and 
the change of circumstances pointed out in the observatiOns of the ra1lways JUstlfles the 
changes of rate. 

There is nothing to show that in these cases the reductions in rates were accompanied 
by measures not justifiable economically and directly tending to put difficulties in the way 
of transhipment traffic. Perhaps the same does not apply, however, to the cases mentioned 
as regards Linz and Vienna, especially the latter. Whether the measures from which the 
transhipment traffics of these two towns have suffered were introduced in a general form or 
not, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the result was to place the transhipment 
stations of these towns in an unfavourable situation, giving the perhaps erroneous 
impression that such was, if not their purpose, at any rate one of the results anticipated by 
the Austrian railways. It ought t·o be added that on the other hand, most of the river 
navigation companies are either wholly or partially owned by the respective Governments 
or subsidised by them. · 

Danube freight rates are onanaverage25 to 30 percent lower than railwayrates. Hungary 
has recently reduced her ra.ilway rates for grain export to Austria, Germany and the 
Austrian-Swiss and Italian-Austrian frontier stations, by 20 to 25 per cent. Hungarian 
agriculturists had been holding up their stocks of grain as they were speculating on the price 
of overseas grain rising. This did not eventuate, and the rates were reduced to enable the 
grain to be got out of the country. Danube shipping was at the time closed. Nevertheless, 
the Danube companies have replied with reductions of about 20 per cent. This means some loss 
to the Danube shipping companies, but it is not considered serious, as the main grain 
exporting country is the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and not Hungary. 
Moreover, the railway reductions are dependent on the grain travelling considerable 
lengths on the Hungarian railways. . 

This loss to the Danube shipping companies is likely to be countered by the average 
increase of 10 per cent in the Austrian goods railway rates, which is to take effect early iri 1929. 
It refers mainly to massed goods, such as raw materials, coal, metal, timber, stones and 
sand, for which the rates were heretofore comparatively low. On certain of these articles the 
increase will amount to 20 per cent. The new tariff is not yet definitely settled, as the railway is 
still negotiating with certain interested persons, such as producers of potatoes, etc. This 
increase will enab!e t~e Danube shipping companies to r~ise their rate_s correspondingly 
as they always mamtam same 20 to 2o per cent lower than railway rates, th1s being considered 
to counter the longer duration of transport by water. 

Subject to the previous remarks, no international question therefore seems to arise in 
connection with the competition between the railways and the Danube. No doubt 
improvements could be made by a better co-ordination of the water and rail transport 
services and by better co-operation between the two classes of transporters as was pointed 
out by l.Vlr. Hines. These are improvements which might be effected in the 'or<ranisation of 
combined transport, but it is not for the Committee to make suggestions in this" respect. 

The only problem in connection with the Danube which bears some relation to certain 
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problem.s o.n the Rhine is that of the competition between the Danube Black Sea port8 and 
the Adnat1c ports. The reduction, if it has taken place or is taking place, in the railway 
rates for transport to or from the Adriatic ports must have a great effect on the Danube 
traffic, although, in the absence of statistical data, this effect is difficult to estimate. 

VII. SUl\IlVIARY AND RECOl\IlVIENDATIONS. 

The Committee has confined its conclusions altogether to such cases which can be 
considered to be of an international character, leaving aside, not only all controversies 
concerning exclusively different interests within the same country, but also such problems 
of international traffic in which discrimination against international interests would be 
only of subordinate importance. . 

The more detailed results are almost altogether confined to the Rhine and the railways 
competing with the Rhine traffic. As to the Danube, the cases of an international 
character have been found to be few and of no great importance. . 

The investigations carried on by the Committee have not shown that there is any 
general falling-off of river traffic as compared with railway traffic. On the contrary, 
taken as a whole, river traffic appears to have held its own or, at least, not to have lost 
ground to any appreciable extent. At the same time, not a few of the more valuable 
commodities, occurring in small quantities, have gone over to the railway, and the same 
tendency is observable with regard to upstream traffic to South Germany generally, as 
to upstream traffic also with regard to such bulky goods as coal, and principally in cases 
where transhipment would be necessary in river traffic, i.e., on a combined route. 

Though several factors have contributed to this result, there is no reason to doubt 
that the rate policy on the part of the railways has been one of them, and probably the 
most important.· The decreasing distance rates introduced upon the German railways 
after the war, combined with the numerous exceptional rates for German seaports, which 
are only to a small and even decreasing extent set off by exceptional rates for river-ports, 
account for this. Some of these measures are as recent as the last quarter of 1928 and have 
consequently not yet had time to influence such conditions as can be studied statistically 
at the present moment, so that the tendencies shown in this report may be expected to 
become stronger during the course of the present year. 

Some measures introduced by French and Belgian railways work in the same direction, 
but their influence seems to have been of smaller importance. As to the French Customs 
tariff policy (surtaxes d'entrepot et d'origine), although in its general conception it proceeds 
from the same idea, there has been no evidence to show that, in the way in which it had 
been applied in relation to Antwerp and Strasburg, discrimination against river navigation 
has taken place. 

A result which takes a,way traffic from the river is, however, by no means conclusive 
against the advisability of the policy pursued. It is impossible to admit an indefeasible 
right to a position once acquired, and the measures introduced by the railways may be 
perfectly justified even if unfavourable to river navigation and river-ports. If the means · 
of transportation are to be judged simply as such, i.e., without any motives outside 
considerations of rail and river transport, the rule which ought to be laid down is that the 
rate should in all cases cover additional cost of carriage, and that, in a choice between 
different routes, that one should be chosen which created the minimum of additional cost 
for a given service. There appears to be a balance of probability against all the favolus 
shown to the national seaports by the railways complying with this test. 

Such a policy as has been pursued is certainly not inspired mainly by an ill-will shown 
to waterways on the part of the railways. The principal aim - at least, in many cases -
has been to favour national seaports to the detriment of foreign ones. In some cases, as with 
regard to traffic from the land frontiers, this is not a question of competition with waterways 
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at all, or only indirectly so; it is the railways to the othe~ foreign seaports ~hich are in such 
cases principally discriminated against. But as the most Important competitors of Hamb_urg 
and Bremen are those North Sea ports which are situated at the mouths of the Rhme, 
the principal part of the policy becomes, as a matter of fact, undoubtedly, though sur~ly 
reluctantly, directed against the Rhine traffic. This is, in the first in_stance, t~e case With 
regard to German railway policy ; for France and Belgiu:U the temptatiOn ?f ~omg the same 
thing is much smaller, and the whole tendency of the pohcy of those countnes IS of secondary 
importance, though not altogether different from that prevailing in GermanY:. . 

It is quite clear that such a policy is not a railway interest. From a railway pomt of 
view, nothing is to be gained by it, and a great deal may be lost. It means using the railway 
for the purposes of a policy of protection to seaports. 

* * * 
What the Committee recommends in this situation is that all railway rates, general as 

well as exceptional ones, should be put to the test of figures of actual self-costs. 
This does not mean that rate-making ought, in the opinion of the Committee, to be put 

into a Procrustean bed. Rate-making is certainly an art and not a science, and an 
exceptionally great number of considerations are brought into play ; perhaps no sort of 
prices are as complicated as railway rates. But this does by no means obviate the necessity 
of basing the decisions taken upon as intimate a knowledge as possible of the actual facts -
in the first place, facts relating to additional cost of carriage . 

.As a general rule, the principle which ought to apply is, according to the Committee, 
that no rates should be quoted below additional cost of carriage, and that no route 

. should be preferred to a less expensive one, the value of the service rendered being the basis 
in both cases. 

If, none the less, it should be considered necessary, for political or other reasons, to act 
otherwise, it is highly to be recommended that such a step should never be taken without 
full knowledge of the facts and public information about them . 

.As the railways are in that case deflected from the purposes of transportation, it might 
even be wished that other means than railway rates were used in the service of such a policy. 
The Committee thinks that in these cases actual bounties, to the benefit of traffic to or from 
particular ports, would be preferable to laying the railways under contribution and 
consequently, either diminishing their surplus or malting use of them as a means of taxing 
the consumer. Such a policy would make the situation clearer and facilitate international 
adjustment-s. 
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Al\WEX A. 

Extracts /rom the Reports of Mr. Walker D. Hines . 

. COMPETITION BETWEEN RAILWAYS AND WATERWAYS. 

1. The Rhine. 

(Document C .444.1'1I.164.1925.VIII, page 5.) 

RAILWAY COMPETITION. 

Representatives of Belgian, Dutch, French and German interests all expressed grave 
concern as to the unfavourable effect upon Rhine navigation resulting from recent 
developments of railway competition. These representatives all agreed that serious 
injury was being caused by such competition, although they were not always in agreement 
in pointing to the same railways as the source of the injury. 

The situation is immensely complicated, and in order to make a complete statement 
of the factors it would be necessary to conduct a much more searching enquiry than was 
possible with the time and the means available in the present investigation. 

The broad outlines of the situation seem to be as follows : The North German seaports 
Hamburg and Bremen seem to have been made to an increasing extent the beneficiaries 
of a policy of exceedingly low rail rates to attract commerce to those ports. On the other 
hand, the special rail tariffs which before the war had operated to encourage the moYement 
of traffic through Rhine river-ports have been largely discontinued, this being influenced 
by the fact that, since 1920 (when the State railways were transferred to the Reich), there 
have been no separate administrations for the Bavarian railways and the Baden railways, 
which, as separate systems, had a direct interest to encourage the joint moYement of traffic 
by their respective lines and the Rhine. 

In addition, the Reich in 1920 introduced a new railway tariff system which operated 
to make comparatively low rates for long distances and comparatively high rates for short 
distances. This change has had the effect of making the important rail rates to and from 
the Rhine river-ports relatively higher than before the war. 

Each of these two policies has operated to cut down materially the Rhine navigation's 
hinterland both for incoming and outgoing traffic. The resulting impairment of Rhine 
traffic has caused the liveliest concern and the most earnest protests on the part of the 
Rhine shipping interests and Rhine commercial agencies. The German GoYernment 
represents that negotiations are now in progress with a Yiew to restoring to the Rhine 
river-ports the relative situation which they occupied before the war, whether in comparison 
with the Hamburg and Bremen special rail rates or in comparison with long-distance rail 
hauls in general. 

German interests represent that the French and Belgian railways have established 
very low rates which have been extremely detrimental to the Rhine in the following respect~ : 

1. Before the war, the Saar Territory, 1\lsace and Lorraine despatched their raw 
materials and finished products largely by the Rhine and received their cereals largely 
by the same route. Now, the French and Bel)!ian railways, in order to obtain this traffic 
for themselves, have established such low rates as to make it impossible for Rhine 
navigation to compete. 

2. Before the war, the Rhine route was used to a considerable extent for transit 
traffic from the sea to Switzerland. This traffic has been largely lost by reason of the 
exceptional tariffs of the Belgian and French railways, which seek to obtain this traffic 
by the rail route from Antwerp to Switzerland. 
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3. The German Rhine shipping interests say that the extremely low rates mad~ 
by the German railways for Hamburg and Bremen ha.ve been offset by. extremely low 
rates made by the French and Belgian r~ilways for Antwerp (and pos~1bly .for French 
ports), and that the result has been that the German r~ilways ~a:'e not pro~1ted ?Y .the 
policy which they initiated, and at the same time have done a great mJury to Rhme sh1ppmg . 

. 4. The fact that French and Belgian tariffs are expressed in currencies which are 
not on a gold basis operates of itself to keep those rates on a lower level, and hence operates 
to intensify the competition of those railways. 

It is insisted by various Rhine shipping interests that many of these post-war rail 
rates which are detrimental to the Rhine are not remunerative in themselves and that the 
railways would make a much better profit on the traffic if it were .carried by .them t? or 
from the Rhine river-ports on a rate adjustment which would adnut of the rail and rtver 
movement. 

These representations make the definite impression that, in the radical rate 
readjustments which have grown out of the post-war struggle for position and business, the 
various railway administrations have been adopting policies highly detrimental to the 
Rhine and to the natural interests of the various States in the success of Rhine navigation. 
At the same time, it is by no means clear that, on the whole, these policies are beneficial to 
the railways themselves. Perhaps a re-survey of the situation on the part of State authorities 
railway authorities and Rhine shipping interests might point to the conclusion that 
readjustments could and should be made which would promote a sounder State policy 
through leaving Rhine navigation with its natural status and which at the same time would 
give the railways as much or more net revenue than at present. 

It would certainly seem that the State authorities and the Rhine shipping interests, and 
it is believed also the railway interests, ought to be able to agree that broad public policy, 
both from a national standpoint and from an international standpoint, makes it desirable 
that the Rhine should continue to carry the traffic which itis naturally adapted to carry 
on an economical basis. Great shipping fleets and port installations have been created on 
the Rhine because it was adapted to provide the public with an extensive transportation 
service. Experience has demonstrated the efficiency and economy of transport upon this 
great channel of commerce. It would be contrary to the permanent interest of each of the 
riparian States to have this traffic taken away from the Rhine by highly artificial rail-rate 
adjustments. It therefore seems appropriate to recommend a thoroughgoing re-examination 
of this broad problem as to the justification for the present rates of the German, French and 
Belgian railways. 

It would seem that the development of this injurious competition has grown out of a 
lnixture of two motives : First, the motive of any railway administration to adjust its rates 
so. as to secure what appears to be an additional volume of traffic (perhaps without weighing 
With sufficient care the question whether the new traffic will be remunerative and the 
questio~ whether, at the same time, other remunerative traffic may not be lost); second, 
the motive of State policy to build up its seaports (perhaps without weighing the interests 
of the country's Rhine river-ports). In any discussion of these problem~, it would seem to 
be helpful to separate these two factors and study each on its merits. l!'or example, there 
ha~ been some suggestion that the requirements of the Dawes plan tend to interfere with an 
adJustment of rail rates which would give the Rhine river-ports an increased share of the 
traffic. But if on a full survey it should appear that the German railways would make more 
net revenue by annulling the extremely low rates to the German seaports, thus admittin<> 
of carrying a reasonable volume of traffic to Rhine river-ports at much more remunerativ~ 
rail rates, it would seem that the requirements of the Dawes plan would point to that solution 

·rather than to the maintenance of unduly low (and hence presumably unremunerative) rates 
to the ~erman seaports. Such an analysis of the elements in the problem might lead to the 
conclusi.on that the present adjus~ment is not prompted by, or even promotive of, the 
concep~10ns of the Dawes plan, but IS rather a German State policy to favour its seaports as a 
protective measure, even at the expense of its Rhine river-ports. 
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The shipping concerns of Belgium, France, Germany and the Netherlands appear to 
have a co_mmo~ interest to co-operate in the interest of Rhine navigation and to try to secure 
due c_onsrderatwn therefor by the States and the railway administrations. A careful re
exa:tl!mati?n of the justification of the rail rates seems to he in order, as well as a serious 
con~rder~twn as to what will be the future effect upon Rhine navigation and the public's 
obvrous mterest therein. 

2. The Danube. 

(Document C.444 (a).l\L164 (a).1925.VIII, pages 18 and 58). 

Again, rail competition, or rail-water competition, may have an increasing adverse 
effe?t u~on Danube traffic. It is understood that Czechoslovakia and Italy, acting in 
conJunctiOn with the other States interested in the railway from Czechoslovakia to Trieste, 
have put into effect extremely low rates calculated to encourage the movement of traffic 
via Trieste which would otherwise move via the Danube. n· is understood that, prior 
to the war, in some of the States, notably in Hungary, the railway policy definitely sought 
to take away traffic from the Danube. What the policy of Hungary_ and other States 
will be in this direction in the future remains to be seen. It is evident, however, that 
Dan:rbe navigation may suffer substantial injury from railway competition. In any 
partrcular Danube .State there is danger that the railways will receive more sympathetic 
consideration than will the transportation on the Danube, as the railways are State owned 
and operated. 

As will be pointed out more fully below, the establishment of rail-Danube through 
freight tariffs and provision for through rail-Danube bills of lading are very greatly in __ 
the interest of Danube navigation and, it is believed, in the interest of the various Danube 
countries. 

GREATER CO-OPERATION BETWEEN RAILWAYS AND DANUBE NAVIGATION. 

It is believed that this is a subject of great importance to Danube navigation. Such 
a great river can never play a satisfactory role as a transportation agency unless it can be 
articulated with the railways, so as to receive traffic from them and supply traffic to them 
more completely than is now the case. 

The difficulty appears to be that the State railway administration in each of the 
Danube States is much more disposed to co-operate with other railways than it is with 
Danube navigation. Through bills of lading are issued for through rail transportation 
to points in other countries, but not for rail and river transportation. Through rates are 
established with other railways, but not with the river. Yet in many instances the State 
in which the traffic originates would really have its interests better promoted if traffic 
by its own railway and the Danube could be encouraged rather than by its own railway 
and the railways of other countries. When the traffic moves by the railway of the State 
in which the traffic originates, and beyond its frontier by the other railways, the only 
revenue received by the State of origin is the revenue to the frontier. But if the 
traffic moves by railway to the Danube and thence by the Danube, the strong probability 
is that the traffic will move on the Danube in the vessels of the domestic navigation 
company, and in this way the State and its nationals will get the entire revenue on the 
traffic from the point of origin to destination; first a substantial rail revenue to the river, 
and then also the revenue for the river transport. 

Up to the present time, not only has there not been a satisfactory co-operation of the 
railways with the Danube, but, on the contrary, the railways have established extremely 
low special rates for the benefit of trade routes competitive with the Danube, the result 
being to take traffic away from the Danube altogether. The German railways appear 
to have encouraged the rail movement of traffic away from the Danube instead of to it. 
The Czechoslovak, Austrian and S. H. S. railways are under~tood to have co-operated 
in making very low rates to Trieste, which have taken the traffic away from the Danube. 
causing it to move instead by sea and rail. • 
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It is believed the navigation companies are justified in the efforts which they are 
making to secure much greater consideration in the adjustment of railway rates and policies 
so as to be favourable to the Danube rather than unfavourable to it, and it is believed 
that the respective Danube States would be justified in giving sympathetic consideration 
to these efforts of the Danube navigation companies. 

Czechoslovakia has already made some efforts to co-operate. It has established 
special rates on its railways in favour of its Danube ports, but through roil-Danube rates 
or through bills of lading have not yet been provided. 
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SOME OF THE DISTRICTS EMPLOYED IN GERMAN OFFICIAl, TRAFFIC STATISTICS. 

Waterways. 

Number District 

Sa Elbe round Hamburg. 
Sb Elbe from Hamburg downstream. 
9a Weser round Bremen. 
9b Weser from Bremen downstream. 

lla Elbe in Hanover. 
llb WeserinHanover, including Ems-WeserCanal. 
13 Upper Si!esia. 
15 Lower Si!esia, excluding Breslau. 
20 Province Saxony. 
21a Werra and Fulda. 
2lb Main in Hessen-Nassau. 
21c Rhine in Hessen-Nassau. 
22a Westphalia, south of Lippe (excluding 22b). 
22b Rhine-Herne Canal in Westphalia. 
23a Tributaries of Rhine in Rheinprovinz. 
23b Rhine-Herne Canal in Rheinprovinz. 
25a Rhine ports \Valsum and Alsum. 
25b Right bank of Rhine in Rheinprovinz. 
26a Left bank of Rhine from Bingen to Koblenz· 
26b Left bank of Rhine from Koblenz downstream. 
26c Rhine ports Rheinhausen, Romberg, etc. 
27 Saar in Rheinprovinz. 
28 Duisburg-Ruhrort. 

31 Rhine in Bavarian Palatinate. 
32a !\lain in Hessen. 
32b Rhine in Hessen. 
33a Rhine in Baden, excluding l'IIannheim. 
33b N eckar and tributaries in Baden and Hessen. 
33c Lake Constance in Baden. 
34 Ludwigshafen, .1\Iannheim. 
35a Neckar and tributaries in Wiirttemberg. 
35b Lake Constanc~ in Wiirttemberg. 
36a Danube and tributaries in Bavaria and 

W iirttemberg, excluding 37b. 
36b Lake Constance in Bavaria. 
37a !\lain and tributaries in Bavaria and Baden. 
44a Alsace. 
44b ·Lorraine. 
4 7 \Vestern Poland. 
56 Switzerland. 
58 France. 
60 Belgium. 
61 Netherlands. 

Number 

Railways. 

District 

8 Elba seaports (Hamburg, Altona, Harburg, 
Cuxhaven, etc.). 

9 Weser seaports (Bremen, Bremenhaven, 
Nordenham, Vegesack, etc.). 

lla Liineburg, Osnabriick, Oldenburg, etc. 
llb Hanover, Braunschweig, etc. 
13 Upper Si!esia. 
15 Lower Si!esia, excluding Breslau. 
20 Province Saxony, excluding Leipzig. 
21 Province Hessen-Nassau, Ober-Nessen 

including Frankfurt (21a). 

22 Ruhr Tenitory in W ~stphalia, excluding 28. 

23 Ruhr Territory in Rheinprovinz. 
24 Westphalia. 

25 Rheinprovinz on the right bank of Rhine, 
excluding 28. 

26 Rheinprovinz on the left bank of Rhine. 
· 27 Saar Territory. 
28 Rhine ports Duisburg, Duisburg-Hochfeld, 

Ruhrort. 
31 Bavarian Palatinate, excluding 34. 
32 Province Hessen, excluding Oberhessen (21). 

33 Baden, excluding 34. 

34 l\Iannheim, Rheinau, Ludwigshafen. 
35 Wiirttemberg. 

36 South Bavaria. 

37 North Bavaria. 
44 Alsace-Lorraine. 

47a Polish Upp<'r Silesia. 
56 Switzerland. 
58 France. 
60 Belgium. 
61 Netherlands. 
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LIST OF MAIN SOURCES USED. 

(1) GiUerbewegung auf deutschen Eisenbahnen 1912, 1913, 1925, 1926 (source 
reference used G.). 

(2) Verkehr der deutschen Binnenwasserstrassen 1912, 1913, 1925, 1926 (source 
reference used B.). 

( 3) Rapports annuels de la Commission Centrale pour la Navigation du Rhin ,.(source 
reference used C. C.) 1913, 1925-1927. 

(4) Gesclziiftsbericht der deutschen Reichsbahn. 
(5) Reports of the Commissioner for the German Railways to the Reparation Commission. 
(6) Hamburgs Handel und Schiffah?·t (yearly returns 1913, 1925, 1926, 1927, monthly 

returns 1926, 1927, 192R). 
(7) Statistisehes J aht-buch fur die Freie und Hansestadt Hamburg 1925, 1926. 
(8) Die Seeschiffahrt, 1912-1926. 
(9) Der Auswiirtige Handel (yearly returns until 1927, monthly returns for 1927 

and 1928). 

(10) Bremen: Monatsberichte des statistischen Landesamtes 1927, 1928. 
(11) Statistisches J alzrbuch fur das deutsche Reich. 
(12) Wirtschajt und Statistik (source reference used W. & St.). 
(13) NorddeutRcher Lloyd: Jahrbuch 1925. 
(14) Schiffahrtsjahrbuch 1927, 1928. 
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PREFACE 

In the course of the investigation, it became clear that the conditions which made 
the Rhine shipping concerns complain of increasing competition by the German railways 
were far more complex than might at first be imagined. The causes did not lie exclusively 
in a simple policy of competition by the railways with the waterways by means of special 
tariffs. The present study is limited to Germany, but it should be borne in mind that 
the comparatively low level of the French railway tariffs expressed in a depreciated currency 
has certainly had the effect of competing with the Rhine traffic, though no statistics are 
available to illustrate the actual extent of this competition. For this reason, it is unfair, 
whatever the competition of the German railways may be, to make them the scapegoat 
for all the misfortunes that the Rhine shipping has suffered. Moreover, it became obvious 
that a mere comparison of the traffic by rail and by water in the Rhine districts only could 
give no satisfactory results. .As the effect of the special railway tariffs could not be 
expected to be limited to the navigation on the Rhine, it was thought necessary to examine 
in the first instance the main features of the development of the German traffic by rail and 
water, in order to bring out the general tendencies which might be obscured by purely 
local conditions . 

.As regards the period covered by the investigation, it should be recalled that the 
complaints of the Rhine shipping concerns were particularly strong during the period of 
German inflation, when owing to the slump of exchange the low rates charged for by 
the German State Railways had disastrous effects on the river navigation, which is partly 
in the hands of small private undertakings. .As regards the year 1924, the first year of 
stable currency conditions, no complete statistics are available on account of the occupation 
of the Ruhr districts, so that the year 1925 was the first which could be taken into account. 
The year 1926 was highly abnormal on account of the British coal stoppage, but it would 
appear that there has been nevertheless since 1925 a radical improvement in the situation 
of the water traffic, although, as will be shown in the present report, some districts of the 
Rhine did not share in this general improvement. 

No detailed traffic statistics were available for later years except those of the 
"Commission centrale pour la Navigation du Rhin ". 

For this reason, no detailed analysis could be made of the years 1927 and 1928, although 
data were brought up to date whenever possible. .As regards the transhipment traffic 
(rail to river or vice versa) on the Upper Rhine, there was not a single year which was really 
satisfactory for a closer analysis, the year 1926 being abnormal and the data for 1925 being 
in part incomplete owing to military occupation (for instance, Lud"IVigshafen). 

Special attention has been paid in the present investigation to the following points, 
which may likewise affect the distribution of the traffic by rail and by riwr : 

(1) Changes in quantity of foreign trade (changes in home consumption or consumption 
in foreign countries to or from which goods are carried) ; 

(2) Changes in origin or destination of trade movement; 
(3) Changes due to progress of industry; 
( 4) Changes in business conditions, at home and abroad ; 
(5) Changes in length of rail or waterways; 
( 6) Influence of territorial changes ; 
(7) Competition of national seaports with foreign seaports; 
(8) Competition of various inland ports. 

The following examples may illustrate the above points : 

Re (1). Imports into Germany of fertilisers have decreased and this has resulted 
in a decrease of the water traffic. 
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Re (2). Imports of Russian cereals have been repla~ed in part by imports from 
overseas. Traffic by rail was affected unfavourably; traffic by water favourably. 

R"e (3). As a 1·esult of new methods for producing liquid fuel from coal, s01_ne ?ranches 
of the German chemical industry moved to the very centre of the Ruhr coal distrwts. 

Re (4). As a result of the British coal disp_ute, large quantiti~s of coal ~ere shipped 
abroad even by routes not used under normal Circumstances : for mstance, vra Hamburg. ' . Re (5). The opening of the Rhine-Herne Canal in the Ruhr gave a fresh Impetus 
to through shipments of coal by water. . 

Re (6). The separation of the Saar affected chiefly the traffic by rail, whereas the 
cession of Alsace affected both the traffic by rail and by water. 

Re (7). Any increase in exports via Rotterdam tends to favour the ~hine navi~ation, 
whereas, on the contrary, an increase of shipments vi~ Hamburg favours either the railways 
or the Elbe traffic, but not the traffic on the Rhme. 

Re (8). As a result of improvements made on the waterways, traffic with 
Aschaffenburg (on the Main) and with Karlsruhe developed at the expense of traffic via 
Mannheim. 

Unless all the points referred to above are taken into account, it is often impossible 
to state whether in a given case the water traffic suffered from the introduction of special 
railway tariffs or from other causes. · 

With regard to the main sources used for analysing the inland traffic, a complete 
list of which is given on page 52, some comments are necessary. 

The statistics of the " Commission centrale" (G. G.) relate mainly to individual ports 
of the Rhine and its tributaries, whether German or foreign ports. They also give the 
shipments up and down the Rhine according to the records of the Prussian Customs 
authorities at Emmerich and of the Dutch authorities at Lobith. The German official 
statistics of inland navigation (B.), which refer to all German waterways, give on the other 
hand the shipping traffic between different districts, each of which may include a number 
of ports. As a rule, however, ports of primary importance form districts by themselves. 
The districts are referred to in the present report as "Distr. No ... " or by numbers only. 

The distribution of districts is the same for the German statistics both of waterways 
and of railways, the waterways districts being, however, in many cases subdivided into 
sub-districts. (See map and list of districts given on pages 50 and 51. 

It should be noted that the traffic statistics by districts are never quite complete. 
Particularly, the records for earlier years were not always satisfactory. This explains 
in part at least why those statistics do not always agree with corresponding statistics 
by ports. This more detailed division of districts in the case of waterways makes 
it ~mpossible to compare figures of the railway districts and of river districts unless special 
adJustments are made. These adjustments are referred to in detail in the introductory 
remarks to Chapter II of the present enquiry. · 

The enquiry has been divided into three chapters, the first dealing with the general 
development of traffic by rail and river, the second with the relative importance of the 
German trade movement with German, Dutch and Belgian seaports, particularly as reo·ards 
good_s carried i~ big quantitie~ ( "Ma:sse~~iiter") and, fi~a_lly, the third ~ealing with a 'in ore 
deta1led analysis of the traffic of mdividual commod1t1es more specially on the Rhine. 
Some of the less bulky but more valuable commodities were likewise taken into account 
in that ?hapter. Each ?hapter is preceded by an introductory paragraph giving among 
other thmgs some techmcal comments on the method followed adjustments made value 
of the statistical materials, etc. ' ' 
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Chapter I. 

GENERAL SURVEY OF GERMAN TRAFFIC BY R.AIL .AND RIVER 

IN 1912-1913 .AND 1925-1928. 

INTRODUCTORY REMARK. 

In Chapter I, the traffic by rail and water is compared with the German imports and exports in general trade, 
reparation deliveries, statistics for which have been recently published, being included. Special attention has been 
drawn to consequences of territorial changes. Statistics of traffic by districts were compared with those referrinl!' 
to individual ports and supplemented by statistics of the combined rail· river or ri~er·rail traffic (" Umsch!a.gverkehr"). 
A detailed comparison between the statistics of traffic by districts and those referring to this direct transhipment 
traffic leads to the conclusion that the latte.r do not always represent the actual situation in a.n adequate way, inasmuch 
a.s they refer only to goods which are directly loaded on rail ex·ship or vice VP.rsa. If, for instance, goods are 
consigned to an inland port by water, stored in this port and re·consigned afterwards by rail, they will not appear 
in the statistics of the "Umsch!agverkehr ". Thus the erection of new warehouses in a. big commercial centre 
like Mannheim may give a. new impetus to the transhipment traffic, but the statistics would show just the contrary. 

The movement of the physical quantities carried on German rail and waterways 
on the one hand and the German general trade by weight on the other is shown in Table 1. 
.As the bulk of the traffic relates, however, to the internal trade, no close correlation between 
the various sets of figures may reasonably be expected. As pointed out in the Preface, 
the traffic figures are somewhat incomplete as regards traffic both by rail and by water. 

TABLE I. - GERMANY'S TRADE AND TRAFFIC. 

(a) Movement of the German General Tmde by Weight (including Reparation Deliveries). 
(b) Movement of the Traffic by Rail and Inland Water. 

1912 
1913 

1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

* Official estimate. 
** Own estimate. 

A. ABSOLUTE FIGURES. Tons (OOO,OOO's omitted). 

Germany's general trade Traffic on 

Imports Exports Total Railways Waterways 

79 73 152 474 93.5 
81.4 82.2 163.6 501.1 101.3 

24.8 . 337 44.7 
354 42.1 

60.7 405* 59.3 
. . 34.6 

. . 71.6 
63.4 62.6 126.0 396.2 86.2 
59.6 91.0 150.6 416.5 102.3 
82.2 73.5 155.7 467.3 111.3 

i (473)** {104)** 



"-56-· 

B. INDEX NuMBERS BASED ON 1912-13. 

Germany's General Trade Traffic on 

Imports Exports Total Railways Waterways 

1912-13 100 100 ... 100 100 100 
1920 30.8 . 69.1 45.9 
1921 . 72.6 43.1 
1922 75.4 83.1 60.9 
1923 35.5 
1924 . 73.5 . 
1925 79.5 81.2 80.4 81.3 88.5 
1926 74.0 117.3 95.6 85.4 105.0 
1927 102.1 94.7 98.5 95.9 114.3 
1928 . (97.0*) (106.8*) 

* Own estimate. 

The estimated figures for the present territory of Germany ~ere, for 1913 : Traf~c 
by rail 445 millions and traffic by water 96 ~illions.,_ If we c~lculate mdex numbers of traffic 

on the basis of these adjusted figures, we get the followmg results : 

TABLE 2. - GERMANY : TRAFFIC BY RAIL AND WATER IN PRESENT TERRITORY. 

Index numbers based on 1913. 

* Own estimate. 

1913 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

Railways 

100 
75.7 
79.6 
91.0 

89.0 
93.6 

104.9 
(106. 3*) 

Waterways 

100 
46.6 
4.'3.9 
61.8 
36.0 
74.6 
89.8 

106.6 
115.9 

(108.3*) 

The figures for exports are inclusive of reparation deliveries, the statistics for which 
were published quite recently. Owing to the importance of these deliveries if measured 
by weight- coal ! -the data usually quoted and used hitherto in all previous German 
official publications in relation to traffic were quite inadequate, as they ignored an 
export which amounted in 1926, measured by weight, to nearly 20% of the ordinary exports 
(generaL trade). · 

The figures relating to 1928 are rough estimates and should be used with caution. 
Thus the figure for railways was arrived at by applying to the 1927 figure the approximate 
percentage increase calculated from the Report of the Commissioner for the Reichsbahn 
( +1.4%). The figure for water traffic was estimated from the monthly returns referring 
to some important ports. With these above reservations, the percentage which the traffic 
on waterways formed of the railway traffic is shown in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3.- GERMANY : RELATIVE IMPORTANCE, ON THE BASIS OF. QUANTITIES, OF THE WATER TRAFFIC 

AS COMPARED WITH THE TRAFFIC BY RAIL. 

% 
1913.00 0 .. 21.6 
1920.0 0 0 0 0 13.3 
1921 ...... 11.9 
1922 ...... 14.6 
1925 ...... 21.8 
1926 0 .. 0 . . 24.6 
1927 ...... 23.9 

If the estimated figures for 1928 be used, the percentage for that year is 22. 

The Saar Territory being treated at present in the German statistics like a foreign 
district, the post-war figures for this territory do not take into account any of its traffic 
except to and from Germany. The water traffic of the Saar Territory with the present 
German territory was, however, in 1913 quite insignificant (B., 1913), whereas it was 
far more important with France. 

The German railway traffic has been adversely affected by the change of the political 
status of the Saar Territory and irrespective of the other territorial changes, as shown 
in the following statement referring to the railway traffic between the Saar Territory and 
Germany. 

TABLE 4.- SAAR TERRITORY: RAILWAY TRAFFIC WITH GERMANY. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 

Despatched I Received Despatched I Received Despatched I Recei.,-ed 

Local traffic 5,032 . 

Lorraine. 1,076 4,728 . 
Alsace 580 89 
Other German 

provinces 5,991 2,314 1,787 908 1,799 994 

Total Germany 7,647 7,131 1,787 908 1,799 994 

Source : (G., 1913, 1925, 1926). 

As a consequence of the changes of its frontiers, Germany had lost about 10 per cent 
of its traffic by rail and only 5 per cent of its traffic by water. It would appear that the 
railways have tried to make up this loss by intensifying the traffic within the present 
territory · this feature will be- referred to on several occasions in the present study. Inland 
navigatio'n being by its very nature less able to develop in new dh·ections, increased, as 
might be expected, its relations with other countries. The table below gi>es (a) the inhmd 
traffic (b) the foreign traffic, and (c) the transit traffic expressed as percentages of the 
total traffic by rail and water respectively : 



Railways 
1913 

1925 
1926 
1927 

. Waterways 
1913 

1925 
1926 
1927 
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TABLE 5.- NATURE OF THE TRAFFIC BY RAIL AND. BY WATER 

(expressed as percentages of the respective total Traffic). 

Inland Foreign Transit 

85.6 14.2 0.2 

89.5 
88.1 
89.8 

56.0 
48.5 
43.3 
45.7 

9.8 
11.3. 
9.7 

44.0 
50.5 
55.8 
52.8 

0.7 
0.6 
0.5 

1.0 
0.9 
1.5 

Total 

100 

100 
100 
100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

Sources: (G.; B.). 

The preceding tables 1-3 suggest that, as regards the physical quantities carried, the water 
traffic, after a severe crisis in the years immediately following the war, made considerable 
progress which was even more pronounced than in the case of the railways. It exceeded 
the pre-war level in 1926, and, although the favourable effects of the British coal stoppage 
no longer obtained after that year, it has since remained above the pre-war level. The 
relative importance of the volume of goods carried by water, as compared with the rail 
traffic, is as high as -and sometimes even higher than- before the war. 

The above refers exclusively to quantities, irrespective of length of haul. When 
this second point of view 1s considered also, i.e. tons exchanged for ton-kilometres, the 
results are partially different .. Table 6 shows the actual and relative traffic in German 
territory measured in ton-kilometres. Over half of this traffic by water refers to the 
Rhine, and if the Ems-Weser Basin is included, the proportion reaches nearly 70 per cent. 
The percentage figures have been calculated on the basis of the 1913 figures for the old 
and for the present territory respectively : 

TABLE 6.- TRAFFIC (EXPRESSED IN TON-KILOMETRES). 

0 

Absolute Figures 
Index Numbers based on 1913 

Ton-km. OOO.OOO's 
Old Territory Present Territory 

Rail River Rail River Rail River 

1913 67,135 21,482 100 100 - -
1913* (57,282) (20,883) - - 100 100 
1925 59,629 18,905 89 88 104 91 
1926. 64,783 21,459 96 100 113 103 
1927 72,614 23,970 108 112 126 115 
1928 73,180 109 128 

*Present territory. Sources: (B. ; W. &; St.). 

. The increase in_ the ton_-kilom~tr_e of ~he water":ays was smaller than the corresponding 
figures for the t~affic by r~Il. . ThiS_ Is chiefly explamed, as will be treated at length below, 
by the decrease rn the navig~tiOn With the Upper Rhine and the increasing shipments from 
the Ruhr downstream, the distance between the Ruhr and the frontier being comparatively 
short. F_or the _same reason, the average length of haul of water traffic tended, in contrast 
to the rail traffic, to decrease, as shown in Table 7 : 
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TABLE 7.- AVERAGE LENGTH OF HAUL BY RAIL AND WATER 

1913 
1913* 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

* Present territory. 

(expressed in kilometres). 

Rail 

128 
(123) 
146 
147.7 
148.5 
152 

Water 

216 
(218) 
220 
210 
215 

Sources : (B. 1926 W. & St.). 

Table 8 shows the nature of goods carried either by rail or by water, as well as a number 
Qf percentages calculated in order to show the changes in the relative importance of water 
and rail transport for various goods. The figures for 1913 refer to the pre-war territory. 

TABLE 8.- GERMANY: KIND OF GOODS CARRIED BY RAILWAYS AND WATERWAYS (QUANTITIES). 

A. Absolute figu1·es. Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 1927 (pre-war tenitory) 

Railways Waterw. Railways Water>v. Railways Waterw. Railways Waterw. 

Coal 160,564 29,886 107,427 33,593 125,836 45,263 119,663 39,129 
Lignite . 38,314 1,823 52,435 2,096 51,632 2,690 55,895 2,465 
Earths . 46,636 14,121 36,886 8,986 39,589 10,025 51,558 12,013 
Stones, cement plates 50,787 5,624 43,843 3,325 47,971 3,936 60,519 4,498 
Ore. 25,113 14,209 9,189 13,613 7,755 12,154 10,981 19,382 
Pig iron 15,336 1,484 11,270 737 10,766 1,283 14,503 1,665 
Iron and steel products 24,283 2,129 20,462 2,936 20,478 3,740 26,132 3,707 
Timber, wood . 23,081 5,679 22,229 2,845 20,646 2,750 25,115 3,678 
Cereals 15,630 7,058 7,915 4,231 8,105 5,301 8,675 7,443 
Sugar 3,366 2,245 2,092 1,136 2,294 1,604 2,149 1,032 
Salt 2,177 562 2,020 977 2,267 1,018 2,528 1,195 
:Mineral oils . 2,419 1,169 2,461 953 2,612 1,125 3,078 1,400 
Drugs, chemicals. 4,570 960 3,900 995 3,794 1,150 4,683 1,196 
Fertilisers . 16,353 2,838 14,893 2,316 14,571 2,452 16,331 3,245 
Other 73,489 9,832 58,404 6,984 58,245 7,868 65,528 9,381 

-

Total. 501,118 99,619 395,426 85,723 416,561 102,359 467,338 111,429 

Sources: (G. B.). 
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Coal 
Lignite . 
Earths 
Stones, cement plates 
Ore. 
Pig iron 
Iron and steel products 
Timber, wood . 
Cereals . 
Sugar 
Salt 
Mineral oils . 
Drugs, chemicals. 
Fertilisers . 

·Other 

Total. 

1913 

- .. 60-. 

B. Relatil:e Figures. 
( 1) Percentages of total 

1925 

Railways Water- Railways Water-
ways ways 

32.0 30.0 27.2 39.2 
7.6 1.8 13.3 2.5 
9.3 14.2 9.3 10.5 

10.1 5.6 11.1 3.9 
5.0 14.3 2.3 15.9 
3.1 1.5 2.8 0.9 
4.9 2.1 5.2 3.4 
4.6 5.7 5.6 3.3 
3.1 7.1 2.0 4.9 
0.7 2.2 0.5 1.3 
0.4 0.6 0.5 1.1 
0.5 1.2 0.6 1.1 
0.9 1.0 1.0 1.2 
3.3 2.8 3.8 2.7 

14.5 9.9 14.8 8.1 

100 100 100 100 

1926 

Water-
Railways ways 

30.2 44.2 
12.4 2.6 
9.5 9.8 

11.5 3.9 
1.9 11.9 
2.6 1.3 
4.9 3.7 
5.0 2.7 
2.0 5.2 
0.5 1.6 
0.5 1.0 
0.6 1.1 
0.9 1.1 
3.5 2.4 

14.0 7.5 
-

100 100 

(2) Waterways as Percentage of Railways. 

1913 1925 1926 1927 

Coal 18.6 31.3 36.0 32.7 
Lignite ... 4.8 4.0 5.2 14.4 
Earths 30.3 24.4 25.3 23.3 
Stones, cement plates 11.1 7.6 8.2 7.4 
Ore. 56.6 148.1 156.7 176.5 
Pig iron ... 9.7 6.5 11.2 11.5 
Iron and steel products 8.8 14.3 18.3 14.2 
Timber, wood . 24.6 12.8 13.3 14.6 
Cereals 45.2 53.5 65.4 85.8 
Sugar 66.7 54.3 69.9 48.0 
Salt 25.8 48.4 44.9 47.3 
Mineral oils . 48.3 38.7 43.1 45.5 
Drugs, chemicals. 21.0 25.5 30.3 25.5 
Fertilisers . 17.4 15.6 16.8 19.9 
Other 13.6 12.0 13.5 14.3 

Total. 19.9* 21.7 24.6 23.8 

1927 

Water-Railways ways 

25.6 35.1 
12.0 2.2 
11.0 10.7 
13.0 4.0 
2.3 17.4 
3.1 1.5 
5.6 3.3 
5.4 3.3 
1.9 6.7 
0.5 0.9 
0.5 1.1 
0.7 1.3 
1.0 1.1 
3.5 2.9 

13.9 8.5 

100 100 

*The revised figure is 20.2. The percentage fo1· the present territory is (as shown in Table 3) : 21.8. 

The most important item - coal - is being carried at present by ship in greater 
quantities than before. This actual increase, combined with the reduction of coal 
traffic by rail, makes the relative importance of the coal traffic by ship go up from 
less than 19 per cent in 1913 to over 31 per cent in 1925, to 36 per cent in 1926, 
and to nearly 33 per cent in 1927. It should be remembered in this connection that the 
Saar Territory is excluded from the post-war data. As shown above, its direct water 
traffic was, however, of no importance, whilst its railway traffic with Germany amounte(i 
in 1913 to over 7 million tons in each direction. If we include the traffic within its own 
territory ("Lokalverkehr"), we get for all goods despatched from the Saar to Germany 
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and abroad nearly 15 million tons, of which about 10 millions were coal. This omission 
of the Saar Territory is not the only cause of the decrease in the rail traffic of coal, which 
was greatly diminished also by the cession of Upper Silesia. 

The rail transport of ore has necessarily been unfavourably influenced by the cession 
of Lorraine, which despatched in 1913 by rail nearly 9 million tons of ore. 

- The relative importance of the water traffic has diminished as regards earths, stones, 
timber and sugar. It has increased, as referred to above, in the case of coal, lignite and 
ores, but also in- the case of iron and its products, chemicals, cereals and salt. In some 
cases, the changes are undoubtedly due to changes in the foreign markets, e.g., oversea 
imports of cereals replacing Russian cereals. _ 

The turnover of traffic of the German railways by some important districts is shown 
in Table 9.1 

As the considerable reduction since 1913 is obviously due in part to territorial changes, 
the table should be supplemented by a more detailed analysis by districts as laid down 
in Table 10, showing the international railway traffic of various countries with some German 
districts. In order to make the tables easier to follow and owing to the exceptional 
character of the year 1926, the data of Table 10 are confined to 1913 and 1925. 

Most of the German districts given in Table 9, other than actual coal districts, and 
particularly South Germany, show in 1925 and 1926 higher figures as regards traffic by rail 
than in 1913. But, as shown in Table 10, there was a decrease in the railway traffic to 
Switzerland, Belgium and N !ltherlands. 

TABLE 9.- GERMANY: RAILWAY TRAFFIC (NATIONAL AND FOREIGN) BY DISTRICTS. 

Districts : 

8 (Elbe) . 0 0 

9 (Weser) 
21 (Hessen-Nassau) 
22 (Ruhr, Westphalia) 
23 (Ruhr Rheinprovinz) 
24 (Westphalia) . 
25 (Rheinprovinz, right) 
26 (Rheinprovinz, left) . 
28 (Duisburg) . 
33 (Baden) 
34 (Mannheim) 
36 (Southern Bavaria) 
37 (Northern Bavaria) 
Saar Territory 
Other . 

Excluding Saar Territ. 
Total 

Including Saar Territ. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 

Despatched 

4,268 
3,335 

14,280 
78,938 
39,881 
ll,563 
10,256 
25,397 
9,399 
6,869 
6,180 
7,982 
8,183 

14,673 
235,169 

461,700 

476,373 

1925 1926 

Received Despatched Received Despatched Received 

6,854 4,620 5,844 4,224 ll,534 
3,371 2,335 2,929 2,306 5,166 

13,736 14,781 13,144 14,927 12,350 
35,321 61,757 26,560 67,001 26,840 
26,954 29,144 20,736 32,839 19,684 
16,920 12,245 15,865 ll,8ll ll,512 
10,866 8,567 8,521 7,449 6,594 
27,134 28,881 27,222 33,041 29,301 
26,489 6,336 23,492 6,013 27,997 
8,393 8,912 9,ll8 9,075 9,432 
3,158 5,973 4,014 5,502 3,337 

10,468 8,894 ll,898 9,281 . 12,468 
ll,380 9,151 12,797 9,408 12,393 
12,849 

237,752 172,592 189,916 212,877 188,608 

438,796 374,188 372,056 390,445 386,532 

451,645 

Sources: 1913 calculated from detailed tables m G. 
1925-1926: Summary Tables in G. 

1 In order to make the figures for 1913 comparable with those for later years, the local traffic, which is 
excluded from the statistics published for 1913, but included in later statistics, has been entered equally on both 
sides as goods despatched and goods received. 
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TABLE 10.- INTERNATIONAL RAILWAY TRAFFIC WITH VARIOUS GERMAN DISTRICTS. 

Despatch to and Receipt from Germany. 
Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Alsace-Lorraine France (excl. Alsace-Lorraine) I Switzerland 

German Districts. 1913 1925 1913 1925 1913 1925 
---

Desp. Rec. Desp. Rec. Desp. Rec. Desp. Rec. Rec. Rec. 

22 (Ruhr, Westphalia) . 1,727 2,696 358 338 234 2,005 32 2,660 285 248 
23 (Ruhr, Rheinprovinz). 661 809 50 479 . 25 951 29 788 209 132 
26 (Rheinprovinz, left) 749 582 150 78 69 124 63 655 204 263 
33 (Baden) 634 356 144 106 50 63 72 100 632 0 533 
34 (Mannheim) . 210 146 24 109 21 20 19 39 865 272 
Other 190 467 240 100 530 329 

Tots], excluding Saar I 
and Alsace-Lorraine 589 3,630 455 4,342 2,725 1,777 

, 
Saar 4,817 1,656 371 436 815 .. 
Alsace 178 346 699 
Lorraine 2,359 1,223 342 

Grand total . -I 3,497 5,635 4,581 

Belgium and J.uxemburg Netherlands 

1913 1925 1913 1925 

Desp. Rec. Desp. Rec. Desp. Rec. Desp. Rec. 

22 (Ruhr, Westphalia) 640 3,183 72 1,585 188 3,093 119 747 
23 (Ruhr, Rheinprovinz). 743 1,983 159 697 241 1,838 180 732 
26 (Rheinprovinz, left) 1,453 1,632 573 1,159 711 709 493 225 
24 (Westphalia). 210 75 33 18 71 184 56 134 
Other 1,110 811 607 214 301 585 0 362 524 

Total, excluding Saar 
an(! Alsace-Lorraine 4,156 7,684 1,444 3,673 1,512 6,409 1,210 2,362 

Saar . 295 389 6 25 
Alsace Ill 42 9 4 
Lorraine 1,169 2,069 26 97 

Grand Total. 5,731 10,184 1,553 6,535 

Source : (G.) . 

.As regards water traffic, the movement on some German waterways is given in Table 11, 
which shows inland and international traffic separately. 

In connection with the reduction of the traffic on the Elbe waterways as compared 
with 1913, it should be mentioned that, according to the statistics of the "Umschlagverkehr", 
the direct transhipment traffic in most of their ports was in 1925 and 1926 much lower 
than in 1913. There may possibly be a connection between these two facts and the 
considerable increase of the foreign traffic by rail originating in the seaports of the Elbe and 
the Weser on one hand, and the existence of special transit tariffs between German seaports 
and Czechoslovakia and Austria on the other. The figures for the Ems-Weser system 
include the Ems-Weser Canal and Rhein-Herne Canal, both of which did not exist in 1913. 1 

. 
1 

The increase in the traffic of this waterway system is to be explained chiefly by the addition of these two 
waterways, but, to a lesser extent, also to changes in the method used for recording the traffic in some disti·ic~s. 
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TABLE 11.- GERMANY: TRAFFIC (INLAND AND INTERNATIONAL, EXCLUDING TRANSIT) ON GERMAN WATERWAYS 
BY BASINS. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 (Pre-war territory) 1925 1926 

Des· Received Total Des- Received Total Des- Received Total patched patched patched 

Rhine Basin : 
Inland .. 22,756 22,718 45,474 14,652 16,751 31,403 13,245 15,472 28,717 
International 18,461 19,979 38,440 22,359 14,260 36,619 32,551 13,478 46,029 

Total. 41,217 42,697 83,914 37,0ll 3l,Oll 68,022 45,796 28,950 74,746 

Ems-Weser Basin: 
Inland 5,201 5,168 10,369 9,716 7,569 17,285 10,267 8,028 18,295 
International 126 155 281 2,928 907 3,835 6,602 877 7,479 

Total. 5,327 5,323 10,650 12,644 8,476 21,120 16,869 8,905 25,774 

Elbe Basin: 
Inland 12,613 10,416 23,029 7,079 6,026 13,105 8,163 7,457 15,620 
International . 785 1,692 2,477 636 971 1,607 553 1,598 2,151 

Total. 13,398 12,108 25,506 7,715 6,997 14,712 8,716 9,055 17,771 

Danube Basin : 
Inland 134 118 252 78 80 158 68 70 138 
International 163 144 307 219 202 421 279 298 577 

Total. 297 262 559 297 282 579 347 368 715 

Other Basins : 
Inland 15,953 18,237 34,190 10,241 11,340 21,581 12,594 13,310 25,904 
International 182 1,263 1,445 82 511 593 84 739 823 

Total. 16,135 19,500 35,635 10,323 11,851 22,174 12,678 14,049 26,727 

All waterways : 
Inland traffic 

counted twice : 76,374 79,890 156,264 67,990 58,617 126,607 84,406 61,327 145,733 
Inland traffic 

counfied once : 99,607 84,841 101,396 
. I 

Source: (B., 1926.). 

The total traffic of the Rhine and the Ems-Weser Basin (Table 11) compared with 
1913 shows a d€crease of about 6 per cent for 1925 and an increase of 6 per cent for 1926. · 
A more detailed analysis of the Rhine traffic by districts as set out in Table 12 shows, 
however, that there was a far more serious decrease in traffic of the German districts on 
the Upper Rhine, irrespective of the loss of water traffic of the ceded territories, than on 
the Lower Rhine. 

The traffic on the Upper 1\Iain, on the contrary, shows against 1913 an increase due 
to the opening of new districts for navigation. 
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TABLE 12. - GERMANY : wATER TRAFFIC IN THE GERMAN RHINE DISTRICTS. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 

Districts : 
Des· Des- Total Des· Total Received Total 

patched Received patched Received patched 

.. - ··Rhine: - . - . -
2Ic. (Hessen-Nassau) . · 696 464 1,160 462 267 729 519 253 772 

25a. b. (Rheinprovinz, 
6,114 6,018 12,132 right; Ruhr) 3,708 7,748 11,456 5,652 6,049 11,701 

26a.b.c. (Rheinprovinz, left) 5,575 4,452 10,027 5,406 3,836 9,242 6,533 3,560 10,093 

28 (Duisburg) 21,877 9,071 30,948 20,689 5,699 26,388 26,944 4,989 31,933 

31 (Ba varianPalatina te) 408 124 532 178 62 240 376 33 409 

32b. (Hessen) .. 1,466 3,225 4,691 1,400 2,105 3,505 1,357 1,960 3,317 

33a. (Baden) 415 1,702 2,117 272 1,625 1,897 376 1,901 2,277 

34 (Mannheim-Ludw.) 2,366 8,563 10,929 1,421 7,976 9,397 2,052 7,056 9,108 

Total .. 36,511 35,349 71,860 35,480 27,619 63,099 44,271 25,770 70,041 

30b. (Alsace). 209 1,961 2,170 

Total. 36,720 37,310 74,030 

Tributaries OJ the Rhine 
and Lake Constance: 

21b. ) Lo Ma' 
32a. ( wer m) . 1,160 2,930 4,090 764 2,020 2,784 762 2,069 2,831 

37a. (Main, Bavaria) . 645 314 959 431 1,093 1,524 422 796 1,218 

23a. ~ 
33b.c. (Other and 
35a. b. Lake Constance) 558 434 992 333 280 613 -~39 315 654 

Total, excluding Saar, 
Alsace-Lorraine 2,363 3,678 6,041 1,528 3,393 4,921 1,523 3,180 4,703 

Saar, Alsace-Lorraine 2,135 1,709 3,844 

Total, including Saar, 
Alsace-Lorraine 4,498 5,387 9,885 

Grand total, excluding 
Saar, Alsace, Lorraine 38,874 39,027 77,901 37,008 31,012 68,020 45,794 28,950 74,744 

Grand total, including 
Saar, AJsace, Lorraine 41,218 42,697 83,915 

-· .. . .. 

(Sources: B., 1913, 1925, 1926.). 

The distribution of the Rhine traffic by ports for the years 1913 and 1925 to 1927 is 
shown in Table 13, prepared .from the Yearly Reports of the Rhine Central Commission. 
In contrast to the preceding table, this table refers exclusively to the Rhine ports. It 
excludes, therefore, among other, the traffic via the Rhine-Herne Canal, but it includes 
ports other than German. 

With a few exceptions like Strasburg (which no longer belongs to Germany), Kehl, 
Ludwigshafen, Wesseling, .Alsum and Wesel, the German Rhine ports show as a whole 
.a smaller traffic in 1925 than in 1913. Apart from Duisburg-Ruhrort, which lost between 



-65-

1913 and 1925 as much as 18 per cent of its pre-war Rhine traffic, the reduction applies 
chiefly to the German ports of the Upper Rhine, the traffic of which decreased, according 
to the detailed G. G. statistics, by some 14 per cent. But, as pointed out further above, 
the decrease of the traffic of Duisburg is the natural consequence of the opening of the 
Rhine-Herne Canal. The ports of the Lower Rhine other than Duisburg practically 
maintained their pre-war traffic, whilst, on the Middle Rhine, Wesseling shows a considerable 
increase due to the increased shipments of lignite. The economic importance of lignite 
for Germany is growing steadily and its production, as well as the traffic on both water 
and railways, shows a marked increase over 1913. In 1926, the ports connected with the 
Ruhr exports showed, as to be expected, a greater traffic than in 1925, whereas the 
inward movement was lower; Mannheim's traffic fell between 1925 and 1926 by nearly 
8 per cent, whilst Ludwigshafen showed again an increase. There was also a striking 
increase for Karlsruhe and Strasburg. 

The traffic on the Rhine in 1927 shows an important increase which was shared by 
all ports, except Duisburg-Ruhrort and Romberg. The arrivals in Mannheim show an 
increase, whilst its consignments show a big decrease. 

· From provisional data, such as are available for 1928, it would appear that, whilst 
most of the Rhine ports maintained their 1927 level or even exceeded it -like Strasburg, 
Ludwigshafen, Dusseldorf, Wesseling - Mannheim's traffic fell by nearly 14 per cent. 

TABLE 13.- RHINE TRAFFIC IN ltlERCHANDISE IN RHINE PORTS {GERMAN, FREKCH, SWISS) 

AND BELGIAN AND ·DuTcH PoRTS. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 1927 

"' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' ~ "' "' "' "' "' "' '<:; "' :§ -§ "' " > <3 " > <3 > > 
~ ·o; ~ ~ ·o; ~ 

~ ·o; ~ ·o; 
"' "' "' 0 "' " 

0 ~ 0 " c. i; c. 
"' E-< ~ "' E-< ~ "' "' ~ ~ 

"' ~ "' ~ "' .,; "' .,; 

Rhine Ports : Q Q Q Q 

------ ----------------
Strasburg 333 1,656 1,988 687 1,455 2,142 1,311 1,783 3,094 2,003 2,116 

Kehl 71 439 510 64 658 722 184 579 763 202 790 

Karlsruhe 266 1,211 1,478 193 944 1,137 208 1,307 1,515 261 1,839 

.1\lannheim . 834 6,563 7,397 906 5,325 6,231 1,349 4,373 5,722 800 5,689 

Ludwigshafen. 872 2,001 2,873 783 2,482 3,265 850 2,514 3,364 984 3,019 

Gustavsburg 41 1,086 1,127 10 354 364 40 259 299 8 314 

Mainz . 597 1,214 1,811 298 935 1,233 315 917 1,232 428 1,201 

Wesseling 683 16 699 1,664 133 1,797 1,824 67 1,891 2,016 69 

Cologn~ 340 1,072 1,412 441 983 1,424 932 888 1,820 1,076 1,344 

DUsseldorf . 294 1,273 1,567 278 581 859 361 673 1,034 340 784 

Rheinhausen . 217 1,770 1,987 348 1,484 1,832 495 1,357 1,852 461 2,180 

Duisburg-Ruhrort 19,8431 9,070 28,913 18,242" 5,456" 23,698" 24,235 4,721 28,956 18,653 8,054 

Homberg. 1,178; 118 1,296 1,041 33 1,074 1,068 28 1,096 1,002 43 

Alsum. 1,447[ 2,856 4,303 2,088 2,627 4,715 2,231 2,550 4,781 2,085 4,369 

\Val sum 1,1991 1,061 2,260 977 1,026 2,003 1,337 1,044 2,381 1,112 1,878 

Wesel Ill 489 500 15 552 567 14 671 685 2 772 

Other ports 1,8241 5,443 7,267 2,010 3,268 5,278 2,369 3,298 5,667 2,344 4,559 

Total 30,050 37,338 67,388 30,045 28,296 58,341 39,123 27,029 66,152 33,777 39,020 

Dulclt ports: 

Rotterdam. 15,740 7,024 22,764 11,253 11,591 22,845 10,321 22,081 32,402 18,002 15,266 

Amsterdam. 557 975 1,532 318 1,644 1,962 389 2,015 2,40-1 553 1,747 

Other ports 394 2,805 3,199 218 3,889 4,107 1,514 5,679 7,193 2,732 5,207 

Total Dutch 16,691 10,804 27,495 11,789 17,124 28,914 12,224 29,775 41,999 21,287 22,220 

Belgian ports : 1,601 3,127 4,728 1,682 4,346 6,028 2,246 3,491 
Antwerp . 123 1,156 1,279 223 1,340 1,563 528 1,065 
Ghent . 295 1,959 2,254 173 1,973 2,1·!6 413 2,567 
Other ports ------ ----------

Total Belgian. 2,893 6,180 9,073 2,019 6,242 8,261 2,078 7,659 9,737 3,187 7,123 

.9 
0 

E-< 

--
4,119 

992 
2,100 
6,489 
4,003 

3"·") 
1,629 
2,085 
2,420 
1,124 
2,641 

26,707 
1,045 
6,454 
2,990 

774 
6,903 

72,797 

33,268 
2,300 
7,939 

·13,507 

5,737 
1,593 
2,980 --

10,310 

~ "' Different hgures .are g1ven m the variOUS tables of the on,...mal sources. Source : c.c. 1913 1925-1927.). 
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One of the most striking features in the traffic of the Upper Rhine is the growing 
importance of Strasburg and Kehl, of Karlsruhe an~ of Ludwi~sha~en .. The movement 
of traffic of J.\fannheim and Ludwigshafen tends to go m an op~os1te d1r~ctwn, so that those 
two twin ports no longer partake of the character of. o~e smgle. ent1ty. . 

. The traffic of some ports is shown in Table 14, g1vmg the f1gures of the precedrng 
table expressed as index numbers on the 1913 base. The figures calculated for 1928 are 
provisional estimates. 

1913 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

1913 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

1913 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

TABLE 14.- RHINE TBAFFIC IN SOME RHINE PORTS. 

(Index numbers based on 1913.) 

Cologne D iisseldorf Strasburg 1 Karlsruhe Mannheim Ludwigshafen 
and Kehl 

A. Cargo despatched. 

100 100 100 100 100 100 
130 95 206 73 109 90 
274 123 394 78 162 97 
316 116 602 98 96 113 
372 210 741 93 91 133 

B. Cargo 1·eceived. 

100 100 100 100 100 100 
92 46 88 78 81 124 
8:J 53 108 108 67 126 

125 62 128 152 87 151 
117 86 142 149 74 148 

c. Total tmffic. 

100 100 100 100 100 100 
101 55 108 77 84 114 
129 66 156 103 77 117 
171 72 207 142 88 139 
178 108 242 139 76 143 

1 The data for Strasburg differ very much according to various sources, but all figures point to an important 
increase. 

In connection with the extreme importance of the Ruhr traffic, a special analysis 
of the traffic of Ruhr coal will be made in Chapter III below. As pointed out above, the 
figures for Duisburg-Ruhrort are no longer as representative of the Ruhr traffic as in 1913. 
important quantities of coal being shipped from the ports on the Rhein-Herne Canal. 
This explains the general reduction of the Duisburg-Ruhrort traffic. The figures for 
1926 are greatly influenced by shipments of coal abroad, on account of the British coal 
stoppage. 

* * * 
The degree in which rail and waterways co-operate ought to be reflected in the 

statistics of the so-called " Umschlagverkehr " (transhipment or combined traffic). 
As pointed out in the introductory note to this chapter, the value of those statistics 

appears unfortunately to be rather limited, however. Table 15 shows for some important 
inland ports the relative statistical importance of this direct transhipment traffic as 
compared with the total traffic by water. The direct transhipment traffic in 1925, compared 
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~th that in 191~, having a;s a whole decreased slightly less than the total traffic, its relative 
~mportance has mcreased m the majority of cases. It maintained its relative importance 
m 1926 as well, ?wing to an increase parallel with the increase of the total traffic. Owing 
to the occupatiOn of the Rhine territories, no complete records are available for 
Lud wigshafen. 

TABLE 15.- GERMANY: RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF THE "UMSCHLAGVERKEHR" IN SOME GERMAN PORTS 

AS COMPARED WITH THE TOTAL WATER TRAFFIC OF THESE GOODS. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Total " U mschlag " Total water traffic of goods Percent. importance 
of " U mschlag " 

1913 1925 1926 1913 1925 1926 1913 1925 1926 

---- ----
Oder Basin: 

Kosel 3,589 2,860 3,032 3,699 2,991 3,123 97.0 95.6 97.1 
Breslau . 995 427 744 1,565 498 749 .. 63.6 85.7 99.3 

Em8· W e8er Canal : - 1,123 1,125 - 1,626 1,604 - 69.0 70.1 

Em8 Basin: 
Dortmund. 677 1,147 1,327 2,104 3,114 3,304. 32.2 36.8 40.2 

Rhine Basin : 
Kehl. 235 324 265 510 723 763 46.1 44.9 34.7 
Karlsruhe. 680 688 923 1,477 1,138 1,516 46.0 60.5 60.9 
llfannheim. 1,345 804 524 7,397 6,448 * 5,937 18.2 12.5 8.8 
Ludwigshafen . - 796 394* 651* 2,873 3,265 3,365 27.7 19.3 
Gustavsburg 878 308 258 1,127 364 299 77.9 84.6 86.3 

Weaseling. 660 1,753 1,873 698 1,796 1,892 94.6 97.6 99.0 

Cologne 417 268 625 1,425 1,820 

Diisseldorf 332 131 76 1,567 859 1,034 21.2 15.3 7.4 

Duisburg-Ruhrort 20,942 21,118 25,870 28,914 24,102 29,319 72.4 87.6 88.2 

Walsum. 2,253 2,001 2,376 2,260 2,003 2,381 99.7 99.9 99.8 

Wesel. 32 304 616 500 568 685 6.4 53.5 89.9 

Aschaffenburg . 6 836 527 45 1,097 737 13.3 76.2 71.5 

Frankfurt a/M. 477 265 245 2,268 1,398 1,432 21.0 19.0 17.1 

Strasburg . 557 1,989 (2,142) (3,094) 28.0 

Danube Basin : 
Regensburg . 122 138 252 238 279 408 51.3 49.5 61.8 

Sources: B., : 1913, 1925, 1926. 
For Strasburg 1925 and 1926: 0.0., 1925, 1926 •. 

* l\Iannheim including Neckar traffic; if excluding, the figure becomes 6,231. 
" Record incomplete. 

As regards the Rhine Basin, the most striking changes are : 
(1) The direct transhipment traffic of Duisburg-Ruhrort is at present 

comparatively more important than in 1913. 
(2) :M:annheim has lost in part its previous importance as "Umschlaghafen ". 

In the case of Ludwigshafen, the decrease was less pronounced. 
(3) The transhipment traffic of Aschaffenburg (Upper :Main) has been much 

more important than in 1913 (opening of the navigation on the Upper Main). 
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The slump in the traffic of this port in 1926 was temporary, the figures for 1927 
and 1928 being again near the 1925 level. 

(4) Although no figures for the transhipment traffic of Strasburg are available, 
it may be presumed that the big increase in its traffic was accompanied by an increase 
in the transhipment traffic. 

There might possibly be a direct relation between (2) on one hand and (3) and (4) 
on the other. 

The data given in the preceding table are further analysed in Table 16, showing the 
cargo discharged and shipped by water (the total of which gives the " total traffic " of the 
preceding table) and the components of the direct transhipment traffic, viz., goods reloaded 
from ship on rail and vice versa. 

TABLE 16. - GERMANY. THE NATURE OF THE DIRECT TRANSHIPMENT (" UMSCHLAG") TRAFFIC. 

Tons .(OOO's omitted) 

1913 1025 1926 

(a) ! (b) (a) ! (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) 
Total ! Of Total! Of Total Of Total Of Total Of Total Of 
Ship ! which Cargo ~ which Ship which Cargo which Ship ~ which Cargo ' which 
Cargo ~ re- shipped! re- Cargo re- shipped re- Cargo ~ re- shipped re-
dis~ j loaded by ' loaded dis- loaded by loaded dis- ~loaded by loaded 

charged: on rail water ! eJ.·-rail charged on rail water ex-rail charged j on rail water ~ ex-rail 

---- ---- --------
Oder Basin: 

I Kosel. 1,368 1,330 2,331 2,259 1,007 944 1,984 1,916 729 688 2,394 2,343 

Ems Basin: j 
Dortmund 1,401 153 703 524 2,500 791 614 356 2,246 761 1,058 566 

Rhine Basin : 
Kehl 439 198 71 

I 
37 658 315 64 9 579 245 184 20 Karlsruhe 1,211 490 266 190 944 557 193 131 1,307 796 209 127 1\lannheim 6,563 1,262 834 83 5,491 608 957 196 4,540 457 1,397 67 ·Lud,vigshafen 2,001 324 872 472 2,540 615' 850 36' Gustavsburg . 1,086 870 41 8 354 302 10 6 259 254 40 4 \Yesseling 16 5 682 655 133 96 1,664 1,657 67 55 1,824 1,818 DUsseldorf 1,273 332 294 581 54 278 77 673 45 361 30 Duisburg-Ruhrort 9,071 2,680 19,843 ' 18,262 5,700 3,096 18,402 18,022 4,989 2,153 24,330 3,718 'Valsum. 1,061 

i 
1,061 1,199 1,192 1,026 1,026 977 975 1,044 1,043 1,337 1,333 Wesel 489 30 11 2 553 304 15 0.7 671 612 14 4 Aschaffenburg 34 5 11 0.7 987 788 110 48 644 484 93 43 Frankfurt af M. 1,781 316 487 162 1,283 195 115 70 1,308 204 124 40 Strasburg 1,656 334 333 223 

Danube Basin: 

·I I 
Regensburg 85 33 153 89 146 62 133 76 219 134 189 117 

,. Occupied territory, incomplete records. Source: (B. 1913, 1925, 1926.) . 

.As regards the decr~ase of the traffic in 1\fan.nheim, it might be worth noting that 
.Aschaf.fenburg h~s certamly tak.en over some of the traffic which would otherwise have 
gone.v1!l'l\'Iannhe1m. The followmg statement shows the deficit or surplus of the :M:annheim 
t.raff1c m 1925 and 1926 as compared with 1913, together with the corresponding data for 
Aschaffenburg. 
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Deficit (-) or Surplus ( +· ). 

Total cargo discharged 
Of which reloaded on rail 

Total cargo shipped 
Of which reloaded ex-rail 

Mannheim 

1925 1926 

-1,072 
654 

+ 123 
+ 113 

-2,023 
805 

+ 563 
16 

Aschaffenburg 

1925 1926 

+953 
+783 

+ 99 
+ 47 

+610 
+479 

+ 82 
+ 42 

Unfortunately, no corresponding complete data are available for Ludwigshafen. 
But taking into account that (1) Ludwigshafen appears to develop more favourably than 
l\Iannheim, (2) that Ascbaffenburg carries an important traffic which did not exist in 
1913, (3) that Strasburg developed its traffic to a considerable extent, it may he state.d 
that, whether l\Iannheim has or has not suffered from a competition on account of the 
railways, it appears to have at any rate suffered from the competiti<>n of some other river 
ports. 

The actual and relative distribution of the direct transhipment traffic by groups 
of commodities is given in Table 17. Although the total quantity of goods transloaded 
in 1925 has decreased, the transhipment traffic of lignite, earths and cement, of stones, iron 
products, salt and mineral oils was both actually and relatively bigger than in 1913. 
The 1926 figures which are inflated by consignments of coal show, however, an increase 
as regards most other commodities. 

TABLE 17.- GERMANY: DIRECT TRANSHIPMENT TRAFFIC(" UMSCHLAGVERKEHR ")BY GROUPS 

OF COMMODITIES, 1913, 1925 AND 1926. 

(A) Absolute Figures. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 

Rail to Ship to Total Rail to Ship to Total Rail to I Ship to Total 
ship rail ship rail ship rail 

Coal, coke, briquettes 24,277 3,215 27,492 21,056 3,089 24,145 28,460 2,831 31,291 

Lignite . 776 298 1,074 2,057 464 2,521 2,398 593 2,991 

Earths 361 1,119 1,480 367 1,652 2,019 533 1,640 2,173 

Stones, cement plates 189 143 332 312 95 407 332 95 427 

Ore. 264 5,538 5,802 609 4,695 5,304 441 3,771 4,212 

Pig iron 373 309 682 219 266 485 401 246 647 

Iron products . 437 53 490 932 56 988 1,223 64 1,287 

Timber, wood . 686 434 1,120 384 416 800 279 350 629 

Cereals 452 1,046 1,498 191 770 961 270 957 1,227 

Sugar 519 71 590 266 69 335 330 78 408 

Salt 188 35 223 610 147 757 509 51 560 

Mineral oils . 17 60 77 78 118 196 61 133 194 

Fertilisers . 1,328 444 1,772 955 154 1,109 1,083 153. 1,236 

Other 392 1,016 1,408 414 554 968 455 565 1,020 

Total. 30,259 13,781 44,040 28,450 12,545 40,995 36,775111,527 48,302 
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(B) Relative Figures. 

Relative importance of Index numbers 
transhipment of various goods based on 1913 

1913 1925 1926 1925 1926 

Coal, coke, briquettes . 62.4 58.9 64.8 87.8 113.8 

Lignite . 2.4 6.1 6.2 234.7 278.5 

Earths 3.4 4.9 4.5 136.4 146.8 

Stones, cement plates. 0.8 1.0 0.9 122.6 128.6 

Ore. 13.2 12.9 8.7 91.4 72.6 

Pig iron 1.6 1.2 1.3 71.1 94.9 

Iron products 1.1 2.4 . 2.7 201.6 262.7 

Timber, wood . 2.5 2.0 1.3 71.4 56.2 

Cereals 3.4 2.3 2.5 64.2 81.9 

Sugar. 1.3 0.8 0.8 56.8 69.2 
Salt 0.5 1.9 1.2 339.5 251.1 
Mineral oils . 0.2 0.5 0.4 254.5 251.9 
Fertilisers . 4.0 2.7 2.6 62.6 69.8 
Other 3.2 2.4 2.1 68.8 72.4 

Total. 100 100 100 93.1 109.7 

Source: (B., 1913, 1925, 1926). 

Tables 18 and 19 give the direct transhipment traffic for 1\fannheim, Ludwigshafen 
and .Aschaffenburg by commodities, the former representing grosso modo traffic in 
downstream direction and the latter the traffic upstream. .A more detailed analysis of 
this traffic is made in Chapter III, dealing more especially with the traffic of individual 
commodities. It should be emphasised that such an analysis of the traffic of single 
commodities to and from the various districts does not always disclose the reasons for 
the changes occurring in the direct transhipment traffic as given in the two tables. Whereas 
there is no doubt that in several cases l\'lannheim has suffered from the growing competition 
of .Aschaffenburg, it would be misleading to judge the economic importance of the various 
ports only .from the " Umschlag " statistics. In fact, it happened that increased general 
traffic of a port was accompanied by a decrease of its direct transhipment traffic- and 
similarly an increase in its transhipment traffic was caused by an increase in local traffic, 
e. g., goods being unloaded from the ship and carried by rail for a very short distance near 
the port. In other cases, an analysis of the traffic with various districts showed that 
there has been both an increase in the arrivals by water from some districts, accompanied 
by an increase in the consignments by rail to other districts, but that the statistics showed 
quite an unexpected decrease of the transhipment traffic. .As already mentioned above, 
this may be due to the fact that goods unloaded were not directly reloaded on rail, but 
kept in store-houses before being re-consigned. Such a practice is more likely to occur 
in l\'lannheim than in new or secondary ports, but the "Umschlag" statistics will fail in 
showing such a transhipment traffic in a broad sense. 
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TABLE 18.- DIRECT TRANSHIPMENT TRAFFIC FROM RAIL TO RIVER (tons). 
Downstream Direction 

Mannheim (including Rheinau) Lud wigshafen Aschaffenburg 

1913. 1925 1926 1913 1926 1925 1926 

Cement. 12,090 4,860 4,309 90 X 520 105 
Fertilisers . X X - 32,099 X 182 -
Iron, pig 123 788 762 184,304 17,125 20 1,239 
Ironware 837 736 2II 154,959 9,999 616 900 
Earths X X X 55,099 4,127 1,996 3,514 
Cereals . X - - 355 135 3,II9 
Tim her, wood . 2,047 - - 1,710 - 32,579 20,997 
Flour, br"<n . 714 - 25 1,017 - -· -
Mineral oils . 375 - 290 - - -
Salt 19,465 186,831 60,819 - - - 152 
Coal 81 - - 8,412 - - 134 
Beer 6,225 - - - - -
Pyrites 27,700 - - 1,009 - 8,141 7,295 
Wool. 24 - - 481 - - -
Other 13,291 3,109 599 32,398 

I 

4,754 3,477 5,432 

Total. 82,972 196,324 66,725 472,223 36,005 47,666 42,887 

N.B. A "-" means nil, a "x" means unimportant. Source : (B.). 

TABLE 19.- DIRECT TRANSHIPMENT TRAFFIC FROM RIVER TO RAIL (tons), 
Upstream Direction. 

Mannheim (incl. Rheinau) Ludwigshafen Aschaffenburg 

1913 1925 1926 1913 1926 1925 1926 
- -

Cotton 782 719 68 5 - - -
Cement. 62,394 12,632 8,492 4,850 1,900 - -
Fertilisers . 5,063 2,987 1,418 1,852 565 - 16,019 

Iron, ware 13,732 9,154 569 538 7,030 2,812 203 

Iron, pig 8,017 828 791 53,300 9,159 7,305 7,297 

Earths 4,638 7,963 674 64 101 620 6,919 

Cereals . 94,115 48,412 43,017 16,002 10,104 1,336 1,156 

Oilseeds 4,208 3,244 3,897 120 - - -
Timber, wood . 3,461 4,313 4,543 5,018 5,137 40,272 24,217 

Coffee, tea, cocoa 753 50 22 224 74 47 -
Flour, bran . 30,066 7,664 4,521 4,215 1,261 - 355 

Mineral oils . 2,415 596 170 82 45,081 - -
Salt - - - - - - -
Lignite 47,832 19,827 37,387 60 222,151 1,286 -

Coal 930,859 468,159 326,506 161,583 276,399 731,167 423,801 

Sugar 66 14,089 . 18,182 57,178 34,075 - 71 

Paper. - - - - - - -

Beer - - - - - - -
Pyrites . 20,096 - - 3,358 - 1,702 1,243 

Manganese ores - - - 5,219 - - -
Oilcake . 4,519 - - 10 - - 373 

Rice 3,128 75 203 1,056 339 - -
Wool. 3,477 683 849 1,916 929 - -
Other 22,754 6,426 5,726 7,269 876 1,599 1 2,700 

Total. 1,262,375 607,821 457,035 323,919 615,181 788,146 i 484,354 

Source : (B.). 
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Chapter II. 

1\URITIME .AND NON-M.ARITil\iE TR.AFFIC . OF .GERM.AN SE.APORTS 

.AND TR.AFFIC WITH BELGIUM .AND THE NETHERL.ANDS, 

1912-1913 and 1925-1928. 

I~'TRODUCTORY REMARKS. 

This chapter contains a study of the traffic hy rail and inland water of German seaports compared with the 
corresponding traffic to and from Belgium and the Netherlands. This study has been preceded by an analysis of the 
German sea-borne traffic in connection with the changes in the magnitude of the German foreign trade. Special emphasis 
is laid on this analysis, which throws some light on the changes in the volume and distribution of the traffic which 
otherwise would remain unexplained. 

Particular attention has been paid to the following factors, which may affect the magnitude or the nature of the traffic 
to and from any seaport : 

(I) Fluctuations in the volume of foreign trade, actual or apparent (as a result of territorial changes). 
(2) Changing importance of the transit trade. (For some commodities, this trade via Germany is superior to the 

German special trade.) 
(3) Competition of foreign seaports. 
(4) Substitution of traffic by rail for traffic by water or vice versa. 

All these items are necessarily in close connection with the tariff policy of the railways in a given country and the 
neighbouring countries. Changes in the geographical distribution of an industry may likewise have an important effect 
upon the direction and the nature of traffic. 

Sea-borne traffic : The enquiry covers the role of the German seaports, particularly Hamburg, Bremen and Emden, 
in the German foreign trade before the war and at present. For this purpose, we had to take into account the general 
trade and not, as is usually done, the special trade, which ignores the important transit and improvement trade. As no 
statistics exist of general trade by commodities, such figures had to be worked out especially for this purpose from the 
.detailed returns. The follo,ving statement shows the method used for this computation : 

Imports: 

Exports: 

Special trade (Spezialhandel) : Einfuhr. 
+ (plus) Einfuhr zur Veredelung fiir auslandische Rechnung. 
+ (plus) Einfuhr nach Veredelung im Auslande. 
+ (plus) Einfuhr auf Niederlager. 
+ (plus) Durchfuhr. 
- (less) Einfuhr von Niederlager auf freien Verkehr. 

Special trade (Spezialhandel) : Ausfuhr 
-r- (plus) Ausfuhr zur Veredelung im Auslande. 
+ (plus) Ausfuhr nach Veredelung fiir auslandische Rechnung. 
+ (plus) Ausfuhr von Niederlager. 
+ (plus) Durchfuhr. 

This laborious computation could not be carried out in an entirely satisfactory manner, because : 

(a) In some cases the classification of goods used in 1913 was not the same as in subsequeO:t years. In particular, 
the Customs tariff changes in October 1925 made necessary special adjustments, involving the use ·of monthly trade 
returns; 
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(b) Statistics for transit traffic are published in a summarised form. In several cases there was therefore no 
alternative to adopting this summarised grouping ; 

(c) The grouping used in the transit statistics in 1913 is not always the same as in subsequent years.· 

Similar difficulties were met with when computing the corresponding sea-borne trade of Hamburg by individual 
commodities : 

(a) The German official statistics (Seeschiffahrt) for 1913 do not contain the movement of goods (Giiterverkehr). 

(b) It proved impossible to use the Seeschiffahrt for the more recent years and the special Hamburg statisticr 
for 1913, in view of the fact that Hamburg is not dealt with separately in the Seeschiffahrt statistics, but togethes 
with other Elbe seaports ; 

(c) Not only is the classification of goods used in the Hamburg statistics (Hamburgs Handel und Schiffahrt) 
different from that used in the German trade and traffic statistics, but it is also at present different from that used 
in 1913 : 

(d) The Hamburg statistics include the traffic with other German districts. In order to get net figures of 
Hamburg's trade with foreign countries, it was necessary to deduct the trade with these German districts. But here, 
again, the list of goods in the tables giving data by countries of origin and destination is not always the same as in 
the other tables ; and 

(e) It is, moreover, different from that used in 1913. 

In the light of the above explanations, it is obvious that it proved extremely difficult to make a choice of 
commodities and to adopt a grouping which : 

(a) Would be more or less representative ; 

(b) Would be sufficiently comparable between 1913 and the more recent years; and 

(c) Would allow for a comparison between the statistics for Hamburg and those for the German general trade. 

The Tables 21 and 22, showing Hamburg's share in German foreign trade, should therefore not be considered as being 
more than a rough attempt at such an analysis. 

Non-maritime traffic: The analysis is based on the assumption that the goods carried toward the German seaports 
or to Belgium and the Netherlands are being exported. In fact, however, some of the commodities are entirely, some in 
part, destined for local consumption ; e. g., coal sent to Hamburg is generally consumed on the spot or used as bunker coal. 

The statistics of goods carried to and from Hamburg by rail are not uniform. In the German official railway statistics 
(Statistik der Giiterbewegung), Hamburg is not dealt with separately, but included with other Elbe seaports under 
"DistrictS". The statistics computed by the Hamburg Statistical Department do not always refer to the same territory, 
"Hamburg" being taken sometimes in a broader and sometimes in a narrower sense. 'Vhereas the Elbe seaports are given 
in the official railway statistics under the single heading "District S", the corresponding statistics for the inland water 
traffic are subdivided into Sa and Sb. Similarly, the figures for the non-maritime traffic of Bremen refer to the Weser 
seaports, "District 9" for railway traffic and 9a and 9b for water traffic. The corresponding figures representing Emden 
refer in reality to the Ems seaports ("District 10" in both cases). 

The "local" traffic -i.e., the traffic within each district- was ignored in every case. As in the case of Hamburg 
and Bremen, the statistics of inland navigation consider as "local traffic" the traffic within each of the four districts 
Sa, Sb, 9a and 9b, their total figures are not comparable with those for railway traffic, where the subdivisions of these 
districts do not exist. They had therefore to be "corrected" by omitting in each case the traffic between Sa and Sb and 
the traffic between 9a and 9b. E.g., in order to calculate the quantity of a given commodity received by water by District 
Sit was necessary to make five calculations: (I) find the quantity received by District Sa from other districts; (2) deduct 
from the figure the receipts from District Sb; (3) find the quantity received by Sb; (4) Deduct the goods received from 
Sa ; and, finally, (5) add the net figures of Sa and Sb. 

The traffic with Belgium and the Netherlands was considered as being representative of the traffic with Antwerp and 
Rotterdam. 

Two uniform lists of articles were drawn up- one for goods going towards seaports, whether German or foreign, and 
the other for goods coming from seaports, so as to include the most important items of the following twenty currents 

"f traffic : 
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Goods received from : 
Goods despatched to : 

Elbe seaports Weser seaports Ems seaports Netherlands Belgium 

By rail I By river By rail ] By river By rail I By river By rail I By river By rail I By river 

In all cases, transit traffic has been included in the data shown. In the case of non-maritime consignments to the 
German seaports, the figures include, in addition to consignments originating in Germany, those coming from abroad. 
As regards consignments to Belgium or the Netherlands, the figures represent the total of consignments from Germany 
and of the transit traffic through Germany. A similar method has been utilised for calculating receipts. 

* * * 
I. MARITIME TRAFFIC. 

A. HAliiBURG. 

· Post-war statistics of the shipping movement in German seaports are to some extent 
misleading, it being evident from a comparison between the movement of ships and the 
quantities of goods loaded and unloaded that the proportion among ships " with cargo " 
of those which are not fully loaded is much greater than before the war. Judging 
from tonnage statistics, the movement in the port of Hamburg appears to be much in excess 
of pre-war years, ships " with cargo " entered having increased .from 13.1 million N.R. 
tons in 1913 to over 20 millions in 1928, and ships " with cargo " cleared having increased 
from 10.3 millions to 16.7 millions. But Table 20 shows that the movement of goods was 
less favourahle: 

TABLE 20.- HAMBURG : SEA-BORNE CARGO RECEIVED AND DESPATCHED (INCLUDING TRAFFIC 
WITH GER~IANY) * 

Actual figures. Index numbers on the basis 
Net tons (OOO's omitted). 1910-1913. 

Received Despatched Total Rec. Desp. Total 

1910 15,079 7,044 22,123 

I 1911 15,717 7,569 23,286 
1912 16,648 8,109 24,757 100 100 100 
1913 16,548 8,910 25,458 

1919 1,837 506 2,343 12 6 10 
1920 3,907 1,891 5,798 24 24 24 
1921 7,502 3,599 11,101 47 46 46 
1922 10,972 5,615 16,587 69 71 69 
1923 14,158 6,774 20,932 88 86 88 
1924 12,984 6,545 19,529 81 83 82 
1925 12,429 6,962 19,391 78 88 81 
1926 10,670 10,636 21,306 67 134 89 
1927 16,652 8,126 24,778 104_ 103 104 
1928 17,374 9,078 26,400 109 115 111 

* The figures, which have been taken from Hamburg statistics, do not exactly agree with the German 
official figures published in Seeschitfahrt. 

Owing to a remarkable increase in the quantities of goods received in 1927 and 1928, 
the figures for those two years exceeded the average pre-war level. Before 1926, the 
traffic was, however, much below that level. . 
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Reference was made in the introductory remarks to the difficulties of an enquiry 
into the relative importance of the traffic of various commodities via Hamburg 1 • The 
reservations necessitated by the intricate character of this part of the enquiry should be 
borne in mind when interpreting the tables below, in which the results for the years 1913 
and 1925 to 1927 are set out in parallel columns: (a) Hamburg's seaborne trade with foreign 
countries ; (b) German general trade, including reparation deliveries. The original figures 
for Hamburg had to be " corrected " by deducting the traffic with other German districts, 
which makes them more comparable with the trade figures than those of the preceding 
table. The figures for general imports and exports have been calculated in the manner 
described in the introductory remarks. Special attention should be paid to those tables 
in view of the fact that it is necessary to kmlw the general moYement of imports and 
exports into and from Germany before expressing any judgment on the Rhine navigation 
and the traffic on rail. · 

TABLE 21.- HAMBURG: IMPORTS BY SEA OF VARIOUS COMMODITIES COMPARED WITH GERMAN GENERAL 
IMPORTS. 

(a) Imparts into Germany ~<ia Hamburg (from Abroad). 
(b) Total German Imports (General Trade). 

1 19!3 

(a) !b) 
Ham- Ger~ 
bur~ m1ny 

I 

Rye 
Wheat 
Barley 
Oats . 
Maize 
Rice . 

• I 

Flour (rye, wheat) 
Oranges 
Cocoa, coffee, tea 
Tobacco, raw . 
Fats, animal 
Nuts and seeds . 
Cotton (and waste) 
\Vool 
Skins and hides . 
Mineral oils 
Coal 
Pyrites . 
Other ores 

·I 

Iron products and 
machines . 

Timber, wood . 
Pulp. 
Paper and cardboard 
Oil cakes, bran, etc . . 
Chemicals, fertilisers . 
Others 

16 
686 

1,239 
47 

544 
329 

79 
141 
280 

49 
!58 

1,066 
174 
!28 
174 
531 

4,224 
247 
246 

295 
*. 526 

149 
77 

817 
1,255 
2,558 

All goods 
Excluding coal 

16,035 
I II,8ll . I 

374 
2,967 
3,368 

626 
1,257 

499 
127 
181 
391 
!50 
306 

•J,821 
873 
246 
355 

1,690 
10,869 

1,126 
17,442 

1,336 
7,972 

215 
!53 

2,762 
2,735 

21,578 

81,419 
70,550 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1925 

(a) (h) 
Ham- Ger-
burg many 

322 
604 
375 
192 
359 
455 
316 
131 
219 

60 
165 

1,001 
JI7 

81 
166 
905 

2,252 
64 

214 

191 
•• 386 

96 
!51 
477 
287 

2,138 

11,724 
9,472 

728 
2,259 
1,100 

652 
710 
567 
653 
263 
~98 
172 
274 

•J,549 
685 
208 
246 

1,560 
9,510 

819 
14,088 

1,905 
8,073 

237 
206 
814 

1,845 
14,015 

63,436 
53,92G 

1926 

(a) (b) 
Ham- Glr-
burg many 

35 
759 
587 

61 
519 
286 
231 

91 
2ll 

54 
185 

1,081 
65 
87 

148 
1,015 

820 
126 
263 

132 
** 259 

72 
160 
555 
238 

2,007 

10,047 
9,227 

334 
2,746 
1,882 

420 
878 
434 
336 
225 
328 
!54 
310 

* 1,696 
. 515 

206 
222 

1,817 
9,274 

872 
II,401 

1,753 
6,734 

238 
246 

1,148 
2,227 

13,226 

59,622 
50,348 

191311925 192611927 

--(a-,---,---,b-)--(-(a-)-as~ Ia) as :a) as (a) as 
Hum- Ger- % of % of % of % of 

1927 

b"rg many (b) i (b) (b) (b) 

557 
1,151 

633 
76 

1,525 
353 
200 

92 
273 

50 
194 

1,330 
147 
!20 
206 

1,388 
2,047 

172 
258 

272 
** 451 

93 
227 
821 
344 

3,090 

16,080 
14,033 

% 
963 4 

3,526 23 
2,223 37 

428 8 

2,691 J3 
479 66 
232 62 

239 78 
378 72 
172 33 

340 5'1 
1,957 59 

856 20 
288 62 

325 /9 

2,II9 31 
7,725 .39 
1.060 2:? 

19,769 I 

3,856 22 
10,090 7 

240 69 
247 60 

1,564 30 
2,860 /6 

17,592 12 

----
% % % 

44 JQ 68 

27 28 33 

3-1 31 :!8 

'29 15 IS 
61 69 67 

80 66 7 .J 

48 69 86 

60 /0 38 

73 6-l 7:! 
35 35 2!1 
60 60 57 

66 6 I 68 

17 13 17 
39 42 .J·~ 

57 67 63 

58 56 611 
2.J 9 26 

8 J.J 16 
•l 2 1 

10 8 7 
6 I 6 

41 30 39 
73 65 9:! 
59 .f& S:! 

16 I I I'! 

15 15 18 

82,219 19.7 18.6 16.9 19.6 

74,494 16.7 17.6 18.3 18.8 

• Excluding transit traffic. * * lncludmg Imports from other German d1stncts. 

1 Since the re ort was drafted the volume of Hamburg's Handel und Schif.lahrt for 1927 was published. 
This volume contaiRs in addition t~ data for 1927, the corresponding figures for 1913. There is thus at present 
mo~e uniformity in these statistics. But as the traffic with the various German dist~cts for 19~3 h~s not been 
published accordinoo to the present classification, the calculated data for 1913, excluslVe of traf~c Wlth ~erm~n 
districts, could not be che?ked with ~hose new fi~ures. I~ would, however, appear that the figures g:t'l""en m 
Table 21 for iron products Imported via Hamburg IS too high. 
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TABLE 22. - HAMBURG: EXPORTS BY SEA OF VARIOUS COMMODITIES COMPARED WITH GERMAN EXPORTS 

(GENERAL TRADE, INCLUDING REPARATION DELIVERIES}. 

(a} Exports f1·om Germany via Hamb1t·rg (to Foreign Countries). · 
(b) Total Gernum Exports (General Trade, including Reparation Deliveries). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 1927 1913 
--

(a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) ~a) as 
Ham- Ger- Ham- Ger- Ham- Ger- Ham- Ger- %of 
burg many burg many burg many burg many (b) 

--

Rye 44 946 186 549 32 371 166 288 5 
\\rheat . 319 946 244 775 244 868 198 934 34 
Barley . 60 Ill 43 148 33 113 87 143 64 
Maize and malt . 173 348 127 214 147 243 339 618 50 
Rice . 191 253 211 271 171 194 152 181 75 
Sugar 1,006 1,614 468 682 626 880 339 647 6t 
Flour (rye, wheat) . 205 631 89 441 53 323 53 271 32 
Cotton (and waste) 28 366 13 233 13 239 12 321 8 
Skins and hides . 68 157 39 83 47 117 53 127 43 --
1\Iinerul oils 125 332 82 331 80 430 95 457 38 
Coal . 28 34,870 5 24,369 2,564 44,269 6 29,228 -
Coke . 167 6,526 7 7,622 24 10,429 1 8,891 3 
Lignite . - 139 2 488 259 901 11 98 -
Iron products and R 

machines . 791 7,744 622 4,438 800 6,334i 753 5,882 10 
Timber. *203 1,302 "222 1,568 "183 2,094 "249 1,987 16 
Cement 497 1,242 342 873 295 1,032 347 1,255 40 
Glass 101 322 118 238 144 287 128 274 31 
Pulp. "'187 I 347 134 306 125 378 103 304 54 
Paper and cardboard . 203 I 451 403 611 503 872 451 686 45 
Oilcakes, bran, etc. 62 I 387 300 691 348 757 312 592 16 
Chemicals, fertilisers, I 

etc. "'1,265 I 4,212 999 3,602 1,254 3,775 1,112 4,400 30 
Others . 2,058 1 18,950 1,704 14,113 1,841 16,102 2,067 15,931 11 

' 
All goods 7,781 I 82,196 6,360 62,646 9,786 91,008 7,034 73,515 9.5 
Less coal and coke . i 7,586 40,800 6,348 30,655 7,198 36,310 7,027 35,396 18.6 

* Including exports to other parts of Germany. 

1925 1926 1927 

-- --- --
(a) as (a) as (a) as 
%of %of %of 

(b) (b) (b) 
------

34 9 58 
31 >8 21 
29 29 61 
59 60 55 
78 88 84 
69 71 62 
20 16 20 

6 6 4 
47 40 42 
25 19 21 
- 6 -

0.1 0.2 -
0.4 29 II 

14 ' 13 13 
14 9 13 
39 29 28 
50 50 47 
44 33 34 
66 58 66 
43 46 53 

28 J,j 25 
12 11 13 ------
10.2 10.8 9.6 
20.7 19.8 19.9 

The changes in the trade movement via Hamburg compared with those of German 
general trade are given in the form of index numbers on the basis of 1913 in Table 23 : 

TABLE 23. -COMPARISON BETWEEN THE FOREIGN TRADE VIA HAMBURG AND THE GERMAN GENERAL TRADE 
(INCLUDING REPARATIONS DELIVERIES). 

Index Numbers based on 1913. 

Imports Exports 

via Total via Total 
Hamburg Germany Hamburg Germany 

1913 100 100 100 100 
1925 73 78 82 76 
1926 63 73 126 111 
1927 100 101 90 89 

(1928) (104) (98) (100) (85) 
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· No fig~res ~re yet available for the German general trade in 1928. The figures for 
that year, given m Tab~e 23, were cal?ulated from the fluctuations of the special trade, which 
showed, as compared With the precedmg year, a decrease of 3.1 per cent for imports and 4 per 
cent for exports ; ·but this special trade is not necessarily representative of the general 
trade. 

Data for Hamburg's trade with foreign countries in 1927 are not available either but 
the data given in Table 20, including the traffic with other German provinces, show fo~ the 
inward movement an increase of 4 per cent. and for the outward movement an increase of 
11.1 per cent. The figures for 1928 entered in the table above represent rough estimates. 

As the slump in the relative figure for imports via Hamburg in 1926 was due to the 
falling-off of coal imports during the British coal stoppage, it might be stated that, as 
regards the import trade, Hamburg has maintained the relative importance it had in 1913. 

The export movement via Hamburg has had the tendency of outstripping the movement 
of the German exports, particularly when taking into account that these German exports 
include big quantities of reparation deliveries - chiefly coal - which do :uot enter into 
exports via Hamburg. · 

As a whole, Hamburg has maintained its relative importance as Germany's chief 
seaport and, if we take the estimated 1928 data, it may be stated with some caution that its 
relative importance has possibly increased in 1928. 

As regards the inward movement via Hamburg of some more important commodities 
given in Table 21, there was an increase in the relative importance of cereals, animal fats, 
oil, nuts and seeds, skins and hides, mineral oils, paper and fodder, and a decrease in the case 
of oranges, cotton, wool, coal, ores, iron products (although, as pointed out above, the 
figure given for 1913 may be exaggerated), pulp and fertilisers. 

In the case of exports - Table 22 - there was an increase in the case of some cereals, 
iron products, glass, paper and fodder, and a decrease for sugar, flour, cotton, skins and 
hides, cement and pulp. The other commodities remained constant or showed an irregular 
movement. 

B. BREl\IEN AND OTHER vVESER SEAPORTS. 1 

As in the case of Hamburg, statistics of shipping movement in the various 'Veser 
seaports are not representative of their commercial movement. Whilst the tonnage of all 
ships which entered the various Weser seaports increased from 5.3 millions in 1913 to 
8.1 millions in 1927, the cargo received was in that year smaller than in 1913. 

Table 24 shows for the three Bremen ports- Bremen, Bremerhaven and Vegesack
the sea-borne cargo received and despatched. The figures for 1927 and 1928 represent our 
estimates 1927 being calculated approximately from monthly returns covering only the 
most imp'ortant commodities, and 1928 from preliminary monthly statistics of two ports, 
Bremen and Bremerhaven. 

1 This chapter refers, in addition to the actual po_r~ of Bremen, also _to o_ther ports, s?-eh a~ Bremerhav~n, 
Vogesack, Brake, Nordenham, etc., important quantthes of goods entermgutto Bremen s foretgn trade bemg 
loaded and unlo:tded in those port~. 
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TABLE 24. -BREMEN PORTS : OVERSEA CARGO RECEIVED AND DESPATCHED 
(INCLUDING TRAFFIC WITH GERMANY). 

(a) Tons (OOO's omitted) (b) Percentages of 1913. 

Received Despatched Total Received Despatched Total 

1913 4,368 2,799 7,167 100 100 100 
1920 948 420 1,368 22 15 19 
1921 1,964 567 2,531 45 20 35 
1922 -3,099 1,080 4,179 71 39 58 
1923 4,328 1,143 5,471 99 41 76 
1924 2,775 1,469 4,244 64 52 59 
1925 2,838 1,460 4,298 65 52 60 
1926 2,476 2,959 5,435 57 106 76 
1927 (3,960) (1,630) (5,590) (91) (58) (78) 
1928 (4,000) (1,950) (5,950) (92) (70) (83) 

The above figures show that the recovery of traffic of the Bremen ports was less 
pronounced than in the case of Hamburg. .A marked improvement took place in the 
quantities received in 1927 and 1928, but this improvement did not keep pace with the 
increase in German import trade. On the whole, it may therefore be stated that the role of 
Bremen in German foreign trade is at present smaller than before the war. 

Tables 25 and 26 show the oversea trade of Bremen for some important articles 
compared with German general foreign trade. The figures for Bremen include the traffic 
with other German districts ; those for Germany are the same as used in the Section on 
Hamburg. .As detailed Bremen statistics were not available, the tables below are not 
sufficiently complete to give an adequate idea of the relative changes which occurred in the 
traffic of commodities. 

TABLE 25. -BREMEN : IMPORTS BY SEA OF VARious CoMMODITIES COMPARED WITH GERMAN IMPORTS 
(GENERAL TRADE). 

(a) Irnporls into Gerrnany via Brernen (including Receipts frorn other Gerrnan Districts). 
(b) Total Gerrnan Irnporls (General Trade). 

A. Absolute Figures. Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 1927 

(a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) 
Bremen Germany Bremen Germany Bremen Germany Bremen Germany 

Cotton 514 873 482 685 381 515 632 856 
Wool. 83 246 47 208 57 206 94 288 
Cereals 1,062 8,592 729 5,449 805 6,260 1,268 9,831 
Timber . - 7,972 376 8,073 335 6,734 561 10,09(} 
Flour 39 127 54 653 49 336 50 232 
Rice 152 499 78 567 55 434 71 479 
Oi!seeds and nuts 2II (1,821) 127 (1,549) II9 (1,696) 130 1,957 
Iron ore 220 14,734 146 ll,630 78 9,608 197 17,890· 
Tobacco 50 150 36 172 31 154 49 172 
Pulp . - 215 39 237 44 238 69 24(} 
Coal 221 9,510 79 9,274 216 7,725 
1\Iineral oils . 42 1,560 47 1,817 45 2,II9 
Oilcakes, bran 43 814 42 1,148 87 1,564 

Total imports . 4,368 81,419 2,838 63,436 2,476 59,622 (3,960) 82,219 
of which from Germany 654 17(; 

' 



-79-

B. Percentages. 

1913 1925 1926 1927 

(a) as% of (b) (a) as% of (b) (a) as% of (b) (a) as% of (b) 

Cotton 58.9 70.4 74.0 73.8 
Wool. 33.7 22.6 27.7 32.6 
Cereals 12.4 13.4 12.9. 12.9 
Timber, wood . - 4.7 5.0 5.6 
Flour 30.7 8.3 14.6 21.6 
Rice 30.5 13.8 12.7 14.8 
Oilseeds and nuts 11.6 8.2 7.0 6.6 
Iron ore 1.5 1.3 0.8 1.1 
Tobacco 33.3 20.9 20.1 28.5 
Pulp - 16.5 18.5 28.8 
Coal 2.3 0.9 2.8 
Mineral oils . 2.7 2.6 2.1 
Oi!cakes, bran 5.3 3.7 5.6 

Total imports . 5.4 4.5 4.2 4.8 

TABLE 26. -BREMEN :EXPORTS BY SEA OF VARIOUS COMMODITIES COMPARED WITH GERMAN EXPORTS. 
(GENERAL TRADE, INCLUDING REPARATION DELIVERIES). 

(a) Exports via Bremen. 
(b) Total German Exports (General Trade). 

A. Absolute figures. Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 1927 

(a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) 
Bremen Germany Bremen Germany Bremen Germany Bremen Germany 

:Metals 236 215 
Fertilisers . 315 4,212 llO 3,602 83 3,775 72 4,400 

Coal 705 34,870 254 24,369 1,ll4 44,269 436 29,228 

Cotton 61 366 15 233 22 239 28 321 

Glass. 40 322 20 238 - 287 - 274 

Cement. - 1,242 117 873 165 1,032 180 1,255 

Pulp . - 347 27 306 44 378 44 304 

Total exports 2,799 82,196 1,460 62,646 2,959 91,008 1,630 73,515 

of ,,.hich to Ge1many 542 104 
-

Total exports, less Coal . 2,094 47,326 1,206 38,277 1,845 46,739 1,194 44.287 
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B. Percentages. 

1913 1925 1926 1927 

(a) as% (a) as% (a) as% (a) as% 
of (b) of (b) of (b) of (b) 

Fertilisers . 7.5 3.1 2.2 1.6 
Coal 2.0 1.0 2.5 1.5 
Cotton 16.7 6.4 9.2 8.7 
Glass. 12.4 8.4 - -
Cement. - 13.4 16.0 14.3 
Pulp . - 8.8 11.6 14.5 

Total exports . 3.4 2.3 3.3 2.2 

Total, less Coal 4.4 3.2 3.9 2.7 

C. ALL GERilfAN SEAPORTS. 

The traffic of the ports of Hamburg and Bremen, analysed in the preceding paragraphs, 
constitutes about three-quarters of the total traffic of all German North Sea ports and 
over 60 per cent. of all German seaports. Their relative importance was somewhat reduced 
in 1926, owing to the exceptional shipments of coal .from some secondary ports of the North 
Sea and from ports of the Baltic Sea, as shown in Table 27 which gives the percentages of the 
receipts and consignments in the different ports or groups of ports as compared with the 
total. 

TABLE 27.- RELATIVE h!PORTANCE·OF THE SEA·BORNE TRAFFIC OF HAMBURG, BREMEN, AND E~IDEN 

AS COMPARED WITH TOTAL TRAFFIC. 

Receipts Consignments 

1925 1926 1927 1925 1926 1927 

Hamburg . 50 50 51 57 43 54 
Bremen. 11 12 12 10 11 11 
Emden . 8 9 8 9 8 8 
Other North Sea ports 8 8 ~ 29 4 10 

!37 Other 23 21 20 28 

Total. 100% 100% 1100% 100% 100% 100% 

The importance of all the German seaports in the general trade of Germany is given in 
Table 28. 
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TABLE 28~ - FOREIGN SEA-BORNE TRADE OF GERMAN SEAPORTS COMPARED WITH GERMAN GENERAL TRADE 

(INCLUDING REPARATIONS DELIVERIES). 

A. Absolute figures. Tons (OOO,OOO's omitted). 

Imports Exports Tol!:ll 

(a) German (b) Total (a) German (b) Total (a) German (b) Total 
seaports Germany seaports Germany seaports Germany 

1913 37 82 19 82 56 164 
1913 (*) 35 19 54 

. 

1922 . 61 . 34 
1923 31 . 10 41 
1924 25 12 37 . 
1925 25 64 13 63 39 127 
1926 22 60 24 91 46 151 
1927 32 82 15 74 47 156 

(*) Present territory. 

B. Relative Figures :Traffic of the Gennan Seaports as Percentage of German General Trade. 

Imports Exports 'l'otal 

1913 I 45.1 23.2 34.1 

1925 39.1 20.6 30.7 
1926 36.7 26.4 30.5 
1927 39.0 20.3 30.1 

The calculations above show that, when taking into account the changes in the 
magnitude of the German imports, the relative importance of the German seaports has been 
in the last couple of years somewhat less than in 1913 . .As regards export trade, its relative 
importance is likewise somewhat lower, but if .the reparations deliveries - chiefly coal -
which do not affect the German seaports were ignored, the figures would be somewhat 
higher than in 1913. .As regards total traffic, the relative importance of the seaports is at 
present somewhat lower than in 1913, but, u reparations deliveries are ignored, the share 
of these ports in Germany's foreign trade is about the same as in 1913. 



-82-

II. NON-MARITIME TRAFFIC. 

A. GERllfAN SEAPORTS. 

(a) Hamburg and Other Elbe Seaports. 

The amount of goods despatched and received from Hamburg by rail was, according to 
Hamburg statistics, in 1913 and in 1925-1928 as follows: 

TABLE 29. - HAMBURG : CONSIGNMENTS AND RECEIPTS BY RAIL. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Despatched Received 
(Inward Movement) (Outward Movement) 

"Stiick- Other Total "Stiick- Other Total 
giiter" giiter" 

1913 2,615 . 5,245 

1925 373 2,946 3,319 425 3,578 4,003 
1926 331 2,479 2,810 381 8,201 8,582 
1927 (404) (3,454) 3,879* (740) (5,110) 5,542* 
1928 378 3,512 3,890 552 4,745 5,297 

* Revised figures. 

The reduction of consignments in 1926 and the exceptional rise in arrivals .were due 
chiefly to the falling-off of imports of coal and to exports of coal resulting from the British 
coal dispute. 

Table 30 gives the corresponding traffic by water : 

TABLE 30. - HAMBURG : CONSIGNMENTS AND RECEIPTS BY INLAND wATERS. 

Gross tons (OOO's omitted). 

Despatched Received 

To Upper To Lower 
Total 

From Upper From Lower 
Total 

Elbe Elbe Elhe Elbe 

1910 6,256 1,251 7,507 4,113 966 5,079 
1911 4,456 1,399 5,855 2,908 906 3,814 
1912 5,794 1,339 7,133 4,254 832 5,086 
1913 5, 762 1,486 7,248 4,650 732 5,382 

1922 2~157 261 2,418 2,177 261 2,438 
1923 2,061 161 2,222 2,364 210 2,574 
1924 2,786 242 3,028 2,847 243 3,090 
1925 3,091 214 3,305 3,169 265 3,434 
1926 3,118 225 3,343 4,594 373 4,967 
1927 4,633 477 5,110 3,478 428 3,906 
1928 4,419 324 4,743 3,226 419 3,645 

The " Lower Elbe " referred to in this table represents districts north of Hamburg. Its 
river traffic shows a heavy fall as compared with pre-war years. The figures for the "Upper 
Elbe" include the whole water traffic passing through the Elbe to other basins. 
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The data may be summarised in Table 31, which contains also figures for rail traffic for 
several years not given in the preceding tables : 

TABLE 31.- HAMBURG :CONSIGNMENTS AND RECEIPTS BY RAIL AND BY INLAND WATERS. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

l Despatched (inward) Received (outward) Total 
Grand Total 

Rail River Rail River Rail River 

1910 2,252 7,507 4,463 5,079 6,715 12,586 19,301 
1911 3,007 5,855 4,912 3,814 7,919 9,669 17,588 
1912 3,145 7,133 5,292 5,086 8,437 12,219 20,656 
1913 2,615 7,248 5,245 5,382 7,860 12,630 20,490 

1922 2,418 2,438 4,856 
1923 2,222 2,574 4,796 
1924 3,028 3,090 6,118 
1925 3,319 3,305 4,003 3,434 7,322 6,739 14,061 
1926 2,810 3,343 8,582 4,967 11,391 8,310 19,701 
1927 3,879 5,110 5,542 3,906 9,708 9,016 18,724 
1928 3,890 4,743 5,297 3,645 9,187 8,388 17,575 

It would appear from the above tables that the inland water traffic of Hamburg has 
suffered greatly as compared with the rail traffic; on the other hand, there seems to have 
been a marked, although possibly temporary, improvement in 1927. As all the figures above 
include traffic in any direction, the traffic with places downstream is included. If one 
considers the district of the Elbe seaports as a unit, this traffic partakes of a local character. 
This local traffic was, as shown in Table 30 above, very high in the case of the pre-war water 
traffic (Lower Elbe) but has decreased considerably since. The water traffic excluding this 
local traffic has thus decreased less than Table 31 might have suggested. 

Table 32, calculated from the actual figures given in Tables 29 and 31, shows the changes 
since 1910 in (a) Hamburg's sea-borne trade, (b) Hamburg's non-maritime trade by rail, 
and (c) its non-maritime trade by water, the figures being expressed as percentages of the 
average of the years 1910-1913. 

1910-1913 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 

TABLE 32. - HAMBURG'S TRADE BY SEA AND BY LAND. 

(Index numbers based on 1910-1913.) 

Non-maritime Trade. 
Sea-borne Trade. 

By rail 

""'~ ""' ""' ""'~ ..8-g Q) ~ ""'~ Q) ~ 

-~ ~ 
-"'"0 "'""' ] -"""' .E .. ] .E ... > ~ .E ... 

"' " .. "' "iil " "' .. 
Q) " 

p...., 0 

""'" "' .., ~ ""'"' g 0:: 
"' " E-< "' 0:: Q) " "' 0:: 

~:=- Q) 0 A:=- ~.2. Q) ·-A~ A~ 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
12 6 10 
24 24 24 
47 46 46 
69 71 69 35 
88 86 88 32 
81 83 82 44 
78 88 81 120 80 95 48 
67 134 89 102 172 147 48 

104 103 104 141 111 19-J -- 74 
109 115 111 141 106 119 68 

By water. 

""'""' "' ... d > .. 
"iil "' 

.., 
"""' 

0 

"' " E-< 
~.2. 

100 100 

50 41 
5.1 41 
64 52 
71 57 

103 71 
81 77 
75 71 
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The table shows in a striking way that, as regards both import and export movements, 
the traffic by rail has increased at the expense of the water traffic. 

Whereas the preceding tables were worked out from Hamburg statistics and referred to 
Hamburg only, the tables b~low refer to all the Elbe seaports, among which Hamburg 
is, however, by far the most Important. 

Table 33 shows for the Elbe seaports consignments and receipts according to the 
German official statistics (G. and B.), i.e., DistrictS in the case of railways and "corrected" 
figures for the total of Districts Sa and Sb in the case of waterways. (For the meaning of 
this "correct~on ", see Introductory remarks.) 

TABLE 33. - ELBE SEAPORTS. 

Oonsignments and Receipts by Rail and River. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Despatched Received 
Total 

(Inward Movement) (Outward Movement) 

Rail River Rail River Rail River 

1911 4,330 . 5,916 . 10,246 . 
1912 4,523 6,315 6,4SS 5,S5S 11,011 12,173 
1913 3,916 6,674 6,502 5,694. 10,41S 12,36S 

1922 5,973 2,30S 6,191 2,667 12,164 4,975 
1923 S,151 2,324 4,200 2,72S 12,351 5,052 
1924 4,721 3,436 4,106 3,269 S,S27 6,705 
1925 4,075 4,004 I· 5,300 3,710 9,375 7,714 
1926 3,771 4,166 ll,OSO 5,472 14,S51 9,63S 
1927 4,9S5 7,200 12,1S5 

(Sources : G; B.) 

The above table, although it differs from the preceding tables inasmuch as it refers to all 
Elbe seaports and excludes the local traffic between these ports, agrees well with them as 
regards· the general trend. It suggests that, whereas the consignments by rail showed no 
decrease, the consignments by water fell by some 40 per cent. .As regards receipts, the 
traffic by rail decreased, from 1913 to 1925, by a little less than 20 per cent., but the 
reduction in the water traffic was much more considerable, amounting to 35 per cent. In 
1926, the railway traffic shared to a much greater extent than the water traffic in the 
exceptional shipments of coal. 

Tables 34 and 35, computed from B. and G. show for the years 1913, 1925 and 1926 the 
direction of traffic by rail and river between the Elbe seaports and a selected number of other 
districts. The figures for water traffic have been " corrected " by excluding the local traffic 
between the two Sub-Districts Sa and Sb. In addition to the most important districts, the 
tables contain South German provinces. 
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TABLE 34.- NON-MARITIME TRAFFIC OF THE ELBE SEAPORTS. 

Consignments of Goods by Rail and River according to Destinati<m (Inward Movement). 

Excluding local traffic. Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 
Despatched tc : 

1925 1926 

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Schleswig-Holstein . 989 803 963 944 848 318 805 353 
Oldenburg. 1,067 134 918 141 619 56 615 56 
Berlin 162 2,239 160 2,251 189 1,316 160 1,372 
Brandenburg 192 252 160 383 112 136 113 204 
Upper Silesia (excluding 

Breslau). 28 105 22 142 34 132 23 112 
Breslau . 18 225 17 223 28 56 25 82 
Lower Silesia 62 25 43 32 61 35 43 36 
Magdeburg 221? 498 125 517 Ill 671 86 745 
T)l iiringen . 168 153 105 . 169 147 74 128 88 
Saxony. 225 915 157 923 256 551 196 540 
Hessen-Nassau, Frankfurt 58 -- 54 - 62 - 55 -
Ruhr in Westphalia 44 5 44 I 80 - 61 l 
Ruhr in Rhineland 48 - 49 - 62 - 56 -· 
Westphalia 75 2 68 2 87 - 75 -
Baden (incl. IIIarinheim) 16 - 17 - 47 2 39 -

Wiirttemberg 18 - 16 - 61 - 49 -
South Bavaria 29 - 27 - 94 - 132 --
North Bavaria 40 - 35 - 73 - 54 -

Other German districts 853 180 758 255 522 92 538 113 

Total Germany 4,317 5,536 3,738 5,983 3,493 3,439 3,253 3,702 

Upper Silesia, Polish - - - - 31 - 21 -
Czechoslovakia. *43 *779 *42 *691 293 564 249 463 
Other foreign countries 163 - 136 - 258 l 248 l 

Grand Total 4,523 6,315 3,916 6,674Ji 4,075 4,004 3,771 4,166 

(Sources: G; B). 
*Bohemia. 



-86-

TABLE 35.- NON-~JARITIME TRAFFIC OF THE ELBE SEAPORTS. 

Receipt• of Goods by Rail and River a<:cording ta Origin (Outward 11/overnent). 
Excluding Local Traffic. Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 
Received from : 

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

· Schleswig-Holstein . 427 1,074 445 658 278 460 318 549 
Oldenburg. 908 290 818 233 1,096 119 1,007 118 
Berlin . 119 251 118 234 75 245 73 354 
Brandenburg 88 239 82 275 224 218 235 351 
Upper Silesia (excluding 

Breslau). 107 9 36 12 30 72 409 159 
Breslau . 4 136 4 144 7 53 6 145 
Lower Silesia 44 52 38 76 73 27 238 "70 

Magdeburg 176 2,224 143 2,385 159 1,164 150 1,442 
Thiiringen. 129 191 139 208 256 115 394' 126 
Saxony. 150 464 147 461 196 441 502 642 
Hessen-Nassau, Frankfurt. 62 - 57 - 76 - 98 -
Ruhr in Westphalia 2,587 - 2,824 - 1,329 - 2,871 1 
Ruhr in Rhineland. 620 - 550 - 288 - 468 -
Westphalia 113 - 143 - 202 - 342 --
Baden (incl. l\Iaunheim) 31 - 31 - 38 1 38 -
Wiirttemberg 21 - 22 - 33 - 36 -
South Bavaria 18 - 18 - 64 - 138 -
North Bavaria 62 - 61 - 88 - 92 -

Other German districts 643 229 666 237 508 137 589 151 

Total Germany 6,309 5,159 6,342 4,923 5,020 3,052 8,004 4,108 

Upper Silesia, Polish . - - - - 25 - 1,826 -
Czechoslovakia. * 47 * 699 * 48 * 771 118 655 976 1,351 
Others 132 - 112 - 137 . 3 274 13 

Grand Total 6,488 5,858 6,502 5,694 5,300 3,710 11,080 5,472 

* Bohemia. (Sources : G. ; B .. ) 

Tables 34 and 35 show that the railway traffic between Elbe seaports and South 
Germany, although still not very important, is increasing. 

Table 36 shows the corresponding figures for traffic between. the Elbe seaports and 
foreign countries according to the boundaries of 1913, the traffic from or to former German 
territories having been deducted. This table may be considered as representing in a more or 
less comparable manner the transit traffic of Hamburg before and after the war. 

TABLE 36.- NoN-MARITIME TRANSIT TRAFFIC OF THE ELBE SEAPORTS. 

Consignments to and Receipts from Foreign Countries according to the 1913 Boundaries (Transit Traffic). 
Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 
-

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Consignments I 207 779 178 691 533 564 482 463 
Receipts 179 699 159 771 244 655 1,238 1,351 

Total traffic 386 
I 

1,478 337 1,462 777 
I 

1,219 1,720 1,814 
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The table shows that, while the river before the war carried about four-fifths of the 
transit traffic of Hamburg, this proportion had in 1925 fallen to about three-fifths and in 
1926 to little more than half. 

The tables below show the non-maritime traffic from and to the Elbe seaports according 
to commodities. (For the choice of commodities, see Introductory remarks.) 

TABLE 37.- NoN-MARITIME TRADE oF THE ELBE SEAPORTS. 

Consignments of Various Goods by Rail and River to and across Germany (Inwa.·d lllovement). 1 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 I925 1926 
Despatched 

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Cotton 66 57 72 61 79 25 54 15 
Wool. 64 26 67 22 42 12 39 15 
Iron goods: 

Pig-iron 6 143 5 78 27 50 15 30 
Iron bars and sheets 

scrap. 55 124 50 91 III 30 82 36 
Rails and sleepers . 9 3 17 3 35 3 105 5 
Machinery 68 19 65 26 44 4 44 7 
Other 29 10 30 10 25 3 21 I 

Total iron. 167 299 167 208 242 90 267 79 

Iron ore 13 9 6 9 12 30 2 16 
Pyrites . - 229 - 233 19 213 18 220 
Other ores 77 81 71 102 39 76 23 79 

Total ores 90 319 77 344 70 319 43 315 

Earths 69 96 93 83 128 103 149 127 
Rye 2 22 2 II 40 125 2 16 
Wheat 3 202 4 205 34 232 62 316 
Barley 221 354 201 467 39 166 61 270 
Oats . 8 45 5 15 41 II4 7 37 

·Maize 85 257 53 230 43 101 47 149 
Flour 76 II2 80 II5 143 156 109 198 
Rice and rice flour 99 72 51 86 79 48 53 40 
Potatoes 10 - 6 - 8 - 8 -
Sugar 1 23 2 38 6 18 4 II 
Coffee, cocoa, tea 28 62 33 71 58 29 44 29 

Animal fats and oils . I25 I74 liS I73 258 108 250 I34 

Tobacco II 7 9 12 19 I2 I7 16 

Oilseeds 7 207 5 253 II IOO 17 I42 

Skins and hides 62 30 75 34 94 20 75 18 

Oilcakes, bran . 857 I01 617 I79 412 57 502 61 

Timber, wood . I3I I65 I 55 I65 16I 83 108 46 

1\Hneral Oils ... IOI 264 88 225 228 250 278 368 

Chemicals. 30 69 33 72 29 28 26 26 

Fertilisers . 575 365 474 409 Ill 202 88 205 

Stones I42 90 141 85 57 27 41 31 

Coal and coke 341 I,997 282 2,185 346 807 205 707 

Peat and charcoal . I - I - l - - -
Tar and asphalt . 29 131 30 Il9 34 65 51 76 

Other goods 1,122 769 975 807 1,262 707 1,164 719 

All goods . 4,523 6,315 3,916 6,674 4,075 4,004 3,771 4,166 

" 
.. " 1 I he correspondmg figures for Bremen are g1ven m I able 42 below. 
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TABLE 38.- NON·MARITIME TRADE OF THE .ELBE SEAPORTS. 

Receipts of Various Goods by Rail and Rive1· fmm and ac1·oss Germany (Outward .ii'Iovement). 1 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 
Received -

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail 

Iron: 
Pig-iron 15 I 19 3 9 II 10 
Iron bars and sheets . 367 12 362 15 158 47 165 
Rails and sleepers , 60 2 73 3 107 5 84 
Machinery. 179 9 185 9 183 39 160 
Other 320 37 339 35 262 59 292 

Total iron. 941 61 978 65 719 161 7II 

Zinc, crude . 17 7 17 6 10 II 21 
Earths . .. 180 1,312 203 800 196 421 174 
Earthenware, China 47 23 51 25 64 15 71 
Cement. 179 444 100 410 ll3 245 IIO 
Rye 13 107 12 124 13 24 14 
Wheat 3 172 8 257 22 91 8 
Flour 43 86 41 120 17 66 13 
Potatoes 133 2 199 7 240 3 161 
Sugar 84 642 79 1,066 II 492 19 
Salt 60 123 46 139 88 126 II7 
Animal fats and oils 40 28 38 18 57 7 62 
Tinlber, wood . 154 197 139 196 169 209 198 
Glass and glassware 95 54 81 55 76 85 93 
Paper. 52 135 47 165 90 213 93 
:Mineral oils . 43 127 28 96 41 7 28 
Sulphuric acid 7 7 7 7 7 12 4 
Other chemicals . 63 127 66 135 90 151 Ill 
Fertilisers . 102 9ll 83 967 213 526 294 
Stones 168 573 170 4ll 234 183 299 
Coal and coke . 2,944" 32 3,065 10 1,591 68 6,808 
Lignite . no 152 95 122 296 188 604 
Peat and charcoal 73 6 14 5 22 I 13 
Tar and asphalt . 31 ll 30 10 20 5 17 
Other goods 906 519 905 478 901 400 1,037 

All goods . 6,488 5,858 6,502 5,694 5,300 3,710 ll,080 

1 Corresponding figures for Bremen are given in Table 43 below. 

River 

29 
85 

6 
43 
64 

227 

24 
472 

17 
215 

83 
106 
122 

3 
817 
162 

9 
159 
103 
263 

8 
13 

155 
631 
240 
534 
590 

1 
6 

512 

5,472 

In the case of goods despatched from the Elbe seaports to and across Germany, there 
was a marked increase in the relative importance of the quantities of fertilisers and of 
barley carried by inland waters, although the absolute figures show a reduction. In 
practically all other cases, the importance of the water traffic has gone down (ironware, 
timber, fats and oils, mineral oils and coal) . 

.As regards goods received, conditions were less uniform : there was a marked decrease 
in the water traffic of cement, fertilisers, earths, timber, mineral oils, salt and stones, but 
an increase in the case of ironware and glass. .As in some other cases, the quantities 
carried either by rail or water are unimportant, it is difficult to draw any definite conclusion 
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with regard to them. It would, however, appear that there was in most cases a relative 
fall in the water traffic. 

A furt~er analysis of the statistics by districts and by commodities, which it would 
have been Impossible to reproduce in sufficient detail, has been made in order to show 
whether the respective changes in the traffic by rail and water from and to the Elbe seaports 
were due to changes relating to certain districts or whether there has been a more or less 
uniform tendency in any direction. · 

~n.analysis of the consignments from Hamburg shows that, whereas the consignments 
by rail mcr.eased at the expense of waterways, as compared with the previous years, there 
:vas no urnform tendency, as might have been expected. Consignments by rail of pig
rron and of scrap-iron have become more important, not only owing to an increase of 
consignments into districts which used to receive important quantities of iron before the 
war, but also owing to consignments to a number of new districts, both German and foreign. 
On the other hand, the consignments by rail of boilers and machinery, which constitute an 
important item, show a heavy general reduction. As regards fats and oils, the tendency 
was uniform : a general increase of consignments by rail, both to Germany and abroad, 
and a corresponding decrease of consignments by water. In 1926, the water traffic recovered 
in part, but its importance remains much smaller than previously. The important rail traffic 
of fats and oils to South Germany is worth noting. As regards mineral oils, there was a 
general increase in the rail traffic, particularly to South Germany and foreign countries, 
such as Switzerland, Austria, Czechoslovakia. Finally, the decrease of water traffic of 
timber was likewise general. 

An analysis of the receipts of goods by Hamburg shows that,. whereas there was no 
uniform tendency in the falling-off of the water traffic of cement, there was, in the case of 
fertilisers and stones, a definite general tendency for an increase in the rail traffic and a 
decrease in the water traffic. Here, again, the situation of the water traffic was slightly 
better in 1926 than in 1925. There was also a general increase in the quantities of salt 
and of paper carried by rail, the latter being sent to Hamburg by rail even from South 
Germany, while no such consignments were made before the war. On the other hand, 
the quantities of ironware carried to Hamburg by water showed a uniform tendency to 
increase, whereas the rail traffic showed a corresponding uniform decrease. 1\Ioreover, 
the consignments of ironware from the Ruhr districts to Hamburg by water show an 
important increase, with a corresponding decrease in the rail traffic. 

The above analysis leads to the conclusion that the relatiYe loss of the direct water 
traffic to and from Hamburg is as a rule not due to territorial changes or to changes 
affecting one single district. It appears, on the contrary, to be general, affecting the 
majority of districts. It should, however, not be forgotten that a certain proportion of 
the rail traffic is undoubtedly the result of a transhipment traffic. Thus the increase in 
the rail traffic of certain commodities between Hamburg and the Hanover-Oldenburg 
districts points towards the probability of some changes in the combined traffic. 

( lJ) BREl\IEN AND OTHER WESER SEAPORTS. 

Tables 39 and 40 (computed from B. and G.) show, for the years 1912, 1913, 1925 and 
1926 the direction of traffic by rail ·and river between the W eser seaports and a selected 

' number of districts. 

The figures for the water traffic have been " corrected " in the same way as those for 
Hamburg. 



- !:10-

TABLE 39.- N-oN·MARITIME TRADE OF THE WESER SEAPORTS. 

Consignments of Goods by Rail and River according to Destination (Inwa1·d Movement). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 

Goods despatched to : By By By By By . By By By 
rail 1iver rail river rail river rail river 

Oldenburg, Hanover . 1,583 215 1,675 237 914 111 1,004 115 
Upper Silesia excl. Breslau 3 - 6 - - - - -
Thuringen, etc. 56 - 51 - 34 - 30 -
Ruhr in Westphalia 44 5 54 2 44 50 35 41 
Ruhr in Rhineland 24 - 27 - 49 - 32 -
Westphalia 292 130 297 151 233 111 197 130 
Rhine, left side . 70 6 80 5 45 8 46 16 
Baden, Mannheim 24 - 25 - 27 - 23 1 
W iirttem berg 34 - 33 - 33 - 30 -
South Bavaria 45 - 44 - 47 - 49 -
North Bavaria 43 - 38 - 44 - 37 -
Other German districts 497 26 519 20 374 33 343 28 
-

Total Germany 2,715 382 2,849 415 1,844 313 1,826 331 

Upper Silesia, Polish . - - - - 3 - 3 -
Czechoslovakia. * 92 - * 83 - 103 - 102 -

Others 115 - 113 - 109 - 140 -
-

Grand Total. 2,922 382 3,045 415 2,059 313 2,071 331 

Index numbers based on 
1913: 100 100 68 75 72 80 

*Bohemia. 
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TABLE 40. - NON ·MARITIME TRAFFIC OF THE "\VESER SEAPORTS. 

Receipts of Goods by Rail and River accm·ding to Otigin. (Outward .Movement). 

Receipts by District 9 from other Districts. 

Tons ( OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 

Received from By By By By By. By By By 
rail river rail river rail river rail river 

Oldenburg. 671 525 571 640 784 630 985 546 
Upper Silesia (excluding 

Breslau) 6 - 2 - - - - -
Thuriugen 70 - 64 - 136 - 149 -
Ruhr in Westphalia. 1,494 - 1,420 - 776 520 1,766 618 
Ruhr in Rhineland . 239 - 252 - 154 80 399 81 
Westphalia 142 100 245 82 200 100 317 II2 
Rhine, left side . 76 3 86 3 103 5 145 8 
Baden, Mannheim 5 - 5 - 10 - 17 I 
Wiirttemberg 8 - 5 - 9 - 10 -
South Bavaria 6 - 8 - 13 - 61 -
North Bavaria 18 - 19 - 36 - 35 -

Other German districts . 360 30 355 34 355 43 413 21 
. 

Total Germany 3,095 658 3,032 759 2,576 1,378 4,297 1,387 

Upper Silesia, Polish - - - - - - 493 -
Czechoslovakia. * 20 - * 23 - 43 - 78 -

Others 27 - 27 - 33 - 63 -
. 

Grand Total. 3,142 658 3,082 759 2,652 1,378 4,931 1,387 

Index numbers based on 
191:3 •.. 100 100 86 182 160 180 

*Bohemia. 

The tables show that, as regards goods despatched from the Weser seaports, there was 
a tendency towards an increase of the relative importance of water traffic. Nor was there 
any increase in the consignments by rail to South Germany as in the case of Hamburg. If the 
total consignments by rail and water are compared with the movement of the German imports 
(general trade), it will be found that Bremen's share has in recent years been slightly less 
than before the war. The contrary obtains in the case of goods received (export movement), 
when the percentage which the non-maritime traffic of Bremen constituted of German 
exports rose from 4. 7 in 1913 as a result of the opening of the Rhine-Herne canal in the year 
1915, to 6.4 in 1925 and to 6.9 in 1926. Goods received by water appear, moreover, to have 
increased at the expense of the rail traffic. .As shown in Table 43, coal is being shipped 
by water towards Bremen in considerable quantities, while no such shipment took 
place in 1913. 

The table below shows the corresponding figures of railway traffic between the Weser 
seaports and foreign countries according to the boundaries in 1913, traffic with the former 
German territories having been deducted. There was no water traffic with these countries. 
The table suggests that the Weser seaports do not attract more transit traffic than before 
the war, as is the case with Hamburg, the figures for 1926 being exceptional. 
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TABLE 41.- BREMEN AND OTHER "WESER SEAPORTS. 

Cons·igmnents by Rail to and Receipts from Foreign Countries acc01·ding to the Pre-war Boundaries. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 

Consignments 207 197 175 204 
Receipts 47 50 72 137 

-
Total . 254 247 247 341 

Tables 42 and 43 show the inland traffic by rail and by river from and to the W eser 
seaports for some important commodities. The figures for the water traffic have been 
.. corrected " as regards the local traffic. (The corresponding data for Hamburg were given 
in Tables 37 and 38 above.) 

(c) EMS SEAPORTS • 

.As the traffic of Emden and the other Ems seaports consists of only a few staple 
commodities, no detailed tables are given of its traffic as for the Elbe and Weser seaports. 
The importance of the Ems seaports seems, however, to have grown. The consignments by 
rail, which were of little importance before the war, have fallen further, whereas the 
consignments by water, chiefly iron ore, increased in spite of a reduction in the German 
general imports of ores (from 1,648,000 tons in 1913 to 1,769,000 in 1925 and 1,937,000 
in 1926) . 

.As regards receipts (outward movement), mainly coal, the figures appear to point to a 
reduction of the rail traffic and a corresponding increase in the water traffic, the year 1926 
being exceptional. 
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TABLE 42.-- NON-MARITIME TRADE OF THE \VESER SEAPORTS. 

Consignments of V m·ious Goods by Rail and Rive1· to and at'ross Germany (German Inward Jlovem mt). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

I9I2 I913 I925 1926 

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Cotton 543 - 523 - 425 - 390 -
Wool. 45 4 39 I 30 - 35 -
Iron goods: 

Pig-iron 49 - 75 - 55 3 47 I 
Iron bars and sheets 36 I 44 - 35 10 21 6 
Rails and sleepers . 2 - 3 - 2 - 7 -
Machinery. 18 - 20 2 II - 7 -
Other 14 - I2 - ro - II -

Total iron. II9 I 154 2 II3 13 93 7 

Iron ore I - 2 - 3 II I 4 
Pyrites . - 27 - 26 10 19 I 2 
Other ores 16 - 19 - 4 2 4 2 
Earths 19 33 I9 32 18 2 20 3 
Rye lO 3 8 6 23 18 9 15 
Wheat 5 30 4 34 19 33 14 37 
Barley 662 94 844 IIO 303 42 503 91 
Oats 29 22 13 ll 46 18 18 13 
1\Iaize IIO 28 98 23 44 7 54 14 
Flour 60 18 64 18 53 44 43 64 
Rice and rice flour . 48 21 45 23 36 I3 32 14 
Potatoes 2 - 1 - I - I -
Sugar I - I - 3 I 2 I 
Coffee, cocoa, tea 6 • 1 7 I 8 - 8 -
Animal fats and oils 51 3 54 4 70 4 62 6 
Tobacco 27 2 26 2 24. - 17 -

Oilseeds I --- - I I I I I 
Hides and skins . 5 -- 6 - 4 - 3 -
Oilcakes, bran 302 3 265 9 88 I 106 4 
Timber, wood 206 37 225 46 158 29 131 17 
l\Iineral oils . 60 I 56 I 34 5 46 5 
Chemicals. 4 2 5 2 5 - 4 -
Fertilisers . * 104 6 * 80 II 48 6 32 7 
Stones 23 2 38 3 19 - 4 -
Coal and coke 108 9 109 7 83 4 48 I 

Peat and charcoal . - -- - - - - - -
Tar and asphalt . 22 7 31 6 13 - 15 I 

Other goods 333 28 309 36 373 40 374 22 

-
All goods . 2,922 382 3,045 415 2,059 313 2,0il 331 

* Figures somewhat too high. 
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TABLE 43.- NoN-MARITIME TRADE oF THE WESER SEAPORTS. 

Receipts of Goods by Rail and River from and ac1·oss Germany (German· Outwm·d Movement). 
Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 

Rail River Rail I River Rail River Rail River 
. 

Iron: 
Pig-iron 2 - 3 - 3 I 2 -
Iron, bars and sheets 235 - 214 - 156 2 230 5 
Rails and sleepers . 14 - 25 - 25 - 35 I 
Machinery. 44 - 36 - 38 - 36 -
Other 195 I 201 I 207 3 222 I 

Total iron. 490 I 479 I 429 6 525 7 

. 
Zinc, crude . 2 - 4 - 2 - 2 -
Earths 138 192 127 226 139 312 294 183 
Earthen ware, China 10 2 11 2 17 - 19 -
Cement. 133 46 95 46 110 42 123 88 
Rye 5 5 8 - 11 I 7 I 
Wheat 4 9 4 9 8 14 4 8 
Flour 9 9 8 8 8 4 9 9 
Potatoes 21 - 31 2 27 - 29 -.. 
Sugar 12 12 14 23 lO I 5 5 
Salt 14 - IS - 42 10 44 15 
Animal fats and oils . 12 - 14 I 14 I 13 I 
Timber, wood 74 4 67 3 107 I 98 3 
Glass and glassware 50 16 43 16 51 5 57 6 
Paper. 15 3 14 4 24 3 22 4 
Mineral oils . 23 43 22 39 15 - 41 -
Sulphuric acid 2 - I - 2 - I --
Other chemicals . 20 I 21 I 23 I 26 I 
Fertilisers . *51 125 * 27 139 137 166 138 154 
Stones 153 138 166 175 265 55 211 98 
Coal and coke 1,456 - 1,460 4 726 630 2,641 686 
Lignite . 61 - 63 - 108 - 202 12 
Peat and charcoal lO 22 11 20 44 4 37 4 
Tar and asphalt . 12 16 16 25 6 8 8 II 
Other goods . 365 14 358 15 327 ll4 375 91 

All goods . 3,142 658 3,082 759 2,652 1,378 4,931 1,387 

* Figures some\vhat too high. 

(d) SUliiMARY FOR ELBE, WESER AND ElliS SEAPORTS. 

Tables 44 and 45, referring to the total of Elbe, Weser and Ems seaports, give the totals 
calculated from the separate tables referring to the Elbe and Weser seaports (Tables 37 and 
42 for consignments and 38 and 43 for receipts), and from the corresponding data referring 
to the Ems seaports. .According to these combined tables, the relative importance of the 
consignments by river as compared with consignments by rail fell from 114 per cent in 
1912-13 to 96 per cent in 1925 and rose again to 107 per cent in 1926. The total 
consignments of these ports expressed as percentages of the total German imports (general 
trade) remained practically unchanged at about 20-21 per cent. The corresponding 
percentages for receipts calculated on the base of German exports, which were 23 in the 
year 1912-13, stood at the same level in 1925 and rose to 35 in 1926. If traffic of coal 
be deducted, the percentages for receipts rise from 29 in 1913 to 34 in 1925 and 38 in 1926. 
The situation is more fully summarised in relation with Tables 52-56. 
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TABLE 44.- NoN-MARITIME TRADE OF THE ELBE, WESER AND EMs SEAPORTs. 

Consignments of Various Goods by Rail and River to or across Germany (German Inward .Movement) .1 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Cotton 609 57 595 61 504 25 444 15 
Wool. 109 30 106 23 72 12 74 15 
Iron goods: 

Pig-iron 55 143 80 78 82 53 62 32 
Bars and sheets . - 94 128 97 96 151 42 109 47 
Rails and sleepers . II 3 20 3 39 3 123 5 
Jlffachinery. 86 19 85 28 56 4 52 7 
Other 45 15 45 15 3'Z 3 34 I 

Total iron. 291 308 327 220 365 105 380 92 

Iron ore . 15 1,190 9 1,347 18 1,732 6 1,733 
Pyrites . - 256 - 259 29 232 19 222 
Other ores •. 93 83 90 102 43 78 27 81 

Total. 108 1,529 99 1,708 90 2,042 52 2,036 

Earths 89 129 121 ll6 150 107 170 131 
Rye 19 36 17 27 64 144 14 40 
Wheat 8 253 8 271 53 266 76 357 
Barley 904 504 1,067 673 343 213 569 442 
Oats 39 74 19 31 89 137 26 59 
Maize 197 288 155 253 87 108 101 169 
Flour 138 142 146 162 198 203 153 271 
Rice and rice flour . 147 93 96 109 ll5 62 85 54 
Potatoes 15 I 9 I 9 - 10 -
Sugar 3 30 4 78 10 26 6 21 
Coffee, cocoa, tea . 34 63 40 72 66 29 52 29 
Animal fats and oils 176 178 174 ISO 328 ll2 312 140 
Tobacco 38 9 35 14 43 12 34 16 
Oilseeds 8 207 5 255 12 101 20 143 
Hides and skins . 67 30 81 34 98 20 78 18 
Oilcakes, bran 1,159 107 882 188 500 58 609 65 
Timber . 397 295 442 236 351 133 247 86 
Mineral oils . 161 271 144 234 262 256 324 374 
Chemicals. 34 71 38 74 34 28 30 26 
Fertilisers . 679 372 555 421 160 208 120 212 
Stones 169 ll3 181 108 101 45 55 44 
Coal and coke . 452 2,009 393 2,195 435 814 262 733 
Peat and charcoal 79 - 36 - 72 - 62 -
Tar and asphalt . 51 139 61 125 47 66 • 67 78 

Other goods 1,496 822 1,324 867 1,673 754 1,591 768 

All goods . 7,676 8,160 7,160 8,737 6,331 6,086 6,023 6,434 

Index numbers based on 
1913 . 100 100 88 70 8-J 7-J 

I 

1 The corresponding data for traffic with the Netherlands and Belgium are given in Table 50 below. 
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TABLE 45.- NoN-MARITIME TRADE OF THE ELBE, WESER AND EMs SEAPORTS. 

Receipts of Various GooiU; from or across Germany (Outward .Movement).' 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail 
Iron: 

Pig-iron 20 2 26 3 14 12 14 
Bars and sheets . 619 21 598 29 322 55 439 
Rails and sleepers . 83 36 101 11 136 12 124 
Machinery. 226 9 223 9 225 39 199 
Other 527 42 552 41 475 64 523 

Total iron. 1,475 110 1,500 93 1,172 182 1,299 

Zinc, crude . 19 7 21 6 12 11 23 
Earths 331 1,535 337 1,046 348 740 496 
Earthenware, China 58 25 63 27 83 15 93 
Cement. 322 493 204 456 232 290 244 
Rye 19 112 21 124 27 25 23 
Wheat 8 181 14 266 32 105 12 
Flour 58 97 50 131 28 73 26 
Potatoes -· 159 4 235 11 270 3 194 
Sugar 96 654 93 1,089 25 493 28 
Salt 76 123 67 139 132 137 163 
Animal fats and oils . 54 33 53 21 73 8 77 
Timber . 242 211 218 221 303 . 211 312 
Glass. 146 70 125 7l 128 90 151 
Paper. 69 140 63 170 117 216 117 
Mineral oils . . -· 68 190 52 173 58 7 72 
Sulphuric acid 9 7 9 7 9 12 5 
Other chemicals . 84 128 88 136 114 152 139 
Fertilisers . 173 1,036 129 1,106 367 703 455 
Stones 345 719 370 601 554 244 573 
Coal and coke 4,877 1,084 4,924 1,227 2,391 2,087 10,211 
Lignite . 206 152 245 122 430 188 833 
Peat and charcoal . 84 43 25 42 66 16 52 
Tar and asphalt . 45 37 47 46 26 23 26 
Other goods . 1,332 560 1,318 504 1,283 523 1,461 

All goods . 10,355 7,751 10,271 7,835 8,280 6,554 17,085 
Index numbers based on 

1913 . 100 100 81 84 166 

Coal and coke deducted . 5,478 6,667 5,347 6,608 5,889 4,467 6,874 

1926 

River 

36 
117 

18 
43 
70 

284 

24 
689 

18 
304 
88 

114 
134 

3 
823 
177 
10 

165 
109 
267 

8 
13 

156 
789 
353 

2,905 
612 

17 
23 

609 
8,694 

111 

I 
5,789 

• The corresponding data for traffic with the N-etherlands and Belgium are given in Table 51 below. 

B. TRAFFIC WITH THE NETHERLANDS AND BELGIUM. 

Tables 46 and 47 show the consignments of various goods to Germany by rail and water 
from the Netherlands and Belgium respectively. Tables 48 and 49 show the corresponding 
data for receipts by these two countries from Germany. In order to make the tables more 
comparable with those referring to the German seaports, it was necessary to add to the 
original data the transit traffic via Germany from and to the Nether lands and Belgium. 
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TABLE 46.- CoNSIGNMENTS OF V ARrous Gooris FROM THE NETHERLANDS To AND AcRoss GERMANY. 

(German Inward Movement.) 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Despatched by the 1912 1913 1925 1926 

Netherlands Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Cotton 8 2 12 3 22 7 13 1 
Wool. 6 7 6 5 5 4 1 6 
Iron goods: 

Pig-iron 4 82 11 73 - 29 - 11 
Bars and sheets . 48 75 26 68 31 131 30 91 
Rails and sleepers . 3 4 - 2 1 1 - -
Machinery. 8 12 9 17 16 5 7 5 
Other 4 8 3 7 4 3 1 4 

Total iron. 67 181 49 167 52 169 38 111 

Iron ore .. 3 7,480 3 8,132 1 7,984 - 6,408 
Pyrites . - 584 - 563 2 751 - 625 
Other ores 36 261 25 395 2 159 1 203 
Earths 22 94 30 90 2 252 1 197 
Rye 6 245 4 312 8 182 1 198 
Wheat 3 1,330 3 1,603 2 871 1 1,257 
Barley 1 487 2 614 - 79 - 159 
Oats 4 565 3 454 - 196 - 165 
Maize 4 286 3 271 1 73 - 117 
Flour 3 80 3 94 12 127 2 107 
Rice and rice flour . 5 37 6 41 4 26 4 23 
Potatoes 224 49 156 24 183 2 215 '5 
Sugar 1 158 1 167 2 149 - 159 
Coffee, cocoa, tea 13 40 14 41 14 24 17 28 
Animal fats and oils 23 125 25 115 36 134 40 254 
Tobacco 11 20 10 19 22 13 15 16 
Oilseeds 16 190 17 250 16 239 29 299 
Hides and skins . 6 11 6 15 4 23 3 19 
Oilcakes, bran 83 69 88 64 5 33 9 40 
Timber . 41 1,388 34 1,386 20 650 8 6!5 
l\Iineral oils . 3 388 3 397 4 344 5 652 

Chemicals. 8 64 8 62 2 50 3 34 
Fertilisers . 14 284 10 297 6 110 8 152 

Stones 17 119 16 102 3 19 1 2 
Coal and coke . 510 516 433 406 320 333 143 145 
Peat and charcoal 13 12 8 16 4 - 14 1 
Tar and asphalt . 15 58 4 63 1 67 2 76 

Other goods 581 584 578 582 541 454 570 97 

All goods . 1,747 15,714 1,560 16,750 1,296 13,524 1,144 12,201 
~ 

..________.., _____ 
~ ~~ ~ 

17,461 18,310 14,820 13,345 

Iron ore deducted 1,744 I 8,234 1,557 I 8,618 1,295 I 5,540 1,144 I 5,793 
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TABLE 47.- CoNSIGNMENTS OF VARIOUS GooDs FROM BELGIUM BY RAIL AND RIVER TO AND ACRoss GERMANY. 

(German Inward Movement.) 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

I9I2 I9I3 I925 I926 

Despatched by Belgium 
Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River .. 

Cotton .. I4 9 24 I2 20 2 I2 I 

Wool. 56 8 43 7 I7 - 26 -
Iron goods: 

Pig-iron IO I I2 I 5 8 3 3 

Bars and sheets . 67 89 60 57 2I 2I 25 24 

Rails and sleepers . 2 2 2 - - I 2 -
Machinery. I7 - I4 - 9 - IO I 

Other 8 7 8 I 2 - 4 I 

Total iron. I04 99 96 59 37 30 44 29 

Iron ore 24 I94 293 375 5 89 . 2 3I 

Pyrites . ? 95 ? 71 - 42 2 82 

Other ores 244 384 264 362 35 140 27 I65 

Earths 43 42 52 44 37 I5 30 22 

Rye - 10 - 8 2 35 2 27 

Wheat 11 540 I3 444 23 533 48 524 

Barley I2 107 I 50 2 56 3 73. 

Oats 4 I09 2 57 11 95 5 94 

Maize 6 118 3 9I 5 55 8 78. 
Flour I I I I I3 I4 3 5-
Rice and rice flour . I 8 I 5 - 2 - 2. 
Potatoes 78 I 38 - 47 - 7I -
Sugar - I - 2 6 I9 2 -
Coffee, cocoa, tea 4 4 3 3 5 I 6 -
Animal fats and oils 2I 43 I7 30 I4 11 I8 6-
Tobacco - 2 - I 2 - I I 
Oilseeds IO I96 5 250 8 83 4 80· 
Hides and skins I4 6 I2 8 6 2 I2 2 
Oilcakes, bran 30 38 I6 23 2 9 3 5. 
Timber . 7 29 IO 3I 9 I4 8 9 
Mineral oils . 19 40 20 45 6I 32 7I 44 
Chemicals. 7 I9 IO 23 7 I4 7 5 
Fertilisers . 6I I67 67 I47 114 39 210 88 
Stones 52 I47 49 I5 42 I '33 2 
Coal and coke . 638 9I 604 78 I6 4 9 3 
Peat and charcoal I I I - - - - -
Tar and asphalt . 2 2I 3 24 I I3 2 8 
Other goods 552 338 555 492 247 325 298 2I2: 

All goods . 2,0I6 2,868 2,203 2,758 '794 I,675 967 I,59!l 
-~ ------ ...___...~ 

~ 

4,884 4,96I 2,469 2,565 
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TABLE 48. - RECEIPTS BY THE NETHERLANDS OF VARIOUS GOODS BY RAIL AND RIVER FROM AND ACROSS 

GERMANY. 

(German Outward Novement.) 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 Received by the 
Netherlands I------;;----I------:-----II-----,-----1-----,----

Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Iron: 
Pig-iron 
Bars and sheets . 
Rails and sleepers . 
1riachinery. 
Other 

Total iron. 

Zinc, crude . 
Earths 
Earthenware, China 
Cement. 
Rye 
Wheat 
Flour 
Potatoes 
Sugar 
Salt 
Animal fats and oils 
Timber . 
Glass. 
Paper. 
l\Iineral oils . 
Sulphuric acid 
Other chemicals . 
Fertilisers . 
Stones 
Coal and coke 
Lignite . 
Peat and charcoal 
Tar and asphalt . 
Other goods . 

All goods , 

Coal and coke deducted 

38 
296 
58 
42 

168 

602 

8 
38 

9 
52 
27 

8 
8 
4 
1 

17 
6 

32 
20 
19 
16 
9 

18 
348 
70 

4,388 
217 

4 
11 

257 

6,189 

I6,055 

149 
555 
193 

17 
156 

1,070 

11 
736 
23 

179 
1 
3 

23 
8 
1 

68 
26 
59 
11 
58 
66 
2 

108 
277 
638 

5,901 
14 
39 
10 

534 

9,866 

I ,801 I 3, 965 

45 
337 
51 
50 

208 

691 

8 
63 
10 
43 
24 

9 
9 
4 
2 

18 
9 

24 
20 
21 
15 
8 

15 
341 

71 
4,661 

259 
6 
9 

280 

6,620 

128 
685 
168 

18 
172 

1,171 

13 
785 
26 

I92 

1 
25 
32 

1 
60 
38 
82 
22 
76 
62 
4 

126 
320 
618 

7,211 
20 
51 
16 

416 

11,368 

17,988 

1,959 1 4,157 

2 
42 
26 
29 
89 

188 

I06 
73 
I6 
49 

1 

I 

6 
5 

177 
15 
18 
2 

I9 
108 
I6I 

I,242 
59 

5 
38 

212. 

2,501 

66 
854 
356 
34 

383 

1,693 

I 
992 

9 
216 

4 
8 

43 

2 
80 
9 

137 
6 

72 
131 
45 

I60 
460 
881 

12,998 
90 
32 

8 
340 

18,417 

20,918 

I,259 1 5,4I9 

4 
55 
I6 
34 
86 

195 

44 
74 
22 
87 

I 

2 

21 
7 

18I 
2I 
I9 
I 
3 

I4 
I40 
I80 

2,675 
53 

5 
29 

228 

4,002 

I25 
I,089 

328 
37 

5I7 

2,096 

32 
1,266 

9 
34I 

I 
13 
44 

8 
67 
I2 

136 
I2 
82 

128 
70 

I83 
482 
805 

23,950 
I64 
35 
21 

444 

30,401 

34,403 

1,327 1 6,451 
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TABLE 49. _ RECEIPTS BY BELGIU~I OF VARIOUS GOODS BY RAIL AND RIVER FROM AND ACROSS GERMANY 

(German Outward Movement.) 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1912 1913 1925 1926 
Received by Belgium 

Bail 
I 

River Rail River Rail l River Rail River 
-

Iron. 
Pig-iron 338 48 213 44 36 11 68 114 
Bars and sheets . 786 240 992 308 18 280 38 926 
Rails and sleepers . 122 218 102 279 5 160 8 209 
:Machinery. 64. 6 75 5 13 11 16 13 
Other 309 52 371 54 63 207 so 256 

Total iron. I,619 564 1,753 
I 

690 '135 669 210 I,518 

Zinc, crude . 9 I 14 1 2 1 3 2 
Earths 60 280 71 98 52 476 76 315 
Earthenware, China 9 12 10 13 7 IO 17 I 
Cement. 8 115 17 13I 4 88 5 142 
Rye 11 - I6 - - - 2 -
Wheat 5 2 10 1 3 I 2 1 
Flour - -- - 1 - 2 - 5 
Potatoes 4 -- 9 1 23 - 18 -
Sugar 2 - - - - - - -
Salt 35 47 43 56 18 82 61 91 
Animal fats and oils 1 1 2 3 - - - 2 
Timber. 14 7 32 7 30 15 71 24 
Glass. 27 8 38 I4 12 3 24 7 
Paper. 22 13 23 20 8 5 I5 8 
Mineral oils . 21 8 24 4 20 4 26 2 
Sulphuric acid 2 1 1 3 - - 2 --
Other chemicals . 69 44 77 72 18 70 18 60 
Fertilisers . I44 30 I44 28 16 344 19 347 
Stones 70 54 81 53 32 30 29 26 
Coal and coke 2,774 3,885 2,978 4,277 1,588 4,079 2,910 4,791 
Lignite . 86 4 109 9 75 - 191 3 
Peat and charcoal 2 -- 3 - - - -- -
Tar and asphalt . 8 35 7 42 34 1 4:3 7 
Other goods . 343 171 429 195 87 120 152 I62 

All goods . 5,345 5,282 5,891 5,719 2,164 6,000 3,894 7,514 
~ ---------- - ~-------------· ----- J.---.______ ~-------I0,627 11,610 8;I64 11,408 

Coal and coke deducted 2,571 I 1,397 2,913 
I I,442 576 I I,921 984 

I 2,723 

The combined results of the traffic between the Netherlands and Belo'ium on the one 
band and Germany on the other are set out in Tables 50 and 51 which include the German 
transit traffic. ' 
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TABLE 50.- NON-MARITIME TBAFFIC OF THE NETHERLANDS AND BELGIUM WITH GERMANY, INCLUDING 

THE GERMAN TBANSIT TRAFFIC. 1 

Consignments of Goods by Rail and River to or across Germany (German Inward Movement). 
Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Consignments to 
1912 1913 1925 1926 

Germany Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 
---

Cotton 22 11 36 15 42 9 25 2 
Wool. 62 15 49 12 22 4 27 6 
Iron goods: 

Pig-iron 14 83 23 74 5 37 3 14 
Bars and sheets . 115 164 86 125 52 152 55 115 
Rails and sleepers . 5 6 2 2 1 2 2 -
:Machinery. 25 12 23 17 25 5 17 6 
Other 12 15 11 8 6 3 5 5 

Total iron. 171 280 145 226 89 199 82 HO 

Iron ore 27 7,674 296 8,507 6 8,073 2 6,439 
Pyrites . ? 679 ? 634 2 793 2 707 
Other ores 280 645 289 757 37 299 28 368 
Earths 65 136 82 134 39 267 31 219 
Rye 6 255 4 320 10 217 3 225 
Wheat 14 1,870 16 2,047 25 1,404 49 1,781 
Barley 13 594 3 664 2 135 3 232 
Oats 8. 674 5 511 11 291 5 259 
:Maize 10 404 6 362 6 128 8 195 
Flour 4 81 4 95 25 141 5 112 
Rice and rice flour . 6 45 7 46 4 28 4 25 
Potatoes 302 50· 194 24 230 2 286 5 
Sugar 1 159 1 169 8 168 2 159 
Coffee, cocoa, tea 17 44 17 44 19 25 23 28 
Animal fats and oils 44 168 42 145 50 145 58 260 
Tobacco 11 22 10 20 24 13 16 17 
Oilseeds 26 386 22 500 24 322 33 379 
Hides and skins 20 17 18 23 10 25 15 21 
Oilcakes, bran 113 107 104 87 7 42 12 45 
Timber . 48 1,417 44 1,417 29 664 16 65-! 
l\Iineral oils . 22 428 23 442 65 376 76 696 
Chemicals. 15 83 18 85 9 64 10 39 
Fertilisers . 75 451 77 444 120 149 218 240 
Stones 69 266 65 117 45 20 34 4 
Coal and coke . 1,148 607 1,037 484 336 337 152 148 
Peat and charcoal 14 13 9 16 4 - 14 I 
Tar and asphalt . 17 79 7 87 2 80 4 84 
Other goods 1,133 922 1,133 1,074 788 779 868 309 

All goods . 3,763 18,582 3,763 19,508 2,090 15,199 2,111 13,799 
~ -~ ~ ~ 

22,345 23,271 17,289 . 15,910 
Index numbers based on 

1913 100 100 56 78 56 71 

Iron ore deducted 3,736 10,908 3,467 11,001 2,084 7,126 2,109 7,360 
I 

1 The corresponding figures for German seaports were grven m Table 44 above. 
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TABLE 51._ NoN-MARITIME TRADE oF THE NETHERLANDS AND BELGIUJI[ WITH GERMANY, INCLUDING 

THE GERMAN TRANSIT TRAFFIC. 

Receipts of Goods by Rail and River from or across Germany (German 01ttward Movement).' 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Received from 1912 1913 1925 1926 

Germany 
Rail River Rail River Rail River Rail River 

Iron: 
Pig-iron 376 197 258 172 38 77 72 239 
Bars and sheets . 1,082 795 1,329 993 60 1,134 93 2,015 
Rails and sleepers . 180 411 153 447 31 516 24 537 
l\Iachinery. 106 23 125 23 42 45 50 50 
Other 477 208 579 226 152 590 166 773 

Total iron. 2,221 1,634 2,444 1,861 323 2,362 405 3,614 

Zinc, crude . 17 12 22 14 108 2 47 34 
Earths 98 1,016 134 883 125 1,468 150 1,581 
Earthenware, China 18 35 20 39 23 19 39 10 
Cement. 60 294 60 323 53 304 93 483 
Rye 38 l 40 - - 4 2 l 
Wheat 13 5 19 2 4 9 3 14 
Flour 8 23 9 26 - 45 - 49 
Potatoes 8 8 13 33 24 - 20 -
Sugar 3 1 2 l - 2 - 8 
Salt .. ~. 52 115 61 116 24 162 82 158 
Animal fats and oils . 7 27 11 41 5 9 7 14 
Timber . 46 66 56 89 207 152 252 i60 
Glass. 47 19 58 36 27 9 45 19 
Paper. 41 71 44 96 26 77 34 90 
Mineral oils . 37 74 39 66 22 135 27 130 
Sulphuric acid 11 3 9 7 - 45 5 70 
Other chemicals . . 87 152 92 198 37 230 32 243 
Fertilisers . 492 307 485 348 124 804 159 829 
Stones 140 692 152 671 193 911 209 831 
Coal and coke 7,162 9,786 7,639 11,488 2,830 17,077 5,585 28,741 
Lignite . 303 18 368 29 134 90 244 167 
Peat and charcoal . 6 39 9 51 5 32 5 35 
Tar and asphalt . 19 45 16 58 72 9 72 28 
Other goods . 600 705 709 611 299 460 380 606 

All goods . 11,534 15,148 12,511 17,087 4,665 24,417 7,896 37,915 
~ ~ ~ ~ 26,682 29,598 29,082 45,811 

Index numbers baseQ. on 
1913 . 100 100 37 143 63 222 

Coal and coke deducted 4,372 5,362 4,872 5,599 1,835 7,340 2,311 9,174 

1 
The corresponding figures for German seaports were given in Table 45 above. 
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C. SUl11l\IARY. 

(a) CONSIGNMENTS FROM SEAPORTS (GERMAN INWARD MOVEMENT). 

Table 52 shows in a summarised form the total of consignments by rail and river made 
by the seaports dealt with above to and across Germany. This table is based on the detailed 
Tables 37, 42, 44, 46, and 47. When comparing the relative importance of the shipments 
from the different origins with the movement of German imports (general trade), it is found 
that the relative importance of German as well as foreign seaports remained practically 
unaltered. The importance of the receipts from Belgium has diminished, but these receipts 
are far less important than those from the Netherlands. 

TABLE 52. -.NON-MARITIME TRAFFIC OF VARIOUS SEAPORTS. 

Total Consignments of Goods to and across Germany (German Inward 11lovement I). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

(b) Percentage which the 

Despatched 
(a) Absolute figures .traffic was of German 

imports (General trade) 1 
to Germany -

from: Average Average 1925 1926 1925 1926 
1912-13 1912-13 

Elbe seaports 10,715 8,709 7,937 13 13 13 
Weser 

" 
3,380 2,372 2,402 4.2 3.6 4 

Ems 
" 

1,770 1,966 2,118 2 3 4 

Total. 15,865 12,417 12,457 20 20 21 

Netherlands . 17,886 14,820 13,345 22 23 22 
Belgium. 4,923 2,469 2,565 6 4 4 

Total. 22,809 17,289 15,910 28 27 27 

GRAND TOTAL 38,674 29,706 28,367 48 47 48 

Imports 80,330 63,436 59,622 
(General trade) 

1 As the decimals were ignored, some of the figures do not add up exactly. 

Table 53 gives the preceding figures subdivided between rail and river traffic. It shows 
in a striking way that, as regards the total inward traffic from the German, Dutch and 
Belgian seaports, the relative importance of _the :water _traffic, as compared with. the r~il 
traffic remained practically stable, water traffiC bemg twrce and a-half t1mes the rail traffic. 
The w~ter traffic has gained in relative importance as regards shipments to Germany from 
Bremen, Emden, the Nether lands and Belgium. In the case of Hamburg, there has been an 
important decrease. 
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TABLE 53.- NoN:MARITii!E TRAFFIC OF VARIOUS SEAPORTS. 

Consignments of Goods by Rail and River to and across Germany (German Inward Moven~entii). 
Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Absolute figures Percentages 

Despatched to Average ·1925 1926 
Average 

1925 1926 and across Germany 1912-13 1912-13 
from: 

(a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (b) as (b) as (b) as 

Rail River Rail River Rail River %of (a) %of (a) %of (a) 

Elbe seaports 0 0 0 4,220 6,495 4,075 4,004 3,771 4,166 154 98 110 
Weser 

" 
2,982 398 2,059 313 2,071 331 13 15 16 

Ems 215 1,555 197 1,769 181 1,937 723 898 1,070 
" I 

Total. 7,417 8,448 6,331 6,086 6,023 6,434 114 96 107 

Netherlands . 1,654 16,232 1,296 13,524 "1,144 12,201 981 1,044 1,067 
Belgium ... 2,110 2,813 794 1,675 967 1,598 133 211 165 

Total. 3,764 19,045 2,090 15,199 2,111 13,799 506 727 654 

GRAND TOTAL 11,181 27,493 8,421 21,285 8,134 20,233 246 253 I 249 

The above two tables lead to the conclusion that, as regards imports into or across 
Germany, there was no important change as compared with pre-war years, either as regards 
the relative importance of the ports or as regards the relative importance of the total traffic 
by rail and by water. This conclusion is somewhat more favourable to German ·seaports than 
those made with reference to Table 28 (seaborne trade). 

(b) RECEIPTS BY SEAPORTS (GERMAN OUTWARD MOVEMENT). 

. Table 54, computed from Tables 38, 43, 45, 48, and 49, shows in a summarised form the 
total of consignments made from or via Germany to the various seaports under 
consideration, compared with the German exports (general trade), including reparation 
deliveries. 

TABLE 54. - NON -MARITIME TRAFFIC OF V ARlO US SEAPORTS. 
Total Receipts of Goods from and across Germany (German Outward 1llovement I). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Received from and (b) Percentages which 

across Germany by : 
(a) Absolute figures. the traffic was of the 

German exports. 

Average 
1925 1926 

Average 
1925 1926 1912-13 1912-13 

Elbe seaports. 12,271 9,010 16,552 16 14.4 18.2 
Weser seaports . 3,820 4,031 6,319 5 6.4 6.9 
Ems seaports 2,014 1,793 2,908 2.6 2.9 3.2 

Total 18,105 14,834 25,779 23 23.7 28.3 

Netherlands 17,022 20,918 34,403 22 33.4 37.8 
Belgium . 11,118 8,164 11,408 14 13.0 12.5 

Total 28,140 29,082 45,811 36 46.4 50.3 

GRAND TOTAL 0 46,245 43,916 71,590 59 70.1 78.6 
Exports 

(General trade) 77,848 62,646 91,008 
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The relative importance of the outward traffic of the German ports compared with 
German exports (general trade, including Reparation deliveries) was in 1925 about the same 
as b~fore the war, but increased in 1926 owing to the exceptional shipments of coal. The 
consignments to the Netherlands have, however, increased considerably. The share of 
Belgium has fallen slightly. The combined percentage for theN etherlands and Bel()'ium rose· 
from 36 per cent in 1912-13 to 46 per cent in 1925 and to 50 per cent in 1926. "' 

It appears thus that, whereas there was no definite change in the relative importance 
of the consignments via German ports, there was a definite increase in the actual and relative 
importance of the consignments via foreign seaports - Rotterdam. The reference to 
German seaports is again more favourable than the conclusion drawn with regard to Table 28 
(sea-borne trade). 

The table below shows the preceding figures subdivided between rail and river traffic: 

TABLE 55.- NoN-MARITIME TRAFFIC oF VARious SEAPORTS. 

Receipts of Goods by Rail and Water from and across Germany (German Outward Movement II). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Absolute figures Percentages 

Received from Average Average 
and across 1925 1926 1925 1926 

1912-13 \, 1912-13 
Germany by: 

(a) (b) (a) 

~I 
(b) (a) (b) (b) as (b) as (b) as) 

Rail River Rail River Rail River %of (a) %of (a) % of (a) 

Elbe seaports 6,495 5,776 5,300 3,710 11,080 5,472 89 70 49 
Weser 

" 
3,112 708 2,652 1,379 4,931 1,388 23 52 28 

Ems 
" 

706 1,308 328 1,465 1,074 1,834 185 447 171 

Total. 10,313 7,792 8,280 I 6,554 17,085 I 8,694 76 79 51 

Netherlands . 6,405 10,617 2,501 18,417 4,002 30,401 166 736 760 
Belgium. 5,618 5,500 2,164 6,000 3,894 7,514 98 277 193 

Total. 12,023 

I 

16,117 4,665 24,417 7,896 37,915 134 523 480 

GRAND TOTAL 22,336 23,909 12,945 30,971 24,981 46,609 107 239 187 

German exports 
77,848 62,646 91,008 

(General trade) 

Whereas, if ignoring the exceptional shipments of coal in 1926, the actual and relative 
importance of the water traffic towards Hamburg has decreased, the contrary obtains for the 
other German seaports under consideration. The percentage which the water traffic 
constituted of the rail traffic of all these ports has even slightly increased from 1913 to 1925. 
In 1926, this percentage fell again owing to the heavy consignments of coal by rail to 
Hamburg. If the consignments of coal to Hamburg be ignored, the percentage for all 
the ports under review becomes 106 per cent in 1913 (instead of 76 per cent), 97 per cent in 
1925 (instead of 79 per cent) and 80 per cent in 1926 (instead of 51 per cent). It appears 
thus that there has been a certain tendency for the water traffic towards the German seaports 
to become comparatively less important than the railway traffic. The increase in the 
consignments to German ports referred to above is, therefore, due more to an increase in 
the rail traffic than to an increase in the water traffic . 

.As regards traffic with the Netherlands and Belgium, the traffic by rail has decreased 
in both cases, whereas the consignments by water have increased, being in the case of the 
Netherlands nearly three times as important in 1926 as in 1913. .As shown in Table 56, 
this movement is not due merely to the increased consignments of coal by water. If these 
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consignments of coal be deducted, the percentage relation of. river traffic to railwa:y: traffic 
rose, in the case of consignments to the Netherlands and Belgmm, from 118 per cent m 1913 
to about 400 per cent in 1925 and in 1926. 

TABLE 56.- NON·liiARITIME TRAFFIC OF VARIOUS SEAPORTS. 

Receipts of Goods other than Coal by Rail and Water from and across Germany (German Outward .Movement). 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Actual figures Percentages 

Goods other than Average 
coal ·received from Average 1912-13 1925 1926 

1912-13 
1925 1926 

and across Germany 
by: (a) (b) (a) (b) (a) (b) (b) as (b) as (b) as 

Rail River Rail River Rail· River %of (a) %of (a) %of (a) 

El be sea ports 3,490 5,755 3,709 3,642 4,272 4,938 165 98 116 
Weser 

" 
1,654 706 1,926 749 2,290 702 43 39 31 

Ems 
" 

268 175 254 76 312 149 65 30 48 

Total. 5,412 6,636 5,889 4,467 6,874 5,789 123 76 84 

Netherlands . 1,880 4,056 1,259 5,419 1,327 6,451 216 430 486 
Belgium. 2,742 1,419 576 1,921 984 2,723 52 334 277 

Total. 4,622 5,475 1,835 7,340 2,311 9,174 118 400 397 

GRAND TOTAL. 10,034 12,111 7,724 11,807 9,185 14,963 121 153 163 

German exports, 
excluding coal 
and coke 44,676 30,655 36,310 

(General trade) 

The increased importance of the consignments to the Nether lands and Belgium is 
due to a remarkable general increase in the consignments by water, accompanied by a 
simultaneous falling-off in the consignments by rail. It would therefore appear that the 
distribution of traffic between rail and river followed two distinctly opposite tendencies with 
regard to Dutch and German seaports respectively. · 
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Chapter III . 

.ANALYSIS OF THE PRE-W.AR .AND POST-W.AR TRAFFIC OF INDIVIDUAL 
COMMODITIES BY R.AIL .AND RIVER, PARTICULARLY IN CONNECTION WITH 

RHINE N .A VIG.A TION. 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 

The purpose of this more detailed analysis by individual commodities was to find out whether in a given case the 
waterways lost any traffic in favour of the railways or vice versa and, if so, whether this change could be explained by 
other causes than deliberate competition by railways. Special attention was paid to consequences of territorial changes . 
and to changes in the distribution of traffic on the railways on the one hand, and on water on the other. In many <lases, 
the results confirm in detail the evidence given in a more general way in the first two chapters. It was found that, as 
a whole, territorial changes had had a great influence on the distribution of traffic and that it is not sufficient to compare 
the Rhine traffic with the rail traffic of German seaports. The latter traffic has been substituted, in many cases, for 
traffic by rail with the ceded territories. It is necessary to take into account in each case all the various currents of 
traffic before and after the war before making a statement as to the existence or non-existence of an increasing competition 
by the railways. 

A list of commodities reviewed in this chapter is given in the general table of contents. 

Owing to the complicated character of the analysis relating to Coal, the following remarks, together with a short 
summary, may facilitate its study : 

In Part I- Shipment• of Ruhr coal in the downstream direction : (a) Rhine traffic- the study of the C. C. statistics 
and of the Dutch official trade statistics leads to the conclusion that there was a very considerable increase in the Rhine 
traffic of coal towards the Netherlands between 1913 and 1925. Owing to the openin5 in 1915 of the Rhine-Heme Canal 
it is, however, extremely difficult to ascertain the distribution of shipments of Ruhr coal in 1925. Whilst in 1913 the 
shipments from Duisburg-Ruhrort afforded a fair index of the total shipments of Ruhr coal, huge quantities of coal are 
being shipped at present directly from the mines through the Rhine-Heme Canal. As the C.C. statistics do not give 
sufficient information concerning the destination of this coal, it becomes necessary to fill the gap by making some rather 
doubtful estimates. 

Part I (b)- Traffic by rail downstream- shows that the increase in water traffic towards Belgium and the 
Netherlands was accompanied by a heavy fall in rail traffic. 

Part II. - Shipments of Ruhr coal in the upstream direction. 

(a) i -Rhine traffic in 1913- gives estimates of the traffic by comparing the quantities despatched in the upstream 
direction with the quantities received by the upstream ports. 

2 - Rhine traffic in 1925- was calculated by using the detailed estimates of the shipments via the Rhine-Heme 
Canal set out in Part I (a). Comparison between the figures for 1913 and 1925 shows that there was not much 
difference between the upstream shipments of Ruhr coal b.v water in these two years. · 

(b)- Rail traffic in 1913 and 1925- comparison with the transhipment and through water traffic. It is not 
sufficient to examine the traffic from the Ruhr districts only, as this traffic seems to have in part replaced the pre-war 
traffic from districts which are no longer under German sovereignty. Any conclusions from Ruhr figures ouly may 
therefore be misleading. If we include consignments from all the important mining distticts, railway traffic appears to 
have gained appreciably at the expense of water traffic in the case of Bavaria ouly. As a whole, there appear to be 
serious changes in the mode of distribution of coal throughout the country as compared with 1913. These changes may 
or may not mean an adaptation towards new conditions created by territorial changes. 
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Coal. 

I. SHIPMENTS OF RUHR COAL IN THE DOWNSTREAM DIRECTION. 

(a) Rhine Traffic (downstream). 

The downstream shipments of coal from the ports of Rochfeld and Duisburg-Ruhrort 
to the Netherlands, Belgium and France were as follows: 

Shipments from Rhine-Ruhr ports of Rochfeld and Duisburg-Ruhrort to : 

Netherlands 
Belgium . 
France .. 

Total. . . . . . . . . 

1913 1925 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

6,087 
3,485 

219 

9,791 

9,439 
2,377 

44 

11,860 

Source: C.C., 1913, 1925. 

For the ports of Romberg, Alsum and vValsum, figures exactly corresponding to those 
for the big Rhine-Ruhr ports are not available. According to C.C., the total downstream 
shipments of coal were as follows : 

Shipments (downstream) from Rhine-Ruhr ports of Romberg, Alsum and Walsum: 

Romberg 
Alsum 
Walsum . 

Total 

1913 1925 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

714 
689 
595 

1,998 

786 
553 
480 

1,819 

In order to arrive at net figures for shipments to the Netherlands, Belgium and France, 
we must deduct from the above figures the traffic to the German downstream section of the 
Rhine which may be estimated for 1913 at 48,000 tons (estimate based on the proportion 

· of the corresponding Duisburg traffic which amounted in 1913 to 235,000 tons and in 1925 
to 500 tons only). The foreign downstream traffic of these three ports may therefore be 
estimated for 1913 at 1,950,000 tons. The figure for 1925 remains practically unaltered. 

The table should be completed by the insertion of estimated quantities emerging from 
the Rhine-Rerne Canal. Owing to the lack of adequate data, any estimate of this kind is 
highly hypothetical, and the figures calculated may easily err by a few hundred thousands 
in either direction. 

According to C.C., the total outward coal traffic (coal, briquettes and coke) on this 
Canal towards the Rhine in 1925 was 6,180,000 tons. This figure is confirmed roughly by 
the B. statistics (1925 : 6,154,000 tons). 

Certain items, such as coal discharged at Duisburg and part of the quantity of bunker 
coal, must be deducted from this figure, which may therefore be reduced to 6,000,000 tons 
(C.C., 1925, pp. 269 and 68). 
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The 0.0. statistics show the direction taken by goods coming from the Canal only for 
unspecified totals, however, so that separate figures for coal are not given. Total shipments 
of all goods in 1925 are there recorded as having been 7,061,000 tons, of which 4,777,000 
or 67.7 per cent went downstream and 2,284-,000 or 32.3 per cent upstream. 

The B. statistics give practically the same figure, viz., 7,057,000 tons, for total shipments 
from the Canal towards the Rhine, but, with the exception of the data published by 
individual districts (Bezi1·ksverkeh1·), they do not state the direction in which these goods 
were shipped. The data by districts will be found to yield lower figures in both directions, 
however. The following were the figures for coal despatched by the Rhine in 1925 from the 
districts 22a, 22b and 23b downstream (Districts 60 and 61) and upstream (Districts 21b-c, 
23a, 25b, 26a-c, 28, 31, 32a-b, 33a, 34-, 37 a). 

Coal despatched by the Rhine in 1925 from Districts 22a, 22b and 23b. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Coal Briquettes Coke Total 

Downstream 2,395 4.5 12 2,411 
Upstream . 1,906 0.9 204 2,111 

Total. 4,301 5.4 216 4,522 

Source : B., Bezirksverkehr. 

It would appear that the figure of 6,000,000 arrived at previously as representing the 
>;hipments of coal from the Rhine-Herne Canal is possibly too high, but, on the other hand, 
the Bezirksverkehr statistics certainly err in the opposite direction. The actual figure for 
those shipments from the Rhine-Herne Canal may consequently be approximately estimated 
.at 5.5 or even 6 millions. According to the C. C. statistics, 32.3 per cent of the goods conling 
from the Rhine-Herne Canal went upstream; the percentage calculated from the actual 
figures for the Bezi1·lcsverkehr given above is 46.6 per cent. If an average of 40 per cent is 
a,dopted and if the shipments are taken as having been 5.!;i millions, we may estimate the 
upstream traffic at 2,200,000 tons and the downstream traffic at 3,300,000 tons. These are, 
however, very rough figures which may, as already pointed out, err by several hundred 
thousands in either direction. 

If the shipments from Orsoy and those emerging from the Rhine-Herne Canal as 
estimated above be added, the total downstream shipments of Ruhr coal by the Rhine to 
foreign countries may be estimated as follows : 

Shipments from : 
Duisburg, Hochfeld 
Romberg, Alsum, " 7alsum 
Orsoy ..... . 
Rhine-Herne Canal 

1913 1925 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

9,791 11,860 
1,950. 1,819 

1* 79 
3,300 

11,742 17,058 

The fiO'ures in the above statement disagree in some instances with Dutch foreign trade 
Btatistics, but they are more or less confirmed by both the Lobith and the Emmerich frontier 
records. On the other hand, the figure of 3,300,000 tons for the Rhine-Herne Canal may 
.appear as being too low. In conclusion, it may be said that from 1913 to 1925 there w~s an 
increase in the Rhine traffic of coal to places beyond the German-Netherlands frontlCr of 
probably not less than 45 per cent and possibly even 50 per cent. 

* Estimated figure. From B. 1925 it will be seen that the shipments of coal from District 26b are practically confined 
.to Orsoy. The 1913 figure has consequently been estimated from the 1913 fi!,'llres for District 26b. 
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(b) Traffic by Rail (downstream). 

The consignments of coal from the Ruhr to Belgium and the Netherlands by rail were 
according to G. as follows : 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 

Consignments from : to Nether· 
to Belgium 

to Nether- to Belgium 
lands lands 

Districts 22 2,827 1,444 558 1,117 

" 
23 1,595 974 655 187 

" 
26 163 482 25 273 

4 4 28 - -
" 

Total . 4,585 2,900 1,242 1,581 

7,485 2,823 

The 1925 figures given above for the Nether lands agree fairly well with the
corresponding figures published in the Dutch Trade Returns for 1925. 

(c) Summary and Conclusions. 

The foregoing analysis is summarised in the following statement which gives for the
Rhine traffic the figures according to Lobith records : 

TABLE 57.- COAL CONSIGNED FROM THE RUHR BY WATER AND BY RAIL TO THE NETHERLANDS AND BELGIUM •. 

Consigned to : 
Nether lands -· Rhine 

Rail . 

Total 

Belgium- Rhine 
Rail 

Total 

Total Rhine 
Rail 

Grand Total 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 
1913 1925 

7,168 12,839 
4,585 1,242 

11,753 14,081 

4,597 4,281* 
2,900 1,581 

7,497 5,862 

11,765 17,120 
7,485 2,823 

19,250 19,943 

It appears from the table above that (a) total downstream traffic was practically
unchanged; (b) there was a considerable reduction in the consignments to Belgium, more 
than compensated for, however, by a corresponding increase in traffic to the Netherlands; 
(c) there was a very heavy decrease in consignments of coal by rail, accompanied by a still 
larger increase in consignments by water. 

The relative changes are brought out more clearly in the following statement showing 
the net increase or decrease in rail and water traffic from 1913 to 1925 : 

* Including 41,000 tons on French traffic via Belgium, the amount of which is not given separately in 1913. 



Consignments to : 
Nether lands . 
Belgium 

Waterways 

+ 5,671 
- 316 

+ 5,355 

Ill-

Tons (OOO's omitted) 

Railways 

-3,343 
-1,319 

-4,662 

Total 

+ 2,328 
-·1,635 

+ 693 

The relative importance of Rhine and rail shipments of Ruhr coal in downstream 
direction in 1913 and 1925 was : 

Rhine 
Rail . 

1913 

61.1% 
38.9% 

100% 

1925 

85.8% 
14.2% 

100% 

The relative importance of the traffic of coal by rail in downstream direction has 
consequently dwindled to something between one-third and one-half of its pre-war volume. 

II. SHIPMENTS OF RUHR COAL IN THE UPSTREAM DIRECTION. 

(a) Rhine · Traffic. 

1. UpstTeam Shipments in 1913. 

Table 58, based on G.G. statistics, gives, in addition to the quantities of various kinds 
of coal despatched in 1913 from the Rhine-Ruhr ports, also the consignments of coal from 
the port of Neuss, and an estimated figure for the port of Orsoy which has been arrived 
at by taking the ratio for 1925 between the upstream shipments of coal from district 26b 
(B. 1925) and the corresponding G.G. figures for Orsoy, and applying it to the 1913 figure 
calculated for District 26b. 

Omitting some minor ports, we arrive at the following figures : 

TABLE 58.- RUHR COAL, COKE AND BRIQUETTES SHIPPED UPSTREAM IN 1913. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Shipments from: Coal Briquettes Coke Total 

Duisburg 7,865 4 367 8,236 
Hom berg 396 - 17 413 
Alsum 398 - 2 400 
Walsum 389 0.7 4 394 

. 

Total for 
Rhine-Ruhr Ports 9,048 5 390 9,443 

Neuss 199 1 9 209 
Orsoy ? ? ? 145 

Total . ? ? ? 9,797 

According to G.C. 1913, the quantities receiYed in the upstream direction by the 
various Rhine ports south of the Ruhr were as follows: 
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Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Coal Briquettes Coke Total 

Rhine .Ports . 7,718 29 555 8,302 
Main ports 1,406 3 125 1,534 

Total . 9,124 32 680 9,836 

These fio-ures which do not include the receipts by some minor ports, include, however, 
in addition t~ Ruhr coal Eno1ish coal received from the Netherlands, and this changes the 
apparent concordance b~tw:en the two above statements ~nto a serious discrep~ncy. 

The records of the Lobith .Administration (G.G.) confiTmed by the EmmeriCh records 
(B.) show that 400,000 tons of coal and 7 ,O?O tons of coke passed on the Rhine in. the 
upstream direction. It appears from the receipt of coal from theN etherlan~s by the van~us 
districts (B.; BeziJ"ksveTkehr) that practically the whole amount was shipped to Rhrne 
ports beyond the Ruhr or to Main ports. These amounts shou!d consequently b~ de~ucted 
from the total receipts. Coal transported and recorded twiCe over should likeWise be 
deducted, but it would appear that this amount did not exceed some 40,000 to 45,000 tons 
in 1913. 

Omitting the minor ·ports, the statistics of Ruhr coal received in the upstream direction 
in 1913 may be summarised as follows: 

TABLE 59.- RuHR CoAL AND COKE AND BRIQUETTES RECEIVED IN UPSTREAM DIRECTION. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

I 
Coal Briquettes Coke I Total 

Total receipts by the I Rhine and ].\fain Ports : 9,124 32 680 9,836 
Less: : 

Coal from theN etherlands 400 - 7 407 
Coal transported twice ? ? ? 45 

Net receipts of Ruhr coal: (8, 724) (32) (673) I 9,384 
' i 

The records for quantities received by the ports south of the Ruhr are thus hy 400,000 
tons inferior to those for quantities despatched in the upstream direction, as shown in 
Table 58. If we deduct the consignments made via Orsoy, which may be likewise considered 
to be a " minor " port, the difference is reduced to something like 260,000 tons. This 
discrepancy is not explained by the fact that there might possibly be more minor ports 
in the Upper Rhine which are not covered by the statistics than in the Ruhr districts, 
because, while coal despatched appears at about 500,000 tons more than coal received, 
the contrary obtains for coke. The differences in the case of coal are not due to receipts 
by ports other than Rhine or l\Iain ports either. The receipts by ports of the tributaries 
of the Main and Rhine and by Switzerland were comparatively insignificant. On the other 
hand, some adjustment ought to be made as regards bunker coal. 

Similar inconsistent figures are given in B.1913, I. a ( Giiterverkehr der wichtigeren 
Hiifen). We obtain, however, different results from Part II (Bezi1·ksve1'kehr), the tables 
of which show that the amounts despatched upstream by Districts 25a., 26.b, 26c and 28 
were 8,876,000 tons for coal and 662,000 tons for coke. These figures are in closer 
agreement with the figures of receipts by the Rhine and Main ports according to G.G. 
statistics than with those calculated from the same statistics on the quantities 
despatched from the Ruhr. 



-113-

.As the ~tatistics of the Bezirksve1·kehr are not always complete, it may be stated that 
the round figure of 9,400,000 tons based on the preceding table represents certainly a 
~inim'Um limit for the shipments of Ruhr coal and coke by water in the upstream direction 
m 1913, and that the actual quantities shipped were probably several hundred thousands 
higher. 

2. Upstream Shipments in 1925. 

The C.C. statistics for 1925 show the following figures for upstream shipments of 
coal from the Rhine-Ruhr ports : 

TABLE 60.- UPSTREA~r SHIPMENTS OF CoAL FRO~r THE RHINE-RUHR PORTs. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Despatched upstream from: Coal Briquettes Coke Total 

Duisburg 4,941 0.2 193 5,134 
Romberg 239 - 14 253 
.Alsum 926 - 51 977 
Walsum 194 0.9 4 199 

Total: 6,300 1.1 262 6,563 

To these figures should be added the estimated quantities of coal emerging from the 
Rhine-Herne Canal and shipments of coal from less important coal ports such as Orsoy, 
Neuss, Reisholz, Cologne and Wesseling. The shipments from some other ports, such as 
Crefeld, Wlannheim, Ludwigshafen, Lauterburg, Kehl and Strasburg, probably represent 
reconsignments and may be disregarded. (For estimates referring to the Rhine-Herne 
Canal, see section above dealing with the downstream traffic in 1925.) 

The results are given in Table 61. 

TABLE 61.- RUHR COAL, COKE AND BRIQUETTES SHIPPED UPSTREAM IN 1925. 

Tons (OOO's omitted) 

Coal Briquettes Coke Total 

Ruhr ports . 6,300 1 262 6,563 
Rhine-Herne Canal. ¥ ¥ ¥ 2,200 
Other coal ports . 361 2 79 442 

Total: ¥ ¥ ? 9,205 

For reasons already stated, the total given above may err a few hundred thousands 
of tons in either direction. 

Owing to the erratic character of the ~bove figures, it is necessary to check them 
with the corresponding figures for coal receive~. by upstream p_orts. 

Table 62 shows in addition to the quantities of coal received by the ports on the 
Upper and l\Iiddle Rhine, also those received by the tributaries of the Rhine ( C.C., page 205): 
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TABLE 62. _:COAL RECEIVE~ IN THE UPSTREAM DIRECTION BY THE RHINE PORTS AND. THE TRIBU'l'AIUES. 
OF THE RHINE. 

Tons (OOO's omitted) 

Coal Briquettes Coke· Total 
----

Upper Rhine 6,598 27 818 7,443 
Middle Rhine . 319 - 3 322 
RhinecMarne Canal 6 - - 6 
Rhine-Rhone Canal 1.4 - 0.6 2 
Neckar 0.9 - - 1 
Lahn 0.7 - - 1 
l\fain . 1,876 - 120 1,996 

Total: 8,802 27 942 9,771 

These amounts include, in addition to Ruhr coal, English coal received from the 
Netherlands. According to the Lobith records (0.0.1925) and to the Emmerich records 
(B.1925), the upstream shipments from the Netherlands amounted to 297,000 and 
267,000 respectively. If calculated on the basis of the figures in B.1925, Bezirksverkehr, 
the same traffic may be said to have amounted to about 320,000 tons. Out of these, 
310,000 or 97 per cent went to districts beyond the Ruhr. If the round figure of 300,000 
tons be adopted for the total shipments from the Nether lands, and the same percentage 
of 97 per cent be applied, the figure for English coal received by ports beyond the Ruhr 
becomes 290,000 tons. This amount as well as traffic consigned twice over, which may 
be estimated at 250,000 tons, should be deducted from the quantities received by the 
various ports upstream. · 

Omitting the minor ports, the receipts of Ruhr coal in 1925 may be summarised as 
~follows : 

TABLE 63.- RUHR COAL RECEIVED IN THE UPSTREAM DIRECTION. 

Tons (OOO's omitted) 

Receipts by the Rhine and Main ports. 
Less: 

Coal from the Nether lands 
, consigned twice 

Net receipts of Ruhr coal 

290 } 
250 

9,770 

540 

9,230 

If the minor ports were included, the figure would probably exceed 9,300,000 tons. 
On the whole, this calculated total figure for receipts agrees well with the figure for 
consignments given in Table 61 (9,205,000), but as it is impossible on account of the Rhine
Herne Canal to give separate figures for coke and coal, it cannot be ascertained whether 

· these figures are actually correct or whether they conceal discrepancies for coal and coke 
in opposite directions, as it happened with the figures for 1913. 

As the estimated 1913 figure was 9,400,000 tons, we have an arithmetic decrease of 
100,000-200,000 tons. In view of the uncertain character of some of our estimates we 

··may say, however, that the consignments of Ruhr coal by water in the upstream diredtion 
were probably more or less the same as in 1913. If there was any decrease at all, it was 
certainly altogether insignificant. 1 

1 
If the total figure for shipments of coal from the Rhine· Herne Canal is taken as bein"' 6 millions instead 

of. 5.5 millions, the figure for coal sent upstream in 1925 becomes 2,400,000 instead of 2,200,000. The total 
shipments of Ruhr coal upstream will be 9,400,000, i.e., the same as in 1913. 
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(b) Rail Traffic in 1913 and 1925. 

Comparison with the Combined and Through Water Traffic. 

Before studying the rail traffic in Ruhr coal by either route, we must consider the ~ 
effects of the political changes since the war on traffic in coal other than Ruhr coal. 
C~ms~gnn;tents of Ruhr coal may, indeed, have been seriously affected by changes in the 
dist~1butwn of coal traffic. Table 64, compiled from G., shows the quantities of coal 
earned from the Saar and from .Alsace-Lorraine to some German districts (chiefly South 
Germany). 

The quantities despatched to Switzerland in 1913 are likewise given ; corresponding 
data for 1925 and 1926 are however not available. 

TABLE 64.- COAL (INCLUDING BRIQUETTES AND COKE) DESPATCHED BY RAIL FROM THE SAAR BASIN 

AND FROM ALSACE-LORRAINE TO SOME GERMAN DISTRICTS. 

Tons ·(OOO's omitted). 

Despatched 
From the Saar From Alsace-Lorraine Total from both 

to district 
1913 II 1925 1926 1913 1925 1926 1913 1925 .1926 

26 (Rhineprovince left) . 212.6 447.0 140.2 31.6 13.7 11.7 478.6 226.3 151.9 
21 (Hesse-Nassau) . 381.4 13.5 . 6.1 51.2 - 0.1 432.6 13.5 6.2 
31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 877.9 442.8 315.1 183.0 51.6 40.4 1,060.9 494.4 355.5 
32 (Hesse) 305.1 57.9 26.9 . 44.7 0.2 - 349.8 58. I 26.9 
33 (Baden) 603.9 154.7 152.8 206.1 35.5 19.6 810.0 190.2 172.4 
34 (Mannheim-Ludwigsh) . 121.0 40.2 49.1 16.6 0.7 0.5 137.6 40.9 49.6 
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 630.71 78.4 127.0 259.1 41.4 27.4 899.8 ll9.8 154.4 
36 (South Bavaria) 228.3 5.3 4.7 73.1 1.8 2.1 301.4 7 .I 6.8 
37 (North Bavaria) 186.8 62.0 60.8 17.0 - - 203.8 62.0 60.8 

Total. 3,782. I 1,067.4 882.7 882.4 144.9 101.8 4.664.5 1,212.3 984.5 

56 (Switzerland) . •. 694.9 596.0 1,290.9 

The above table shows that there was a very heavy fall in coal traffic by rail from 
the Saar and the provinces of .Alsace and Lorraine to some German provinces. 

From Table 65, showing the coal traffic from some Rhine and Main districts to South 
Germany, it will be seen that with the exception of District 32 (Hesse) and to a certain 
extent of District 31 (Bavarian Palatinate) the transhipment traffic of Ruhr coal not only did 
not gain by the decrease in shipments of Saar and Lorraine coal, but was itself on the 
contrary in many cases considerably reduced. The table is based on the assumption that 
the coal sent from the districts given in the table represents chiefly Ruhr coal carried by 
water first and reloaded on rail. Shipments which cannot reasonably be considered as 
constituting a transhipment traffic in Ruhr coal have been omitted and the data replaced 
by an l\Sterisk (*).1 

_ 1 It is obviously difficult to _make a clear distinction bet:~vee~ t~e ordin~ry ~onsi_gnments and_ those which 
are reconsigned ex water. Consignments hke those from D1stnct 34 to D1stnct 32 ought possibly to have 
been omitted from the table. 
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TABLE 65.- COAL CARRIED BY RAIL IN 1913, 1925 AND 1926 FROM " UMSCHLAG" DISTRICTS TO SOME OTHER 
GERMAN DISTRICTS (SOUTH OF l\IAIN) AND TO SWITZERLAND. 

Despatched from 21 
to districts (H. Ka~sau) 

(a) 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) * 
32 (Hesse) 39.3 
33 (Baden) * 
35 (Wtirttemberg) . 3.9 
36 (South Bavaria) 10.1 
37 (North Bavaria) 60.7 

. 
Total. 114.0 

56 (Switzerland) . * 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) * 
32 (Hesse) 80.0 
33 (Baden) * 
35 (Wtirttemberg) . 2.7 
36 (South Bavaria) 0.7 
37 (North Bavaria) 25.3 

Total. 108.7 

56 (Switzerland) . * 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) -
32 (Hesse) 3.9 
33 (Baden) 4.0 
35 (Wtirttemberg) . 3.7 
36 (South Bavaria) 2.3 
37 (North Bavaria) 17.7 

Total. 31.6 

56 (Switzerland) . 1.2 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 

from 32 I from 37 i 
(Hesse) I (X.Bav.) I 

(b) i (c) 

I 15.1 * I 

207.5 I * 
* * 
2.9 --· 

369.0 1.1 
451.9 I 24.1 

1,046.4 25.2 

* * 

1925 

17.6 * 
266.8 * 

* * 
1.5 0.5 
1.5 4.3 

23.2 102.7 
-

310.6 107.5 

* * 
1926 

15.9 -
234.7 0.1 

1.3 -
0.2 -
0.1 3.5 
8.2 357.9 

260.4 361.5 

- -

from 33 from 34 
Total 

(Baden) (M. Ludw.) 

(d) (e) (a-e) 

0.6 71.7 87.4 

* 51.6 298.4 
378.6 1,008.8 1,387.4 
203.3 827.3 1,037.4 

6.9 32.4 419.5 
0.3 9.7 546.7 

589.7 2,001.5 3,776.8 

225.9 546.7 772.6 

8.8 269.1 295.5 

* 241.1 587.9 
606.1 763.0 . 1,369.1 
235.3 824.2 1,064.2 

4.5 26.4 37.4 
1.6 6.4 159.2 

856.3 2,130.2 3,513. 3 

237.4 130.1 367.5 

18.0 237.6 271.5 
0.4 44.8 283.9 

547.4 826.5 1,379.2 
281.6 761.7 1,047.2 

18.3 44.5 68.7 
0.7 7.9 392.4 

866.4 1,923.0 3,442.9 

153.5 72.4 227. I 
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The distribution of the combined traffic haYing changed considerably, in part owing 
to the improved navigability of the 1\'Iain, it is preferable to consider the total figures, 
which show, as mentioned above, that the combined traffic did not, on the whole, benefit 
in any marked degree by the exceptionally favourable circumstances arising from 
the cutting-off of traffic from the Saar and Lorraine and from the existence 
of the Rhine-Herne Canal, which was not open in 1913. The. reduction was particu-. 
larly striking in the case of North and South BaYaria, for which it reached 80 per 
cent. As regards District 34, reference should be made to Table 19, which showed an 
important decrease in the combined traffic of Mannheim, but an increase in the case of 
Ludwigshafen. The latter increase corresponds probably to the increased consignments 
to District 31 (Bavarian Palatinate). The actual situation of l\'Iannheim was therefore 
less favourable than the data of Table 65 opposite would suggest. 

Unlike the combined traffic, the through traffic in Ruhr coal to South Germany by 
rail has increased, as shown in Table 66 on the following page. In addition to actual 
Ruhr Districts 22, 23, and 28, Districts 24 and 26 have likewise been taken into account, 
the former because it is probable that coal despatched from the Ruhr districts contains 
some Westphalian coal, the route taken by which may have undergone some changes. 
The consignments from District 26 are certainly in part, though probably not altogether, 
made up of Ruhr coal. 

The quantity of Ruhr coal sent to Switzerland by rail was smaller in 1925 and 1926 
than in 1913. The same applies to a still greater extent to the combined traffic, 
as may be seen from Table 65. From the Swiss trade returns it will be seen, however, 
that there was a general reduction in imports of coal into Switzerland, from 3,387,000 
in 1913 to 2, 739,000 in 1925 and 2, 707,000 in 1926. 

vVe may now summarise the position of the various districts referred to and of 
Switzerland in Table 67 (page 119). Separate lines have been added showing Ruhr coal 
received according: to B., by water (from Districts 22a-b, 23b, 25a-b, 26b-c and 28). As the 
figures for the combined traffic for one district represent to a great extent quantities 
already counted under water traffic for another district, no total can be given for all 
receipts by all districts. 
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TABLE 66.- RuHR CoAL CARRIED BY RAIL DIRECT FROM THE RuHR TO SouTH GERMANY AND SwiTZERLAND, 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 

from 22 from 23 from 24 from 26 from 28 
Despatches (Ruhr (Ruhr (Westph.) 

(Rh. (Duisb. Total 

W.) Rh.) pr. r.) Ruhr) 

. 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 33.7 32.6 - 8.0 - 74.3 
32 (Hesse) 125.9 95.6 - 45.7 0.2 267.4 
33 (Baden) 50.5 21.5 - 24.3 - 96.3 
34 (Mannheim-Ludwigsh.). 17.3 1.5 - 0.6 - 19.4 
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 96.1 117.5 0.1 48.6 3.3 265.6 
36 (South Bavaria) 210.2 86.5 0.2 27.2 0.5 324.6 
37 (North Bavaria) 508.4 95.0 - 28.3 0.6 632.3 

Total. 1,042.1 450.2 0.3 182.7 4.6 1,679.9 

56 (Switzerland) . 266.4 177.5 - 37.1 -- 481.0 
-

Grand Total. 1,308.5 627.7 0.3 219.8 4.6 2,160. 9 

1925 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 62.5 25.2 0.3 19.0 - 107.0 
32 (Hesse) 185.1 132.3 0.4 82.0 0.4 400.2 
33 (Baden) 274.1 107.6 1.6 42.5 0.5 426.3 
34 (Mannheim-Ludwigsh.). 38.9 52.7 0.2 2.7 - 94.5 
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 388.6 233.6 2.3 38.5 0.8 663.8 
36 (South Bavaria) 318.0 134.4 22.1 16.2 0.5 491.2 
37 (Nortlt Bavaria) 509.9 142.7 7.7 12.1 2.3 674.7 

Total. 1,777.1 828.5 34.6 213.0 4.5 2,857. 7 

56 (Switzerland) . 229.9 116.4 48.1 39.9 2.5 436.8 

Grand Total. 2,007.0 944.91 82.7 252.9 7.0 3,29±.5 

1926 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 73.5 38.9 - 15.2 0.1 127.7 
32 (Hesse) 191.7 153.9 2.1 94.6 0.5 442.8 
33 (Baden) 219.1 121.9 3.7 78.5 1.2 424.4 
34 (llfannheim-Ludwigsh.). 29.1 46.1 0.1 48.9 - 124.2 
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 427.1 259.8 2.8 95.9 1.0 786.6 
36 (South Bavaria) 229.7 120.2 7.7 30.0 - 387.6 
37 (North Bavaria) 468.6 205.9 6.8 18.6 0.1 700.0 

Total. 1,638.8 946.7 23.2 381.7 2.9 2,993.3 

56 (Switzerland) . 266.5 116.4 2.3 37.4 2.4 425.0 

Grand Total. 1,905.3 1,063 .I 25.5 419.1 5.3 3,418.3 
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TABLE 67.- COAL CARRIED FROM THE SAAR, ALSACE-LORRAINE AND THE RuHR 
TO SOUTH GERMANY AND SWITZERLAND-

Tons (OOO's omitted)-

1913 

From the Ruhr 
Despatched From Saar and 
to districts Lorraine by rail Combined traffic 

Direct by water 
(water-rail) 

Direct by rail 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) _ 1,060.9 31.1 87.4 74.3 
32 (Hesse) 349.8 1,946. 9 298.4 267.4 
33 (Baden) 810.0 911.0 1,387.4 96.3 
34 (.i\Iannheim-Ludwigsh.) 137.6 4,094.6 - 19.4 
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 889.8• 35.3 1,037.4 265.6 
36 (South Bavaria) 301.4 - 419.5 324.6 
37 (North Bavaria) 203.8 74.3 546 .. 7 632.3 

Total. 3,753.3 7,093.2 3,776.8 1,679. 9 

56 (Switzerland) . 1,290.9 18.2 772.6 481.0 

Grand .Total. 5,044.2 7,111.4 4,5'49.4 2,160. 9 

1925 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 494.4 2.7 295.5 107.0 
32 (Hesse) 58.1 977.9 587.9 400.2 
33 (Baden) 190.2 836.5 1,369.1 426.3 
34 (Mannheim-Ludwigsh.) 40.9 4,368.2 - 94.5 
35 (Wiirttemberg) 119.8 10.2 1,064.2 663.8 
36 (South Bavaria) 7.1 - 37.4 491.2 

37 (North Bavaria) 62.0 875.2 159.2 674.7 

Total. 972.5 7,070. 7 3,513.3 2,857. 7 

56 (Switzerland) . No data available 0.5 367.5 436.8 

Grand Total. 7,071.2 3,880.8 3,294.5 

1926 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 355.4 10.3 271.5 127.7 

32 (Hesse) .' 
26.9 950.7 283.9 442.8 

33 (Baden) 171.9 949.3 1,379.2 424.4 

34 (1\Iannheim-Ludwigsh.) 49.7 3,199.4 - 124.2 

35 (Wiirttemberg) 154.4 20.9 1,047.2 786.6 

36 (Sonth Bavaria) 6.8 - 68.7 387.6 

37 ( N 01th Bavaria) 60.8 552.3 392.4 700.0 

Total. 825.9 5,682.9 3,442.9 2,993.3 

56 (Switzerland) . No data available 41.3 227.1 425.0 

Grand Total. 5,724.2 3,670.0 3,418.3 

The increased receipts of Ruhr coal by rail compensated only in part for the fall in traffic 
from the Saar and Lorraine. This fall was also, as shown in Table 68, partly made good 
by Silesian coal received by rail which showed a heavy increase as compared with 1913. 
Coal received from Saxony shows, on the contrary, a certain decrease. · 
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TABLE 68.- COAL CARRIED BY RAIL FROM SAXONY AND SILESIA TO SouTH GERMANY AND SwiTZERLAND. 

Despatched From 20 
to districts (Saxony) 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate. -
32 (Hesse) -
33 (Baden) -
34 (l\Iannheim-Ludwigsh.) -
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 1.0 
36 (South Bavaria) 22.2 
37 (North Bavaria) 324.9 

Total. 348.1 

56 (Switzerland) . -

Despatched From 20 
to districts (Saxony) 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) -
32 (Hesse) -
33 (Baden) -
34 (Mannheim-Ludwigsh.) -
35 (Wiirttemberg) . 2.6 
36 (South Bavaria) 11.5 
37 (North Bavaria) 264.2 

Total. 278.3 

56 (Switzerland) . -

Despatched From 20 
to districts (Saxony) 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) -
32 (Hesse) 1.1 
33 (Baden) .. -
34 (l\Iannheim-Ludwigsh.) -
35 (Wiirttemberg). .. 1.1 
36 (South Bavaria). 13.0 
37 (North Bavaria). 257.4 

Total . 272.6 

56 (Switzerland) . 0.3 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 

From 15 From 13 
(Lower Silesia) (Upper Silesia) 

-

- -

- -

- -
- -
- -
18.9 -
3.0 -

21.9 -

- 1.7 

1925 

From 15 From 13 From 47 
(Polish Upper (Lower Silesia) (Upper Silesia) 

Silesia) 

- 1.0 -
6.1 13.2 0.3 

25.9 62.1 17.3 
2.3 0.8 -

Ill. 7 235.0 32.6 
246.3 437.0 157.7 
141.3 399.6 106.8 

534.2 1,148.7 314.7 

6.4 2.9 * 
1926 

From 15 From 13 From 47 
(Polish Upper 

(Lower Silesia) (Upper Silesia) 
Silesia) 

0.3 1.8 -
7.0 7.8 -
- 35.1 -
- 0.9 -

54.8 193.5 -
216.8 437.7 -
78.5 246.1 -

357.4 922.9 -

5.8 -

Total 

-

--

-

-
1.0 

41.1 
327.9 

370.0 

1.7 

Total 

1.0 
20.2 

105.3 
3.1 

381.9 
852.5 
911.9 

2,275.9 

Total 

2.1 
15.9 
35.1 
0.9 

249.4 
667.5 
582.0 

1,552.9 

* According to the Swiss official trade returns, the imports of coal (special trade) from Upper S1Ies1a 
to :Switzerland amounted in 1925 to 33,200 tons. According to G. the coal carried from Upper Silesia to 
SWltzerland via Germany amounted to 46,000 tons. This figure probably includes coal re·exported from 
Switzerland. 
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. The coal traffic by rail from the Netherlands, though increasing, is too small to be 
considered. 

Table 68 shows a very heavy increase of traffic by rail from Lower and Upper Silesia. 
to South Germany and to a lesser extent to Switzerland ; this traffic was practically 
non-existent in 1913. Owing to the tariff war between Poland and Germany since June 
1925, the figures for Polish Upper Silesia represent traffic during the first half of the year, 
supplies of this coal having been practically stopped in the second half of the year. As at 
the same time a severe economic crisis occurred in Germany which lasted for about one 
year, the internal consumption of coal was greatly reduced. This explains why, in spite 
of the cutting-off of the supply from Polish Upper Silesia, the consignments from other 
mining centres to South Germany did not show any marked increase. 

The two last statements above may likewise be illustrated in the following manner, 
together with the + or- differences from 1913 to 1925 and from 1913 to 1926. A column 
has been added showing separately the total rail traffic (total of the first three columns). 

TABLE 69.- CHANGES IN QUANTITIES OF COAL RECEIVED BY SOUTH GERMANY AND BY SWITZERLAND 
IN 1913, 1925 AND 1926. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

(a) Quantities actually received. 

Saar and Saxony and 
From the Ruhr 

Total 
Received from Lorraine Silesia Direct Combined Direct rail 

(rail) (rail) traffic 
by water only by rail (water-rail) 

Received by District : 

1913 1,060.9 - 74.3 87.4 31.1 1,1:J5.2 
31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 1925 494.4 1.0 .107.0 295.5 2.7 602.4 

1926 355.4 2.1 127.7 271.5 10.3 485.2 

1913 349.8 - 267.4 298.4 1,946. 9 617.2 
32 (Hesse) 1925 58.1 20.2 400.2 587.9 977.9 478.5 

1926 26.9 15.9 442.8 283.9 950.7 485.6 

1913 810.0 - 96.3 1,387.4 911.0 906.3 
33 (Baden) 1925 190.2 105.3 426.3 1,369.1 836.5 721.8 

1926 171.9 35.1 424.4 1,379.2 949.3 631.4 

1913 137.6 - 19.4 - 4,094.6 157.0 
34 (Mannheim-Ludwigshafen). 1925 40.9 3.1 94.5 -- 4,368.2 138.5 

1926 49.7 0.9 124.2 - 3,199.4 li4.8 

1913 889.8 1.0 265.6 1,037.4 35.3 1,156.4 
35 (Wiirttemberg) 1925 119.8 381.9 663.8 1,064.2 10.2 1,165.5 

1926 154.4. 249.4 786.6 1,047.2 20.9 1,190.4 

1913 301.4 41.1 324.6 419.5 - 667.1 
36 (South Bavaria) . 1925 7.1 852.5 491.2 37.4 - 1,350.8 

1926 6.8 667.5 387.6 68.7 - 1,061.9 

1913 203.8 327.9 632.3 546.7 74.3 1,164.0 
37 (North Bavaria) . 1925 62.0 911.9 674.7 159.2 875.2 1,648.6 

1926 60.8 582.0 700.0 392.4 552.3 1,342.8 

1913 3,753.3 370.0 1,679.9 3,776.8 7,093.2 5,803.2 

Total 1925 972.5 2,275.9 2,857. 7 3,513.3 7,070. 7 6,106.1 
.1926 825.9 1,552.9 2,993.3 3,442.9 5,682.9 5,372.1 

1913 1,290.9 1.7 481.0 772.6 18.2 1,773.6 

56 (Switzerland) 1925 436.8 367.5 0.5 
1926 425.0 227.1 41.3 
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TABLE 69. _ CHANGE& IN QuANTITIES OF COAL RECEIVED BY SouTH GERMANY AND 

BY SwiTZERLAND IN 1913, 1925 AND 1926 (cantinued} 

(b) Deficit (_:_) or Surplus ( +) in 1925 and 1926 •·espectively, as cornpm·ed with 1913. 

Saxony and 
From the Ruhr 

Saar and 
Received from Lorraine Silesia direct Combined direct 

(rail) (rail) by rail 
traffic 

by water (water-rail) 

Received by District : 

- 1925 - 566.5 + 1.0 + 32.7 + 208.1 - 28.4 
31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 1926 - 705.5 + 2.1 + 53.4 + 184.1 - 20.8 

----

·I 
1925 - 291.7 + 20.2 + 132.8 + 289.5 - 969.0 

• 32 (Hesse) 1926 - 322.9 + 15.9 + 175.4 - 14.5 - 996.2 

.I 1925 - 619.8 + 105.3 + 330.0 - 18.3 - 74.5 
33 (Baden) 1926 - 638.1 + 35.1 + 328.1 - 8.2 + 38.3 

1925 - 96.7 + 3.1 + 75.1 - + 273.6 
34 (lfanuheim-Ludwigshafen). 1926 - 87.9 + 0.9 + 104.8 - - 895.2 

1925 - 770.0 + 380.9 + 398.2 + 26.8 - 25.1 
35 (Wiirttemberl') 

I 1926 - 735.4 + 248.4 + 521.0 + 9.8 - 14.4 

1925 - 294.3 + 8l1.4 + 166.6 - 382.1 -36 (South Bavaria) . 
1926 - 294.6 + 626.4 + 63.0 - 350.8 -
1925 - 141.8 + 584.0 + 42.4 - 387.5 + 800.9 

37 (Korth Bavaria) . 
1926 - 143.0 + 254.1 + 67.7 - 154.3 + 478.0 

1925 -2,780.8 +1,905.9 +1,177 .8 - 263.5 - 225.0 
Total 

1926 -2,927.4 +1,182.9 +1,313.4 - 333.9 -1,410.3 

1925 - -- 44.2 - 405.1 - 17.7 
56 (Switzerland) .. 

1926 I ~- 56.0 - 545.5 23.1 - ' 

Total 
rail 
only 

- 532.8 
- 650.0 

- 138.7 
- 131.6 

- 184.5 
- 274.9 

-· 18.5 
+ 17.8 

+ 9.1 
+ 34.0 

+ 683.7 
+ 394.8 

+ 484.6 
+ 178.8 

+ 302.9 
- 431.1 

-. 

. 

The table above, although it does not include the total shipments from all directions 
to the various districts and although it contains some elements of uncertainty, may be 
taken as fairly representative of the actual situation. It shows clearly that the common 
practice of considering South-German rail and water traffic of the Ruhr only is a mistaken 
one. Such an incomplete investigation may lead to the false conclusion that the supply 
of coal to South Germany by rail increased in every case, at the expense of the water traffic. 
On examining all the important sources of coal supply, we find that there was undoubtedly· 
such an increase of rail traffic at the expense of water or combined traffic in the case of 
South and North Bavaria, but that the same can hardly be said of the other South-German 
districts. In several cases, however, the fall in rail traffic from comparatively near 
coalfields has been made good by rail traffic from the distant Silesian coalfields, rather 
than by water traffic in Ruhr coal. 

When considering the coal traffic from the Ruhr both in the downstream and in the 
upstream direction and the traffic from the other mining districts to South Germany, 

·we may observe that there appear to be serious changes in the mode of distribution of 
coal throughout the country as compared with 1913. These changes may or may not 
mean an adaptation towards new conditions created by territorial changes. 
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Iron Ores. 
(C. C. 1913: Articles 20, 22c, 22f . . G. 1913, 1925: 20, 22c. C.C. 1925: 70a, 73, 98f.) 

Traffic on the Rhine. 

Whilst, according to Lobith returns, the upstream shipments - chiefly from the 
Netherlands-. showed nearly the same figures in 1913 and in 1925 (9,033,000 and8,966,000 
tons respe~t1ve~y), there was a big reduction according to Emmerich records, the 
corresp.ondmg f1gures for which were 8,924,000 and 8,286,000 tons. The port statistics 
for arnvals upstream ~h~w likewise an important decrease. It appears, however, from 
Table 46 that the traffic m 1913 was very much higher than in 1912. 

Rail TTaffic. 
The arrivals in upstream direction from abroad- practically only Belgium -in 

Districts 22-23, 25-26, 28, which amounted in 1913 to 271,800 tons, fell in 1925 to 21,000 
tons. Quantities received from German seaports remained negligible. Owing to territorial 
changes, the quantities received from other countries -France and Luxemburg- showed 
likewise a heavy reduction which is also reflected in the reduced figures for general imports 
of ores by Germany (see Table 21). 

The reduction of the traffic on the Lower Rhine is thus hardly due to railway 
competition. As between 1913 and 1925, the upstream traffic on the Ems (from Emden) 
increased from 1,338,000 to 1,698,000 tons, it may be stated that the reduction on the 
Rhine .traffic was due (1) to a general reduction in imports of iron ore, (2) to increased 
receipts via the German seaport Emden. 

As regards the Upper Rhine, l\Iannheim-Ludwigshafen (District 34) received in 1925 
·by water bigger shipments of ore than in 1913, but its direct transhipment traffic from 
water to rail, which amounted to 28,673 tons, disappeared altogether in 1925. The 
consignments from l\Iannheim-Ludwigshafen by rail partake, however, of the character 
of local traffic and it is therefore not believed that the disappearance of the transhipment 
traffic is due either to competition on behalf of the :Main navigation or on behalf of the 
railways. 

The same remark applies to the contrary movement -transhipment from r~il to water 
-which has likewise disappeared. There might be some competition on behalf of the l\Iain 
navigation, but not sufficient to explain the disappearance of the transhipment in 
downstream direction. 

Ores other than ll'on. 

There was a heavy reduction in the upstream shipments on the Rhine from Dutch 
and Belo'ian ports but as the railway traffic has been insignificant, the reduction was 

b ' ' .• apparently not due to railway compet1twn. 

Iron and Steel Wares. 

(C.C. 1913: Articles 12a, b, 13-15, 17-19a. C.C. 1925: 148-149i. 6.12-15, 17-19a.) 

Downst?"eam Tn1jfic. 
The records for downstream shipments by wa·ter, although being very divergent, 

point to an important increase between 1913 and 1925 : 

Lobith returns for 
Emmerich returns 
Rhine-Main . port 

downstream 

arrivals in Rhine sea ports. 

statistics· : consignments 
...... 

Tons (OOO's omitted) 
1913 1925 

1,613 2,075 
1,524 2,323 

1,552 1,868 
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The corresponding consignments by rail from Districts 22, 23 and 28 were as follows : 

Consignments by rail to 

Elbe seaports . 
W eser seaports 
Ems seaports 

Netherlands 
Belgium 

Total. 

Grand total. 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 
1913 1925 

331 183 
264 228 

15 7 
610 
355 
409 

1,374 

418 
90 
32 

540 

It appears from the above data that the water traffic on the Lower Rhine in downstream 
direction has gained appreciably at the expense of rail traffic, which suffer~d p~rticul~rly 
from the slump in the traffic by rail to Belgium (see Table 48). The s1tuatwn m1ght 
possibly have changed in 1927, the summary data for which show an important increase 
in the general traffic of ironware by rail, there having been no parallel increase in the 
water traffic (see Table 8). 

The shipments from l\iannheim-Ludwigshafen in downstream direction have been 
greatly reduced. This reduction is due chiefly to the cutting-off of iron received by rail 
from the Saar district and from Lorraine and not to competition by rail. .As shown 
in Table 18, the direct transhipment traffic in downstream direction has suffered to a 
very great extent. 

Tmffic U pstt·eam. 

The direct transhipment traffic of l\iannheim is recorded as having been greatly reduced. 
The following are the figures for the direct transhipment of iron and steel wares in 
Mannheim and Ludwigshafen from water to rail : 

Mannheim 
Ludwigshafen 

1913 

13.7 
0.5 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1925 1926 

9.2 0.6 
7.0 

.According to B., the quantities received in 1\fannheim-Ludwigshafen from the Ruhr 
districts by water (from 25a-b, 26c, 28) amounted to 72,300 tons in 1913 and to 90,600 tons 
in 1926. ~he ~rrivals by rail from the Ruhr and the Palatinate were equally important, 
but much rnfenor to those from the Saar, .Alsace and Lorraine as shown below : 

.Arrivals by rail in Mannheim-Ludwigshafen : 
From Districts 22-31 . .. . 
From the Saar . . . . . . 
From .Alsace and Lorraine 
From Luxemburg . . . . 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1926 

85.9 
215.0 
43.7 
16.2 

72.3 
43.4 
11.8 
1.9 

The traffic bJ: rail fro_m the territories ceded has thus undergone a great reduction. 
The through traffw by rail from the Ruhr to South Germany has however increased 
whereas the consignments by rail from l\fannheim to South Germa~y have decreased a~ 
shown below : 
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Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1926 
.Arrivals by rail in South Germany (districts 35-37) 

From Mannheim-Ludwigshafen . 
From Ruhr districts . . . . . . 
From Saar, .Alsace and Lorraine . 

57.7 
230.7 
230.5 

53.9 
281.8 
170.6 

It rna~ be stated that the Rhine traffic from the Ruhr proved unable to take advantao-e 
of t~e falling-off of the traffic with ceded territories. The increase in the through r~il 
traf~IC f.rom the Ruhr to. South Germany made good the deficiency in the traffic with those 
terntones. The transhipment traffic of Mannheim and Ludwio-shafen respectively seems 
moreover, to develop in an opposite direction. "' ' 

l\letals other than Iron. 

(0.0. 1913 and G.: .Articles 4, 67, 19b. 0.0. 1925: .Articles 81, 82, 76, 77, 83, 152-155.) 

The upstream traffic on the Rhine ( 0.0.) has increased at the expense of the rail 
traffic: 

Rhine traffic upstream . . . . . . . . . . . 
.Arrivals by rail from the Elbe and. Bremen 

seaports in Districts 21-26, 28, 31-37 . . . 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 

108.4 

32.1 

1925 

175.3 

25.6 

The decrease of consignments by rail is due chiefly to a decrease of shipments to the 
Ruhr districts, whilst the increase of consignments on the Rhine is due to a great extent 
to increased shipments to Cologne. The arrivals by water in l\iannheim-Ludwigshafen 
fell, however, from 31,300 tons in 1913 to 18,000 tons in 1925. 

Cereals. 

(0.0. 1913 and G.: 28a-f. 0.0. 1925: 20-24.) 

The upstream shipments on the Rhine from Dutch and Belgian ports are shown below 
(O.C): 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

Consignments upstream from : 1913 1925 

Dutch ports . 3,205 1,146 
Belgian ports . . . . . . 7~4 951 

--- ----
Total. 3,929 2,097 

Traffic by rail from Hamburg and Bremen fell in the same period from 103,300 tons 
in 1913 to 75,400 in 1925 (G). 

It should be noted however, that there has been a general decrease of imports of cereals 
by Germany (see Table' 21) and, as re!l'ards ~articularly th~ total rail traffic f~·om a_ny orig:in, 
there ;was a change affecting the rail_ traffic adver?ely, Imports from Russia (rat!) havmg· 
been replaced in part by overseas 1mpo~ts (forei~n seaports). . . . 

. .As the traffic by water appears to be m a re_latively better P.o.sitwn as compared with 
the rail traffic than in 1913, the actual decrease m the water traffic does not appear to he 
due to railwn,y competition. 

l\iannheim remained the main supplier of cereals to South Germany and there appears 
to be no important change in the rereipts by rail. 
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rlour. 

'J'IJC quantili•~s shipJH~d on the Rhine upstream decreased from 134,000 tons in 1913 
to 127,HOO in J!J2j (f.'.C'.). 'l'he arriYals in :llannheim-LudwiA"shafl'n fell from 121,000 
to fj!I,OO() tons (C'.C.). 

\\'lwn·a~ tlu· statisti•·s of the direet transhipment traffic show a considerable decrease 
(for .\larllllu·iru frorn ;~o,ooo in I !11.'3 to 4,:;oo in 1926), the "BezirksYerkehr" statistics 
of t·oiJsigrwu·llt fro111 :\lallllheim-Ludwigshafen to South Germany by rail (Districts 35-37) 
show on tlw I'Oillrary an irwrease from 148,500 in 1!113 to 181,400 in 1926 (G.). 
Consif.!IIIIH•Ilt ~ from t lw EIIJe awl \res1•r s1•aports to Districts 21-26, 28, 30-37 increased 
fro111 :;,:.:oo tons in J!JI;J to 22,100 in I !125 (G.). This increase represents, however, in part 
t lw sul•st it ut ion of orw J,:'iHn traffie by rail by another. Thus the three South-German 
tlist ril't s n·f•·rTI'tl to altoYe ret·l'in·d by rail from District 20 (Saxony) in 1913 26,400 tons. 
hut only u·,,xoo in I !121i. Tit is reduetion was accompanied by rail traffic of new 
t·.onsigllJJJI'lll s IJy ri n·r from the Elbe sea ports which were non-existent in 1913 and amounted 
to I:!,IOO tolls in J!J21i. 

The r·•·tltll'lion in the arriYals in :\lanuheim by water was due chiefly to a decrease 
in t h•· t raffj,. t·olltillt.:" from the Hhine Jlistriets 25b and 26b and not to a decrease of arrivals 
from t h1• ~I' I IH·rlands whi,.h· rl'lllainl'd more or less stationary. 

111 spill' of an irH·n·a:.;e in the •·onsignn}('uts from the Elbe seaports to South Germany, 
t hl'n• app1•ars to han• lH·eu no g-rowing- eompetition on the part of the railways. 

Uit•e and Uil'e Flour. 

The upst rl'a 111 t raffie ou the Rhine (from Dutch and Belgian ports and Rhine sea traffic) 
tlt·<·n·asl'tl fro111 .Jii,IOO to11s in 1!113 to 30,400 in 19~5 (C.C.). l\Iannheim was particularly 
aff•·•·l<·•l by this dt••·n•asl': 13,000 tons reel'iYed in 1913 and only 4,400 in 1925 (C.C.). The 
milway traffil' frolll the Elhe and \\'1•sl'r ~eaports to Distriets 21-26, 28, 31-37 increased 
011 tit•• •·o11trary from :.!·1,200 tons in 1913 to 29,500 in 1925 (G.). 

,\s n•::ards mon• particularly some South-German districts, the statement below 
~hows for 1 h<' I wo Y<':ti'S und1•r review the receipts by rail from Ham bur"' and from 
:llalllllu·irn-Ludwigsltafell (G.): "' 

Tuns (000'• nmittPd) 

From Ham burg From Mannheim 
Heet·ipts Ly n1il -

l!J I :1 l!J25 1913 1925 

Batll'll (!list rid 33) - 2.!! 1.6 0.4 
\\' ii rt t <'Ill ht'l'l! (3;-.) • 0.1 0.8 1.8 1.3 
:-;out h Ha ,·aria (3li) l.ii 5.9 4 0 0.2 
); OJ'( It ll;t Ya ri:t (3 'j) 

I 

0.3 1.4 0.6 0.1 
-

1.9 10.3 8.2 2.0 

,\s sltow11 in Tahlt• HI, the din·et tran:.;hipment traffic from l\Iannheim-J"udwigshaferu 
was I'Ollshh·ra hly rl'titH·t•d : 

1'ra11~l·ipmrul from Rir,.,· to Hail. 

:\launhl'illl 
Lud wig·,;ltafl'n . 

Tuns (OO(I's omittt•d). 

1013 ID2J 

3. I 
1.1 

0.1 
1926 

0.2 
0.3 

The Hltiul' traffie aJ•J•ears to han• sufft•rt•tl fl'Olll .·til · · mereasllll! rail way competition. 
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CoiiN•, Tt•n, Cocoa. 

The upstream traffic on the Rhine shows a heavy deert•aso accompanied by au increase 
in the rail traffic (C.C.). • 

Rhine traffic 
Tons (OOO's omitted). 

l!ll3 
From Dutch ports .U.3 

, Belgian , !?.5 
Rhine sea traffic 4.7 

Total 51.5 

Hl25 

~~.5 
0.7 
:.!.8 

:.!U.O 

Rail traffic: Consignments to District• :!1-:!6, :!8, 51-37 (G). 
From Elbe seaports 8.9 16.1 

, W eser :.L :.! 3 . 1 

Total 11.1 1!1. :.l 

.As regards more particularly the Upper Rhine, J\launlwim-Lu!lwig-shafpn shows au 
important reduction in arrivals by water in upstream direction ( llistriet.s :.l6b ami 
Netherlands): from 10,982 in 1913 to 8,289 tons in 19:.!5. Its eonsignnwnts hy mil fell 
from 4,337 tons in 1913 to 2, 750 tons in 1925. The figures for its direct transhipment tmrric 
show likewise an important reduction. (See Tahle 19.) 

On the other hand, consignments from the Elhe ports by rail to South Qprnmny lmvo 
increased considerably : 

Tons (OOO's omittml). 

Consignment by rail from the Elbe seaports to: 

Baden (District 33) 
1\lannheim-Ludw. (34) 
Wi.i.rttemberg (35) 
South Bavaria (36) 
North Bavaria (37) 

Total 

1913 

78 
27 

576 
9:.!5 
91HI 

2,575 

10:!!) 

3:.l7 
498 

2,HGO 
2,912 
1 ,:! 16 

7 ,!163 

It would appear from the above statistics that the upstream traffic on the Hhine an<l 
particularly on the Upper Rhine has suffered from an increasing compcUtion of traffic by 
rail from German seaports. 

Sugar. 
The quantities of sugar carried on the Rhine in upstream dirPetion showed in 1!J25 an 

increase as compared with 1913, the consignments from Dutch and Belgian HeaportH togethet· 
with the Rhine sea traffic having increased from 17u,700 tom! in 1!113 to 200,800 in l!12fl. 

The quantities received by l\lannheim-Ludwigshafen in upstream direction- chiefly 
from Belgium, Netherlands and via the Ems-W eser Canal - inen•ase<l from !1·1,(;00 touR in 
1913 to 98,900 in 1925. The <lirect transhipment traffic in l\lannheim of Hllgar, wllidt was 
practically non-existent in 1913, amounted in 1!1:.!5 to over 1-1,000 tons and. in 1 !l:.l6 to over 
18,000, but the transhipment traffic of Ludwigshafcn (eonsignruentl! to District 31) fell from 
57,000 to 34,000. As the traffic by rail <lid. not un<lcrgo :tny important changes, it mny be 
stated that the water traffic of sugar to the Upper Hhine <loes not appear to lmve Huffcre<l 
from an increasing competition on the part of the railways. 

Salt. 
The Rhine traffic to Dutch and Belgian ports (C.C.) inereat~e<l from 10:~,100 tons in 

191 <l to 135 600 in 19:.!:; the railway traffic with the German seaports being of no imlHJrtanee. 
y ' ' ~ The <lirect transhipment traffic in ~lannheim, which consists in re-eomigning on the 

Rhine salt received by rail from \ViirttemlJerg, has increasl'rl consid,·m!Jiy (see Table 18). 
It may be stated that the Rhine traffic of Halt de\·cloperl in the absence of a growing 

competition on the part of the railways. 
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Haw Tohaeco. 

The up.-;tn·am J:hine traffic (f.'.C.) f1·ll from :!:.!,800 tons in 1913 to 17,:!00 in 1925. The 
loomi:.:rJJJI(•JJts !Jy rail (G.) to ])i~triets !!1-!!li, :!8, 31-37 from the Elbc and 'Yeser seaports rose, 
o!l the t·oulrary, fro!IJ ):3,:!00 tous to 1~,:300. 

Oil and other Seeds. 

(I!Jl:l: f'.C. and G. !!8 h,i. J!J!!5: C.C. 61. G. 28h.) 
Tho· lwa\'y n·oludiou iu the upstream traffic on the Rhine (C.C.) from 553,900 tons in 

l!Jl:l to HHi,XOO in I !J:!:i was not aeeompanicd !Jy an increase in the traffic by rail. It does 
not t!Jo,rdor·o• l!JIJII':tr to IJc due to railway eornpctition. 

Oils and Fats. 

'l'lw Wlirw t raffioo upstream showcol a hcaYy decrease which affected the majority of 
ports ( CJ'.) 

C'onHiynmt·nt.~ li!f waft·r from : 

J J n to· h ports 
Bt·l:.:ian ports . . 
I:hirw st'a traffic 

Tot a! . . . 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 

161.1 121.5 
4-!.!J 5.2 
16.6 7.2 

222.6 133.9 

The stat l'llll'!l t. l~t•low shows that, whilst the consignments by rail from l\Iannheim
Lud wig-.,!Ja fpn to ot lwr ~out h-Gerrnan districts decreased, the contrary obtained in the 
case of eousigll!Ht'nts from thL• Gt•I'!JHln st•aports. 

Tun• (OliO's omitted). 

Cuu~iynmeul.'i by rail from : 

~lannlwirn · Lud wigshu fpn Hamburg and Bremen 

1!11:1 Hl25 1913 1925 

To I list rids: 
:31-:J:l 1:3.!! 5.7 0.8 2.0 
:l;i-:l j 1 'j. 3 12.H 4.8 :!0.2 

-~--- -

Total :30.5 18.6 5.6 ,,0) ') ........ •"-" 

~wit Zt'rla llll o) •> 0 •> 0.5 1.2 - ·-

llt•rL·, :.t,t.:aiu, the traffi_l' on th_e Hhiue- and particularly on the UpperRhine-:tppears 
to han• ~HIIL·n·tl frum au Jllt·n•a,;Jug- eompl'lition the railways. 

Cotton. 

The l'on~iguna·llt" ou t ht• Hhiue up,;t ream ~lwwcd a reduction: 

Consiynnu·J•f.~ by rcaftr f/'1•/11 : 

nut l'h port' 
Bdgiau port:; . 

Total 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 

1.4 
13.0 

14.4 

3.3 
1.6 

4.9 
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The corresponding quantities carried by rail to Districts 21-2ll, 28, 31-3 7 likewise 
showed a decrease : 

Consignments by rail from : 
Elbe seaports . 
\Yeser seaports 

Total 

Netherlands. 
Belgium 

Grand Total 

Tons {Ollll's omitltHl). 

Hll3 Hl::?5 

20.ll 20.8 
2-H .ll 192.ii 

~G~.2 213.3 

10.5 1!)..1 
15.0 Ill.:! 

288.7 2-18.!) 

.As the general imports of cotton in Germany were in 1025 much lower than in 1!)13 it 
may be stated that both rail and water traffic suffered from the slump in import$. ' 

Wool. 

(C.C. and G.) 

The upstream Rhine traffic shows a heavy reduction from all seaports : 

Tons {OOO's omittml). 

1913 1025 
Consignments by water from : 

Dutch ports 5.5 3.7 
Belgian ports 8.4 0.1 
Rhine seaports 3.4 0.6 

Total 17.3 4.4 

The arrivals of wool in l\Iannheim-Ludwigshafen fell consequently from 9,833 tons in 
1913 to 3,637 tons in 1925 (G.). 

The traffic by rail from the seaports to South Germany shows, on the contrary, an 
increase. 

The table below gives the consignments by rail from German seaports to Districts 
21-26, 28, 31-37 : 

Consignments by mil from : 

Elbe seaports . 
\Veser seaports 

Total 

Tons {OOO's omitted). 

1913 

4.8 
1.0 

5.8 

I!l2G 

5.7 
5.8 

11.5 

The increase is particularly striking in the case of Bremen, its consignments of wool to 
South Bavaria having increased from 141 tons in 1913 to 3,3GG tonH in 1H2r;. 'For the same 
years the shipments from l\Iannheim-Ludwigshafen to· South Bavaria fell from 2,832 tom; 
to 177 tons. -

The situation did not change substantially in 1H2G, although it became slightly more 
favourable to :Mannheim than in 1925. It is set out in the following Htatement .: 
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Consignments by Rail to South Germany (tons). 

To 35 (WIIrttemberg) To36(SouthBavaria) To37 (North Bavaria) 
CoiiJiigncd from : 

1913 1926 1913 1926 1913 1926 

34 (llannbeim-Ludwigsbafen) 3,845 2,586 2,832 976 54 4 . . . . 
86() 8-9 (Elbe and Weser ports) .. . . . . 255 780 570 3,601 806 

11 (Hanover) . . . . . . . . . . . 563 1,090 253 229 47 122 

As no wool appears to be transhipped via. Ascbaffen~urg, it .would app~~ that tb~ Rhine 
traffic of wool upstream bas suffered severely from an mcreasmg competition by railways. 

Jute, Ilemp, Flax and other Textile Fibres. 

(1913: C.O. and G. 25, 34. 1925: C.C. 95-97.) 

The traffic on the Rhine in the upstream direction fell between 1913 and 1925 by nearly 
lSO per cent as shown in the following statement: 

Consignments by water from : 

Dutch ports 
Belgian ports 
Rhine st>a. traffic 

Total . . 

Tons (OOO's omitted) 

1913 1925 

13.1 
11.8 
10.9 

35.8 

11.3 
7.3 
0.2 

18.8 

At the same time, the arrivals in Mannbeim-Ludwigsbafen by water fell from 10,400 
tons in 1913 to 7,600 in 1925. On the contrary, the traffic from German seaports to Districts 
21-26, 28, 31·37, nearly quadrupled : 

Consignmct1ts by rail frum : 

Elbe seaports . 
Weser seaports 

Total 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 

12.4 
0.5 

12.9 

29.7 
18.9 

48.6 

The increase was particularly marked as regards the traffic between Hamburg and 
South Bavaria, which increased from 63 tons in 1913 to 12,114 in 1925. As the shipments 
from the Weser seaports went chiefly to the Rubr districts, the growing traffic from Bremen 
did not affect the traffic on the Upper Rhine. 

The Rhine traffic of textile fibres upstream appears to have suffered from an 
increasing competition of railways. This competition made itself felt on the J,ower Rhine 
as well as on the Upper Rhine. · 

· Porcelain, China and Other Pottery. 

( C.C., G. 1913: Article 63. · C.C. 1925: Articles 142,143.) 
According to C.C. the shipments on the Rhine downstream to Dutch and Belgian ports, 

as well as the Rhine sea traffic decreased from 36,494 tons in 1913 to 4,152 tons in 1925. 
Although the B. data of shipments to the Netherlands and Belgium show a much smaller 

redu.ction, thet·~ ~as .still a considerable de~rease al~o according to that source. It was 
part1cuhvly stnking m the case of MannheiDl-~udWigshafen, the consignments by water· 
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from which decreased from 13,:i83 tons in l!H3 to 3ti3 tons in 1\l:.!;i. At tht' snnw tinw, the 
traffic by ra,il from Districts !:!1-:.!6, :.!8, 31-37 to tlw (lprnum seaports has incn'nsed: 

Tons (llllO's omittt•tl). 

Consignments by rail to : 

Elbe seaports . 
\Y eser seaports 
Ems seaports 

Total 

l!ll3 

8.1 
:.!.3 
0.1 

10.5 

10:!5 

1!l.1 
S.B 
0.8 

!!S.fi 

The increase was particularly striking as n'ganls rel'l'ipts hy tho Bllw sea.port.s from 
Xorth Bavaria, which increased from ii,!:!OO tons in1913 to U,!iOO in l!l:.!!i. 'l'lw rt1!'l'ipt.s hy 
Bremen from North BaYarht likewise increased . 

.At the same time, the reeeipts by .:\Iannhl'im-LtHlwigsha.fen from Cwl'!wslontlda (in 
1913 Bohemia.), which amounted in 1913 to ·1,191 tons, disa.ppl'ii.J'l>tl ont.irl'ly in .HI:.!ii, t.he 
receipts from Alsace and Lorraine fell from ·1,ii77 tons in Hl13 to ii·l tons in l !l:.!ii anti those 
from North BaYaria, from 2,113 tons to 1,487 tons. .\s tlw rail traffie from Czeehoslontki<t 
to German seaports showed likewise a slight deen'ase aml t.he transit, tmfl'ie Yilt Gtlrmn.ny 
by rail only a slight increase, it may be stated that the traffic on t.lw Uppt>r H.hintl suffon'd 
much more from territorial changes than from a compl'tition by railways, if t.here was any 
at all. The niain-Rhine traffic appears, on the (•ontra.ry, to lmn> heen tlireetly affeet.ell by 
the increased consignments by rail from North BaYaria to the German se:tports. 

The downstream traffic on the Rhine to Dutch and Belgian ports and t.lw Hhine sea 
traffic fell from 37,800 tons in 1913 to 12,300 in 19:!5 (CJ'.). But it should. be notPIL that: 
(1) the traffic of glassware by water was in 1913 mueh bigger than in 1 !Jl!:l a.ntl nmy 
consequently have been somewhat exceptional; (2) this traffiP tlot>s not origimtie from the 
Upper Rhine; and (3) the traffic by water to the German seaports has iuereascd. 'l'lw 
decrease in the downstream Rhine traffic of glassware is therefore not causPd by a com
petition by railways, in South Germany at least. 

Paper and <:ardboard. 

There was a slight reduction in the Rhine traffic in the downstream dircetion to 
Dutch and Belgian ports and in the Rhine sea traffic from 99,900 tons in 1913 to 88,500 
in 1925 (C.C.). 

The consignments by rail from Districts 21-26, 28, 31-37 to the Elhc a111l Wcscr sc:Lports 
increased in those two years from 11,200 tom to 33,500 . 

.As regards particularly the situation of ~Iannhcim-Lud wigslmfcn, its reeeipis hy rail 
from Districts 33, 35-37 decreased from 38,800 tons to ;~0,400 and and its consignments 
by water to Belgium and the Xethcrlands fell from 56,•100 tons to 49,400. At the same time 
the consignments by rail from Districts 33-37 to Elbe sea-ports rose from 2, I 00 tons in 1913 
to 13,500 in 1925. The above figures point to a decrease of the Hhine tr:LI'fie in fltvour of 
railway traffic. As shown in Table 45, however, the consignment!! to the German ports 
have increased considerably both by rail and by wat('r. lt would thus appeltr that the 
reduction in the traffic of :\Iannheim was due, not only to a eompdition on behalf of tho 
railways, but also to increased exports Yia G(•rman seaports instead of foreign ports. 
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Fertilisers. 

( 0.0.1913, G.l925 : lOa-f: G:l913 : 10. 0.0.1925 : 53.) 

1'raffic upstream. 
According to the Lobith records ( O.C.), the Rhine traffic upstream from or via the 

Netherlands and Belgium decreased from 437,000 tons in 1913 to 172,400 in"1925. The 
conKignments by rail from the Elbe and Weser seaports decreased from 30,800 tons to 12,000. 
But it should be noted that the general imports of fertilisers into Germany have been in 
later years much smaller than before the war, the use of chemical fertilisers produced 
within Germany being at present much more important than in 1913 .. For this reason, both . 
the figures of the foreign Rhine traffic and of consignments by the various seaports are no 
longer representative of the traffic of fertilisers. . · 

The direct transhipment traffic of ~Iannheim, Ludwigshafen and Aschaffenburg was 
as follows : · 

Direct Transhipment from river to rail (in tons): 

1913 
1925 
1926 

Jllannhcim 

5,063 
2,987 
1,41~ 

Ludwigshafen Aschaffenburg 

1,852 

565 16,019 

The statement below shows the quantities arrived by rail in Wiirttemberg, South 
Bavaria and North navaria from (a) 1\lannheim-Ludwigshafen, (~) other origins, local 
traffic being excluded (G.) : 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

From Mannheim- From other origin Total 
Consignmcnta by mil : l.udwigsbafen 

1913 1925 1913 1925 1913 1925 

To Dit;tl'ict 35 (Wiirttemberg) . . . . 18.6 37.5 111.4 160.4 130.0 197.9 
36 (South Bavaria) . 29.5 27.5 245.5 376.5 275.0 404.0 
37 (North Bavaria) . . . 15.0 34.1 200.0 230.3 215.0 264.4 

Total. . . . . 63.1 99.1 556.9 767.2 620.0 . 866.3 

The increase in consignments by rail to South Bavaria from districts other. than 
Mannheim-Ludwigshafen is particularly striking. The statement below gives the origin 
o[ the more important consignments to that province by rail : · · · · 

Consignments to South Ba;aria by Rail. 

Dospntched 
Tons ( OOO's omittod). 

from districtA! 1913 1925 
19, a, b, (1\lerseburg, Erfurt, 

Thiiringen) . . . . . . . 45.9 109.6 
21 (Hesse-Nassau) . 38.3 56.3 
26, 28 (Ruhr) 2.1 15.6 
35 (Wiirttembet•g). 9.1 22.2 
37 (North BaYaria) 17.6 17.2 
Saar . . . . • . . . . 22.4 <>3 1 
Al L - . L sace-b orraine, France 55. 5 7 4 .1 

uxem urg • . • . . • 35.8 27.1 

~he abo,:e. ~tatement shows that the increas~d supply by rail is due to cha.naes in the 
natme of fertthsers used rather than to a competition on behalf of the railways. b 



- 13:~-

Traffic down8tre,m. 

The water traffic of fertilisers on Ow Rhine downslrl':tlll shows a big int•n•ast• (C.C.), 
but the consignments from .Jlannheim-Ltlllwig-shafl'n an• not of gTl'at· importanl'e. Similarly, 
the traffic by rail to Germrm seaports n•nminl'd unimportant. Lndwig·sltaft•n had inl!H3 an 
considerable transhipment traffic from rail to rin•t'. This traffit• whieh origina.tl'tl in t.lte 
Lorraine has stopped since. The suppression of this traffie is t lwn•fort• due to tl'ITitorial 
changes and not to a competition by the German railways. 

llidt•s, Skins nnd Fill's. 

The upstrea.m Rhine traffic (Duteh, Belgian and Hhi1w sPa traffiP) tlt•t•rpas!'tl from 
23,900 tons in 1913 to 22,700 in 192ii (O.C.). 'rhe corrpsponding eonsig·nmt•nts hy rail (to 
Districts 21-26,28, 31-37) from the Elbe and "·est•r st>aports int·n•asetl from 2ti,:IOO tons to 
45,300 (G.) . 

.As regards more particularly ~Iannhl'im-Lnd wigsltafen, the a.rriYals hy wn.t<'r from t.lw 
Nether lands and Belgium inereascd from 7,100 tons in 1 !113 to R,300 in I !l:!ri ( 0. ), hn t its 
consignments by rail to South Germany decrl'asl'tl. '!'he corrl'SlHIIHling through tmrrie by 
rail has greatly increased as shown in the following ta hie : 

Consiymnents by Rail to So11th Germany. 

Tons (OOO't< omit 1<•<1). 

Frmn Frotn Frotn A ltmt·o 
Consignments by rail 

~I anuhl'i Ill· Lnd w. Ellw t·waportH 

Hll3 1!12:) 1!1 I :1 IH25 I !I I :1 IH21> 
~ 

To District 35 (Wtirttemberg-) 3.9 2.7 3.7 Hi.3 !J.l) 0.1 
36 (South Bavaria) 0.2 0.1 0. ·1 Fi.O 0 .li -

" 
" 

37 (North Bavaria) O.J 0.1 0.8 I. ·I 0.7 0.1 

Total. 4 •) 
-~ 2.9 L!J !!~.7 3.8 0.:! 

.As a whole, the Rhine did not benefit from the inercaHc in the traffic which waH entirely 
taken over by the railways. As regards comignments to Wiirttcml)('rg, the traffic~ via 
Mannheim suffered from an increasing competition by the railways, whieh g~tined five iiuwH 
as much as they lost owing to territorial changes. 

l\lim•ral Oils. 

The total Rhine traffic upstream increased from 420,500 tonH in 1913 to 43:!,000 in 
1925 and to 541,500 in 1926 ( c .. C.). The quantitieH received by DiHtriet 34 (1\lannhcim· 
Ludwigshafen) and 32b (Rhine in Hesse) amounted to (G.): 

Rec.,ivcd by : 

District 34 (:\fannhcim-Ludwigshafen) 
32b (Rhine, Besse) . . . . • 

11!13 

184.1 
27.4 

11!25 

168.7 
7.8 

11!26 

183.8 
12.8 
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Tlw cow;ignuwnts by rail from the Elbe seaports to the Upper Rhine (Districts 33-37) 
and to Hwitzl'rlaud W!'re as follows: 

)Jo-><patdu·<l In : 

Distric:ts 3:3-3:; 

" 
" 

ati 
a1 

~wit zNiaud 
Total 

Tons (OOO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 

0 9 
.~ 

0.9 
2.8 

3.9 

7.0 
7.8 

13.1 

2i.9 
8.5 

7.6 
14.5 
9.4 

31.5 
17.7 

Tile stalisti1·H of tilt- din·et transhipment. traffic giYe figures whi?h in the .case of 
.!llarllllu·illl suggl'st that this traffic has practically disappeared, but that It was particularly 
irupurtaui iu 1 !l:.!ti for Luuwigshafen: 

TraushipuH·nt from Rircr to Rail. 

.!llauuhl'illl 
Lud wigshafl'll 

Tun• (OUO's omitted). 

1913 1925 1926 

2.4 
0.1 

0.6 0.2 
45.1 

The traffie statisties ( U. Bc:irhl'crkchr) gin•, howeYer, quite a different impression: 

('ousiyuntcu/s by Rail from lJistrid 34 ( Jiannhcini-Ludwiyshafen). 

TnnH (000'" omittt•tl). 

I ) I'S I'" t "'"'<I to I 1913 1925 1926 

1 >isl rid :H (BaYarian Palatinate) 9.5 9.9 11.4 

" 
33 (lhuh•n). 22.4 20.6 23.9 

.. 3;i (\\'iirttembt•rg-) . 19.2 31.0 37.2 

" 
:J(j (:-iouth Ba Yaria) 25.9 14.7 14.8 

" 
37 (~ ort h l~avaria) 9.9 12.4 13.1 

- ------
Total . 86.9 88.6 100.4 

~aar 3.0 1.0 1.5 
t5 W i I Zl'l'la Jill 32.8 40.2 31.8 

' 

'l'ht~ alHln• analysis points towards a eertain eompetition by the railways, 
partkularly as n·ganls l'onsigunwnts of mineral oils to Switzerland, Xorth and South 
Ba.nll'ia., hut uot to otlwr ::-outh Gt•rman <listril'ts. 

Ct•nwnt. 

Down.~tn·am 1'rafji<·. 

Tlw total Hhiue traffie downstn•am fl'll from 329,900 tons in 1913 to 277,600 in 1925 
( C.C.). Tlw n•tludiou was partit•ularly striking in the case of :\Iannheim-Ludwiashafen 
tlw fig-un•s of whil'h fl'll from 118,800 tons in 1913 to 23,700 in 1925 (C. C.). The dat~ 
<•:1-il'ulated fwm U. gi,·e sunwwhat highl'l' results (shipments to Bel"ium and the 
~t·lherlauds: 138,~00 tons in 1913 and ~5,600 in 1925), but do not alter the conclusion. 
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The corresponding traffic by rail shows an inrn·a~e : 

Consignments by rail from Di.~tricls :!1-:!6, :!8, 31-37. 

Tuns (lHlO's umit!t•tl). 

To Elbe seaports . 
To 'Ye~er seaports 

7.2 
18.9 

1 H:!i'i 

!.?.3 
ti:.!. ·1 

As it appears from Table 43, howenr, tlutt the traffic hy rail to Bwnlt'n wn.s in 1913 
much lower than in 1912, the statements aboYe are not :mffil'it•nt to jn!lg·t' whl't.ht•r tho 
decrease in the Rhine traffic was really due to an innen.sing railwn.y eompetit.ion. 

Upstream Traffic. 

The direct transhipment traffic of l\lannheim (rinr to mil) ft•ll from (J:.!,·IOO tonH in 
1913 to 12,600 in 19:.!5 and 8,500 in 1926. Ludwigslmfen lilwwiso shows nn important 
decrease. The ehief origin of cement de~}Htt<'hed in tho upstream t!irtwlion to tho Uppor 
Rhine are Districts 32b (Rhine in Hesse) and the Huhr Distrit•ts 25b and 28. 'l'ho 
eonsignments to l\Iannheim-Ludwigshafen from these distriets fdl from 12I'i,200 tons in 
1913 to 19,700 in 1925 (G.). 

The following statement shows the consignments by rail from l\lannlwim-Lndwigslmfen 
to some other South Genmtn distriets : 

Ton" (000'" omit.tt~tl). 

D~spatclted from "llunnltei?n·Llldwig.,lwfcn by rail: I!)( :I 1!12ii 

To District 31 (Bavarian Palatinate) !J.!J 1.6 
, 33 (Baden) ·1L.l 11.5 
, 35 ( Wi.irttemberg) . :!1.3 1.6 
, 36 (South Bavaria) . 18.u 
, 37 (North Bavaria) 1.6 

Total. H.7 

The through consignments of cement by rail to the aboYe provinces show, on tho 
contrary, a big increase : 

Total consignments by Rail from Distril'ls other titan 34 
( "11 annltcim-Ludwigshafen). 

TonH (000'" omil.tetl). 

To DiMtrict : HJI3 I!J2u 

31 (Bavarian Palatinate) 4-1.2 (iO .8 
33 (Baden) 137.8 20L.1 
35 (Wi.irttemherg) 281.0 2!)\J. 6 
36 (South Bavaria) 27!!.2 358.0 
37 (North Bavaria) 183.4 1!H.O 

'l'otal !J25.6 1,110.5 

If the local traffic (i.e., traffic within each of the five districts), whieh is very important, 
be excluded, the total figures are 478.1 and 539.2 respectively. Whichever figures arc 
taken, there has been obviously an increase in the through tmffic by rail, which is the more 
striking as this traffic originated !Jefore the war chiefly in Alsace-Lorraine, and the 
consi"nment~> from this origin have been greatly reduced. Through conHignmcnt.l! by rail 
from 'bistrict 21 (Hesse-Nassau) have on the contrary greatly incrca:;ed. 
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Consir1nmcnts by Rail from Alsa"e and Lorraine 
antlllcsse- ... Yassau to South Gennany. 

TonH (000'" omitt<Hl). 

.From ALo;ace From Hesse-
and Lorraine Xa.'l88U 

1!113 1925 1913 1925 
----

To Vi.Mtrkt : 

(I: a varian l'alatinatd 8 •) 0.3 5.4 27.3 
( J:adf·ll) 16.4 7.6 2.4 20.6 
( \\ ilrt lf'Jilllf'r,(!') 20.6 2.0 1.9 13.0 
(Soul h I: a varia) 3.9 - 3.8 14.8 
( :\ fJrt h J:a varia) 0.2 - 25.7 38.8 

Total I 49.3 9.9 39.2 114.5 

-

It utig-h t !Je !·ondudefl that the rail ways inereased their through traffic by an amount 
douhlt• of what th,·y lost owing- to tt·JTitorial changes after the war. This increase has, 
110 dou!Jt, affef'tl••l the transhipuwut traffic via ~lannheim to a considerable extent. This 
gTowing- I'OillJil'tition on lH'half of the railways is the more striking as the District 21 (Hesse
t;assau) from whi•·h thl' through consig-nnwnts of cement by rail have increased to such 
au exteut is itsl'lf ;~ rin•r distriet. 
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AXXEX C I. 

SYXOPSIS OF INFOIUL\TIO~ 
CmDIUXIC.ATED TO THE CmDUTTEE CO~CERNING Tllg EFFgCTS 

OF THE TARIFF POLICY OF TilE GEIUL\N, BELGL\N .AND FHENCH 
RAILWAYS ON RlliNE TlL\FFIC. 1 

I. EFFECTS OF THE TARIFF POLICY ON TitAFFIC TO ANI> I'IW~l itlllNE S"Al'OltT<;;. 

(a) Falling Distance Rates and EJ'!·eptional Seaport Bales. 

In the years preceding 1914, the German railways madt' t•fforts to obtain tho t.mffic 
to German seaports by means of a special tariff poliey. Ilo\n•n•r, as this was a dis:L<lYant.ago 
to German inland shipping, the German railways n.Iso intro!lut·e!l spt'l'ial tmnshipnwnt 
tariffs (rail and water) for their own shipping, these ln•ing Yalitl from tho intl'l'inr of UPrnmny 
to German Rhine ports. 

The Peace Treaty required tha.t exceptional tariffs alrt•ady gmnted to G!'rma.n s!'a.ports 
·be also applied to the ports of the .Allied Nations. .Aeeor!lingly, as from 1:'\pp(.pmhl'r 1st, 
1919, the German railways withdrew all spe<'ia.l tariffs. Ilowen•r, in Nonmbt•r 1 !l:.!:l, t.IH•y 
re-introduced thirty-two of these tariffs in eonnection with spa.ports, hut t.he spPei:d 
transhipment tariffs mentioned in paragraph 1 al.Joye wen• not n•-pstaulisht•tl. 'l'he spoda.l 
tariffs for seaports therefore detrimentally affpct inland shipping at prPsPnt. 

The traffic to Rhine seaports is also unt'aYonrably int'lneiH'l'll hy tho fact that the 
German railways ca.lculate their rates on the so-callcu 1>istanec Seale (/l'nljfl'nHnfl·~sloj{d). 
The Falling-distance Rates (Staffcl tarifc) b:tscd thereon enmna.tc from (.he prinl'iplo that 
the freight rate per fixed length of distance eallcu tho "unit of distarwe" dm·r·easos in 
accordance with the whole length of the journey, so that for long llistarWtls vtn·y low, and for 
short distances very high, freight rates are charged. Iu thi~ way inlanu shipping is doubly 
injured, in the first place as its importance lies in tmnHportation oYer long diHtarwes, for· 
which very low freight rates are quoted by the mihntys, ancl in the 1weorul pl:tco bee:tuHo, for 
goods choosing the water route only, there are short mil way distances down to tho shipping 
station, and for these the railway rates are high. 

As mentioned in paragraph 2, on November 1st, l!J:.!:J, the German railwayH introdueml 
special preference tariffs for their own seaports. Therl'i'ore, in aeeoruanc·e with t.he l'e:wo 
Treaty, Germany was forced to introduce a number of speeial tariffH on uehalf of Belgian 
seaports. Persons interested in traffic to Dutch seaports macle rl'presentations in thiH 
connection, with the result that Germany also set up certain special tariffH in favour of 
Dutch ports. 

However, since that time, the special tariff~ to German seaport!! have bm~n redueeu 
twice, whereas those to Rhine seaports have not been changed; tho effeet iH obvious. 
To take one example, the freight for a five-ton truckload of toys from Htutt.gart to the Dutch 
frontier (Yenlo) is at present 71 marks dearer than to llamuurg, in spite of tho cli.~tanco 
to the Dutch frontier being 235 kilometres shorter. Similar measures cause great injury 
to the Rhine seaports. 

The German railways have drawn a demarcation line, Hhoine·.Eger, for tho few 
exceptional tariffs enjoyed by the Netherlands, these tariffs only applying in the event 
of goods coming from the west of thi11 line. 

During the negotiations which took place between Germany and the N cther·lanch1 
prior to the Commercial Treaty of November 26th, 1 92iJ, Germany promiseu that the 
differences which existed to the disadvantage of Dutch ports as comparcu to portH of 
third States should be abolished. The German Government fulfilled its promise in tlliH 

1 It should be noted that all information summariBCd in Annex C 1 waK collect.cd in lU26 and that no 
revision has taken place afterwards. For later developments of railway policy with reference to the !thine, 
see Annex D and, especially, Section III of the Heport itself. 
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respect by abolishing as from October 15th, 1926, the specip.l tariffs for Bel~n ports. 
This was no advantage to the Netherlands, as the German ports alone benefit by the 
measure and have become more powerful competitors. 

(b) Traffic with Austria and Czechoslovakia. · 
Formerly, the same German exceptional tariffs e~ted both to German .and Rhine 

seaports. However, there is no practical effect as th~ tariff to C?erman seaports:~,s no lo!l~er 
actually applied, but is replaced by much. lower freight rates m order to defy c~mpetltion 
with Trieste and Fiume. The German railways actually refund on goods traffic between 
Austria Czechoslovakia and German stations on the one side and the German seaports, 
llamb~g and Bremen, on the other side the difference between the railway rates froin the 
snme places to Trieste and Fiume. · 

(c) Traffi'J between Switzerland and the Netherlands. 
Exceptional German tariffs are in force for traffic both to the German seaports and 

to the Belgian and Dutch frontiers, but tariffs to the Netherlands are calculated on a less · 
favourable basis th~tn those to Hamburg and Belgium. This difference amounts to from 
35 to CiO per cent. 

(d) Transllipment Tariffs. 
The German railways have realised what a detri:inental effect their tariff policy must 

have on Rhine traffic. Therefore, as from June lOth, 1924, they introduced a transit 
transhipment tariff to the Upper Rhine ports, 1\Iannheim, Karlsruhe and Kehl. The object 
was to limit the effect of the special tariffs for seaports,.which were responsible for a great 
deal of traffic, which formerly went via the Rhine, choosing the direct railway. line to 
German seaports. 

However, the new transit transhipment tariff attained its object only to a small extent, 
it being of minor importance. As regards the traffic of cereals to Switzerland, for example,· 
it has to compete with the Special Tariff S.D.2. on behalf of German seaports. · 
· Also in regard to the transit traffic from places on the Upper Rhine to Austria and 
Czechoslovakia, which is equally of vital importance to the Rhine, everything is ·done to 
favour German seaports. · 

(e) Measure11 on the Part. of.Belgian and FrPnch Ra:zways. ·-
The Belgian and French railways adopt similar measures in order to favour their own 

seaports. . . · 
The Belgian railways allow a reduction of rates in respect of goods shipped via Antwerp, 

if being loaded into a seagoing vessel there, or discharged therefrom. This naturally induces 
interested parties to abstain from making their shipments to Dutch ports. The system 
prevents Dutch seaports deriving any profit from the cheap carriage on the French railways 
of ~oods from S~'itz?Tland, as B_elgi~m charges hi~h railway rates for the transit, the special 
tariffs only conung mto operation if goods are discharged or. loaded into a seagoing vessel 
at Antwm.'p. · ·. 

Not only does the French commercial policy injure· the Rhine traffic with Alsace
Lonai.ne in f~vo~ of the ~ailway traffic ~om ~nd to French and Belgian seaports, by 
means of spectalrailway tariffs, bl;lt also by 1mposmg supplementary import duties (surtaxes) 
on. ~any kinds of goods which are not imported directly into France from the country of 
ortgm. · 

The overseas goods, arriving in Rotterdam, which could be shipped along the Rhine to 
Strasburg, cannot follow this route owing to the prohibitive surtaxes. However goods · 
shipped Yia. Antwerp 11.1·e exempted from these taxes. · t 

(f) Ot110r Causes for the Deoli11e of Trade of Rl1ine Seapo-ts. 

. On the other ~an~, the trade of R?~terdam and Antwerp has be~n affected by the 
1mportp.nt c.h!Lnge 1ll different mD.!kets smce the war. Before the war .Germany exported 
great qua.n~tie~ of dyes to the Umted States of ~erica, etc.; since the war these dyes are 
manufactwed m the U. S. A. a.nd other countnes. The same remarks apply to chemicals 



-139 

and explain the faJ! in traffic on the Rhine to Rotterda.m and Antwerp of about 1,000 
tons a week. ~raffic ~o Rotterdam and Antwerp by rail appears to be only about 10 per 
cent of the ~~e traf~c to the same ports. The milway carries principally coke in trucks . 

. In additton to this, the regular services from the Upper and Lower Rhine which were 
carr1~d on before t~~ war, during which time there were huge quantities of the above
mentiOned commodities to be transported, have ceased as the result of the aforementioned 
si~uation. The present services are only occasional, and shippers therefore hnve to rely on 

- railway transport to a much larger extent than in the pre-wnr period. They now .11tilise tho 
railways to a greater extent to Hamburg, Bremen, Rotterdam, Amsterdam amP"'Antwerp. 

(g) Conclusions and Recapitulation of tlle foregoing. 

The whole complex of the foregoing and similar measures by the German, Belgian and 
French railways h.ave greatly injUl·ed the transit traffic via ·the Rhine seaports1 especially 
as far as. the traffic went along the Rhine. 

· German, Belgian and French railways are quoting several reduce(l tariffs with the 
explicit object of securing as large a part of the traffic as possible to their own senports. 
As a matter of fact, the low railway rates in this connection mean sacrifices which cnnnot 
be defended from an economic point of view, and the railways are sacrificing their own 
interests in order to secure traffic which would under natural circumstances roach the se11 
in a different way. 

II. TRAFFIC TO .AND FROM THE UPPER RHINE, 

(a) Traffic Westphalia-Ruhr and upstream. 

In consequence of the Seaports Special Tariffs, above referred to in detail, the traffic 
territory has changed in favour of the German seaports, and the frontier point for the 
transport of steel and metals is now Hagen (distance Hagen-Duisburg 63 km., llagon· 
Bremen 255 km.). If the proposed reduction of the Steel Special Tariff (35 per cent) is 
carried through, the traffic territory for the Rhine would withdraw from Hagen to l~ssen : 
as a consequence a substantial portion of the Rhine-Westphalia industry traffic would fall 
to the German seaports. In spite of the Special Steel Railway Tariffs, tho Rhine traffic from 
the above-mentioned territory still has great importance, this being due to the fact that 
most of the large works are on the Rhine, and the Steel Union aims at occupying works with 
water connection. However, as regards Westphalian general industry, this, to the detriment 
of the Rhine, goes more and more by rail to German seaports, on account of special railway 
tariffs. 

(b) Traffic Mannheim-South Germany. 
As far as in this territory the industry lies on the Rhine, the same remarks apply in 

part as those regarding the Ruhr territory. Moreover, in this territory, industry it~ not 
so closely grouped about the Rhine port£~. However, Mannheim feelt! very strongly the 
influence of the German Seaports Special Tariffs. l\'luch South German traffic, which before 
the introduction of these tariffs went over the Rhine, now goes by rail to German seaports. 

(c) Traffic Strasburg-Switzerland. 
The changes which have taken place in this territory since 1920 are due to the Belgian 

Seaports Special Tariffs, the German Seaports Special Tariffs, and the surtaxes, dealt 
with above. These factors have caused an important falling-off in the Strasburg port traffic 
as regards the Swiss trade. An important portion of the traffic from and to Alsace-Lorraine 
now goes by rail via Antwerp, or the French seaports, in order to avoid the consequences 
of the surtax, while from Strasburg to Antwerp over the Rhine there it~ no steamer service, 
but only barge transportation. Transport from South Germany and from East Switzer laD!! 
gravitates in consequence of the Seaports Special Tariffs to Hamburg. . 
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A.\"XEX C 2. 

SYNOPSIS OF INFORMATION COMMUNICATED 'TO THE COMMIT~EE 
CONCERNING THE EFFECTS OF THE T.ARIFF POLICY OF VARIOUS 
RAILWAY ADMINISTRATIONS ON DANUBE TRAFFIC. 

Railway rates have in some cases been reduced and in others (in transhipment traffic) 
increased for the sole purpose of attacking the shipping companies. 

Examples. 
(a) The Austrian Federal Railways' Goods Tariff, ~ection II, Part ~' of July ~st, 

1926, reHtricted the equality of treatment previously applied under the spe~1al go?ds tariffs 
(Artikeltarife) to all the Vienna stations of the interconnecting metropolitan railwa~s, by 
excluding from the said tariffs in the case of traffic, from Vienna, consignments transhipped 
from the Danube. 

Similar restriction, apply in the case of the Linz transhipment station, and similar 
meaHurel! seem to have been introduced as. well in the combined tariffs to which the Federal 
Railways are a party. 

TheRe measures, which result in freight rates from Danube transhipment stations 
being much higher than from the other stations in the same place, are intended to impede, 
and do very considerably impede, transhipment traffic. Consignments, of iron from 
Germany to inland stations of the Federal Railways, for .example, have been diverted from 
the transhipment route via Vienna to the all-rail route. 

In cases where the Federal Railways' route from point of transhipment is longer than 
that from the land frontier, diversion of consignments to the railway actually means a 
loss for the Federal Railways (soda from the Kinghorn of tha Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
to Austrian stations on the former Southern Railway). 

(b) Tralfio wi!l• Linz Transhipment Station. - Since 1926, the. distance of the railway 
section Linz goods station- Linz transhipment station has been taken, for freight rate 
calculation purposes, as 16 kilometers, although the actual distance is scarcely 6 kilometers 
(Cf., Goods Tariff of the Austrian Federal Railways, Section II, Part A of January 1st, 
1924, Division VII, page 35 (Linz and Linz goods station), Point IV, 2). 

Whereas in 1924 the total freight rate on the above section amounted, per wagon, to 
Kr.50,000 (Gr.500), the Federal Railways' share in the freight rate on the section Linz 
goods station - Linz transhipment station for all goods traffic with E_benseevia Linz 
transhipment station would, for example, now amount to (Gr.278-227 per 100 kilogrammes) 
Gr. 5,100 per 10,000 kilogrammes. 

This tariff rate is prohibitive for the transhipment traffic. 

(c) Salt from Ebe11aee.- In April1926, for the express purpose of competing with the 
transhipment route via Linz, freight rates from Ebensee to Austrian railway stations of 
destination were considerably reduced (e.g., Ebensee-Vienna from· Gr.470 to Gr.3561), 
while the freight rate from Ebensee to Linz transhipment station (Gr.278 2) and to Linz 
goods station (Gr.227 2) remained unaltered. 

After the railway rate Ebensee - Linz goods station had been reduced on May 7th, · 
1926, to Gr.175, with a view to a. partial equalisation of rates, it was again raised on July 
1st, 1926, to Gr.200, so that the shipping companies bad to reduce their ~-Vienna 
freight rate from Gr.ll2 to Gr.56 in order to retain consignments to at least some destinations . 

. With the same end .in. view, railways th~reupon again raised the Ebensee- Linz goods 
station rate (at present 1t IS Gr.225), so that It would seem impossible, generally speaking, 

1 Local t<uiff rat{', Gr. 689. 
• Local tnriff nlt.es. 
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for traffic to use the Danube route. This particular measure would appear to be 
speciallr inexpedient since, in the unanimous opinion of the salt trade, freight rates could 
be considerably increased without the traffic being in any way affected. Such an increase 
in !ailwa;v rates would, on balance, certainly be financially advantageous to the Federal 
Railway; even though they lost part of the traffic to the Danube route. They accord
ingly prefer to retain, for the sole purpose of dealing a blow at Danube navigation, a 
measure which was imposed with ulterior motives and which operates to their own 
disadvantage. 

(d) Plums from the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. - In the case also of 
the traffic in plums from the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the railways have 
directed special efforts agains, the Danube route. · 

In the autumn of 1925, exceptionally reduced rates to Bavarian frontier stations were 
introduced. Thereupon the rates thus fixed for traffic to Hamburg were again undercut 
as a result of measures taken by the railway administrations interested in tho route vin. 
Czechoslovakia, first on the Szob - Helemba route and then on the transhipment route 
via Bratislava - Laube. 

• 
. The following are the reductions conceded by the railways in this connection : 

JJried Plums, in 10-Ton or 15-Ton Consignments. 

Rosenbach Salzburg (.Anzeigeblatt f. V. Folge 79 
ex 1926) . . . . . . . . . , , 

Spielfeld Strass-Passau ) Annex A. . . . . . 
- , , -Salzburg \ to A. f. V . . . . . 

, , -Simbach 1 Folge 55 ex 1926 .. 

Helemba Bohumin I (Vestnik pro zeleznice .. 
Bohumin Hamburg ~ a plavbu Nr. 77 ex 1926) 

Bratislava Pristav Loubi Transhipment 
(Vestnikpro zl. Nr. 81 ex1926) ..... 

Kelebia-Frontier-Passau (A. f. V. Folge 86 ex 1926) 

Rcduotld 
railway 
rates. 

Gr. 
220 

~ 220 187 
215 
~H 

~ 791 
1,264 

2,055 
~H 
685 
Gr. 
405 

Normal 
railway 
ratos. 

Gr. 
454 
633 
581 
624 

(2,026 ~H) 
(518 Pfg)=~ 

6,355 
H-I 

2,228 
Gr. 
906 

(e) Sugar from Czechoslovak stations to Switzerland. - On September 25th, 1926, the 
railway interested in traffic between SWiterland and Czechoslovakia introduced a new 
.special tariff for transport of sugar, etc. 

In connection therewith, the German Special Tariff 119, which provides reduced freight 
rates from various German stations, including Regensburg, to German Swiss frontier 
,gtations, was restricted to consignments of German origin, and can thus no longer be applied 

· to consignments sent to Regensburg by the Danube. 
For example, Danube traffic consignments of 10,000 kilogrammes on the section 

.Regensburg - Schaffhausen have now to pay a freight rate of Rpf.378 per 100 kilogrammes, 
whereas the rate hitherto amounted to Rpf.1 71 and for consignments from Regensburg 
loco still remains Rpf.171. . · · 

Where freight is paid on the basis of the loaded weight of the railway wagon used, the 
.position as regards rates is similar. 

Only by means of very considerable sacrifices on the Danube section are the shipping 
.companies still able to direct consignments originating at certain Czechoslovak stations 
.on to the Danube route. 
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A..\"'XEX D I. 

LETTER FRo:\[ DR. W. SPIESS, DIRECTOR OF THE GERMAN RAILWAY 

COlllPANY. · 

(WITH .APPENDICES). 

[ TranHlation.] 

With reference to the consultation which took place at the session of the Sub-Committee 
on Competition between Railways and Wa.terways .on Septe~~er 23rd to 24_th, "!-927, I 
have the honour, as promised on that occaswn, to g~.ve my opnnon on Mr. Hines report 
on Rhine navigation. • · · 

While confirming the explanations which I gave at the time at Geneva, I should like 
to point out that, on the basis of the results of the Committee's discussions, the arguments 
devt•loped in rc11pcct of the special in~tance o~ the port ~f Ma~heim,. should be regar<~:ed 
aM di,;po,;ing aiKo of the general complamts agamst the Reich Railways, m so far as the Rhine
is concerned. 

In addition to the question dealt with in Mr. Hines' report, namely that ~he Reich 
Railways appear to have adopted policies seriously detrimental to the Rhine, questions. 
were put to me as regards the special transit tariffs D 22, 32, 52 and 58. Since I was not 
aeqmtinted with the material at the Sub-Committee's disposal, and an extension of the. 
inveNtigation beyond l\lr Hines' programme: "detriment suffered by Rhine Navigation 
owing to the Tariff Policy of the Reich Railways" had not been provided for, I could only 
give the following explanations in the matter : · 

1. The fact of the introduction of the special tariffs ~2/32 and 52/58 proves that the
establiHhmcnt of competitive tariffs to benefit the longest possible .stretches of the Reich 
Railways was part of the general policy of these railways, and was not a measure specially 
intended to favour the German seaports. 

" The I'eductions in the four special tariffs named are determined in exactly the same 
way as the competitive rates of the German seaport tariffs, namely, by simply adopting
the foreign competitive rates. The reductions in the four special tariffs must therefore-· 
be fluctuating and discriminatory according to the requirements of "the situation arising
from the rates in force on the Franco-Belgian and Dutch competing or adjoining sectors~· 

3. The special tariffs 22/32 and 52/58 prove that in their general competitive policy 
the Reich Railways do not hesitate in certain cireumstances to fix tariffs which will benefit 
the route to foreign ports, even when this may in certain circumstances be to the detriment. 
of tile Germa-n seaports. The four special tariffs are advantageous to navigation in so far· 
as the shipper will be more "illing to send his goods to Antwerp or Rotterdam if he knows. 
thnt, in the event of a failure of the water route, he will also have favourable terms for
tile carriage of his goods to these ports by railway . 

.As regards our working costs, this question, together with the whole problem of inland. 
navigation transhipment ta-riffs, wa.s fully dealt with in public at the Transhipment Week. 
a.rrange_d by .the Germ~n Engineers' Union in the spring of 1925. The report printed on. 
t1_1ese d1scuss1ons co~tams all the speeches. It ~hould be pointed out that the particulars. 
g1ven on .that occasiOn by D~. Tecklenburg, d..h:ector of the Reich Railways, as regards. 
tile ~orking costs o~ the _rad~ays, and espeCially of the Reich railways, have been. 
subm1tted to further mvestigatwns, and are therefore subject to certain alterations. . The. 

1 '!'his report is printed separately. 
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last word on the subject of working costs is contained in the summing up of t.he ln.tcst 
. changes in the graded tariffs given by 1\I. Scholz, section manager o( the Goods Ttwiff 
Department, f1t the ~eeti~g of the Board of the Reich Rn.ilways on July 19th, 1927. The 
report of this meetmg Is attached. I would draw attention to the passage of this 
report in which it is stated that the longer the distance, the more our worlting cost& 
tend to decrease, and this decline almost exactly corresponds to the decline in the rates 
of our standard tariff. In other words, the I'elation between om· carriage l'eceipts and 
working costs, on the basis of our present tariff system, is constant for all diFtances. This. 
being so, it follows that carriage over a short distance can never be more profitn.blo for 
the railways than over a long distance, provided the same tariff principles nre applied in 
both cases. An extension of the seaport. tariffs (long distances) to the inland wnterwn.y 
transhipment port (short distances) is therefore impossible for the Reich Rttilways if they 
desire to achieve the most profitable results. This being the conclusion arrived at on the 
basis of the easily verifiable facts published with the authority of the competent 
administrative and supervisory bodies, and of those contained in the various business 
reports and statistical publications, etc., it will be seen that all the questions raised in tho 
Hines report will find a solution on a commercial basis and on the lines of the policy 
adopted up to the present by the Reich Railways. 

The assertion that the Reich Railways endeavoured before 1914 to make good the loNsos 
incurred owing to their seaport policy by means of the inland navigation tmnshipnwnt 
tariffs, is quite incorrect, since in 1914 the Reich Railways did not exist. 1'he various 
German State railways at that time had· quite different policies. The inner reasons for 
the policy of Baden, for instance, in establishing transhipment tariffs, are given in my 
article in the "Zeitschrift fiir Binnenschiffahrt" No. 4, 33rd year, dated Aprilluth, 1926.1 

The statement that on September 1st, 1919, the Reich Railways cancelled all the special 
tariffs as a consequence of the terms of the .peace treaty is also incorrect. A certain 
number of special tariffs remained in force after September 1st, 1919, and as regards the. 
rest, the majority of the special tariffs on the State and private railways had already been 
withdrawn in 1917 for the purpose of uniformity and to obtain higher receipts. 

In November 1923 took place the gteat collapse of the German currency. In view 
· of the Reich Railways' heavy deficit at that time and of the fact that the Reich declared 

the railways to be financially independent and refused further subsidies, the Ueich 
Railways began to take more active measures to attract traffic. Accordingly a number of 
seaport tariffs were set up to promote the importation of the textile raw materials (wool, 
cotton, jute, etc.) which, in consequence of the collapse of the currency, had almost 
disappeared from Germany. The tariffs were issued under Nos. 30, 31 and 32 o"f our 
Special Tariff Book. This does not mean, however, that there were thirty-two seaport. 
tariffs at that time, and this number has not even been reached to-day, if we exclude special 
tariffs of a temporary nature, created to meet individual cases of competition. The 
assertion that the special seaport tariffs are detrimental to inland navigation must be. 
disputed; and the statiRtical proof attempted in the Mannheim memorandum (see .Appendix 
I) must be regarded as unsatisfactory, as I explained in the opinion I gave on this. 
memor!J,ndum (see Appendix II). 

It would be going outside the scope of my task and of that of the Committe to extend 
the enquiry to the alleged detrimental influence of the policy of the Reich Railways on the 
Dutch or Belgian ports. It caiiDot, of course, be denied that the aim of the German seaport 
tariff policy is to assist the German seaports against the competition of the foreign seaports, 
especially those of the Netherlands, but such tariff measures are adopted by all big 
railways in the interests of their country's trade. Here, too, I would refer to my 

· remarks on the 1\faiiDheim memorandum. 
The same applies in the question of the graduated tariff ( Staffeltarif). This tariff 

was not introduced on account of inland navigation but for the same reasons as apply 
in the case of all the other great continental railway systems, namely, those arising out 
of the national economic interests and out of the position as regards working costs. The 

• This article is printed separately. 
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scale is not substantially different in Germany from what it is in Italy or Fra~ce, for 
example, being in some cases proportionately higher and ~ some cases lower th~n ill these 
countries. According to the scale percentage rate applied to the German railways, t?e 
graduated tariff rate for 1 000 kilometers falls,. in the dearest and cheapest categones 
A and F, from 1,000 to 550.' In France the reduction in the dearest category is fro~ 1,000 
to 860 and in the cheapest standard wagon-load category from 1,000 to 490 ; ill Italy 
it is fr~m 1 000 to 665 in the highest and from 1,000 to 718 in the cheapest wagon-load 
category (in' which connection it should be obse:.:ved that in Italy, owin_g to the geographical 
configuration of the country, the maximum distances are nearly tWice as great as those 
in Germany). - · 

It is true that, owing to a claim put forward by Belgium under Article 325 of the 
Treaty of Peace, tariff reductions similar to those contained in the German seaport tariffs 
were alKo gran tell by the Reich Railways to Antwerp and the Belgian ports, and also later 
to the Netherlands ports. These reductions, however, do not form part of the German 
seaport tariff policy ; they were only granted on the basis of legal obligations or with a 
view to applying equal treatment to Germany's two north-western neighbours. The further 
development of the tariffs was therefore exclusively influenced by the relations between 
German and Netherlands railways, and German and Belgian railways, ·and not by 
considerations of German seaport tariff policy. The tariffs therefore followed quite a 
different course from that of the seaport policy. Moreover, this question is not relevant 
to. the problem raiKed by Mr. Hines, namely, whether and how far Rhine navigation is 
aKsiKtcd or hampered by the Reich Railways. If, to-day, the German seaport tariffs were to 
appl,l/ in the direction of Rotterdam and Antwerp to the same extent as to the German seaports, 
the alleged disadvantageous effects of these tariffs on Rhine navigation would not be less but 
nuteh greater tllan if tlle tariffs were only applied as at present to the German seaports. · 

Reference should be made to the remarks made above in regard to the Mannheini 
memorandum. It is quite possible that if they receive further requests for a reduction 
in special tariff 44 to Mannheim, the Reich Railways will acquiesce in such a reduction. 
On the other hand strong protests have been received from the Upper Rhine navigation 
iute1·ests (above Mannheim) against the reductions alrea.dy made, e.g., in regard to cereals. 
In particular the Basic interests regard the further extension of special tariff 44, not as a 
mensm·e in favour of the port of Mannheim, but as a measure to the detriment of the port 
of B~tsle and of the Upper Rhine shipping. It will not be easy for t~e Reich Railways to 
hold the balance between the conflicting interests of the parties concerned in Rhine navigation. 

The transit rates from l\Iannheim to Passau must be kept sufficiently higp. above 
the Danube transhipment tariff for there to be a certain inducement to adopt not only 
the Hhine but also the Danube as a transport route. In view of the speed of transport 
nnll other advantages of the railway route, the Danube traffic has an interest in being 
able to choose between both alternatives, and especially in having at its disposal a direct 
railway connection between the port of importation, i.e., Hamburg, Bremen, etc., and 
PaRsau and Regensburg (Ratisbon). The route via Mannheim is less profitable for Danube 
traffic. Moreover, Mannheim is already included in most of the Danube transhipment tariffs. 

It is not true that the traffic of Westphalia is going more and more by rail to the 
Gernmn seaports. On the contrary, this traffic, since the extension of the Rhine- Herne 
Cann:l, h~1s been showing an increasing tendency to go to the Rhine seaports. The same 
n.pphes, m a lesser degree, to the South German traffic. The figures in this connection 
me dealt with above in the special part referring to the Mannheim memorandum. 

As n•gards the Danube tariff question, I may confine my statement to the fact that 
the Reich Rn.ilways, with the quite natural object of attracting as much as possible to its 
own lines the goods tmffic of Central and Eastern Europe from outside the frontiers of 
Gel'llu~ny, has take~ all poRsible steps to assist and encourage Danube shipping by means 
of ta,r~f a~d t~c~mcal measures. I have had the satisfaction of learning, , that in the 
~onuu_1tte~ s opm10n only ~ very small number of minor complaints have been found worth 
~nv~s~lgatiOn, and that, m general, no competition problem is considered to exist. The 
m_dtndun.l cases, so ~ar as. they affect Germany, have been in the meantime 1 hope dealt 
wtth to the full satisfaction (see Annex D 5). ' ' 
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As regards the V?luminous statistical matru·ial sent to me on September 16th, 1927, 
I cannot deal exhaustively with the individual points without unduly extending the scope 
of the present memorandum. I must confine myself, therefore, to dealing with the 
fundamental questions which apply equally to all the statistics. · 

I repeat what I have already stated in my remarks upon the Mannheim ruemomndum to 
the effect that no conclusions can be based on a comparison of the years 1913 and 1925. 

Pr9:iseworthy though the statistical investigations may be, the way in which these 
enquiries have been circumscribed, and the selection made from the statistical material 
available, must ~e looked upon as in many cases distOI·ting the position as I'ega1·ds tariff 
policy. Naturally that part of the Rhineland which is situated on the left bank of the 
Rhine is not subject to compe~tion from the German seaports. The same applies also 
to .the Palatinate and the part of Hesse situated on the left bank. Even the Mannheim 
memor!!-ndum does not take into account the Palatinate and Hesse. Generally spealdng, 
from the point of view of the areas on the left bank, the Rhine route is only competitively 
affected by the tariff measures taken on the left-bank (foreign) sectors of the railway and 
perhaps by our tariffs to the Aix-la-Chapelle. frontier. 

That the alleged losses of the Rhine route are to be attributed more to the left-bank 
railways and the foreign railways than to the German seaport tariffs is proved moreover 
by the trade statistics of Hamburg, Rotterdam and Antwerp. The figures of incoming 
vessels, in net register tons, have developed as follows : 

Year Hamburg Rotterdam Antwerp 

1885 3,704,112 2,120,347 3,393,527 
1890 5,202,825 2,918,425 4,517,698 
1900" 8,037,514 6,326,901 6,691,791 
1910 12,656,281 10,658,831 10,756,030 
1913 14,185,496 12,788,342 12,024,796 
1923 15,344,116 11,161,328 14,750,47~ 

1924 15,540,497 15,089,293 16,348,770 
1925 - 16,636,312 16,670,643 . 17 ~147 ,260 
1926 17:,423,197 21,495,835 19,374,507 

. Percentage increase . 

1925-1926 5 29 13 
1885~1913 280 500 250 
1913-1925 17. 30 43 
1913-1926 23 68 61 
1885-1926 370 914 471 

After at first being exceeded only by Antwerp, Hamburg, which before the war had 
the highest traffic figures, was again surpassed in 1925 and still more in 1926 by both 
Antwerp and Rotterdam. The movement has been even more pronounced since 1927. 
The ports of Antwerp and. Rotterdam have, therefore attracted traffic to an increasing 
extent, and this traffic came for the most part from Germany. If the Rhine believes that 
it has lost traffic, this is in contradiction to the figures of the Rhine seaports, and the 
indisputable increase shown by these figures must have been due to traffic carried by the 
western railways. In any case, it is an undoubted fact that the German seaports have 
shown a relative decline in traffic since the war. 

·. German seaports tariff policy cannot therefore have had an injurious effect on Rhine 
traffic (indeed these injurious effects cannot bt;l statistically proved). 
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German seaportli -looked at from the Rhine -lie on one side in a~ easterly directio;n ; · 
their position from a geographical point of view can be compared With tha:t. of Dunkirk 
which is in a 11imilar position to the west. In any case, as regards competiti.on between 
railways and the Rhine, the lines to German seaports are only of seco~dary rmpor~ance. 
This is primarily a question of means of approach.to the ports of the_ R~e estuary Itself; 
we have therefore to take account of the lines, tariffs and goods traffic poli~y of the Dutch 
and Belgian railways, the German railways acting in this case only as earners to and from_ 
the more inland districts. . . . . . . . . -

As has already been mentioned in the memorandum .on Mannheim, n? final oprmon 
whatever can be given with regard to tariff measures for German seaports 11ntll.the measures 
taken in the caHe of Belgium, theN etherlands and France have been exammed m exactly the 
same way as has been done for Germany. If the statistical material for French ports, so far as 
it concerns the French and Swiss hinterland of the Belgian ports, is entirely insufficient, 
and thus an analysis of facts on that side is impo_ssible, no jud~ment .ca:n be form~d .as. to 
conditions in Germany. The knowledge on which an obJective oprmon as to enstmg 
conditions alone could be based is not available. For instance, the fact that the port of 
StraHburg is exceedingly prosperous, while before the war it could only develop _slowly, 
might, if no further evidence were to band, give rise to the most various deductions. In 
my opinion, this affords an admirable illustration· of the extent to which the power· of · 
attraction of Mannheim before the war secured goods traffic for Mannheim at a time when 
Alsace-Lorraine freights could be shipped both through Strasburg and through Mannheim. 
The opening of the canalised Main system had already led to a considerable reduction of 
traffic through Mannheim and Ludwigshafen. Now, however, the very much greater 
obstacle of the frontier between Strasburg !),nd Mannheim must bring about an even more 
severe curtailment of traffic through Mannlleim from the former Alsace-Lorraine hinterland. 

The development of traffic on the lower Rhine, and particularly in Westphalia which 
is intersected by canals, shows that although the seaport tariffs apply here also, industry 
resorts more and more to the waterways constructed during and after the war, and an 
increasing volume of goods traffic is deflected from the Reich Railways. Since the Reich 
Uailways, particularly if they are to fulfil their special obligations under the Dawes Plan, 
must not under any circumstances incur a loss of traffic over their entire system, the 
impartial observer must take account of the fact that, as regards the total traffic of Germany, 
the milways have not exceeded the figures for pre-war times, but, on the contrary, have 
lost about fifty million tons of traffic on the Rhine, and furthermore that the total traffic 
earnings of railways and waterway's have merely changed in their relation to each other. 
On the whole, so far as the German traffic area is concerned, the Reich Railways would appear 
particularly on account of the further development of canals, to Be at present morE> severely 
threatened than the waterways. I would once more call attention to the statistical figures 
which I have given in my observations on the Mannheim memorandum. 

There are combined tariffs of transhipment on the Rhine, :p.ot only for coal but al~o for 
other goods in bulk, particularly for timber and salt. It is indeed true that there is no 
distribution of traffic between Rhine navigation and the railway according to the specific value 
of the products. I suppose, h?wever, that it will be generally adhered to that, as a rule, only 
goods m bulk should be conSigned by waterway and goods of higher value by rail · on 
thi~ point .I may say that. Mannheim in particular is making claims against the Reich 
Ratlways m respect of b1gh value goods. I need only refer, for instance to Swiss 
condensed milk, for the carriage of which Mannheim is putting in a claim, (alth~ugh since 
the development of the port of Basle these goods are consigned straight from Basle and 
therefore can n~ve~ be. recovered for Mannheim, even if the Reich R,ailways were to ieave 
tl~em to the sh1ppmg mterests). Co~densed milk is a class of goods that falls into the 
h1g~1est category for value, not only l;D the German but also in other European railway 
tarif!s. If ~oods of such .a na!ure, which moreover take very little room and are tl).erefore 

· ~pe~m~lly smtable for rap1d railway transport, are no longer to be carried by rail, then it 
I~ ~f~teult to see what goo~s ~~:re to be_ left to t~e ra_ilways and from what receipts the Reich, 
I,ath\ a.ys are to meet t.he1r mternatlonal obbgatwns. I am convinced that if similar 
demands were made on the French, Belgian, or Dutch railway administrations they would . , 
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_ meet with as definite a. refusal as that given by the Gru·man Reich R.ailways. In practice, 
the whole tariff policy of the German Reich Railways in no way differs from that of all other 
Central European railway companies- national economic intru·ests are and must be 
safeguarded, so long as there is not full freedom of traffic policy and renunoin,tion of every 
protectionist commercial policy on the part of all European countries by joint agreement 
and on uniform principles. The Reich Railways are all the more bound to base their 
policy on commercial grounds since their administration is obliged to seek profits such 
as are not obtained even approximately to the same extent by any o.ther railway system 
in Europe. In carrying on a tariff policy dictated by considerations of German nn.tional 
economy, the conscience of the Reich Railways is clear, the more so since their policy
unlike that of aU other Central European railway systems -is 1·eally of international 
service, in that the profits obtained by the Reich Railways go towru·ds the service and 
redemption of reparations debts and therefore benefit the greater part of the international 
wqrld. 

f Extract from the Rhein 
of August lOth, 1927.] 

{1'ranslation.] 

(Signed) Dr. W. SPIESS, 

Director of t11e German Railways. 

Appendix I. 

EFFECTS OF THE RAILWAY TARIFF POLICY ON THE TRANSHIPMENT TRAFFIC OF THE PORTS 
- OF MANNHEIM. 

Memorandum of t_he Chamber of Oommeroe for the Kreis of Mannheim, July1927, 

·Note.- The following memorandum, which Dr. Linden has prepared for the Mannhoim Chamber of 
Commerce, was handed to Dr. Dorpmdller, the Director-General of the Reich Ro.ilways, on the occasion of his 
visit to the Baden Government at Karlsruhe, on the fifteenth of July. On that occasion M. Lenel, 
President of the Mannheim Chamber of Commerce, also spoke forcibly, clearly, and convincingly on the questions 
discussed in the Memorandum. 

* • * 
, The German Reich Railway Company and its legal predecessors since 1920 have 

repeatedly asked the parties interested in the Rhine shipping and the transhipment of 
goods in the Upper Rhine ports for evidence showing that the effect of the railway tariff 
policy is to draw goods traffic away from the ·waterway and transfer it to the through 
railway route. The Reich Railways cited the figures for the German traffic as a whole, · 
according to which there was, for example, a drop of 21.1 per cent in the railway traffic in 
1925 as compared with 1913 (new territorial frontiers), while the inland shipping traffic 
showed a decline of only 16.6 per cent. These figures, it is argued, justify the conclusion that 
there has not been a transfer of traffic from the waterway to the railway, but, on the 
contrary, that inland navigation has obviously been successful in its competition with the 
railways. This, argument, however, does not attack the problem from the right angle. Inland 
navigation must for these purposes be divided into waterway areas, and within these again, 
the positio,n of the various districts having a .uniform traffic policy must be examined in 
relation to the railway tariff policy. The present memorandum deals with Mannheim, the 
most important port on the Upper Rhine, and the hinterland for its goods transhipment 
traffic. As far as the available statistics allow, comparisons have been drawn with the port 
traffic and transhipment traffic before the war, and an attempt has been made to establish 
the causes of the changes that have taken place. 
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Decline in Total Port Traffic. 

In 1913 the harbours of Mannheim had a .t.otal traffic of 
This consisted of : Tons 

Incoming traffic . . . 6,562, 7 44 
Outgoing traffic . . . 834,523 

In 1925 the total traffic amounted to. 
This consisted of : 

Incoming traffic . • 
Outgoing traffic . . 

The total decrease thus amounts to. 
In 1926 the total traffic was 

This con11isted of : 
. Incoming traffic . 

Outgoing traffic 

.. 5,222,785 
641,269 

•. 

4,260,892 
1,099,123 

Tons 
7,397,267 

5,864,0541 

1,533,213 = 21 % 
5,360,0151 

Tlte total decrease as compared witk"1913 · ·· ..... 2,037,252 = 27.6% 

There has also been a further decrease of 6.6 per .cent as compared with 1925. · 
.Another factor which must be borne in mind is that in 1926 the transport of coal from 

Mannheim down11tream was 250,000 tons. more than in "1913, on account of the miners' 
strike in Great Britain. The incoming traffic into Mannheim. itself has decreased by 35.1 
per cent since 1913. 

In a comparison of the port traffic of Mannheim with 1913 it Iii1,1st be borne in mind 
that the total traffic would actually have decreased to a greater extent than is shown in 
the figures but for certain countervailing factors ; thus the Thyssen harbour was not opened 
until after 1913, and the new high-power works of Rheinau use large quantities of coal, 
which are included in the figures but do not really count as part of the transhipment traffic 
of the port. The great increase in building at Mannheim has led to an increase in imports 
of clay, dredger sand, etc., and these, though they do not concern the transhipment traffic 
of the port, make the drop in the figures for the port traffic as a whole appear less marked 
than it really is. The figures also include reparation coal, and the requirements of the works 
situated at the waterside are considerably greater to-day than in 1913.. ~he most noteworthy 
example is the port of Ludwigshafen, the traffic of which is greater by 438,000 tons than in 
1913. The erection of the new nitrogen works of Oppau~ however, has in itself helped to 
swell the transhipment traffic for factories by more than 900,000 tons, and if more than 
100,000 tons are also deducted for reparation coal, the figures for Ludwigshafen show, in 
comparison with 1913, not an increase but a decrease of more than 20 per cent. It might be 
Sltid that all this traffic has benefited the shipping industry. That is true, of course, and the 
point is only mentioned in order to show how mistaken it is to draw conclusions from the 
total figures without a close knowledge of the facts. 

Decline in Transhipment Traffic. 

The figures which should be compared with those for the railway, and which the railway. 
itself should take as a criterion to judge of the effect of its tariff policy, are not those of the 
total traffic, but of the transliipment traffic from ship to rail and vice versa. Naturally carriage . . .. 

. 
1 The _figures given for 1925 and 1 ~2~ do n<?t ~~e with the official traffic figures for the port. Th~ 

dlffl'rence IS duo to the fact that tho off1clal statistics mclude the quantities transhipped from one transport 
vosscl to another. As t~l'se goo~ n<'ithl';" l'nter nor leave the port in this process they should not be included· 
moreover, tht1y are not mcluded m the f1gures for 1913. ~ _ • 



by ship alone ~ust always be cheaper than carriage by rail, and milway to.riffs can only 
affect the ~raffic where the railway carries goods to or hom the ship ns part of the jom·ney. 

T~e figures for direct transhipment of goods from ship to mil and 'vice versa, i.o., 
tran_s~pmen~ without previous warehousing in inlnnd ports, can be obtained from the 
statiStics of inland waterways, though unfortunately these are published so slowly that, 
even now, we can only consider those for 1925. Those who know the facts regarding tho 
harbours of Mannheim, however, may safely assume that the alarming figures fo1· 1925 still 
hold good to-day ; indeed, it is unfortunately probable that the sotbnck has become still 
more_ marked since then. 

1. From Ship io Rail.- Generally speaking than Mannheim is a port for incoming traffic, 
and the transhipment traffic from ship to rail is therefore more important than that from rail 
to ship. In 1913 the transhipment figures from ship to rail contained 61 main items of the 
statistical goods nomenclature. Of these, 19 no longer appear in the transhipment figures of 
the port for 1925. There thus remain 42 items, of which 24 show an average decrease in 
traffic of 75 per cent. The remainder show a smaller drop, and the increases shown amount 
in all to less than 26,000 tons. The total t1·anshipment traffic from sltip to 1·ail in 1925 11as 
thus fallen by 52 per cent --more than half; and in 1926, be it remembered, this fall was 
probably greater still. A few figures may be given for the principal items : 

The decreases in transhipment traffic amount to : 

Cement ...... . 
Pig iron ...... . 
Iron and steel in bars . 
Pyrites . . . . . . . . 
Barley . . . . . . . . 
Millet and podded fruits 
Maize . . . . . 
Milling products . 
Stone . . . . . . 
Pit coal . . . . .• 
Pit coal Briquettes 
Coke. . . . . . . 
Lignite briquettes . 

Coal Transhipment Tariff 6u. 

Pl•r cont 

80 
88 
65 

100 
6·! 
94 
77 
76 

100 

50 

59 

The great drop in the transhipment traffic in coal at Mannheim is accompanied by a 
fall in the pit coal transhipment traffic of the neighbouring port of Karlsruhe, although there 
the fall amounts not to 50 per cent but only to 17 per cent. The reason why both ports show 
a decrease, despite the increased demand for pit coal and pit coal briquettes and coke in 
South Germany, is that more has been sentdirectbyrail. The much smaller decrease in the 
transhipment traffic of Karlsruhe, however, shows clearly the unilateral advantages which 
the port of Karlsruhe has derived from the Special Tariff 6 u which has been established. 
Mannlleim must and can demand a fairer arrangement of tariffs. The proposal of the Reich 
:Ministry of Traffic that the l-Iannlleim rates should be somewhat lowered, but should still 
remain far above those for Karlsruhe, cannot be regarded as a fair solution. 

2. From Rail to Ship. - Turning now to transhipment from rail to ship, we find the 
fact- surprising at first sight- that this traffic has increased by 113,352 tons. If the figures 
are examined more closely, however, it will be seen that the increase applies only to the 
salt traffic. The quantities of salt sent by rail to Mannheim for transhipment to ship have 
increased since 1913 by 167,366 tons. This means a gain not for the Rhine shipping but for 
the Reich Railways, and it also means a loss for the Neckar shipping. Formerly salt was 
largely transhipped at Mannheim from the Neckar to the Rhine vessels, but now the salt 
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traffic sent by the Neckar to Mannheim has fallen by 35 P.er cent, ·whi.ie consignments of 
salt carried by the Reich Railways from .Wiirtember~ have nsen by 77 per cent. If we lea.ve 
this salt traffic out of account - since 1t means an illcrease no.t for the port o~ Mannherm 
but only for the railways - we find that the transhipment trafftc from ratl to sktp has fallen -
by 65 per cent. This traffic covered 53 items of the statistical goods ~omenc.lature, but of 
these 32 _much more than half- have wholly dis~ppea!ed f_rom this traffic; 11 show a 
decrease of 75 per cent, and the total increase shown ill var1ous 1tems only amounts to 3,250 . 
tons. The decreases in certain individual items are as follows : - · 

Cement ... 
Potash salts 
Beer .... 
Pyrites . . • 
Glass wares • 
Timber .. . 
Lime ... . 
Stone 
Earthenware and pottery. 

I ncr ease in Railway Traffic. 

Per cent 
60 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

99 
100 
100 

The Reich Railways have constantly asked for evidenc~ that t~e decrease in .the p~rt 
transhipment traffic has simultaneously brought about an.illcr~ase_ ill through rai! t!affic. 
Evidence could not be obtained in the absence of comparat1ye figures, but the stat1stws for 
the movement of goods for 1925 enable the comparison to be made and provide the evidence 
required. 

We may take, as the principal hinterland of Mannheim, the traffic areas of Haden, 
Wiirtemberg and South and North Bavaria. If the through railway traffic has increased 
at the expense of the transhipment ports, this should be reflected in the purchases and sales 
of goods in these traffic areas ; and this is in fact the case. 

1. Consignments to tile Hinterland.- The consignments received by Baden from 
German seaports show a total increase of 59.7 per cent as compared with 1913, whereas the 
conHignments obtained from Traffic Area 34 (Mannheim- Ludwigshafen) show a decline of 
20.6 per cent. The consignments received by South Bavaria from the seaports show an 
incl'Citse of 108.4 per cent, whereas consignments from Mannheim- Ludwigshafen show a 
drop of 28 per cent. As regards Wiirtemberg, consignments received from the seaports show 
an increase of 96 per cent, and consignments from Traffic Area 34 also show an increase, 
amounting however to 3 per cent only. This rise in the quantities obtainedfromMannheim
Lud wigshafen is due to the increased consignments from the chemical factories at Mannheim 
and Ludwigshafen to Wiirtemberg. These goods thus do not form part of the transhipment 
tru.ffic, and if we deduct this item from the total, we obtain, as in the case of Baden and 
South Bavaria, a decrease in the traffic to Wiirtemberg. This is also the case as regards 
North Bavaria, whose consignments from the seaports have risen by 68.3 per cent, while the · 
amounts received from Traffic Area 34 have risen by about 35 per cent. Here again the 
increase consists of chemical products, principally artificial fertilisers from the dye industry, 
and also increased consignments from the Mannheim- Ludwigshafen mills. If this total 
amount is deducted, the balance once again shows a great fall in the consignments obtained 
from Mannheim- Ludwigshafen. -

2. Consignments from the Hintel'land. -In the opposite direction- consig~ents 
to Traffic Are11 34 and the seap?rts - the position is exactly the same. Consignments to · 
the seaports from .Baden have nsen by 57.1 per cent, from Wiirtemberg by 57.6 per cent 
from South Bavar1a by 194.7 per cent and from North Bavaria. by 56.7 per cent. It is tru~ 
thn,t we find an increase in consignments to Traffic Area 34 from all these areas but the 
benefit is !eaped by the railway alone, and the transhipment traffic remains ~affected. 
Thus cons1gnments from Baden to Mannheim- Ludwigshafen show an immense increase of 
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722!402 t?ns, or 203 per cent. Consignments of bricks and qual'l'y stone to Mn,nnheim, 
however, ~ themselves show an increase of over one million tons, of which, as will be seen 
from the figures, not a single ton was forwarded by ship. If we set off the 7'22,000 tons 
against the mil~on tons of stone, the balance shows a large dem·ease of more than 36 per cent 
as c~mpared With 1913. In the case of Wiirtemberg again, the increase is accounted for by 
consig~ments of salt to Mannheim, which, as we have seen, in no way benefit the Mannheim 
tranship!llent traffic, but merely constitute a loss for theN eckar shipping. If we deduot from 
the consignments from South Bavaria to Mannheim the 34,500 tons of wood for the cellulose 
facto.ry of Waldhof, we find once again a decrease in tmffic amounting to 31 per cent. 
Consignments from North Bavaria also comprise 64,000 tons of wood for the cellulose 
fa~tory, and if this item is omitted as not affecting the transhipment traffic, we find here, too, 
eVIdence of a decrease in the traffic _to l\Iannheim. 

·Change in Traffic Movement of Individual Items. 

, , These figures, which show that, on the average, the South. German traffic with the · 
German seaports has increased at the expense of l\lannheim by· roughly 90 per cent, also 
show which-items in general are being increasingly consigned to and fr01n the seaports mther 
than by the Rhine, i.e., items which constantly occur in the figures for all the South Gorman 
traffic areas. The statistical items in question are; 30, hides and skins ; 31, timber; 301 
coffee, tea, etc. ; 43, oils and fats ; 44, oilcake ; 451 paper and cardboard ; 46, petroleum ; 

.. 47, rice; 61, tobacco; 62, tar, pitch, etc.; 64, peat; 661 wool; 67, zinc, and 71, other goods. 
One noteworthy fact which particularly concerns transhipment firms is that the general 

·. goods traffic consignments from the seaports to South Germany (except North Bavaritt) 
show_ a marked increase, whereas those from Mannheim have become negligible as compared 
with 1913. That was the case in 1925, and we have reason to believe that since then the 
general' movement will be found to have gone further in the same direction, particularly as 
a result of the system of special rates ("Auslobungsverfahren") introduced to counteract 
the competition of the Adriatic ports. 

Causes of the Decline in Traffic. 

We must now examine more closely this decline in traffic, which, as the facts show, may 
without exaggeration be described as disastrous. It is of course due in part to the war, to 
the struggle in the Ruhr, to the competition of foreign shipping companies and to the · . 
preference given by France to Strasburg. These are factors which at preHent we cannot 
eliminate, and we, like other parts of the Reich, must make the best of them. It should be 
pointed out however that the western part of the Reich, the Rhine shipping and Mannheitn 
particularly have suffered enormously through the struggle in the Ruhr, from all the 
consequences of which we have not yet recovered. Accordingly, the lateHt cause of the 
decline in traffic- the tariff policy of the Reich Railways- is felt the more keenly, since 
it is the only difficulty of those we have mentioned which could be removed or at any rate 
mitigated. 

Tariff Policy of the Reich Railways. 

1. Effect of High Short-distance Freight Charges. - There is, first of all, the system of 
the graduated tariff. The freight charges for short distances from and to the inland port add 
to the cost of mixed transport so much that between many points and over long distances it. 
would seem cheaper to send goods direct by rail. To quote individual examples from the 
statistics : Mannheim used to deliver to Wiirtemberg _38 per cent of the latter's total 

· consignments of raw sugar, whereas now it only delivers 18 per cent, and the principal 
consignments are sent direct by rail from Thuringia. Mannheim used to forward 26 per cent · 
of oils, fats and oilcake to South Bavaria, but now only· carries 8.3 per cent, as these goods 
come by rail from the Elbe ports and from the Rhine Province on the left bank of the l~hine. 
Mannheim formerly sent to Baden 72 per cent of its total consignments of legumes and 
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millet, whereas now it only forwards 12 per cent,_ consignm~nts coming d_irect from 
Konigsberg, East Prussia and the frontier area.. .Agam, Mannherm used to deliver 58 per 
cent of the·eoppcr ore required for South Bavana, but ~ow sends only .~.3 per cent, 90 per 
cent coming direct from Westphalia. Of the starch consignments for Wurtemberg, 78.3 per 
cent were sent from 1\Iannheim, but to-day only 11 per cent are sent from there, the bulk 
now coming from Brandenburg, llagdeburg_ and .Anha!t. These few examples are 
characteriHtic of the effect of the graduated tariff on transhipment ports. . . . . 

'l'rade in general demands the graduated tariff, and we do not propose to cnt1c1se ~t 
here. Yet, can there be clearer evidence that a most important branch of Ger~an trade 18 
suffering on its accountT If the Reich Railways are really bound to take duly ~to a_cco~t 
and to adapt themselves to Germany's economic requirements as a whole, this obligatiOn 
should certainly be met here. In common with German trade as a whole,_we.d~mand the 
reduction of short-di11tance freight rates, and we demand too that due eons1derat10n should 
be given to inland waterway shipping by a reduction of the cost of transport to and from the 
waterway such as will enable the transhipment traffic to regain its place in the national 
economy. We are grateful to the Permanent Tariff Board of the German Raihyays for 
advocating, as it did on June 30th, the reduction of consignment charges for short distan(les. 
This, however, is certainly no more than the first step which the Reich Railways must take 
if - and it is in their own interest - they are to meet the urgent requirements of German 
trade. 

2. Unilateral Preference for Seaports.- (a) Statistical Evidence:- The second 
cnu11e of the decline in transhipment trnffic due to the tariff policy is the unilateral preference 
given to seaports. The word unilateral is especially emphasised, since no one here would 
think of oppo11ing the support given to seaports, provided, at the same time, the requirements 
of other pnrts of the Reich and other branches of industry are not disregarded. The measures 
to help German senports must not be so framed as to transfer the traditional traffic of the -
Ithine Hhipping to the through railway route. Not only does the Rhine shipping i..Jidustry 
juKtly object to such a policy, but the industry and trade of South-west Germany are also hard 
hit by it and will protest against unfair treatment, which, in present geographical conditions 
thrcntens their very existence. To quote a typical example : The Reich Railways are now 
conHidering a request by Bremen and the Norddeutscher Lloyd for the introduction of a 
special tariff(" .Ausnahmetarif ")for foreign timber sent from the German seaports to South 
Germany. This timber has always been carried by water. In 1913, the amount of foreign 
timber sent from l\Iannheim to its hinterland -Hesse-Nassau, the Saar territory, .Alsace~ 
Lorraine, the Palatinate, Hesse, Baden, Wiirtemberg, South Bavaria, North Bavaria, 
Switzerland and Italy - was 42,000 tons, while only 2,436 tons were sent from Bremen. 
Natumlly 1\lannheim, having become a. large trading centre for foreign timber, is fully 
equipped as regards sawmills, the veneering industry, etc. If the Reich Railways introduce 
the proposed special tariff from Bremen, the whole basis of the timber supply of South 
Germany will be changed and the timber trade and industry will necessarily be transferred 
from l\Iannheim to Bremen. 

(b) Evidence from Freight Rates. - We have already given official figures clearly 
illustrating the diversion of the South German traffic from Mannheim to the German 
seaports. We will now quote a few specimen freights, showing equally clearlythat a further 
aggravation of this artificially produced shift of trade to the seaports is bound to follow. 
We showed that the export of paper and paper pulp from Baden viaMannheim has declined 
whl.'reas that via the seaports _has increased. ~ ~e n?w exa~e Special Tariff 52, as regard~ 
seaports, we shall see that th1s development IS meVItable, smce 100 kilogrammes of Class C 
paper costs 2.10. Rl\I. to com·ey from .Albbruck (Baden) for a. distance of 836 kilometers to 
Bremen, whereas the freight rate from .Albbruck to Mannheim for a distance of 305 
kilometers, is 2.32_RM. If the goods were exported via the port of Kehl, situated nearer to 
Albbmck, the freight c~11:1·ge would be somewhat lo~er-1.64 RM.- but the margin of 
46 pf. would not be suffiCient to cover the cost of shipping from Kehl to Rotterdam even 
at the lowest freight rate. Ag~n, even if thi_.s margin were sufficient, there would be n~thing 
left to cover the cost of transhipment and msurance or to offer any attraction to traffic, 
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which in ';iew of the bre~k of transport between rail and water is Yei'Y necessary if the 
_waterway 1s to .compete Wlth the through rail route. At the present freight rates it is obvious 
that exports will no longer be sent via. the Rhine but via the seaports. . 

. The same is. true of imports of rice. Augsburg and Munich can now obtain 100 
kilograll?-~Iles of rwe from Bremen at the same rate- 2.90 Rl\1. The normal freip;hts from 
Mannhe1m ~re 2.4 7 RM. and 2.81 Rl\1. respectively. The cost of caniage by ship from Rotterdam 
to Mannhrum would thus have to be 47 pf. and 9 pf. respectively to compete with the 
sea~orts. As this is of course wholly impossible, it is very evident why the consignments 
of rwe from the German seaports to South Bavaria have increased by H·l ptll' cent, while 
those from Mannheim have diminished by 95.3 per cent. To-day there exists besides the 
seaport tariff the so-called "Auslobungsvel'fahren " (system of special competitive rates), 
which has done a great dea~ to cripple l\Iannheim's position as a forwarding c<mtre. 
The figures showing the effect of this measure will not be available until the Reich 
statistics for 1926 have appeared, as the " Auslobungsverfahren " only came into force on 
December 14th, 1925. Under this system the Reich Railways charge for all goods transported 
under certain conditions the same carriage rates as those in force from Trieste and l!'iume. 
This measure is entirely justifiable in itself, and the Reich Railways have been compelled 
to resort to it by the policy of the Italian and Austrian railways, but it means that the 
transport route from German seaports to South Germany is competing with foreign routes 
which previously carried practically none of this traffic at all. The naturnlroute in pre-war 
times -· via the Rhine, with transhipment at Mannheim - is entirely ex<·luded under the 
"Auslobungsverfahren ", while there is fierce competition for the traffic between two 
purely artificial transport routes. It is claimed, and rightly, that the l\Iannheim corn trade 
has lost practically the whole of its market in South Bavarht through the 
"Auslobungsverfahren ". Bavaria may affirm for reasons of competition that Mannheim 
never sent much corn there, but this statement is wholly refuted by the statiHtics for 1913. 
According to these, purchases of corn by South Bavaria from l\Iannheim amounted to 53 per 
cent of the South Bavarian total purchases of foreign corn (these amounted to 125,128 tons, 
of which Mannheim supplied 66,199 tons). Mannheim's share in the total purchases of corn 
by South Bavaria (229,384 tons) was 30 per cent. Her share was still greater in the case of 
Wiirtemberg. Of the total purchases of foreign corn by Wiirtemberg, Mannheim supplied 
96 per cent (total foreign purchases 138,704 tons, of which 133,015 tons were supplied by 
Mannheim). Her share of the total consignments of corn to Wiirtemberg was 51 per cent 

. (133,015 tons out of 267,655 tons). What the position is to-day cannot be stated in the 
absence of statistics, but the competition of the Italo-Austrian route was felt even in Hl2ii, 
when the consignments of corn to South Bavaria from the south increased by 115 per cent 
(from 15,946 tons to 34,288 tons in 1925). The sharp competition between our se1tports, in 
conjunction with the Reich Railways, and the Southern ports introduced another chango 
in the source of supply ; but whether the shift was to north or to south, in either case it was 
at the expense of the former principal source - Mannheim. 

The reason why consignments of corn from Mannheim have so greatly declined to-day 
becomes more than. clear on a comparison of freight rates. Under the Austro-Adriatic 
Joint Tariff 100 kilogrammes of corn cost 2.30 RM. to send from Trieste to Munich. Under 
the " Auslobungsverfahren " the same rate applies to the carriage from the German Rea ports 

· of Hamburg and Bremen. Corn transhipped at Mannheim and sent thence to Munich, on 
the other hand, costs 2.53 RM. per 100 kilogrammes, even by the " emergency " tariff 
(" Nottarif "). This rate is thus definitely higher than the mte under the 
"Auslobungsverfahren ". If to this we add cost of conveyance by ship, the reason why 
Mannheim has lost the South Bavarian market for corn becomes obvious. Moreover, as the 
" Auslobungsvel'fahren " applies not merely to corn but to all goods, the fact that 
Mannheim has been left out of account in this tariff war means that her markets will be 
enormously restricted, and this will undoutedly be shown to be the case when the statistics 
for 1926 are published. We repeat that we have no objection to the" Auslobungsverfahren" 
in itself but we must at least ask that, in adopting it, the Reich Railways should not ignore 
the old 'customary transport route via the Rhine, but should allow it to take a real part in 
the competition for this traffic. 
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3. Competitive Poliey of the Reich ~ailw-ays. -. We _have a1J;~ady commented on t~~ 
competitive policy of the Reich Railways ~ c~nnec~wn Wit~ the Auslob~gsverfahren . 
ThiH con8titute8 a third reason for the decline m Rhine traffic. It may J:>~ said a:t th~ outset 
that no one disputes the right of the Reich Railways to _pursue a co~p~titive po~cy ; mdeed, 
they are bound to do so. But we may reasonably questwn w~ether It. IS econo~cally soun~, 
or expedient from the point of vie~ of trade, to ~g.nore the Rhine and Its transhipment traffic 
80 completely. This i11 not a questwn of competitiOn betwee;'l the ~erman af:ld Fr_ench U:pper 
Rhine ports, but of the through railway route left of the Rhine. VIewed en~rrely Impartially, 
the situation is as follows: There are three routes from north to south and VIce versa, namely: 

(a) French and Belgian seaports- Switzerland. 
(b) Rotterdam- Rhine- Switzerland. 
(c) German seaports- Switzerland. 

In the caKe of goods which normally used to be despatched via the Rhine, the low rate 
of exchange in France and the high local freight rates in Germany to and .from. the Upper .. " 
!thine ports have undoubtedly drawn traffic from the Rhine to the French route. If the 
Ueich Uailways wi11hed to compete they ought in fairness to have adopted our proposals and 
to have granted t.ranshipment tariffs for the Upper Rhine ports, with freight ·rates w~ich, ·.o 

combined with reduced rates for the Rhine journey also, would have enabled the IDIXed 
tranKport route to compete. The Reich Railways did not do so, however, but introduced 
for the third route (German seaports- Switzerland) transit tariffs- at rates approximately 
equivalent to tho11e of the route to the left of the Rhine. The Upper Rhine ports still pay the 
normal freights for transhipment traffic, and consequently are wholly out-done, .since no 
sensible trader will now send such consignments by the Rhine, although it was once the 
natural route. The tariff in question is the Seaport Tariff S.D.2, accordipg to which 100 
kilogrammes of general goods, for example, would pay 1.62 RM. for the journey of 853 
kilometers from l::lwitzerland to Hamburg. The carriage of the goods for the journey of 257 
kilometers to Mannheim is 2.61 Rl\L, so that 100 kilometers would cost as much as 1RM. more 
for rail carriage alone than for the journey - almost three times as long - from Basle to 
llamburg. Even in 1925 the quantity of general goods sent from Switzerland to Hamburg 
had increased by 37 per cent as compared with 1913, whereas in the case of Mannheim it had 
f1tllen to 0.8 per cent. With the exception of corn, which is in a different position owing to 
the Special Tariff 44 directed against Strasburg, the above comparison holds good, or 
approximately so, for all kinds of goods under the S.D.2 Tariff. Everywhere the seaport 

· tariff or the rail route on the left of the Rhine undercuts the Rhine route so much that goods 
cannot be sent in mixed transport. Whether the Reich Railways still make any profit on the 
tmffic in view of the low seaport tariff rates, we cannot judge. Of one thing we are certain, 
however : if transhipment tariffs were established from the Upper Rhine ports to compete 
with the rail route left of the Rhine, the railway's revenue per ton.-kilometer would be 
considerably higher than at present under Tariff S.D.2. We would repeat that the existing 
Special Tariff 44 for transhipment traffic is directed only against Strasburg and Lauter burg, 
but their rates can certn,inly not compete with the seaport transit tariff. We need ·only quote 
as an example, the tra.nsport of Swiss condeiiSed milk, thousands of tons of which used to be 
sent to Engla.nd via. Mannheim. The rate to Mannheim under Special Tariff 44 is 2.20 RM., 
wherea.s the charge for the whole journey from Basle to Bremen is only 1.45Rl\f. This class of 
goods also will be found to have disappeared from the Rhine traffic in the next statistics. 

. The situation is exactly the same ~s regards ~onsignments of corn for the Upper Baden 
nulls. These alwa.ys used to be sent VIa Mannheim. The low rate of exchange in France 
ena:bled it. to be sent more. cheap!y via ~he rail route left of the Rhine; whereupon the Reich· · 
Ra1h~ays mtroduced Specml Tariff A 1 m the German-Belgian joint tariff. Under this tariff · 
100 k1logrnmmes of corn may be sent from the frontier at Aix-Ia-Chapelle to Fahrnau Baden 
for 1.87 RM., wherea.s the cost of transport from Mannheim, exclusive of shipping' freight' 
would be 1.93 RM. under Special Tariff 44( a) (directed against Strasburg). It is certainly right. 
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~o entice traffic away from the French ro~te, but why could not the Reich Railways have 
mtr?duced a transhipment tariff from Mannheim to Upper Baden Y The Reich Railwnys 
:ecetve ~.18 pf. per _ton-kilometer under the Belgian-German Special Tariff, whereas by 
mtroducmg a transhipment tariff they could have undercut the route left of the Rhine by 
about 2.30 RM. - inclusive of cost of carriage on the Rhine-· n.nd would have received as 
much as 5.06 pf. _ . . . 

Conclusions and Demands. 

We h\tve only given isolated examples, but, as the Reich Railways are very well aW!U'e' 
the list of examples could be extended indefinitely, and to judge from what has been said 
by some of their responsible officials, they are fully alive to the effect of their tariff policy. 
It is incomprehensible and also inexcusable, however, that they should fail to see how their 
policy necessarily means the ruin both of an important branch of German trade and of once
flourishing commercial centres like the Upper Rhine ports. This view of the situation, 
_which is the outcome of the strictly objective examination of the facts in the present 
memorandum, will not be palatable to the Reich Railways. Yet it is simply the nntural 
consequence of the statements made by the tariff rapporteur of the Reich Railways, Dr. 
Spiess, in the Zeitschrift fur Binnenschiffahrt No. 4, April 15th, 1926, who states in black 
and white that Hamburg is to-day the Mannheim of the Reich Railways, and that the Reich 
Railways have ilo financial interest at all in meeting the requirements of the Upper Rhine 
ports. If this interpretation of Dr. Spiess's words is disputed by the Reich Railways, we can 
show that the individual Boards of Management of the Reich Railways, whether instructed 
to do so or not, are constantly attempting to entice shippers away from their loyalty to the 
Rhine shipping concerns, their traditional carriers. 

The line taken by the Reich Railways clearly conflicts with § 2 of the Reich Railways 
Law, which provides that : 

" The Company, in conducting its business, shall act on commercial principles, 
safeguarding, however, the interests of German national economy " ; it also contravenes 
§ 16 of the State Agreement, which reads ( § 2) : 

"The Reich Railways Administration shall accord equal treatment to the whole 
Reich railway system; in particular it shall give uniform consideration to the interests 
of the railway employees and to the traffic and economic interests of all the States, w-ith 
due reference to existing circumstances, and in the event of a conflict of interests shall 
endeavour to effect an equitable settlement". 
In view of all the above considerations, the terms we demand from the Reich Railways 

are as follows. 
The Reich Railways shall : 

1. Introduce adequate water transhipment tariffs for goods where it is found that 
traffic has been diverted from the Rhine route, or where there is reason to fear that it 

- will inevitably be so diverted under the existing tariffs ; 
2. Discontinue any measure calculated to divert goods transport from tho Rhine 

route to the railway ; 
· 3. Effectively include the Rhine route in the Reich Railways' competitive policy, 

particularly in connection with the " Auslobungsverfahren " for Hamburg- Bremen-
Trieste- Fiume ; -

4. Modify the Coal Transhipment Tariff 6u so as to allocate to the Rhine ports 
a fairer share of the transhipment traffic than hitherto. 

5. Lower short-distance freights still further in accordance with the wishes of 
German commercial interests as a whole. 
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Appendix II. 

OBSERVATIONS OF DR. SPIESS
1 

DmECTOR OF THE GERliAN RAILWAY COMPANY, 
ON TilE l\lEliORANDUll OF THE l\lANNHEili CHAMBER OF CoMMERCE, OF .JULY 1927, 
ON TilE EFFECTS OF TilE RAILWAY TARIFF POLICY ON THE TRANSHIP.l\IENT TRAFFIC 

OF THE PORTS OF 1\lANNHEIM. 

[1'ranslation] 
A. General Remarks. 

I. In the first place the memorandum contains ~he _following ~asic ~rrors. 
The years 1913 and 1925 are not suitable for an obJe?tive companson, _smce the year 

1913 was a year of exceptional commercial prosperity, while 1925 was the first year after 
the inflation and the occupation of the Ruhr. . . 

The annual figures for traffic since 1925 have been rmprovmg, whereas the a;DD.ual 
figures for the years preceding 1913 are .much lower than those fo.r that ye_ar .. The figures 
for 1\lannheim have exceeded the 1913 figures only once, namely m 1907, ~.e., at the peak 
of the previous period of prosperity. · 

II. The traffic position of 1\lannheim was already _shaky in the ye~r 1913, in ~pite of 
the policy of Baden, then alleged to be much more friendly to transhipment traffic than 
that of the preHent Reich Railways. . · 

J\lannheim's highest point of prosperity as a transhipment port was already reached 
in 1907 • at that time the traffic of l\lannheim amounted to 7.89 million tons as against 
a I.Jrtre 7~4 million tons in 1913. The proportionate share of Mannheim in the total Upper 
Hhine traffic at that time amounted to 97 per cent, but in the years immediately following 
it had already sunk to 84, 54, 58 and 49 per cent of the total Upper Rhine traffic. Since 
19081 in spite of a temporary increase in its actual figures, Mannheim has slowly but sur~ly 
lm;t its traffic to the southern Upper Rhine ports of Karlsruhe, Kehl and Strasburg which 
have become more accessible through the regulation works on the Rhine carried out between 
1907 and 1913. 

This particularly applies to the Swiss trade. In the year 1927 which has just ended, 
nnsle, which had hitherto been of little importance, also entered the lists as an important 
rival, mainly on account of the increased use of the Rhine- Rhone canal from Strasburg 
upwards, showing the extraordinary transhipment figure of 611,000 tons in nine months ; 
so far as the Swiss trade is concerned, at any rate, Mannheim will no longer be of any account 
at all. 

The same a.pplies to Bavarian trade. At present Bavaria refuses every demand_ from 
J\11tnnheim or from other Hhine ports for recognition of Bavarian territory as a hinterland 
of the B11den Upper R.hine ports. Bavaria has considerably_ extended her own port• at 
Aschaffenburg on the Main and is not inclined to cede any business in her own sphere 
of influence to the Rhine ports. 1\lannheim's reference to a time when that port itself 
wn.s the highest up river port for Rhine navigation is therefore out of date on account 
of the works carried out both on the Main and on the Rhine. 

1\lnnnheim, therefore, is definitely compelled to take a second place thi-ough the increased 
tuwign.bility of the Rhine and Main, and lately also of theN eckar ( canalisation to Heidelberg). 
It hns lost some commercial outlets towards east and south and has lost them completely 
in the west, for France has entirely closed the former Alsace-Lorraine hinterland so far 
a.s Germnn ~ort.s are co~cer~ed. I need onl:r ref~r to the surtaxe d'entrep6t · which was 
als? den.It With 1!1 th~ Hines Repo~t. On th1s pom~ I would say at once that a correct 
estunate of the s1tuatron at Mannheim and of the policy of the Reich railways is impossible 
unless an exactly pnrallel investigation is made into the policy of the ports and railways 
on the left bank of the Rhine, based on the same statistical and other data. So long as 
the corresponding figures for left Rhine traffic, .French traffic and traffic from the Swiss 
port of Bnsle, have not been collected according to the same method and have not been 
compnred with ~hose conn~cted with any_ moye.II?-ent or change in the ports on the right 
b1tnk of the Rhme, there IS always the possibility that any movement or change noted 
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on t~e German side may not have its origin in any factor on that side but m1ty be due 
to Cll'cumstances on the French or Swiss side of the river. 

Mannheim built up its grain traffic to Bavaria,- the fn.llin"'-off of which it now 
fxequently deplores- only in the last ten years before the war m;d to a grent extent at 
the expens? of other commercial relations (for instance the Balkan grain trnffio vin the 
Danube) ; It can, therefore, not be regarded as an old-established traffic. 

II~.. Mannheim " corrects " the figures of 1925, o. g., it reckons sepamtcly some 
one. million ~ons. of stone as accidental traffic, makes a distinction between looal traffio 
(which remams m Mannheim or comes from Mannhcim itself) and milway tranship'llwnt 
traffio (which goes into the hinterland). 

Mannheim figures corrected in this manner cannot, however, be compared with 
uncorrected figures for 1913 or for Bremen or Hamburg (for in 1913 also there was accidental 
~raffle, and there is accidental traffic in the seaports every year ; there is also local tmffic 
m the seaports ; indeed this is proportionately larger than in Mn,nnheim for the seaports 
are even more industrialised than Mannheim). 
_ - Moreover, the meaning of the term "local traffic " as applied in 1925 is no longer the 
same as in 1913. In 1913 local traffic only meant traffic originnting in l\Iannhcim itself ; 
owing to recent developments, however, loca.l traffic in 1925 includes not only locttl traffic 
in the old sense of 1913 but also traffic which ente-rs or leaves Jllannheim by motor vcltiolcs. 
According to statistical technique, this traffic is included in loc1tl traffic since it is taken 
by "hand-driven vehicle". The local traffic of 1925 is therefore, so to speak, artificially 
increased in the statistics as compared with that of 1913 ; to-day it includes the greatm· 
part of the traffic within a radius of from 30 to 50 kilometers whereas in l!ll3 it only 
.covered a radius of from 3 to 5 kilometers. In so far as local traffic has increased through · 
this change in the meaning of the term, the direct traffic losses of the railways to motor 
lorry transhipment traffic at Mannheim are actually included in the local tmffic. For 
purely scientific. reasons we cannot, therefore, agree with the 'corr(Jction of the Mannhoim 
transhipment figures by cutting out local traffic as not of· interest to the German Heich 
Railways. Such a. practice tends to increase rather than rectify an error which is 
:unfortunately at present inherent in the statistics. 

IV. But even if all the figures in the Mannheim memorandum were correct, this 
.alleged crisis in the port's affairs would only justify transhipment tariffs for 1\iannheim. 
Karlsruhe and Kehl have, however, already officially applied for tariffs of the ldnd that 
might be granted to Mannheim; and the Reich Railway directorates concerned have been 
informed that the same demand will be put forward in respect of all otlter Rhine ports. 
Hamburg is making the same demands on behalf of the inland Elbe ports, and, indeed, 
it would be difficult to find a reason why the Reich Railway Company should tz·eat the Rhine 
-ports differently from the Elbe and Odor ports, particularly since before the war Saxony, 
ior instance, introduced almost the same tariffs for its ports -in particular Dresden and 
Riesa - as Baden established for Mann:heim, Karlsruhe and Kohl. 

This, however; invalidates the deduction on which 1\iannheim's request is based, for 
Mannheim's difficulties, the intensity of which is exceptional, cannot justify transhipment 
tariffs for the whole Rhine or for all the inland ports of Germany. 

V. .As regards the comparison often made .by Mannheim between itlltllf and the 
.seaports, it must be pointed out that Mannheim is not in the same po11ition as Bremen 
.or Hamburg. Export traffic through Mannheim benefits not only Mannheim but alHo 
1n the same measure Rotterdam or .Antwerp, or any other non-German JJOrts which may 
be concerned. 

But every advantage given to Rotterdam and Antwerp involves direct injury to the 
German seaports, which have already suffered from the competition of the ports lying 
more to the west of them, and nearer the ocean. 

If, therefore, anything is taken from Hamburg or Bremen and transferred to 1\iannheim, 
this does not merely imply a different allocation of traffic between the German ports of 
Mannheim and Hamburg (Bremen), with no economic loss or gain for Germany, but by 
.the encouragement of Dutch or Belgian competition a direct injury is inflicted on the 
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German seaports. Germany cannot, however, renounce her right t~;~ support her German 
seaports as a part of her general German commercial a.nd economic po!iCY s~ long as other 
European countries do not renounce the commercial and economic ·policy they have 
established in the interests of their own country. · · 

VI. It is true that the memorandum does not, in principle, oppose the alleged causes 
of the :Mannheim crisis, viz : . 

1. The graduated tariff of the Reich Railways ; 
2. The seaport tariffs of the Reich Railways ; · 
3. 1\Iore particularly the Hamburg-Trieste tariff parity scale ; 

all of which have been established in the interests of national economy and of the world 
importance of Germany. It does, however, demand adjustment or compensation in 
respect of the tariff policy of the Reich Railways. . . . 

Now the Reich Railways cannot give compensation for measures which- very often 
against their own interests - they have been compelled to take in the interests of German 
national economy, under Paragraph 2 of the Reich Railway Law of August 30th, 1924 
(Dawes Plan). 

B. Detailed Remarks. 
Re Section 1 of the Memorandum. , _ 

The total traffic of Germany, according to the railway and inland waterway statistics 
for 1913 (new frontiers) and 1925 was distributed between railways and inland waterways 
as follows : 

1913 (New Frontiers) 1925 

Railways • • • • • • 
Inland waterways • 

Tons , 
445,000,000 

97,000,000 
542,000,000 

Percentage 
. 82.1 

17.9 
100 

As against 1913, the traffic in 1925 fell: 
Percentage 

On the railways to . • • • • . . -. 88.9 
On the waterways to • • • • • . • 88.8 

Tons 
395,000,000 

86,200,000 
481,200,000 

Percentage 
82.1 . 
17.9 

100 

Therefore both means of transport in 1913 and in 1925 had the same proportion of 
the total traffic, and almost the same percentage of decrease. On the whole there is n() 
evidence of any diversion of traffic from one means of transport to the other. Changes 
as a result of railway tariff measures of a general character (which by their very nature would 
affect economic life as a whole) are extremely improbable, if not impossible. 

The memorandum considers it necessary that "inland navigation should for these
purposes ~e ~vided i~to wate~way syste~ an~ within these again the position of. the 
var10us districts formmg a umt for traffic policy must be examined in relation to the
railway tariff policy ". The memorandum only deals with Mannheim and with the
hinterland for its goods transhipment traffic, the geographical extent of which is: 
unfortunately nowhere clearly indicated. Here we might observe : . 

· . 1. That, if the traffic figures of t~e years1913 and 1925 are divided according to the
different waterway systems, an exceedingly favourable picture of navigation on the Rhine 
system is obtained. In this system the traffic was : 

Railways . 
Waterways 

1913 (New Frontiers) 1925 
Percentage 

77.9 
22.1 

Tons Percentage 
265,500,000 81 

62,400,000 19 
327,900,000 100 

Tons 

222,000,000 
. 62,800,000 
284,800,000 100 
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. While the railways in the Rhine area had lost 42.5 million tons of traffic, na vign.tion 
had a traffic increase of half a million tons. 

. ~ut of t~e total· traffic carried, navigation has gained 3.1 per cent. On the actual 
shippmg traffic taken separately the increase is 16.1 per cent. The picture so far a~ the 
railways . are concerned is correspondingly' unfavourable. 

2. It is not correct to regard l\Iannheim together with its hinterland as " a district 
forming a unit for traffic policy ·~ entirely apart from its position in relation to rn.ilway 
traffic policy. The ports of Kehl and Karlsruhe are dependent on the same hiutorland 
which was formerly served by l\Iannheim alone. In the case of tariffs for 1\In,nnheim, 
as for instance, special tariff 44, Kehl and Karlsruhe should be entitled to the same 
reductions. On this account, and in view of the fact that west of Mannheim there is 
Ludwigshafen and east .Aschaffenburg, the hinterland of l\Iannheim has now become much 
smaller and the object of keen competition, and thus it is impossible to conHider 
Mannheim as a separate unit and to treat it accordingly. 

Re Section "Decline in Total Port Traffic ". 

. The memorandum adduces as a proof of the decline of total traffic in Mannheim the 
figures of the waterway statistics for 1925 and 1926 as compared with those of 1913 . 

. With regard to this I would point out : 

1. That the comparison of the boom year 1913 with the years 1925 and 1026, in 
which traffic was still in process of development after the inflation, gives a misleading 
picture. For. instance, the total traffic of Mannheim in 1912 was only 6,844,933 tons 
(as against 7,398,267 tons in 1913). Compared to 1912 the year 1925 would therefore 
only show a decline of 14 per cent (instead of 21 per cent when compared with 1913). In 
the first six . months of 1927 Mannheim, like almost all Rhine ports, shows a most 
satisfactory -development. With 3.43 million tons (equivalent to 6.86 million tons for a 
year) it exceeded its 1912 traffic and almost reached that of 1913. .A reliable picture wlll 
therefore only be obtained by taking the whole rising and descending curve representing 

. economic conditions over several years after the war and comparing it with a similar curve 
before the war. · · 

2. Comparison of the traffic of Mannheim. alone before and after the war proves 
nothing, for Mannheim is no longer the furthest point upstream for Rhine navigation~ 
but in most cases only a port at which passing traffic touches. .A comparison of the total 
traffic of the Upper Rhine ports (Mannheim, Karlsruhe, Kehl, Lauterburg, Strasburg, 
Basle) shows that already in 1926 the traffic figures of 1913 had almost been reached i.e., 
11,571,000 tons in 1926 as against 11,832,000 tons in 1913. In the year 1927 they will 
doubtless be .considerably exceeded (the final figures are not yet availli.ble). 

3. It is not fair to attempt, as in the Mannheim memorandum, to correct and place. 
in an unfavourable light the figures for post-war traffic in Mannheim by eliminating from. 
the post-war figures traffic due to special- circumstances (increased building activities, 
reparation deliveries of coal) which have had a favourable influence on traffic, unless the. 
pre-war figures are also corrected in the same way and on the same principles. In the year 
1913 there were also considerable building activities in the Mannheim port ; for instance, 
the memorandum itself refers to the building of the Thyssen Basin which was commenced 
before the war. · It is only right to take conditions as they exist to-day ; the transport of 
reparation coal, for instance, is a consequence of the war which benefits Mannheim whereas. 
the unfavourable effects of the war are incomparably greater. 

Re Section "Decline in Transhipment Traffic ". 
We cannot admit the view that in order to estimate the alleged harm done to the 

economic position of ~Iannheim by the tariff policy of the Reich Railways, local traffic 
should be eliminated from the total traffic figures and only transhipment from ship to rail 
and vice versa be taken into account. When dwelling upon the decline in transhipment 
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traffic the memorandum touches on a circumstance which also gives the Reich Railways 
ground for complaint. The Reich Railways themselves have recently ~een losing a large 
volume of traffic and revenue from transport rates to the waterways owmg to the fact that 
industry is increasingly migrating from the dry hinterland to the waterways. This 
migrasion leads to a decline in transhipment traffic and an increase in local traffic. Apart 
from the fact that natural waterways are free from taxes, this movement has been brought 
about by the works carried out with a view to making the waterways increasingly 
navigable and connecting them with each other by canals. Inland ports which formerly 
were the terminuf! of up11tream navigation or which were specially equipped for transhipment 
tramc, 11uch as 1\Iannheim, may, it is true, experience certain disadvantages from the 
extension of the navigable waterways. . The Reich Railways, however, are the chief 
suiTererK from this change and are therefore not in a position to give compensation to the 
tran11hipment ports concerned, which will probably be able to obtain compensation for 
t.he declining tranKhipment-forwarding business in the shape of dues from the new 
indu11trial concerns established and possibly also make good their losses in other ways. 

The following conclusion may be drawn from the foregoing : 
I~or the economic success of ports, all traffic, including local and transhipment traffic, 

R of ei1ual importance, and ports must, according to the conditions obtaining at any time, 
adapt themselves to this or that branch of the traffic, as has already been done at 
IJud wigshafen for instance by the timely establishment of new industrial settlements. 

The port of 1\Iannheim is also beginning to adapt itself to changed conditions, inasmuch 
as the warehouse sheds of the large forwarding and shipping companies have recently been · 
iumeasingly centralised and many of them sold. Others are about to be used for other 
purpoKe!l or are already being so used. 

Furthermore, the statement in the memorandum that the traffic figures for :Mannheim 
luwe not increased since 1925, is incorrect. Transhipment traffic has· had a considerable 
share in the large increase of the total traffic of Mannheim shown for 1927. 

1. From Sllip to Rail. - The memorandum states that of 61 categories of goods 
transhipped in 1913, 19 have entirely disappeared and the others are so much reduced that 
the tot11l transhipment from ship to rail has fallen by 52 per cent. However, in the statement 
which follows in respect of the more important categories of goods, only the percentages . 
of the decli~e. (50 to 10~ per. cent) are given, so _that, failing ~he actual figures, the volume 
of the t~a£f1C m the vano~s Items canno~ be estrmated .. It will be seen, however, from the 
actual f1gures that the nmeteen categones of goods which have disappeared were of very 
small importanee from a traffic point of view. This is shown by the following figures for the 
m11in categories of articles which have been compiled by the Reich Railway Directorate at 
Karlsruhe : · 

Transhipment at Mannheim from Ship to Rail. 

1913 1925 1925 as against 1913 

Tons Percentage 
1. Cement . . . . . . 62,394 12,632 80 
2. Pig iron . . . . 6,943 828 - 88 
3. Iron and steel in bars 6,213 2,176 - 65 
4. Pyrites . . . . . . 20,096 -100 
5. Barley . . . . ... 8,401 3,085 64 
6. Millet and podded fruits. 3,473 222 94 
7. Maize. . . . . . 41,557 9,911 77 
8. Mill products . . 29,979 7,664 76 
9. Stone. . . . . 4,995 -100 

10. Coal, etc. . . . 930,659 468,159 50 
11. Lignite, briquettes 47,690 19,747 59 

1,162,400 524,424 55 
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The figures for total transhipment are : 

From ship to rail. . . . • . • . 
Deduct from this the weight of the 

main categories of goods specified 
above . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Remaii:J.s for other categories of 
goods (50 in 1913 and 31 in 1925). 

1913 1925 
Tons 

1,262,373 607,821 

1,162,400 524,424 

99,973 83,397 

1925 ns ngninst 1913 
Pt,roon tngo 

52 

55 

- 20 

Thus, in the case of all other categories of goods there has only been a reduction of 
6,576 tons. In the case of the 19 categories of goods which have entirely disappeared 
the reduction must consequently h·ave been much smaller. The actual figures, therefore, 
cannot have beeli. of the smallest importance. 

Taking individual items, the .following comments may be made on the fall in 
transhipment figures for the goods mentioned above : . 

1. . Cement. - The import of cement to Baden is at present in itself abnormal, since 
Baden has two large eement works in operation at Leimen and Kleinkems. 

8. Mill Products.- The efforts of the Mannheim mills were always directed to milling 
themselves and as far as possible avoiding the importation of milled products. In respect 
.of export traffic from Mannheim and the Upper Rhine ports to Switzerland, there is 
moreover already the transhipment tariff 44. 

9. Stone. - At present the Baden stone quarries can meet the requirements of the 
country. 

. 10. Goal "(Transhipment Tariff 6u).-A further modification of the special tariff 6u 
in favour of Mannheim was introduced on August 1st, 1927. It remains to be seen whether 
this meets all the desires of Mannheim. So far as there are still complaints that Mannheim 
.has too small a share in traffic through Karlsruhe, this is due to the freight rates by water. 
For the Mannheim- Karlsruhe sector, these are actually lower than before the war, whereas 
freight rates to Mannheim have risen by 50 per cent. 

11. Lignite Briquettes.- The decline in transhipment traffic is largely the consequence 
.of the establishment and extension after the war of the briquette factories at Rheinau 
.and particularly at Kehl. 

4. Pyrites. - This is due to accidentally large shipments in 1913. 

5 to 7. Grain and Podded Fruits.- In the case of these goods, transhipment tariffs 44 
:and 44a already allow a considerable reduction for traffic to Upper Baden and to the Swiss 
transit stations. 

The heavy fall in transhipment from ship to rail at Mannheim cannot therefore be 
:ascribed to the tariff policy of the Reich railways. Furthermore, no seaport import tMijj 
exists in the case of any of the ab01Je-mentioned goods. 

The main reason for the fall in traffic is rather the fact that goods have been diverted 
lo other transhipment places, as will be seen from the following table, which does not even 
contain the figures for Strasburg and Basle. · 



- 162 

l\Iannheim 
Ludwigshaven. 
Gustavsburg. . 
.Aschaffenburg . 
Karlsruhe 
Kehl . . ... 

1913 
Tons 

1,262,375 
323,919 
869,657 

5,042 
490,220 
197,785 

3,148,998 

Transhipment from Ship to Rail 
1925 1925 as against 1913 
Tons Percentage 

607,821 - 52 . 
374,480 + 16 
301,719 - 65 
788,146 + 15530 
557,375 + 13.7 
314,546 + 59 

2,944,087 - 6.5 

From Rail to Ship. - The conditions are the same in the case of transhi~me.nt 
from rail to ship in regard to which the memorandum states that, of ?3 categor1~s of 
goods 33 have disappeared. Here again only percentages and not actual figures ~re gwen. 

I~ the case of the main categories of goods which are there shown as havmg fallen 
by 60-100 per cent, the following are the actual quantities carried : -

Transhipment at Mannheim from Rail to Ship 
1913 1925 1925 as against l!i13. 

Tons Tons Percentage · 

1. Cement . . . 12,090 4,860 - 60 
2. Potassium salts 431 -100 
3. Beer . . . 6,225 --100 
4. Burnt pyrites. 27,700 -100 
5. Glass ware. 1,803 - -100 
6. Timber . 2,067 -100 
7. Lime . 2,893 -100 
8. Stone . 806 366 - 55 
9. Pottery 1,777 2 -100 

10. Rock salt 19,465 186,431 + 863 

Total 75,247 191,65~ + 160 

Deduct these 
figures from the total tranship-
ment figures from rail to ship 82,972 196,324 + 139 

Remains for the other categories 
of goods (43 in 1913, 11 in 1925). 7,725 4,665 - 40 

Here again we see that the 32 categories of goods described in the memorandum as 
having disappeared can only have had a very small importance from the point of view of 
traffic. .According to the actual figures shown for transhipment, even the " m~ categories 
of goods " referred to above can, for the greater part, not have had any very great importance 
for tra.ffic. If, however, all 43 of the " other categories of goods " concerned only show ,a. 
loss of about 3,060 tons, the 32 categories which have disappeared ca.nnot have shown any 
figures worth mentioning at all. 

The following detailed observations may be made as to reductions in traffic : 

1. Cement. - The reduction in transhipment is mainly due to the loss of the overseas 
market and has chiefly affected the cement works at Leimen. In the meantime, however, 
K-tariff No. 26 for cement traffic to Mannlleim as from Heidelberg and Kirchheim has been. 
introduced. This is conditional on a yearly minimum quantity of 15,000 tons, and will 
contribute to I'aising the transhipment of cement to a higher figure than before the war. 
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4. Burnt Pyrites. - This is a case of accidentally heavy traffic, namely transport of 
stock left over from the year 1912. 

6. Timber. - Timber from inland consigned down the Rhine is mainly transhipped 
from Karlsruhe. Moreover the inland transhipment tariff lu, which was introduced in 
.August 21st, 1927, for timber from t.he whole of South Germany to the Rhine and 1\iain 
ports, and which grants reductions of from 20 to 30 per cent, will also bring a good deal of 
transhipment traffic to the port of Mannheim. 

The other goods have been diverted to other transhipment ports, in so far as their 
export has not ceased on account of price conditions. • 

In any case it is certain that transhipment from rail to ship has considerably increased 
through the heavier salt traffic. If, as the memorandum states, this increase in traffic moans 
no profit for Rhine shipping, as it has up to the present been transhipped on the Neckar, it 
nevertheless means an increase in the Mannheim transhipment traffic, the promoting of 
which is the main object of the memorandum. It is certain that the already existing 
transhipment tariffs, 40 and 40a, have substantially contributed to the improvement in tho 
tran<hipment traffic of Mannheim. The Neckar being unreliable, the salt traffic on this 
river must always be primarily dependent on the state of the water. 

Re Section "Increase in Railway Goods Traffic " . 

.As regards this section, the memorandum endeavours to show, by comparing the 
traffic figures for the movement of goods in 1913 and 1925, that the decrease in traffic from 
Mannheim Ludwigshafen (Traffic district 34) with its South German hintel'land has been 
accompanied by a simultaneous and corresponding increase of dit·ect railway traffic between 
that South German hinterland and the seaports. This is intended to prove that the tariff 
policy of the Reich railways has injured the port of Mannheim for the benefit of the seaports. 

This part of the memorandum again suffers from the fact that the figures for movement 
of traffic are only given in percentages and not in actual figures, which is the only way of 
giving an accurate idea of the volume of traffic. The actual figures for goods carried, 
according to the above statistics, are as follows : 

.A. Received : 

1913 
Tons 

1. Baden froni the seaports 1 • • 35,100 
From Mannheim - Ludwigshafen 1,644,298 

2. Wfi.rttemberg from the seaports 2 53,500 
From Mannheim- Ludwigshafen 1,396,161 

3. SouthBavariafrom theseaports3 78,100 
FromMannheim- Ludwigshafen 311,749 

4. North Bavaria from the seaports 
From Mannheim- Ludwigshafen. 

· Total of .A : 
1-4: 

95,000 
113,207 

from the seaports . . . . . . 261,700 
From Mannheim - Ludwigshafen 3,465,415 

1925 
Tons 

63,000 
1,305,450 

99,400 
1,438,172 

. 155,400 
224,752 

148,400 
152,661 

466,200 
3,121,035 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

Incrcll6o or doccraso of 
1025 against 1013 

Tons % 

27,000 + 79 
338,848 20.6 

45,900 + 85 
42,011 + 3 

77,300 + 99 
86,997 28 

53,400 + 56 
39,354 + 35 

+ 204,500 
- 344,380 

+ 78 
10 

1 The seaport traffic is very small compared to that of Mannhoim. Its increase towards Baden docs not 
amount to one-tenth of the loss of Mannheim-Lud~shafen: The losses refe.r mainly to goods carried if! bulk, 
for instance: coal, grain, timber, petrol~u~ and IDlxed consignments, for Whic!J there are no seaport tariffs. 

• In this case also the seaport traffiC 18 small c~~pared t~ t~t of Ma!ln~elffi. . . . . . 
a This loss is accounted for mainly by the dcclmmg traffic 10 bark, bgmte, bnquettes, fertJhzcrs, pig uon 

coal, maize, timber, petroleum, oil-cake (articles not affected by seaport tariffs). 



B. Despatched : 
1. From Baden to the seaports . . 

To 1\lannhcim - Lud wigshafen • 

2. From Wiirttemberg to the 
seaports • . . . . . . . . 

To Mannheim- Ludwigshafen 
• 

3. From South Bavaria to the 
seaports. . • . . . . . • . 

To Mannheim- Lud wigshafen • 

4. From North Bavaria to the 
seaports. . . • . . . . . 

To Mannheim - Lud wigshafen 

Total of B: 
1-4 : 

to seaports . . • . . . . • 
To l\1annheim - Lud wigshafen 

A and B: 
1-4 : 
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1913 
Tons 

22,800 
453,745 

33,100 
293,785 

34,000 
100,500 

92,300 
48,856 

182,200 
896,886 

1925 
Tons 

35,500 
1,376,147 

53,300 
348,687 

94,400 
103,610 

140,800 
110,721 

324,000 
1,939,165 

Increase or .decrease of 
1925 against 1913. 

Tons 

+ 12,700 
+ 922,402 

+ 20,200 
-1- 54,902 

+ 60,400 
+ 3,110 

+ 48,500 
+ 61,865 

+ 141,800 
+1,042,279 

% 

+ 56 
+ 203 

+ 61 
+ 18,6 

+ 178 
-I- 3 
' 

+ 52 
+ 127 

+ 78 
+116 

to and from seaports 443,900 790,200 + 346,300 + 78 
To and from 1\lannheim • 

Ludwigshafen . . . • 4,362,301· 5,060,200 + 697,899 · + 16 

These figures and the use made of them in the memorandum suggest the following 
observations : - · 

1. These figures are entirely unsuitable for use as proof that seaport traffic has 
increased to the detriment of transhipment traffic at Mannheim, for they ~elude all traffic, 
i.e., both local traffic and inland and maritime transhipment traffic. Since there are far more 
industrial concerns established in the seaports than at Mannheim, and since the actual 
traffic figures for traffic with South German districts are much lower for the seaports than 
for 1\lannheim, it can be taken as certain that in the traffic figures for seaports there will be 
a higher percentage of local traffic than in those for Mannheim. ·With every rise or fall in 
traffic from one of the industrial concerns in the seaports, the percentage figure for traffic 
to the South German districts may rise or fall by whole points. The deduction from these 
figures that seaport traffic has increased, particularly by reason of favourable rail tariffs,·to 
the detriment of Mannheim, is therefore quite incorrect. 

2. Apart from this, if we are to make a fair comparison, we must also ta~e account of 
the traffic of the other Upper Rhine and Main ports (particularly Karlsruhe, Kehl,· and 
Aschaffenburg) with the South German hinterland, since it is indisputable that since the 
war there has been a diversion of traffic from Mannheim towards these ports. 

3. Here, again, the Mannheim memorandum is entirely unjustified in correcting the 
figures in a one-sided manner so as to make the 1\lannheim traffic figures appear lower, 
for instance, by omitting from the 1925 figures the increased shipments from the chemical 
factories and .large mills at Mannheim- Lud wigshafen, and the additional transhipment of 
Jock salt and of timber for the celluloid factory at Waldhof. The Mannheim transhipment 
traffic must necessarily have benefited by the salt imports into Mannheim ; the heavy · 
shipments from the chemical factories and large mills and to the Waldhof celluloid factory 
also presuppose additional imports of chemical raw materials and grain, and an additional 
export of celluloid products, etc., on the waterways, all to the advantage of the port. If the 
figures given were admitted, corrections similar to those for 1925 should also be made in the 
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transhipment figures for 1913, and those for seaport traffic. Thet•e can therefore be no 
question of the catastrophic reduction in traffic, mentioned by the memorandum in the 
section "Causes of the Decline in Traffic ". · 

Re Section "Change in the Movement of Traffic toith Reference to lndit1id·ual Items". 

The memorandum asserts, on the basis of a comparison of the traffic of the seaports 
and of Mannheim-Ludwigshafen ports with the South German hintel'ln.nd, that as agn.inst 
1913 the goods shown under certain individual statistical entries were shipped in 1925 
more from the seaports than by way of the Rhine, these being : Hides and skins, timber, 
coffee, tea, etc., oils and fats, oil cake, paper and cardboard, petroleum, rico, tobacco, 

- tar and pitch etc., peat, wool, zinc and other goods. Here again the absolute traffic figures 
are not given. Furthermore, out of all these goods, the seaport tariffs in 1925 granted 
favourable conditions only to hides ai:J.d skins, paper and cardboard, rice and wool. 
In the year 1913, with which the comparison is made, hides and skins and rice wore also 
privileged by being given proportionately larger reductions in seaport tariffs. The 
Hamburg- Trieste tariff parity scale had not yet been introduced in 1925. It cannot, 
therefore, be held generally responsible for the decrease in traffic. Thus no reproach 
min fairly be levelled against the tariff policy of the Reich Railways. 

Re Section "Causes of IJecline in Traffic: Tariff Policy of tlle Rc·ich Railways ". 

1. Effect of High Short-distance Freight Rates. - The memorandum recognises tho 
economic necessity of the graduated tariff, i.e., of comparatively higher tariff rates for 
short distances and comparatively lower rates for long distances. For financial reasons 
it is impossible for the Reich Railways to lower the rates for short distances beyond 
the normal tariff reductions already granted on .August 1st, 1927. Otherwise in order 
to make good the loss on the short distances, it would be necessary to make the graduation 
less pronounced i.e., to increase rates for long distances. 

The statistical examples given. in the memorandum as to the alleged falling off of 
traffic to Mannheim in certain articles through an application of the graduated tariff 
system are again only percentage figures. They are completed below by the corresponding 
absolute traffic figures : 

Raw Sugar 
Total receipt of Wiirttemberg 
From district 34, Mannheim . 

Oils and Fats. 
Total receipt South Bavaria . 
From District 34, Mannheim • 

Millet and Podded Fruits 
Total Receipt of Baden . . • 
From District 34, Mannheim . 

Copper Ore. 
Total Receipt South Bavaria . . • 
From District 34, Mannheim . 

Starch. 
· Total Receipt Wiirttemberg . 

From District 34, Mannheim . 

1913 1021) 
Tons 

16,409 
6,208 = 37.8% 

31,525 
5,660 = 18% 

45,614 
11,691 = 26% 

38,386 
3,216 = 8.33% 

2,663 
1,906 = 72% 

6,138 
739 = 12% 

6,797 
3,940 =58% 

5,361 
16 = 0.3%. 

7,972 
6,24 7 = 78.3% 

6,458 
712 = 11% 
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Therefore so far as oils and fats, copper ore and ~tarch consigned to S~mth ~avar~a 
are concerned not only traffic received from Mannheim but the total traffic received m 
South Bavaria in these goods has decreased in 1925 as agains~ 1913. The memora_ndum 
omits to say where the goods formerly transhipped at Mannheim came from, and Wit~out 
knowledge of the despatching districts it is impossible to verify the justice of the compla~ts 
made by Mannheim. If for instance, Mannheim claims carriage by the coast an~ R?me 
route to Mannheim and transhipment there, in the case of raw sugar sent from Thurmgia to 
Wiirttemberg, of podded fruits and millet from East Prussia and the frontier Marshe_s to Baden, 
and of starch from the Elbe district to Wiirttemberg, it goes too far and such claims cannot 
even be discussed. It is contrary to every economic law to carry goods by such 
roundabout routes. In their relations with each other, railways regard competition 
by a roundabout way, which is 25 per cent longer than the usual one, as co_mpetition 
exceeding the admissible and customary measure. The roundabout routes which would 
have to be taken by the traffic claimed by Mannheim are from 200 to 300 per cent longer 
than the normal routes. 

2. Unilateral P1·efe1·ence for Sea-Ports. - (a) Statistical Evidence. -.-In spite of its 
heading, this section does not give any statistical proof for its assertion that there is 
a unilateral preference for seaports. It confines itself to quoting as a " typical example " 
a case in which a German shipping company made an application in respect of seaport_ 
tariffs for a foreign commodity, namely timber. This request, however, did not get beyond 
the stage of a preliminary examination by the provincial authorities, since it was refused 
by them. . · 

In this connection, it must be emphasised that in principle the seaport tariffs which 
affect the southern hinterland of Mannheim have been established solely in competition 
against the closed railway route through and from the foreign - French, Belgian and 
Dutch- seaports. That is to say; they merely apply to the route via the German seaports 
the tariffs offered to the consignor on the foreign route. The seaport tariffs, therefore, 
do not cheapen the facilities for despatch overseas available at the place of consignment ; 
thus the assertion made in the memorandum that the Rhine loses traf~ic· through the seaport 
tariffs is inaccurate. The Rhine would derive no advantage were the seaport tariffs 
abolished, since these tariffs merely imply competition with . foreign railways, i.e. , 
the seaport tariffs only contain the rates which already exist by rail to non~German seaports. 
Therefore the only traffic affected by the seaport tariffs is that for which the closed railway 
route to and from foreign ports is available, and which would be likely to take that route 
if the seaports tariffs did not exist. If the Rhine is not in a position to compete with 
the foreign route by rail, then it is also not in a position to compete with the German seaport 
tariffs. This, however, is only a logical secondary consequence, and the primary cause, 
namely the cheapness of the foreign route, cannot be removed by the Reich Railways. 

It has also been suggested that in addition to the seaport tariffs, ·competitive tariffs 
should be introduced for a combined route by rail and waterway along the Rhine. The 
Reich Railways cannot give effect to this suggestion for the following reasons. 

German export goods traffic, even if sent along the Rhine, would still go to foreign 
seaports .. Th_ere can be no doubt, however, as to the incomparable adyantage for a country. 
of p~ssessu~g Its own eaports. It makes the direct transport of its export goods overseas 
possib~e Without the use of foreign · transhipment ports and shipping lines whereas if 
transh~pment ~akes pl~ce at an inland . transhipment · port, there has to be a further 
transhipment m a foreign seaport. .As Is shown by history and by the present policy, 
of European land-locked_ States, every country is endeavouring to obtain seaports of its 
own, or to develop those It has. Germany, above all others,. is obliged to follow this policy 
for It can only carry out. the Dawes plan by increasing its receipts in foreign exchange. 
If the ~erman mercantile marine, which mainly plies from German seaports is used 
to capacity for overseas trade, revenue will accrue which will have a considerable effect 
on the Ger~an balance of payments. · If German goods are sent by foreign railways and 
through foreign p~rts, the sums necessary to pay the foreign freight charges must be tak~n 
from the asset Side of the German foreign trade balance. 
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· . It is therefore necessary, from the point of view of national policy, that the Reich 
Railways should take up the competition for goods traffic against the foreign rltilways 
rou~e, not by favouring the Rhine transhipment ports, which pass their traffic on to the 
fore~gn seaports of Antwerp, Rotterdam, etc., but by. favoming the route through German 
seaports. Fmthermore, the latest Reich Railways investigations into self-costs have shown 
that it is only possible in a very few exceptional cases for the shorter haul to the inland 
transhipment place at the same tariff to be more profitable for the Reich Railways tb.an 
·transport to seaports. 

Finally, competition by the Rhine route is also less profitable for the Reich Railways 
than that over German seaports, since to put the Rhine route in a position to compete, 
the equivalent of the freight charges on the closed railway route (to foreign ports) -· which 
would have to be introduced if such competition were undertaken- would further have 

. to he reduced by the amount of the Rhine freight charges, plus transhipment expenses, 
insurance, and a margin for inducement to use the combinedrail-riverroute. The following .. 
figures may serve as an example_. 

(b) Evidence from Freight Rates. -The examples of rates for paper and rice given 
by the memorandum under (b) are not correct, and should be modified as follows: 

Category C. Paper. 

From .Albbruck to Bremen (836 km.) A.T.52 
5 per cent additional ·charge for cover . 

RM. 

2.10 
0.11 
-2.21 

From Albbruck to Mannheim (305 km.) Category C 2.16 as against 
5 per cent additional charge for cover . 0.11 Bremen 

-- 2.27 + 0.06 
From .Albbruck to Kehl A.T.44c. . . . • . 1.38 - 0.83 

The memorandum does not state the amount of the Rhine freight charge plus 
transhipment expenses,· insmance, and margin for inducement. In the case of Kehl the 
margin of RM. 0.83 would perhaps be sufficient in order to meet the above-mentioned cost 
of the Rhine journey Kehl- Antwerp (or Rotterdam) with transhipment expenses, insurance, 
and margin of inducement. In order to bring the paper by the Rhine route through 
Mannheim, the freight rate .Albbruc~-Mannheim would, however, also have to be reduced 
at least from RM. 2.27 to RM. 1.38. If we take into account that the longer the distance the 
lower the self. costs of the railways per ton kilometer, it is obvious that the Reich Railways 
make a larger profit on their transport of the goods from .Albbruck to Bremen for RM. 2.21 
than they would have if they reduced the .Albbruck- Mannheim charge to RM. 1.38 (R.l\L 9.06 
against RM. 8.33 net profit per ton). 

Rice. 

Bremen-Augsburg (697 km.) A.T.58 
Bremen-Munich (758 km.) A.T.58 

5 · per cent additional charge for cover 

Mannheim -Augsbmg (304 kilometers) Category C. 
5 per cent additional charge for cover . . . 

Mannheim- Munich ( 365 kilometers) Category C. 
5 per cent additional charge for cover 

RM. 

2.90 
2.90 
0.15 
--3.05 
RM. 

2 .15 as against 
0.11 Bremen 
--· 2.26- 0.79 

2.46 
0.12 
- 2.58 -- 0.47 
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The freight charge margin in the case of .Augsb~~ of RM. o.y9 (in~te~d of RM. 0.~7 
as stated in the memorandum) would perhaps be sufficient for Rhine shipprng. The tariff 
charge from Mannheim to Munich would have to be reduced fro~ Rl\1. 2.58 at least t.o 
RM. 2.26. In this case also the net profit from the Bremen-Mumch rate of RM. 3.0.5 Is 
higher than that obtainable from a Mannheim- Munich rate of RM. 2.26 (RM. 18.55 as agarnst 
RM. 16.24 net profit per ton). 

ReSection "North Sea-Adriatic Tariff Parity Scale". 

This Tariff Parity scale was introduced ~t the end of 1925 as a tempo~ary co~petitive 
measure (as far as Czechoslovakia and .Austria are concerned the measure, It has srnce been 
cancelled) in the interests of the German seaports as against Trieste, etc., the reason being 
that as a result of competition on the part of the .Adriatic railways, the rates for the transport 
of goods between Trieste and Bavaria had become cheaper than those between Bavaria and 
German seaports. The traffic losses of Mannheim could not, therefore, have arisen as a result 
of this tariff parity, but were due to the fact that shipment by Trieste had become actually 
cheaper than by Mannheim. This applies in particular to the grain traffic to Bavaria referred 
to in the memorandum, which moreover had only been handled by Mannheim since 1905, as 
before that date Bavaria imported her grain from the Balkans. Since the war, Bavaria . 
is again obtaining her grain from the Balkans, partly on account of the cheaper freight rates . 
via Trieste, and to some extent also of the greater activity of Danube navigation. The 
Bavarian interests concerned have adapted themselves to this arrangement and have 
repeatedly stated that they attach no importance to reductions in. freight rates for (.American) 
grain from Mannheim. 

The reasons of traffic policy already set forth, which militate against the application 
of the seaport tariffs to the Rhine ports are even stronger against allowing the Mannheim · 
import route to participate in this tariff parity. It would be senseless to dispute traffic 
with Trieste only to divert it to .Antwerp. Moreover, from a technical tariff point of view it 
would not be possible to allow the combined rail-river route, Rotterdam-Mannheim
transhipment -Bavaria, to participate in the tariff parity, for if the Trieste-Bavaria freight 
rates were transferred to the rail-river route, the free freight market on the Rhine would 
make it impossible to fix Rhine freight charges or to accept participation of Rhine shipping 
companies in the tariff parity scale (since they would have to be satisfied with Rhine freight 
rates cut down to the same extent as the Reich railways cut down their transport charges 
under the tariff parity scale) . .After deduction, however, of the existing Rhine freight rates 
from the Trieste transport charges there would only remain entirely inadequate sums for. 
payment to the Reich Railways in respect of carriage over their lines from Mannheim to 
Bavaria. In making refunds reliance would have to be placed on statements as to the 
amount of Rhine freight charges paid, which it would be absolutely impossible to check. 

Furthermore, were Mannheim and the other Rhine transhipment ports to participate 
in the tariff parity scale it would not be possible to stop there. These measures would have 
to ~e extended to traffic through the inland ports of. other German river systems, 
p~rtlCul.arly the. Elba (Riesa, etc.), which is much nearer the district in which competition 
wrth Tneste marnly operates, i.e. Czechoslovakia, the Czech-Adriatic tariffs, which in some 
cases are extremely low, being in force right up to the German frontier. 

Berlin, February 29th, 1928. 
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.ANNEX D 2. 

GERMAN R.AILWAYS! GOODS TRANSPORT TARIFFS. 

1925 Rates compared with 1913 Rates. (1913=100.) 
(Source: -" Statistisches J ahrbuoh · fiir das Deutsche Reich, 1927 ", page 123.) 
Note: _The original shows more columns for distances (one for each multiple of 100 km., up to 1,000 km.) 

and more lines (three for each wagon-load class, viz., 5-ton, 10-ton and 15-ton lots) but the main features are :reproduced below. ' 

' 

Distance in kilometres .. ., ... 
;; C>;S " Tariff Classes .... ": ·e -
.s~ ~Q:! ·and 1 101 201 301 401 501 601 701 801 901 ..... 

·over ~.s o:"C:J 
Special Tariffs to to to to to to to to to to I! .i!l t:.s~8 

1,000 !!i"' C> ~ .. 

""""-100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1,000 < evS 
~~.s 

-- -- -- -- -- - -- -- -- --r- -- --General Express tariff, Class 1 169.8 159.1 157.0 155.3 154.3 153.0 150.2 145.4 138.8 131.1 118.6 156.2 
% of quantity 43.6 21.6 11.3 7.6 6.1 4.8 2.7 1.2 0.8 0.3 o.s 100 0.37 

Redu~ed Express tariff, Class II • .. 162.1 151.6 150.2 147.9 146.7 146.4 144.8 141.0 136.6 129.4 115.1 151.6 
% of quantity 63,8 24.3 8.3 6.6 4.1 1.9 1.1 0.6 O.B 0.1 0.1 100 O.BB 

. General small lots ("Stilckgut") I .. 172.7 162.2 159.8 157.7 155.9 154.1 150.9 145.7 139.0 131.2 118.8 157.9 
% of quantity 40.9 21.3 11.9 8.1 6.9 6.1 3.0 1.4 0.8 o.a o.a 100 8.67 

Reduced small lots II ' 179.9 158.4 152.4 145.2 137.5 129.6121.1 113.9 108.2 101.9 94.8 152.0 
% of quantity 67.4 20.7 8.6 6.1 3.7 B.4 1.B 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 100 1. 23 

Special tariff 25 (milk) 
' 65.5 53;5 64.4 65.5 67.3 69.4 - - - - - 64.8 

% of quantity 82.9 13.7 3.o 0.3 0.06 o.os - - - - - 100 0.71 

Wagonloads A, total • 223.4 211.8 204.8 196.0 186.0 175.T64.2 153.5 141.8 131.2 116.6 186.7 
% of quantity 36.1 18.7 1B.6 9,1 8.3 6.1 4.4 8.1 1.4 0.4 o.a 100 B. 21 

170.4 
. 

Wagonloads B, total • . 181.5 163.4 155.0 146.8 138.7 128.8 120.5 113.0 105.0 94.1 153.0 
%. of '!uantity 39.8 23.4 12.1 8.6 6.2 4.7 2.6 1.6 0.7 0.3 O.B 100 1.60 

Wagonloads C, total • 209.0 174.2 168.4 160.0 154.8 146.8 137.4 127.0 116.7 105.8 91.5 167.4 
% of quantity 66.4 21.0 8.4 6.7 4.0 2.4 1.4 0.8 0.4 O.B 0.3 100 6. 20 

Wagonloads D, total • .. 194.5 165.0 159.2 153.1 145.9 137.9 130.0 121.1 112.9 103.5 88.5 155.1 
% of quantity 69.7 17.9 9.1 6,6 6.9 4.3 1.8 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.4 100 3.11 

Wagonloads E5 • . . 194.3 151.1 145.4 138.0 129.6 123.2 114.8 107.7 100.1 92.1 82.7 148.3 
% of quantity 68.8 20.7 8.9 6,0 3.6 2.3 1.6 0.8 0.4 O.B 0.1 100 1.32 

Wagonloads EIO 205.8 186.1 184.1 175.4 167.7 162.8 152.8 148.5 183.1 124.6 111.8 179.5 
%. of quantity 64.8 80.9 9.1 6.6 3.8 B.2 1.8 0.9 0.6 o.a o.3 100 1. 26 

Wagonloads E15 . . - 163.4 148.0 147.1 141.0 185.5 129.6 122.0 114.7 106.7 98.7 87.1 144.6 
% of quantity 69.4 19.8 8.S 4.1 a.s B.O 1.4 0.6 0.4 O.B o.a 100 16.38 . 

Wagonloads E, total. 169.4 151.2 149.7 148.5 187.4 131.2 128.4 116.8 108.2 100.0 89.1 147.5 
% of quantity 68.9 19.8 8.3 4.8 3.a B.O 1.4 0.7 0.4 O.B O.B 100 11.93 

Wagonloads F, total 134.1 125.5 118.2 110.9 112.5 111.7 107.0 108.0 97.5 98.8 85.1 122.71 
% of quantity 88,0 18.3 6.0 3.0 B. Oi 1.8 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.2 100 7.68 
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GERMAN RAILWAYS: GOODS TRANSPORT TARIFFS (continued). 

1925 Rates compared with 1913 Rates. (1913.:.-100~) 

(Source: "Statistisches Jahrbuch fiir das Deutsche Reich, 1927 "; page 123). 
Note: The original shows more columns for distances {one for each multiple of 100 km., up to 1,000 km. 

and more lines {three for each wagon-load class, viz., 5-ton, 10-ton and 15-ton lots}, but the main features are 
reproduced below. · · 

Distance in kilometres 
.. ... .,., 

= 0.<::" 

"' 
..... ..,.s:: 

Tariff Classes - ""' oi'O 5 o" 
1 201 40i 50i 601 . 801 901 ~" 

and 101 301 701 "" " - 00 over .,_s o:"'d 

to to to to to to to to to to "'"' ~~g Special Tariffs 

,. __ 
a c.;. tiD 

100 500 700 1,000 
1,000 ~"'d §'-§-;; 

200 soo 400 600 ·800 900 '"'cc:O 
"'"'"' I. 

-- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- --
Special tari!l1c1/ (limber) .• 183.1 155.0 156.4 155.0 149.3 139.8 1111.6 123.2 113.7 106 .. 0 94.2 149.4 

% of quantity 49.1 25.7 9.0 4.6 3.3 2.5 1.8 1.8 I 0.9 0.7 . 0.6 100 3. 26 

Special tariff 5-5c (stone) .. 109.1 119.6 116.3 109.3 104.i 99.9 91.4 83.3 67.5 65.9 7"4.2 111.3 

%. of quantity 65. 2; 21.7 7.~ Q 3.1 . 1 • .0 0 .. 6 0.4 0.4 O • .J - - 100 6.82 

Special tariff 6-6u (coal) . 143.9 139.9 139.2 144.5 130.8 118.0 108.0 101.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 134.5 
% of quantity 60.6 18.1 6.8 .6.6 ·a. 4 2.6 1.2 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.4 100 38.89 

Special tari!l 7-7c ·(iron ore) ... 141.2 128.3 136.1 139.0 140.0 139.7 140.0 140.0 140.0 137.4 127.8 136.7 
% of quantity 60.0 21.9 10.3 6.2 0.6 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 0. 06 o. 06 100 1.76 

Special tariff 11 (manures) . .. 139.7 127.3 123.6 119.7 120.7 118.2 114.3 108.7 102.8 98.5 81.0 119.1 
% of quantity 31.6 24.8 14.2 10.8 7.3 3.8 2.3 1.6 1.4 1.0 1.4 100 2.76 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ----
Small lots (" StQckgut ") and Special tarilf 

25 (milk) • 146.3 150.0 153.1 154.3 152.5 150.3 146.9 141.7 135.5 127.3 115.9 149.3 
% of quantity 61.6 20.2 9.6 6.2 6.0 3.6 2.0 0.9 0.6 0.2 0.2 100 6.10 

Wagonload Classes A-F 176.4 161.7 161.7 156.0 151.6 145.8 136.9 127.3 118.5 106.6 93.4 156.0 

. % of quantity 67.6 19.6 8.1 6.1 3.8 2.6 1.6 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.3 100 38.61 

Special tariffs : 1, 5, 6, 7, 11 141.5 138.7 137.9 139.9 130.5 120.0 112.0 106.1 104.0 101.1 95 .. 3 133.2 
% of quantity . 58.9 19.6 7,5 5.4 3.3 2.4 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.4 100 53.48 

Other special tariffs • ... . .. . .. ... . .. . .. ... . .. ... . .. . ... 135.0 2.91 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total of all tariff classes 156.0 150.6 151.6 149.8 145.3 138.6 132.3 122.1 117.3 106.8 96.6 145.6 

.% of quantity . 57.9 19.6 7.9 5.3 3.6 2.5 1.4 0.8 0.4 o.3 o .. J 100 100 

Ditto, excluding transport tax • 149.1 143.3 144.0 142.6!137 .9 131.6 125.1 115.8 110.8 101.8 92.31138.41 
. 
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ANNEX D 3. 

FRENCH 'RAILWAYS: 

TAB:t;.E I. -. SUCCESSIVE INCREASES IN TARIFFS . 
. 

. ··. April February March Jan,ary March .January 
15th, 23rd, lOth, - ··.1st, 16th, 1st, 
1918 1920 1924 I·· 1925·. 1925. '.1.926 ... 

-% %- % ·% 
.. 

% % .. .. 
Ordinary_ passengers ; 1st class 80 170 -. -l'iO 

- }70~ ··2nd. .. 25 75 160 160 160 190 
3rd .. ' 70 150 150. 150 

Soldiers and sailors 
travelling at_their own .. 
expense .. lst class 55 . 145 . 145 . 145'' 

2nd .. - 50 135 }35 1351 190 
-3rd ... . 45 100 100 100\ . I . .- . 

Ordinary season ticket- ' . 

holders 1st cl!Ws 80 80 
.. 

80 
80 ~ 2nd .. 25 75 75 75. 75 . 190 

,3~ ... 7.0 70 70 70 
... 

Season tickets for . . 
school-children and 
apprentices . ·. . 1st-class 

2nd .. 25 25 25 25 . 25 190 
3rd ... 

Workmen's season tickets, 3rdclass 25. .25 25 25 . 25 190 
Baggage, dogs, money, securities . 25 140 170 190(*) 200 230 
Produce at G.V.l rates 3}103 •. . 170 170 200 
Newspapers at G.V. rates 18/II8 • 25 140 170 170 170 . 200 
Other G. V. traffic . . . . ·. ; 190(*) 200 230 
Merchand~e ~t P:V. 2 rates 22if22 ~ 25 140 rio 170 170 200 
Other P. '\ • traffic . . . . . . 190(*) 200 230 

(*) Rates raised by 190 per cent not to exceed legill rates plus 180 per cent. 
1 G.V. = "Grande Vitesse ". 

2 P.V. = "Petite vitesse ". 

May 
1st, 
1926 

% 
.. 
2Hl 

210 

210 

210 

. 210 
250 
220 
220 
250 
220 
250 

' 

August March 
1st, 14th,. 
1926 1928 

% % 

'240 240 

·240 240 

240 . 240 

240 240 

240 240 
320 370 
290 340 
290 340 
320 370 
290 340 
320 370 
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TABLEII.-SUMM.ARISING THE MEASURES TAKEN BY THE FRENCH R.AILW.AY 
SYSTEMS IN RESPECT OF GOODS EXPORTED OR IMPORTED THROUGH THE 

CHANNEL .AND NORTH SEA PORTS . 

No. of tariff 

P.V. No. 303, 
Chapter II, All 
systems. 

P.V. No. 5/105, 
Etat - Nord and 
Paris Ceintures. 

P.V. No. 7/107, 
Chapter I. 

P.V. No. 9/109, 
Chapter VIII, 
Est- Etat- Nord
P.-O. Paris Cein
tures. 

P.V. No. 9/109, 
Chapter XII, Est
Etat- Nord- Paris 
Ceintures. · 

P.V. No.10/110, 
Chapter III, §1, 
Nord. 

.A. HoME TARIFFS • 

. 

Summary of clauses 

Reduced scale for the carriage in 
8-ton wagons of new potatoes 
coming from Spain and .Algeria and 
exported through Boulogne, Dune 
kirk, Le Treport, Dieppe, Honfleur 
and St. Malo-St.- Servan. · 

Special rates applicable to molasses 
consigned from Le Havre and Rouen . 
to La Plaine-St. Denis in strings of 
wagons carrying 180 tons or in 
complete trains. 

Reduction of 20 per cent on the 
carriage· rates paid when mineral 
fuel consigned from any station 
on the Nord system to Boulogne, 
Dieppe or Fecamp for export or 
for consumption by steamers at 
sea amounts to a certain tonnage. 

Special rates for the carriage of 
balks of rough timber, tropical 
woods, unbarked, in logs, billets, 
beams, planks or joists, and unspeci
fied woods, unbarked, in 8-ton 
wagons from Le Havre and Rouen 
to the Paris district. 

Special rates for the carriage of· 
rough rattan wood in 5-ton wagons · 
from Le Havre to Paris-Batignolles, 
Paris-La Chapelle, le Plant-Cham
pigny and Vincennes-Fontenay. 

Reduced scale for the carriage of 
cement consigned in 10-ton or 20-ton 
wagons from any station on the 
Nord system serving a ·cement-works 
to any seaport station on the same 
system for export to .America. 

Approximate 
percentage Date of entry 

reduction on into force 
rates applicable 
to home traffic 

. .· 

20 to 30 % 20/III/29 

45 to 50 % 8/IX/28 

20 % 20/VI/27 

35 to 60 % 1/III/28 

40% 5/IY/28 

40 to 45 % 11/IV/27 



No. of tariff 

P.V~ No. 10/110,
Chapter III, §2. 

P.V. No.10/110, 
Chapter XII, 
Etat- Nord. 

P~V. No.11f111, 
Chapter III, §1, 
Nord. 

P.V. No.ll/111, 
Chapter III, §3, . 
Nord. 

P.V. No.ll/111, 
Chapter IX,Nord
P.-L.-M. Paris 
--<Jein tures. 

P.V. No.12f:!-12, 
Chapter III. 

P.V. No. 3141 
Chapter IX, Est
Etat- Nord. 

P.V. No.19/119, 
Chapter IV, Etat
:P.-0. 
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Summary of clauses 

Special rates per 10-ton or 20-ton 
wagon for cement consigned from 
specified stations and exported 
through Boulogne, Calais or Dunkirk. 

Special rates for cement consigned 
-in 20-ton wagons from Biache-St. 
Waast and Nointel to Dieppe. for 
export to _the Canary Islan_ds. 

Reduction of .20 per cent on the 
gross weight of unglazed baked-clay._ · 
bricks, slabs of stoneware or baked 

- clay, and tiles of baked clay, con
signed in lift-vans -from any station 
on the Nord system for export 
tb,rough a seaport- station on the 
same system. 

Special rates per string of wagons 
carrying 180 tons for unglazed baked
clay bricks consigned from Marquise
Rinxent and La Folie siding to 
America ·via Dunkirk. 

Special rates for the carriage of 
20-ton wagons of baked-clay slabs 
consigned from Decize to Dunkirk. · 

Reduced scale for the carriage of 
fluor-spar in 10-ton ·and 20-ton 
wagons from any station on the
Midi, Orleans or P.-L.-M. system 
to any seaport station on the Etat, 
Midi, Nord, Orleans or P.-L.-M. 
system. 

Special rates for heating apparatus, 
household utensils and vessels of 
cast-iron consigned in 5-ton wagons 
from specified·. stations to Dunkirk 
and Le Havre. 

.Special rates for paper pulp 
consigned in 10-ton wagons from 
Rouen to La Haye-Descartes, Durtal 
and Bazouges. 

Approximate 
percentage 

reduction on 
rates applicable 
to home traffic 

30 to 35% 

40% 

20% 

45% 

30% 

50% 

25 to 30% 

15 to 25% 

Date of entry 
into force 

1/III/28 

1/XI/28 
for Riache 

St. W. 10/I/29 
for N ointel. · 

20/V/26 
for bricks and 

tiles. 
1/III/28 

for slabs. 

15/X/28 
for Marquise-R. 

4/IV/29 for 
·La Folie 

siding. 

16jiJ28 

5/IV/28 

25/I/29' 

26/X/28 



No. of tariff 

P.V. No. 20/120, 
C h a p t e r III, 
Nord. 

P.V. No. 20/120, 
Chapter II, Etat
P.-0. 

P.V. No. 21/121, 
Chapter II; Etat
P.O. 

P.V. No. 29/129, 
Chapter XVI, 

G.V. No. 29/129, 
Chapter IV, Est, 
Nord, Paris Cein
tures. 

P.V. No. 100, 
C h a p t e r VIII, 
Nord. 
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Summary of clauses 

Special rates for raw cotton and raw 
wool imported through Boulogne, 
Calais or Dunkirk and consigned 

- in 5-ton wagons to specified stations. 

-Special rates_ for raw cotton 
imported through Le Havre and 
consigned in 5-ton wagons to 
specified stations. 

_ Special rates for porcelain 
consigned in 5-ton wagons ·from 
Limoges to Le Havre. 

Special arrangements for carriage 
of goods consigned. in lift-vans from 
any station on the Est or Nord 
system to any seaport station on 
the Nord system or vice versa. 

Special rate applicable from Croix
Wasquehal to Dunkirk for the 
carriage of agricultural implements 
and machinery, parts of -agricultural 
implements, and iron bands, · con
signed in 5-ton wagons. 

.. 

Approximate 
percentage Date of entry 

reduction -on _ into _ force 
rates applicable·, 
to home traffic 

10% 

10% 

-25% 

* 

45 to 55% 

1/III/28 
for· wool 
20/IX/28 

for cotton 

20/IX/28 

2/II/23 

6/XI/28 

1/I/29 

· * Under G.V. 1ariff No. 29/1_29, Chapter IV, and P.V. tariff No. 29/129, Chapter XVI, the char es-
are calculated on the rates prescnbed for the goods and on the weight of the goods contained in the lift-vfn •. 



No. of tariff 

Through G.V. 
tariffs, Paris
London via· Bou
logne and Calais. 

Through· G.V. 
tariffs, Paris-Lon
don and beyond 
via Dunkirk. 

Through G.V. 
tariffs, Paris-Lon
don via Dieppe. 
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B. INTERNATIONAL TAR.IFFS. 

Summary of clauses 

.. 

These tariffs provide special rates for the carriage 
of articles consigned by parcel post, provisions, 
specie and securities (rates arrived at by consolida
tion of the normal French rates with the English 
rates). 

These tariffs provide special rates for the carriage 
of articles consigned by parcel post and provisions 
(rates arrived at by consolidation of the normal 
French rates with the English rates): ' 

Special rates for articles consigned by parcel post, 
provisions, specie, vehicles and animals (rates 
arrived at by consolidation of the normal French · 
rates with the English rates). 

G. V. 
No. 400. 

tariff, . Special. rates for the carriage of goods from 
Grenoble, Lyons, St. Chamond, St. Etienne-Chateau
creux and Tarare to London via Boulogne, Calais, 
Dieppe and Dunkirk (reductions of about 25 per 
cent on the normal French rates). 

G. V. tariff, 
No. 403 (via Bou
logne)'. 

G. 'V. tariff, 
No. 403 (via Dun

' kirk). 

G. V. tariff, No. 
403 (via Dieppe). 

G.V. and P.V. 
tariffs, No. 300 
(transit). 

Special rates for the carriage of fruit and 
vegetables from French stations to Great Britain 
(normal French rates consolidated with English 
rates). 

Do. 

Do. 

(a) Special rates for goods of all kinds, applicable 
as between, on the one hand, points on the Franco
Swiss frontier to the south of Delle, together with 
Modane, and, 'on the other hand, seaports from 
Dunkirk to Bordeaux, both inclusive. 

(Rates equalised with those from Switzerland 
and Italy to Belgian and German ports.) 

(.b) Special rates for corks consig·ned from Cerbere, 
Port-Vendres, Sete and Marseille-J oliette to the 
French· Channel and North Sea ports (rates to 
compete with the sea-route). 

Date of entry 
· into force 

1/V/13. 

1/X/28. 

1/X/28 .. 

1/X/28. 

1/IV /28. 

Do. 

Do. 

1/X/24.. 



No. -of tariff 

G.V. and P.V. 
tariffs, No. 400 
(transit). 

Through P.v; 
tar iff, Paris
London (via Bou
logne). 

Through P. V. 
tariff, London (via 
Dieppe). 

P.V. tariff, No. 
301 (transit). 

P.V. tariff, No. 
303, transit Chap
t.er I. 

P.V. Transit 
tariff, No. 403, 
Chapter I_. -

P.V. tariff, No. 
403, Chapter IV 
{transit). 

P.V. tariff, No. 
4P7 (transit). 
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Summary of clauses 

Special rates for goods of all kinds applicable 
between Basle and the French North Sea and 

·Channel ports from Dunkirk to Caen, both inclusive 
(rates equalised with those from Basle to ;Belgian 
and German ports). · 

This tariff provides special rates for the carriage 
of goods of all kinds (rates arrived at by consolidation 
of the normal French rates with the English rates). 

Special rates for the carriage of goods of all kinds 
(rates arrived at by consolidation of the normal 
French rates with the English rates). 

Special rates from Dunkirk to Basle and Delle . 
frontier station for live animals arriving direct from 

_ abroad by sea (reduction of 10 per cent on: the 
normal French rates). · 

Reduced scales for the carriage of citrons, lemons, 
tangerines and oranges from Modane frontier_ 
station, Ventimiglia frontier station, Marseilles, 
Port-de-Bouc, Port-St-Louis-du-Rhone, Sete and 
Port-Vendres to seaport stations between St. Malo 
and Dunkirk (reduction of 15 · and 18 per cent 
respectively on the normal rates for 10-ton and 15-
ton wagons). 

Reduced rates for the carriage of eggs and dead 
poultry from Buchs (St. Gall) to Dunkirk, Calais, 
Boulogne and Dieppe (rates equalised with those of 
foreign routes). 

Reduced rates for citrons, lemons, tangerines and 
oranges from Spain to seaport stations between 
St. Malo and Dunkirk (reduction of 15 and 18 per 
cent respectively on the normal rates for 10-ton and 
15-ton wagons). 

Special rates for English coal consigned from 
Rouen, Dunkirk and Honfleur to Basle in strings of 
wagons carrying 180 tons or in complete trains 
(rates competing with those on the Rotterdam
route). 

Date of entry 
into force 

4/VII/24. 

1/V/22. 

1/X/28: 

10/V/28. 

22/XI/28. 

21/XII/27. 

22/XI/28. -

10/VIII/25-. 
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ANNEXD 4. 

R.AILW.AY TRANSPORT R.ATES PER 10 TONS, IN REICHSM.ARKS, OF V .ARIOUS 

COUNTRIES INTERESTED IN RHINE N.AVIG.ATION. 

(Source: Reports of the Commissioner for the German Railways to the Reparation Commission.) 

Note.- The pre-war figures and the figures for diStances oth~r than 100 km. are approximate, l).aving been 
read from the original graphs. . 

' Germany France Switzerland Netherlands 

Goods and Date Kilometres Kilometres Kilometres Kilometres 

100 400 500 700 1,000 100 400 500 700 1,000 100 400. 500 100 400 -------- --------------------
Coal 1913. . . 30 91 105 133 175 ··-· ... ... . . - -· . ... . . - -.. ... -·· 

l.V.25. . 41 122 128 138 175 40 90 103 126 156 107 196 211 57 85 
1.1.27. .· 41 122 128 138 175 48 100 112 139 175 107 196 211 . . . ... 

·cement 1913. 34 100 122 167 232 . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . -. ... . . . .-.. . .. 
1. v .25. 49 139 160 191 216 50 115 130 150 182 107 208 225 54 135 
1.1.27. ... 49 139 160 191 216 60 130 145 168 200 107 208 225 . . . . .. 

Grain 1913. . 58 193 238 328 463 . . . ... -· .. . . . . .. ... . . . . . . ... . .. 
1. v .25. 86 255 . 295 360 400 70 130 140 160 175 197 320 335 59 145 
1.1.27. 86 255' 295 360 400 75 141. 148 177 190 197 320 335 ... . .. 

Machine 1913. . 55 192 238 330 468 -··· . . . ... ... . . . . . . -... . . . . . . . .. 
- Tools 1. V .25. 135 420 480 578 653 -100 320 385 495 620 197 400 435 102 235 

1.1.27. 116 345 402 480 550 114 355 435 555 708 197 400 435 ... . .. 
Iron Ore 1913- 27 60 70 90 120 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . ... . .. . .. .... 

l.V.25. 35 83 97 127 160 35 75 88 112 144 130 260 .... 73 185 
1.1.27. 35 83 97 127 160 41 . 86 97 125 158 130 260 . . . . .. 

Pine logs 1913, 40 135 165 '225 315 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . ... . .. 
l.V.25. 62 180 2i5 260 290 65 138 155 180 225 65 130 145 59 ... 
1.1.27. 62 . 180 215 260 290 73 152 174 210 220 79 153 177 ... ... 

Paving stones 
- . 

I. V.25 •. 24 ... . .. - .... . . . ... . . . . .. . .. . . . 67 ... . .. 54 . .. 
1.1;27. 29 ... . .. . . . ... . .. . .. . . . ... . .. 67 . . . . . . . .. . .. 

42% Potash l.V.25. 26 ... ... . . . ... . .. . .. ... ... . . . 96 . . . ... 46 . .. 
1.1.27. 26 ... ... ... ... 44 ·-·· ... ... ... 96 ... . .. . .. . .. 

Rails l.V.25. 76 ... . . . . .. ... . . . ... ... . . . . .. 174 . . . ... 102 . .. 
1.1.27. 76 ... ... . . . 69 . .. . . . . .. . .. 174 . .. . . . ... . .. -

Cotton 1.V.25. 135 ... . .. . . . ... . . . ... ... . .. . . . 1~7 . .. .. - 119 -·-
-
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ANNEX D 5. 

OBSERVATIONS SUBMITTED BY CERTAIN RAILWAY .ADMINISTR.ATIONi:l 

OF DANUBE RIP .ARI.AN STATES, 

1. CZECHOSLOVAKIA. 

The ·czecho-slovak competent authorities are glad to be able to confirm that the 
. Czechoslovak tariff provisions which might be mentioned in connection with this question 
were not directed against the shipping companies, but were framed with wholly different 
objects. The tariff policy of the Czechoslovak State Railways has never been one ~of 
competition with inland waterways; on the contrary its attitude towards them has been 
rather that of friendly co-operation, both, in the interests of Czechoslovak shipping 
companies on the Elbe, Danube and Oder, and in the· interests of the economic .life of 
the country generally. . . . 

. In pursuance of this policy, reductions have been granted annually for the transit 
of plums from the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and other dried fruit arriving at 
Bratislava Port by the Danube for further transport on the Elbe. to Hamburg with 
transhipment at Loubi, to Stettin via Bohumin or transhipment on the Oder, ·and to 
Poland via Petrovice and Bohumin frontier station. Reference to the places indicated 
above clearly shows that the Czechoslovak transit route is the shortest and therefore the 
natural one for such traffic, so that this country c.annot be accused of favoilring this route 
by means of tariffs which operate against longer foreign routes. 

· .A further proof that no measures which could be described as unfair competition have 
been taken against steam navigation in this case is supplied by the fact that combined 
transport is always allowed an adequate tariff margin as compared with rail rates, this being 
necessary owing to the double transhipment, the longer time of transport and the other 
disadvantages peculiar to combined water and· rail transport. 

· Finally, the complaint made in this paragraph with regard to ·tariffs applied to the 
consignment of sugar from stations in Czechoslovakia to Switzerland can only refer to the 
German railways. The Czecho-slovak authorities are not aware of any tariff policy 
measure which discriminates against Danube navigation via Regensburg. 

2. .AUSTRIA,. 

The Central .Administration of the .Austrian Federal Railways has furnished the 
following information : 

.As regards the Exclusion of Consignments shipped by the Danube from. the Application of the 
Special Tariffs (.Artikeltarife), the special tariffs in force from certain railway stations were 
introduced for the protection and promotion of home .manufacture and are therefore in 
principle applicable only from the forwarding railway stations which serve .Austrian 
manufacturing centres. Vienna being a producing centre, the above tariffs applied to all 
city stations accepting goods traffic, this being intended to enable business houses to deliver 
goods :_Lt the stations most convenient to them and also to simplify the tariff. Consignments 
tra~sh1pped from th_e D~nube, however, had to be excluded from the benefits of the special 
tanffs, as the apphcatwn of the latter to transhipment consignments would obviously 
have been contrary to the above-mentioned principles. The case of the steel consignments 
from ~ermany shows that our action in refusing to apply the production tariffs to 
tr~ns~Ipment consignmeJ?-tS wa~ fully justified. We cannot dep~rt from the basic 
prmcii!les of_ the prod~ctwn tariffs even ·when, as in the " Serbian soda " example, the 
effect IS to divert traffic from our system, on which the journey is longer. The complaint 
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is quite unjustified, as the production tariffs are extended to goods despatched to Danube 
transhipment stations provided, of course, that the goods are despatched from stations 
where these special rates are also granted to goods despatched to other destinations . 

.As regards Linz Transh.ipment Traffic, the following sh,ould be noted : 
In connection With the incorporation of federally-owned local railways and private 

railways worked by the Federation for its own account in the through rates system of the 
Federa1 Railways (.January 1st, 1925), a distance supplement of 10 kilometres was introduced 
in the case of traffic between main-line stations and the local railways so incorporated. 
Naturally no exception could be made-in respect of traffic between main-line stations 
and the Linz transhipment station on the local railway Linz-Urfahr . 

.According to the .Austrian Federal Railways distance table, valid from .January 1st, 
1925, the distance between Linz goods station and Linz tran_shipment station is 
6 kilometres: no alteration was made in 1927. 

The re_marks above regarding Vienna stations apply also to Linz transhipment station . 

.Another complaint relates to the. consignment of Salt from E bensee : 
Before the war, salt from Ebensee was transported to Vienna almost exclusively. by 

rail. The freight according to Station Tariff 26a then in force amounted to 173 heller 
(250 groschen) per 100 kilos. River freight rates were at that time 10 heller less, viz., 
163 heller. .At present the combined rail-river freight from Ebensee to Vienna (Prater 
quay), including discharge and transfer expenses in. Linz (motor haulage from Urfahr to 
Linz transhipment station) and transhipment expenses, costs 300 groschen per 100 kilos, 
whereas the through railway freight rate Ebensee-Vienna, conditional on minimum total 
consignments of 1,000 tons per quarter, amounts to 356 groschen per 100 kilos. Should 
the quarterly total of consignments not reach the above minimum, the rate is raised to 
505 groschen per 100 kilos. It is clear from the above comparison that Danube shipping 
companies have still a very considerable advantage over the railway, taking into 
consideration the pre-war difference between river and rail freight rates. It should also 
be pointed out that the rebate introduced by the railway last spring (356 groschen) was 
a consequence of a previous reduction of 1iver freight rates, effected in two stages by the 
shipping companies, viz., from 112 to 97 groschen, and later, from 97 to 56 groschen per 
100 kilos. .As a result of these very extensive rebates, the .Austrian Federal Railways 
lost practically all the salt traffic from Ebensee. Only through the above-mentioned 
railway rebate, which still left railway rates much higher than the river rates, was it possible 
to secm~e someof the lost salt traffic for the Federal Railways through route . 

.As regards the Transport of Dried Plums from the Kingdom of the Serbs, C1·oats and 
Slovenes, specially reduced freight rates were in force before the war for traffic between 
Germany and Serbia,· as a result of the so-called Four-Party Convention between the 
railways interested. Dried plums were one of the articles to benefit by this reduction. 
In the years immediately after the war, numerous consignments of dried plums were 
forwarded by rail at normal freight rates from Serbia to Germany. The reduced freight 
rates from Kelebia, Spielfeld and Rosenbach frontier were only introduced when it 
was seen· that the Danube shipping companies, by conceding specially reduced freight 
rates, were. succeeding in diverting the traffic in question from the rail route. . 

.As regards consignments of sugar f1·om Czechoslovakia to Switzerland, it should be 
noted that the Danube route was never used formerly for transporting sugar from 
Czechoslovakia to Switzerland. .A glance at the map is sufficient to show that, on purely 
geographical grounds, Danube shipping companies could not claim any share in this traffic. 

The through rates at present in force for sugar between Czechoslovakia and 
SWitzerland were only introduced after a long and bitter rates-war between the German 
Railways Company and the other railways interested in this traffic. During this struggle 

· t.he German Railways Company endeavoured to divert sugar transports from the .A.rlberg 
route to the German railways ;in various ways, among others by instituting specially low 
ra~es from Bavarian Danube transhipment points to German-SWiss frontier sh\tions, and 
this was the sole reason for the temporary participation of Danube shipping companies 
for a time in this traffic. . _ 
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.An agreement arrived at between the rail'Yil:Y _ administ~ations interested in 
Czechoslovak-Swiss traffic put an end to the competitive rate-cuttmg measures resorted 
to during the traffic war, including the above-mentioned low through rates from Danube --
transhipment points. _ . . · . . · . 

As the German Railways 1Jompany refused to utilise, for the combmed tariff, the freight 
rates of Export Tariff 119 for sugar, it had to restrict these latter rates to ~u~ar of Ge;man 
origin, and naturally could not employ them for sugar of Czechoslovak origm transhipped 
at Bavarian Danube. ports for Switzerland. · 

3. GERMANY. 

Amongst the complaints formulated by Danube shipping · companies, _the only 
complaints which affect the German Railways Company are those relating to the transport 
of plums from the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes via Oderberg (Bohumin)
Hamburg and to the transport of sugar from Czechoslovakia to Switzerland. · 

As regards the transport of plums f1·om the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 
it should be noted that the German Railways Company participates in the freight rates 
for dried plums only in respect of the Oderberg (Bohumin)-Hamburg section. The freight 
rate indicated for .this section of 1,264 he per 100 kilos, corresponding to the Section 
Table A rate of Special Tariff 12 of the German-Czechoslovak. Seaport Tariff in force up 
to January 1st, 1927, was cancelled by Supplement IV of the above Seaport Tariff, and 
since that date the Oderberg-Hamburg-German section rate of 3,217 he. per 100 kilos 
applies, this constituting only a slight reduction on the normal tariff. 

The German -Railways Company, however, in Special Tariff 31 of the German Danube -
transhipments Tariff (Tfv. 30) announced considerably reduced freight rates, valid as from 
September 8th, 1927, from the Danube transhipment stations at Passau, Deggendorf Port 
and Regensburg to the German maritime ports of Bremen, Hamburg, Konigsberg (East 
Prussia), Lubeck and Stettin- cf., Berliner Tarif- und Verkehrsanzeiger, Blatt 87, of 
8/IX/27, No. 1453a. These rates were specially favourable for the Danube shipping 
companies. It might also be mentioned that, even apart from the above instance, the 
German Railways Company has made a special point of promoting as far as possible general 
traffic interests in Central and South-East Europe, particularly in co-operation with the 
Danube shipping companies. , - . . 

As regards transport of sugar from Czechoslovakia to Switzerland, as a result of 
agreement between the Czechoslovak, Austrian, and Swiss railways and the German 
Railways Company, a special tariff. (Section III, Part 1) was introduced for sugar 
transported from Czechoslovakia to Switzerland. This tariff was valid as from 
~eptember 25th, 1926. The tariff was based on the normal freight rates of the relevant 
ml~nd goods tariffs in the case of the Austrian, German, and Swiss sections, and the Class B 
freight rates of the Czechoslovak goods tariff in the case of the Czechoslovak section. The 
various railway administrations agreed as to the traffic routes· to be followed. After the 
t~riff was issued, various attempts were made to secure cheaper transport rates and to 
circumvent the special combined tariff by transporting Czechoslovak sugar on the Danube 
to Regensburg quay and then carrying it by motor-lorry to Regensburg Central Station, 
wh~nce it was .forwarded to Swi.tzerland at the freight rates of the German inland Sp.ecial 
Tariff 119, which however was mtended for sugar of German origin only. Such methods 
can no longer be resorted to ; for reasons that are not material here, Special Tariff 119 
for Ge:man-Swiss .and other. frontier stations was cancelled on September- 1st, 1927. 
~ccordingly, there iS now no difference between the freight for German sugar manufactured 
m Regensburg and sugar of foreign origin which is to be transhipped on the Danube at 
that town. 
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ANNEX E 1 (a). 

RHINE FREIGHTS. 

It is difficult to . make a comparison of scientific value as between railway 
tariffs and Rhine freight charges. The information as tQ Rhine freight charges 
gwen in the returns reproduced in the reports of the Central Commission for Rhine 
Navigation are unfortunately very incomplete, at least as regards the two years 1913 and 
1925, which were used throughout in our study of t(he subject ; even the returns which 
appear in the 1927 report are still far from complete. 

Furthermore, this information only concerns freight charges quoted on the exchange. 
Now the freight charges fixed by private agreement in respect of traffic spread over a long 
period are sometimes very different from those quoted on the exchange. It is impossible 
to say what perc~ntage of traffic is carried under such private agreements ; we are, however, 
in a position to state that it is a considerable one. Of course freight charges fixed by special 
agreements usually remain unknown. . 

.Another similar point arises as a result of the fact that a good deal of traffic is carried 
in hired craft. In.such cases, obviously, no freight charge, as such, is made. The daily charge 
for hire of craft does not enable us to make any comparison with freight charges, for such a 
comparison would only be possible if we knew the length of the voyage, the number of tons 
carried, and the nature of the goods . 

.Another cause of uncertainty resides in the considerable difference which we find on 
comparing the figures for traffic by cargo steamers and by tows. Statistics do not make 
it possible to estimate what quantities of any given class of goods have been carried by each 
of these means of transport. 

The tables supplied by the Central Commission have been compiled from information 
given by each of the riparian States. The same traffic has therefore been shown twice. In 
the case of .Amsterdam-Mannheim traffic, for instance, information is supplied both by the 
Dutch and by the German authorities. These two sets of information are far from tallying . 
.As regards the above-mentioned traffic, the difference is sometimes as high as fifty per 
cent. · · 

The figures published by the· Central Commission are monthly averages. The yearly 
averages, which are prepared by taking the arithmetic mean of the monthly figures, contain 
a considerable factor of uncertainty, because no account has been taken of the quantities 
and categories of goods transported in each month. Now the seasonal fluctuations in the 
quantities are often considerable. On the other hand, changes in the water level exercise 
great influence, because, when the level of the Rhine is low, freight charges per ton increase, 
while the quantities actually carried are naturally reduced. We therefore find that the 
highest monthly average and the lowest monthly average very often vary to a considerable 
extent, and that the mean of those two figures does not correspon.d at all with tlie arithmetic 
mean of the average monthly figures. But even if we knew the quantities of the various 
categories of goods actually carried in each month - in point of fact the statistics for 
quantities carried are yearly returns - we should still not have an exact picture of the 

·real facts, because·the monthly averages in their turn constitute the arithmetic mean of the 
daily figures, irrespective of the quantities to which each of those daily figures corresponds. 
Variations in the water level and in the relation between the tonnage available and the 
quantities of goods offered for transport cause the freights to vary from day to day, as they 

·· vary from month to month. 
For all the reasons set forth, it is not possible to make any general comparison between 

railway rates and Rhine freights, nor· can any general relation be established between 
freights and self-cost. There seems reason to believe, however, that, speaking generally, 
before the war Rhine freights showed a certain profit margin above the self-cost, and that 
after the war, with the exception of the year 1926, Rhine navigation companies have 
worked at a loss. . 
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It results from a study of those figures that the increase in the freights when compared 
with the pre-war period is not very great. The ll:!dex figure for Rhine freights for 1925 is 
119 (1913=100). This index figure constitutes,·of course, an average. It is to he noted that 
the index figure for wholesale commerce for the same year is 141.8. 

FREIGHTS. 

Yearly averages per ton of 1,000 kilos separately for: 

.A. Goods in parcels (Stiickgiiter). 
B. Goods in hulk. 

. . 

C. . Certain special goods in hulk- e.g., coal, ore, cereals, timber, potash and soda. 
# • • • • • • • 

Explanat-ion: a. indicates the yearly average of monthly minima; 
b. indicates the yearly average of monthly averages; 
c. indicates the yearly average of monthly maxima ; 
d.. indicates the lowest monthly minimum· : 
e. indicates the highest monthly maximum. 
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Freights for Antwerp . 
.A. Goods in Parcels (Stuckgiiter). 

1913 1925 1927 
. 

Barge Cargo Barge Cargo 
Cargo steamer with tug steamer with tug steamer 

German figures French Belgian Belgian. German 
figures figures figures figures 

l. Antwerp·· Strasburg 
811 km ..•....•. a Rm. s:9~ - - fl. 4.79 

:b " 
'6.83 Fr. f. 40.08 * B. fr. 47.50 

" 
5.29-

,C " 
7.96 - -

" 
5 .. 79 

d " 
5.50 Fr .. f. 2o.oot - " 

4.00 
•e " 

9.00 Fr. f. 65.00t - " 
6.50 

Strasburg-Antwerp • No figures No figures No figures 
2. Antwerp- Mannheim · 

679 km ..•...•.• 'a - fl. 4.19 fl. 4.25 
:b Rm. 3.33 B. fr. 42.50 " - 4.69 " 

4.50 

c - - " 
5.19 

" 
4.75 

.' d - - , 4.00 , 4.00 
- . - 6.00 5.00 -e " 

, 

. 
Manriheim-Antwerp. a - No figures f). 3.75 

'b Rm. ps , 4.00 

c - , 4.25 

d - , 3.50 . 4.50 e - " 
3. Antwerp-Ludwigs-

hafen, 686 km. a - Rm. 5.25 No figures 

b ·I Rm.-:-3.31 , 5.75 - B. fr. 42.50 . 
7.25 0 , 

d - , 5.00 . 
e - , 7.50 

Ludwigshafen ·Ant-
werp •• -••••• , • a - Rm. 3.50 No figures No figures 

b Rm. 2.75 , 5,00 

' c - , 7.00 
d - , 3.50 

- e - " 
7.00 

4. Antwerp- Duisburl!· 
Ruhrort, 317 km. a No figures fl. 2.90 

b B. fr. 32.50 
" 

3.40 

c " 
3.90 

d , 2.75 . 
e , 4.50 

Duisburg - Ruhrort· 
Antwerp ........ No figures No figures I. No figures 

. I I I 
* Indications only for six months. 
t ,,. ,, "' -five months. 
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B. Goods in Bulk. 

1!il3 1925 1927 

Barge Barge Cargo Barge 

with tug with tug steamer with tug 

Antwerp-Strasburg •.•. a Rm. 4.64 -. Nofi~res 

b )) 4.98 B. fr. 42.50 

c )) 5.46 - -

d )) 4.30 -
' 

e )) 6.00 -

Strasburg-Antwerp .... No figures No figures No figures 

Antwerp-Mannheim •.. b Rm. 3.08 fl. 2.13 B. fr. 37.50 fl. 2.65 

Mannheim-Antwerp ... b Rm. 2.38 fl. 1.76 fl: 1.80 

Antwerp- Ludwiga-
hafen • • • • • • • • • • 0 •• b Rm. 3.06 B. fr. 37.50 fl . 2.46 

Ludwigshafen- Ant-
werp .............. b Rm. 2.38 No figures fl. 2.97 

Antwerp-Rhine-Ruhr 
ports .............. b No figures. B. fr. 27.50 No figures 

Rhine-Ruhr ports- .. 

Antwerp •.•......... No figures No figures No figures 
I I 

-
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0 ' ' ' 
C. Special Goods in Bulk - Goal Ore Oereal8 etc· 

.. 
1913 

- - . Barge 
With tug 

.. 

' 

Antwerp-Strasbiug •.•.• a Rm. 3.06 
" b 

" 
4.50 

c 
" 

4.92 
·, d " 

3.25 
e 

" 
5.75. 

c 

Stras~urg-Antwerp .... a No figUres 
b . 

c 

Antwerp-Mamiheim -.... a -
b Rm. 2.83.-
c. . -
d --

-e -
. ' 

Ma~eim-Antwerp ... a 
b Rm. 2.13 
c -
d ' 

e -

Antwerp- Ludwigshafen a. -
b Rm¥ 2.81 
c -
d -
-e. -

Ludwigshafen- Antwerp b Rm. 2.13 
Antwerp.- Duisburg --

Ruhrort •........... a No figures 
b 
c 
d 

.. e 

Duisburg-Ruhrort-Ant- a Rm. 1.31 
werp • 0 0 .- •••••• ,; ••• b " 

1.43 
c " 

1.54 
d ., 1.15 
e ,. 2.00 

* Indications for 4 months only. 
t " " 10 " " 

1925 1927 

Cargo 
Barge with tug 

steamer 
Total freight 

Belgian 
Cereals 

·French 
figures figures 

. 

'fl. 3.07 · Fr. f. 19. 90 * - fL 4.02 Fr. f. 24.-

" '3.18. _, 25.70t B, fr. 37.50 
" 

4.06 
" 26.50 

" 3.30 ,. 22.-· * - " 
4.10 

" 29.-

" 
2.00 15.50 * - 3.70 24.-" " " 

" 
4.25 " 40.-·t - ". 4.50 

" 29.-

Potash Soda . 

-
Fr. f. 12.20 Fr.f.14.87 No figures 

. 

" 
13:83 " 

23.80 § 

" 
15;40 

" 
27.12 -

" 
10.5Q. 

" 
11.50 

" 
15.50 

" 
35.00 

Belgian . German .Belgian Genru 
figures figures .figures figures 

. 

fl. 2.04 - fL 2.96 -
" 

2.22 II. 2.13 " 
3.- fl. 2.25 

" 
2.40 - " 

3.04 -

" 
1.50 " 1.42 

" 
2.70 -

" 
3.70. 

" 
3.45 

" 
3.50 

fl. 1.76 fl. 1.55 -

- - •. 

" 
1.50 . -

" 
2.42 -. 

fl. 2.04 - No figures 
,. 2.22 B.fr. 32.50 

" 
2.40 

" 
1.50 

" 
3.70 . 

-
-No. figures - No figurell 

fl. 

" . 

" 
" 
" 

0.69 fl. 0.72 
0.83 B, fr. 22.50 

" 
0.76 

0.97 " 
0.80 

0.45 " 
0.50 

1.40 " 
1.20 

. No figures 

I 
* Indications for 5-6 months only, 
§ , , 4~5 ,. 

Barge 
freight 

· ·Coal 

Rm. 1.58 

" 1.67 

" 
1.76 

" 
1.20 

" 
-2.40 
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Freights for Rotterdam. 

A. Goods in Parcels {Stiickgiiter). -

1913 1925 1927 

Barge Cargo Barge Cargo Barge Cargo 

with tug steamer with tug steamer wit4 tug steamer 

Rotterdam - Strasburg I 
700 km •...•... -- .. a Rm. 5.47 No figures No figures 

b " 
6.32 

c " 
7.38 

d " 
5.00 

e " 
8.00 

. 

Strasburg-Rotterdam .. No figures No figures No figures 

German Dutch Dutch German 
figures figures figures figures 

Rotterdam - Mannheim 
570 km ............ a - - - - - fl. 3.75 

b Rm. 3.08 fl. 3.00 fl. 4.54 fl. 4.00 fl. 4.21 
" 

4.00 
·- - - 4.25 c - - - " 

d - - - -- - " 
3.50 

e - - - " 
4.50 

Mannheim-Rotterdam . a - - - fl. 3.25 

b Rm. 2.25 fl. 2.35 fl. 3.35 " 
3.50 

c - - - " 
3.75 

d -- -- - " 
3.00 

e - - - " 
4.00 

Rotterdam - Ludwigs-
hafen, 570 km ...... a -- Rm. 4.25 No figures -

b Rm. 3.06* " 
5.25 fl. 4.25 

c - " 
6.75 

d -
" 

4.00 
e - " 

7.00 
Ludwigshafen - Rotter- -

dam •••• 0 ••••••••• a - Rm. 2.50 No figures -
b Rm. 2.25 

" 
4.00 fl. 3.50 

c -
" 

6.00 -
d - " 

2.50 --
e - " 

6.00 -
Rotterdam-Rhine- Ruhr 

ports, 215 km. . .... No figures No figures No figures 

Rhine-Ruhr ports- Rot- I I 
terdam ............ No figures No figures No figures 

I I 

* Barge freight only : 1.26 Rm. 



-Rotterdam-Stra.Sbu~g . ~ · · a 
b 

·Strasburg-Rotterdam •.. 

. -
~otterdam-Mannheim 

Mannheim-.Rotterd~ 

Rotterdam·. Ludwiga • · 
hafen ... _ .... , .... , . 

Ludwigshafen - Rotter
dam .:,: ... ; ... ·.; .. 

, Rotterdam--.Rhine-Ruhr . 
ports,·· ........ · .... . 

Rhine • Ruhr ports • 
;Rotterdam~ . : ...... . 

c 
. !l" 
.e 

b 

b 

b 

b. 

I . 
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B. Goorl,a in BuZk. 

1913 

B.arge 
with tug . 

Rm. · 4.34 
.. 4.68 

" .. 
5.18 
4.00 
5.80 

No figiues 

1925 

Barge Mth tug . 

Flour 

fl. 3.50 

No figures 

Dutch 
figtires 

German 
figures· 

I· Cargo 
·steamer 

Rm. 2.83 · fl. 2.23 fl. 2.25 • flo 3.25 

Rm. 1.88· flo 1.85 fl. 2.85 
. 

Rm .. 2.81 No figures 

Rm. 1.88 
I . 

No figures 

. I 
No figures No fiiures 

I 
No figures No figures 

I 

. 

1927 

Barge 
with tug 

No figures 

No figures 

fl. 2.45 

fl. 1.55 

fl. 2.25 

fl. 2. 75 

·No figures 

No figures 
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C. Special Goods in Bulk - Coal, 01·e, Cereals, etc. 

1913 

Barge 
with tug 

-
Cereals 

Light 
cereals 

Rotterdam-
Strasburg a Rm. 3.81 

. 
--

b , 4.25 fl. 2.52 
c , '4.67 -
d , 3.25 -· 
e , 5.50 -

Strasburg-
Rotterdam No figures 

German 
-

Rotterdam- . 
Jliannheim b Rm. 2.58 fl. 2.00 

Mannheim-
. Rotterdam b Rm. 1.63 fl. 1.60 

Ttotterdam-
Ludwigshafen b Rm.2.56t 

Ludwigshafen-
Rotterdam b Rm. 1.63 

Rotterdam- Ore Cereals 

Rhine-Ruhr -
ports ........ a 

Middle-si1.e 
barges b fl. 1.18* fl. 1.49* 

Large barges .... b fl. 1.09§ .fl. 1.29§ 
c 

Rhine-Ruhr- Coal 
ports - Rotter-
dam ......... a 

b Rm. 1.25 
. 

* Cargo steamer. 
t Barge freight only : Rm. 1.26. 

fl. 0.37. * Tug ~ 

§ " ~' " ·fl. 0.27. 
" Barge freight only. 

"1925 

Barge with tug 

Hea'Vy 
Timber 

cereals 

- -

fl.2.79-3.00 fl. 5.25 
- -
- -
- -

No figures 

I 
figures Dutch figures 

Light 
Copra _Timber 

cereals 
-

fl. 3.00* fl. 2.41 fl. 3.00 fl. 2.10 

fl. 2.60* 

No figures 

No figures 

Timber Ore 
Light 
cereals 

fl. 0.205 .. 

fl. 1.57* 
fl. 1.23. 

fl. 1.39§ 
fl. 0.29 

No figures 

1927 

Barge with tug 

No figures 

_No "figures 

Hea'Vy Dutch German· 
cereals figures figures. 

fl.- 1. 99 fl. 1.88 fl. 2.00 

.. fl. 1.30 

No figures 

No figures 

' 
Heavy 

Ore cereals 
' 

fl. 1.10 
fl. 0. 9_9 

Dutch German 
figures figures 

Coal Coal 

fl. 0.94" Rm.l.l7" 
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Freights ··for Amsterdam. 

A. Good& in Parcel8 (Stiickgiiter). 

1913' 1925 1927 
-

Barge Cargo 
Cargo steamer Cargo steamer· 

wi~h tug. steamer 
-

. 
Dut<;h Putch Dutch German Dut~h -·German 

. ' figures figures figures figures fig ares figui'es . 
'. 

Amsterdam-Mannheim a fl. 1.50 fl. 2.205 fl. !1,.96 - fl. 4.71 fl. 5.25 
·b , 2:00 , 2. 70S , 7.19 fl. 4.15 , 6.94 

·~ 
5'.75 

c. , 2.50 
I . " 

3.2()5 
" 9.92 - , 9.25 

" 
6.25 

d , 0.875 
" 

1.875 
" 

4 .. 00 -
" 

4.00 
" 

5.00 
e 

" 
3.00. 

" 3.50 
" 

12.00 -
" 

!2.00 
" 

6.50 
'· 

Mannheim-Amsterdam a fl, 0.875 fl. 0.99 fl. 3.06 - • 
b 1.025 - 1.235 - 5.73 fl. 3.00 fl. 4.00 fl. 4.25 

" 
,, 

" c 
" 

1.46 
" 

1.425 
" 

7.58 - .. 5.06 " 4.75 
d. 

" 
0.725 . •• 0.70 

" 
2.50 - , 7.54 ,, 5.25 

. e 
" 

L75 
" 

1.625 
" 

. 8.50' -- " 
3.50 " 

4.00 

" 
9.00 

" 
5.50 

-

Amsterdam-Duisburg a fl. 0.75' ' fl. 1.29 fl. 2.54 fl. 2.94 
b ., 0.96 " ' 

1.50 
" 

4.03 
" 

3.94 
. c 

" 
1.2()5 

" 
1.75 

" 
-6.13 

" 
5.50 

d 
" 

0.625 
' " LOO "· 

2.25 ,-, 2.50 
e " 

1.375 
" 

2.00 
" 

7.00 
" 

·7.00 
-

Duisburg-Amsterdam a fl. 0.5.7 fl. 0.71 fl. 2.1ll J· :{t 2.06 
•b ,., 0.675 

" 
0.785 

" 
2.79 

" 
3.08 

. 
'c 0.845 

" 
0.825 , 4.27 

" 
4:42 

" .. d ., 0.50 
" 

0.625 
" 

l. 75 
" 

1.75 
.. 

e 0.925 0.975 6.00 ·,~ 5.50 -" " " 
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B. Goods in Bulk. 

Barge with tug 

'1913 1925 1927 

Dutch Dutch German Dutch German 
figures figures figures figures figures 

. 

-' 
A 1.165 msterdam-Mannheim •••••• 0 •• a fl. -· --

b " - I. 335 fl. 2:75 fl. 2.65 
c 1.50 

. - ·-
I " d' 

" 
0.875 - -··--· 

i· 
e " 1.75 - ---

M annheirn-Amsterdarn .......... a fl. 0.90 . fl. 1.04 - fl. I. 71 --
b 

" 
0.96 

" 
1.52 fl. 2.10 

" 
2.02 fl. 1.80. 

c 
" ~-135 " 

2.07 -
" 

2.52 . -
d " 

0.575 
" 

0.80 --
" 

1.35 --. 1.30 2.50 3.00 e " " ---
" 

---
. 

Am stt>rdam~Dniqburg .... ' ..... a fl. 0.30 fl. 1..10 
b ,, 0.39 

" 
Lin 

c ·" 0.525 
" 1.53 

d " 
0.225 

" 1.00 
c " 

0.625 - " 
1.75 No figures 

-

Dnis · bnrg-Amsternarn .......... ·a fl. 0.49 fl. 0.67 fl. 0.80 
b 

" 
0.55 

" 
1.40 

" 
1.31 

c 
" 

0.635 . 
" 1.86 

" 1.83 . 
d 

" 
0.425 -" 0.50 ".0.65 

e 0.725 2.50 - 2.30 " " " 
. 



C~ Special . Goods in Bulk. 

-. 
. 

.. Barg!l with tug 

- 1913. 1925 1927 -. 
' 

Dutch Dutch. German Dutch German 
.· _figures figures figures figures figures 

. 

. 
Amsterdam-MIJ,nnbeim .... •.•• .. a :0. 1.04 fl. 1.70 - fl. I. 76 -

b. " 
1.21 .. 1.98 fl. 2.50 

" ~.98 fl. 2.25• 
c " 1.335 

" 
_2.67 - " 

2.30· -· . 
d 

" 
0.875 

" 1.45.· - " 
1.50 -

.. e , · r.so .. ,. 3.-20 -. " 
'2.80 --· .. 

M annbeim'Afuste,rdam ..... _ ... -..... a. 'fl. ·0 .. 84 - -
b· 

. 
0.89 fl. 1.85 fl. 1.55 ,, 

c " 0 .. 94 -- . -
.d ,; . 0.50 - -
e 1.175 - . -·" . . . 

Amstcrdll.m-Duisburg 
. .. • ..... "' ... a fl. ().30 fl. o:596 fl. 0.86 

)> ·. 0.39 0.79 1.01· 
. 

" " . " c 
" 

0.525 ., 1.07• ".1.22 
d, " 

0.225 
" 

0.50 " 
Q.75. 

e· 
" 

0.625 

" 
1.75 " l. 7.5 

-

Ouisburg-Amsterdam . •'• ... •'••·· a fl. 0.36 . 
b 

" 
0.435 .No. figures No figures 

() 

" 
0:575 

d· ". o:30 -
-

e . " 0.675 
-

. . .. 
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Freights for Rhine-Ruhr Ports. 

A. -Good8 in Parcels (Stiickgiiter). 

1913 1925 1927 
. 

Barge Barge Cargo Cargo 
with tug_ with tug steamer steamer 

Rhine- Ruhr ports - Mannheim 
352 km ...........•......... a. Rm . . 4.75 

b Rm. 2.83 Rm. 5.00 Rm. 6.50 
" 

5.25 
c 

" 
5.75 

.d 
" 4.50 

e " 
6.00 

Ma.nnheim-Rhine-Ruhr ports ... a. . Rm. 4.25 
b Rm. 2.65 Rm. 4.25 Rm. 5.75 

" 4.50 
c 

" 4.75 
d . 

" 
4.00 

e 
" 

5.00 
Strasburg - Rhine - _ Ruhr ports 

486 km ..................... a Rm.- 4.50 
b ! . " 6.00 No figures No figures 

' c 
" 6.50 I -

B. Good8 in Bulk. 

1913 1925 1927 

Barge Barge Barge 
' with tug with tug with tug 

- I . 
! 

Rhine-Ruhr ports-Ma.nnheim .... b Rm. 2.28 Rm. 3.00 Rm. 2.95 

Ma.nnheim - Rhine-Ruhr ports ... b Rm. 1.43 Rm. 2.25 Rm. 2.00 

Strasburg - Rhine-Ruhr ports ... a Rm. 2.00 
b " 3.00 
c 

" 
4.00 No figures No figures 
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. c;·speeial Goods-~n Bulk- OodJ, ·ore, Cereals, etc: 

Rhirie-Rithr ports-Mannheiin ..•. 
-

Mannheim.Rhine-Ruhr po;rts .... 

Rhiri~-Ruhr ports-Strasburg 

Strasbnrg-Rhirie-Ruhr pol'ts.-•.... 

-

* Barge freight only : . 0.99 
:J . ,; >• 1.02 

" " " 
0.94 

" . 

b 

b 

,b 

a 

I 
b 
c 

. 

. 
'1913 1925 - - ' 
Barge Barge_ 

With tug "with tug 

. . . 
Rm. 2;03* · Rm~ 2.5ot 

.. 
Rm. 1.20 

. 
Rm. 1.75. 

Rni. 3.15§ .Rm. 5.2611 

Rm. 2.30 

" 
3.00 

., 3.80 ~o figures. 

1927 

Ba.rge 
with tug 

Rm. 2.30* 

RIL. 1.60. 

Rm. 4.65 

Fr. francs 13~ 75 

§ Barge freight only: 1.60 
II· 

" 
.. 1.90 
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Freights for l\lannheim-Ludwlgshafeu. 

A. Goods in Parcels (Stiickgiiter). 

1913 1925 1927 

Barge Barge Car[I.O 
with tug with tug steamer 

Strasburg . 1\iannheim ·• Ludwigs· 
hafen, 134 km .... · ............ a · Rm. 2.00 . Rm. 4.65 

b " 
3.00 No figures· " 4.90 

c " 
3.50 " 5.15 

'· 

Mannhelm - Ludwigshafen - Stras~ a Rm. 4.75 
burg .......... - .. - .. - ...... · .. b Rm. 2.13 No figures " 

5.00 
c " 5.25 

B. Goods in Bulle. 

- - 1913 I 1925 I 1927 

Barge with tug . 
Strasburg - Mannheim - Ludwigs-

hafen 0 0 ••••• • ,. 0 ••••••• 0 • ••• a Rm. 1.80 
b " 

2.00 No figures Rm. 1.90 
c " 

2.30 
Mannheim - Ludwigshafen - Stras- . 

burg ................ : ........ b Rm.- 1.88 No figures Rm. 2.65 

. 

C. Special Goods in Bulk. 

Barge with tug 

Strasburg - lliannheim - Ludwiga-
hafen ••••••• 0 ••• ••••••••••• a Rm. 1.50 

b 
" 1.80 No figures Rm. 1.90 

c 
" 

1.80 
Mannheim - Ludwigshafen - Stras-

burg ........................ b Rm. 1.63 ·No figures Rm. 2.65* 

fhis figure appliC:S only to Ludwigshafen-Strasburg, the .corresponding figures for Manriheim-Strasburg being: 1.78. 
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ANNEX E 1 (b). 

TRANSHIPMENT COSTS ON THE RHINE. 

With regard to transhipment eosts, it results from the figures given below that, for 
various categories of goods, in particular for goods in parcels, the_ transhipment costs 

-are.at present no higher in absolute figures than in 1913. For other categories of goods, the 
transhipment costs show an increase up to 100 per cent in a few instances, but taking into 

· account that in those very few cases the transhipment cost itself is ·extremely small (e.g., 4 
to 5 pfennige per ton), the influence of those variations on the total cost of transport is 
negligible. -

1. RHINE AND RUHR PORTS. 

Unloading Costs from Ship to Truck and vice versa. 

(Reichsmarks for 1,000 kilogrammes.) 

Article I 1913 1925 1926 1927 

Piece goods 
1.20/1.50 Sacks 2.40 2.40 2.40 

Oases . 1.20/1.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 
Casks 1.20/1.50- 2.70 2.70 2.70 

Ore 0.45 - 0.45 0.45. . . 
Iron . -- . . 0.85/1.20 0.85/1.20 0.85i1.20 
Wood 1. 90/2.60 1.90/2.60 1.90/2.60 
Grain - 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Potash, 

1.20/1.30 1.20/1.30 1.20/1.30 ammonia 
Baryta-... _. r· 0.50 0.50 0.50 

2. UPPER RHINE-PORTS .. 

(a) Unloading Costs from Ship to Truck (Mannheim_-Ludwigshafen, Karlsruhe, Kehl~ 
Strasburg). 

(German Pfennige for 1,000 kilogrammes). 

Article 

Piece goods . . . . · 
Packed goods (10 tons and more) 
Grain 
Coal .. . 
Coke .. . 
Raw sugar 
White sugar 
Raw iron 
Bar iron, etc. 
Wood in trunks 
Boards ·. : . . . 

1913 

40 
12 
10 

5 
6Y2 
8 

10 
6 

12 
12 
12 

1925/1927 

70 
18 
22 

5 
6Y2 

12 
18 

8 
15 
15 

'25 
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(b) Loading Costs from Truck to Ship. 

Article 

· Cement in sacks and casks 
Clay (loose) 
Stones (loose) . : . . . . . 
Salt (loose) . . . . . . . . 
Piece goods (cargo boat) 
Ditto in part loads (barge) 
Wood (boards) _. 
Wood in trunks 
Waste (loose) . 
Flour in sacks . 

. •, 

Al~EX E 2. 

1913 

6 
4 
5 
4 

40 
20 
12 
12 

4 
8 

SELF:COSTS IN DANUBE NAVIGATION. 

1925/1927 

10 
8 
8 
6 

40 
30 
25 
15 

6 
15 

The question· of self-costs is extremely difficult and disputable, since, for example, . 
there is a great difference between costs when a steamer is fully loaded or only partly 
loaded ; whether there be low water or normal water ; whether the steamer travels on a 
stretch of the river for which it is specially suitable or not. · 

In particular, however, _the self-costs fluctuate according to whether the fleet is being 
fully employed, that is, according to whether the general costs are being spread over a 
smaller or larger volume of transported goods. 

Moreover, the self-costs vary according to whether one takes average self-costs or 
additional ones ; for example, a steamer travels on a certain stretch of the river with three 
barges, but it could take a fourth barge with little difficulty. Ho}V self-costs for this 
fourth barge are to be reckoned is hard to say. 

However, the ·following .are certain average figures, but, in· considering these, it is 
necessary to keep in mind the aforementioned points, and the following figures may not. be 
considered as being absolute and everywhere applicable, but only in a general way. 

Table 1 below gives the average towing costs for a barge (loaded with 400 tons) on the 
so-called normal stretch of the river upstream journey (i.e., the stretch Moldova-Gonyii). 
Now, in order to calculate the costs on other stretches of the river, then both for upstream 
and downstream journeys, there are certain conversion keys (called coefficients), and these 
are shown in Table 2. 

TABLE 1. 

TOWING COSTS OF A BARGE WITH 400 ToNS LOAD FROM MOLDOVA TO G6NYU (7421). 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

Wages of crew . . ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Allowances to crew when afloat. . .. . . . . . . . 
Depreciation when vessel is moving and depreciation 

when vessel is standing (i.e., when fired, but standing) 
Movement costs (includes variable depreciation, coal, 

wood, oil) . . . . . . . . .. 
Repairs ......... . 
General management and costs 
Other costs . . . . . . . . . 

Austrian schillings. 

527.66 
175.60 

42.59 

963.81 
191.93 
551.11 
146.88 

2,599.58 

No. 3 is the fixed depreciation, while No. 4 is variable according to whether vessel is 
travelling on this or that stretch, etc. . 
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TilLE 2. 

COEFFICIENTS. 

Jor cal.culating the: Self-fJosts upstream ~or downstream on Other Stretches of the Danube by 
· . . . converting ·the Figures. given for the Normal Stretch in Table 1.. 

Stretch, 

. Regensburg-Passau 
Passau-Gonyii . . 
Gonyti,-Moldova . . -. 
Moldova-V odita . . . 
Vodita-Guravaii Canal . . 
Vodita~Guravaii old line . 
Gura vaii -Tlirnseverin. 

' Turnseverin-Galatz 
Galatz-Sulina . . . 
Gyor-.Arm . . . _ . . 
Drave . . . . . . 
Tisza below Szeged 
Tisza above Szeged 

·. ·-

TABLE 3. 

Upstream. 

1.9 
3.5 
1.0 
4.0 

12.0 
6.0 
1. .. 6 

.1.2 
2.5 
3.0 
3.0 
1.3 
2.6 

COSTS OF .A. NoRMAL 670-TON BARG-E PER DAY. 

1. Wages of crew . . . . . . . ·-
2. Repair . . . . . . . . . . .• 

3. Other expenses . . . . . : 
4. General management and costs 
5. Depreciation· . . . . . 

Downstream . 

0.68 
1.16 
0.43 
0.88 
1.08 
0.84 
0.69 
0.52-
0.08 
1.29 
0.78 
0.56 

. 0. 78 

Austrian schillings. 

20.36 
4.66 

12.27 
46.11 

9.60 

93.00 
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EXTRACT FROM THE RECORDS 
OF THE MEETING OF THE REICH RAILWAYS COUNCIL 

IN BERLIN. JULY 19rH, 1927. 

On an average the standard-tariff introduced in the year 1920 on the basis of 
the graduated tariff system was equival(lnt to the normal pre-war tariff. At this level 
the scale for the lower categories made the higher rates of the upper categories bearable 
and the high rates for short distances were set off by the lower long-distance rates. The 
position was thus tolerable, both from a financial point of view and from that of competition. 
These conditions had changed when the German currency collapsed, and the normal tariff 
of 1920 had been increased by 100 per cent. The Reich Railways Board consequently 
demanded that the situation ·should be modified as soon as possible. Since then the 
normal tariff had been reduced three times, but on an average it. was still from 45 to 
50 per cent higher than before the war. Immediately after the resumption of traffic 
on .the Rhine and Ruhr railways, the Permanent Tariff Commission had been instructed 
to endeavour to remove the hardships in question. In view of the uncertain financial 
position at that time the instructions could only stipulate that there should be no financial 
deficits. The so-called administrative proposals had been submitted to the Permanent 
Tariff Commission with the same idea. The opposition of commercial circles had been 
thoroughly aroused ; they maintained that to set off reductions in one place by increases 
in another could not be considered a tariff reform. This view was not correct, however. 
In the case of the normal tariff the first object aimed at was to estimate correctly the 
marginal proportion between individual classes of wagons -i.e., the differences in goods 
traffic rates for raw materials, partly manufactured articles and manufactured articles, 
placed in the various wagon-load categories- and also the proportional margin of goo.ds 
traffic rates for the individual distances and thereby to determine the rates for the individual 
distances. · The criterion was the tariff rate necessary to obtain the revenue required, 
which showed whether the· margin was correct or whether it should be amended. In the 
first place, hpwever; the correct proportional margin had to be found. 

When the financial position of the ~eich Railways improved at the beginning of 1927, 
the Central Administration had no longer insisted on the· condition that there should be 
no financial deficit ; · they had based their action on an estimate that the expenditure 
involved by removing existing hardships. would amount to about seventy million 
Reichsmarks. From that time onwards every branch of industry or commerce had made 
increasing efforts to obtain advantages under the new regulation of tariffs. The idea of 
removing hardships had fallen more and more into the background. If the wishes of 
economic circles had been complied with, the main hardship in the tariff, that is to 
say, the unfair margin between individual categories, would still have remained and 
the clamolir for the removal of this disability would have arisen afresh, exactly as 
had been the case when .·three successive general reductions had been made after the 
introduction of the normal tariff. In its work the Permanent Tariff Commission had 
aimed, in accordance with the wishes of the Reich Railways Board, not at a general 
reduction of tariffs but at the removal of the ~tnomalies which had crept into the system 
through the considerable increase in tariffs. 

The Commission had endeavoured to carry out this task so far as financial 
considerations and the maintenance of the system allowed. The graph showing the 
increase and reduction in the present normal tariff as against that of pre-war times, 
demonstrated the heavy burden imposed upon the higher categories of goods as compared 
with the lower. The highest increase on Category A at 104.7 per cent migh~ be compa~ed 
with the highest increase on Category Fat 36.3 per cent. ·In all attacks agamst the Rewh 
Railways on the ground of their high tariffs, particular stTess had been laid on the material 

S.d. N. 425 (F.) 525 (A.) l/80. Jmpr. de Ia Tribune ce Geneve. 
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- increases in the higher categories. It was contended, inoreo:Ver, tha_t the stat~~ent and 
a phs were open to criticism in that,· unlike lower categ?r! !fOods, higher categmy goods 

eere mainly charged according to the rates for the subsidiary ca;tegory of ten-ton lo~ds, 
for which there was an additional charge which had not been leVled ~efore the war, SillCe 
the main wagon-load categories generally only took account of consignments of at least 
ten tons. The Permanent Tariff Commission therefore very properly had r~duced the 
tariff rate for the upper categories. It must not be for~otten that goods of Importa~ce 
for the food supply of the population were carried at th~ higher category rates, e · g · , _gram, 
mill products (flour, etc.), fruit, sugar, cattle, meat, f~sh and fat .. The sa:me applied to 
certain raw materials, such as copper and lead. The higJ:~r. categor~es also illCluded goods 
mainly intended for export. Urgent deman~s that _faCiliti~S b~ given_ for «:~~port. were, 
however, constantly being made by commercial and. illdustrial crrcles. The g~ods ill t~e 
higher categories had thus _primarily to com::pete With motor transpor~. Obvwusly ~hiS 
was rather a question of transport than of tariffs. On the other hand, ~t w:a~ not possible 
that the very goods in respect of which there was motor-trans_por~ competitiOn should be 
carried at a specially high rate and therefore encouragement be given to,~h.e tendency_ to 
carry them by motor vehicles. In view of the motor-transport ·compet~twn the Rei_ch 
Railways Board had continually demanded that the ~oods rates for the higher categories 
be reduced. · · · · · · · 

. The heavy charges on the higher categories led to continual demands_ that goo~s, be 
put in a lower category. If these demands were granted to any great extent, the ultimate 
result would be a general reduction in respect of the higher categories- and. in the long run 
this would be impossible to avoid - subsequently there would be another reduction in 
respect of the goods thus placed in a lower category. This would mean a change in the 
operation of competition, since the goods transport rates for manufactured articles would. 
come too near those for semi-manufactured articles and raw materials. In the .case of a 
graduated tariff, particular caution should be exercised when contemplating any considerable 
reduction in goods transport rates which, in its effect, would be equivalent to reducing . 
distances and thus bring about undue changes in "the operation of competition. These 
considerations alone were enough to prove the necessity of reducing the goods transport, 
rates of the higher categories in order to preventimproper transfers of goods from higher to 
lower categories. Logically this would also lead to the introduction of a new category 
between D and E, since the proportional margin between. categories D and E amounted to 
36 per cent and therefore a transfer of goods from Category D to Category E would be open 
to objections on financial grounus and on account of the shifting of the basis of competition. 

The condition that the main categories of wagon-.loads must be based on a minimum ~f 
fifteen t~ns led to hardships in a period of economic depression, particularly in the case of 
goods which could only be delivered in smaller quantities by reason of reduced demand or of 
export P!Ohibitions. T~e Perman~nt Commission therefore had very rightly recommended 
a reductwn to ten tons_ ill the case of all subsidiary categories. . · · 

One of the most disputed questimis was that of the reduction of station handling
charges for· short distances .. Station handling-charges, unlike mileage rates, admittedly 
represented p_ay~ent for servwes r~ndered by the railway before and after transport. The 
cost of these serviCe~ was the~efore ill~ependent of the length of the journey. The reference 
to the fact that statwn handling of shipments of coal costs less than handling of other goods 
~ould only serve as. an argument for the J;edu(ltion of station handling-c.llarges on coal ; 
It could never pr~Vlde an argument for calcula~ing station handling-charges according to 
t~e length of the J?urney. The outlay of. the railways when goods were carried over short 
distances was_ considera~ly greate~ than ill. the case of long hauls, and .this was a further 
argu~ent agaillst reductiOn ~f statwn_h~ndling-char_ges for short distance traffic. If, in spite 
of t~s, ~he Permanent Traffi~ Comnnssi~n ~ad decided on a reduction of station handling
chaiges_ill_the case o~ short-distance ~raffw, It had done so only to meet the requirements of 
econo~c ~terests ; It h~d fully realis~d ~hat this measure was not logical, since it was in 
contradiCtiOn not only With the very prillCiple of station handling-charges but also With the 
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actual cost of the railways of short and long hauls. However, the Permanent Commission 
in this case had not lost sight of the following two points : 

• I 

1. In spite ofthe value that must be attached to a consistent tariff system, still, in the 
interests of the national economy, it was to a certain ex·tent possible to depart from the 
logical course so long as the exceptions made did not go so far as to undermine the basis of 
the tariff system. 

2. The lowering of transport charges by departures from the tariff system must not be 
so considerable as .to reduce transport rates in respect of a substantial proportion of the 
traffic to below the pre-war rates, plus allowance for increase in prices, plus traffic tax .. 

The Permanent Commission had borne these two points in mind when reducing 
the station handling-charges .for short distances in Categories A to E. If, in this 
case, they had graded their station handling-charges by distances of 10 kilometers, this 
was nothing new .. Such a· scale for station handling-charges was also provided for in 
the normal pre-war tariff for parcels traffic and wagon-load Categories B and A 1. In 

. the case of Category F, the station handling-charges for short distances had not been 
reduced, since absolute transport charges for all distances were less than the pre-war 
rate, plus_ allowance for increase in prices, plus traffic tax, and industry was only 
concerned with the actual figure of transport charges and not with the tariff system .. 
Furthermore, even before the war, there had been no graded station handling-charges 
for Category F. As regards Category E, in the future only the transport charges up to 50 

. kilometers would exceed the pre-war rates by 53 to 55 per cent (55 per cent_in the case.of the 
short distance of 10 kilometers) instead of by 45 per cent. In view of the small absolute 
transport charges this increase only amounted to one mark per 10 tons (with the exception 

·of the 40 kilometers distance, where it worked out at two marks, taking a round figure). If 
the fundamental idea of the graded tariff were adhered to. -· lowering of transport charges 
for long distances- nothing .could be said against this minimum addition of one mark. · 
Already on a distance of 60 kilometers the increase only amounted to 28 per cent as against 
pre:war times. The decisions of the Permanent Traffic Commission had been described in 
commercial circles as inadequate. .These demanded the pre-war scale of station handling
charges in special tariffs I to III; i.e., a 50 per cent reduction up to 50 kilometers and a 25 
per cent reduction from 51 to 100 kilometers. In the first place, however, it must be 
pointed out that before the war there had been a kilometer tariff system, whereas now the 
graded tariff system was in force. It was a mistake to apply a tariff principle of an altogether 
different system to the graded tariff system, the purpose of which was to make short hauls 
proportionately dearer than long ones. This resulted in an impossible situation, as was 
clearly shown by statistics of the percentage increases and reductions, as against the 
pre-war tariff, which would come into effect should the proposals of. industry as regards 
Categories E and F or the special coal tariff be carried through. If the demands of 
economic circles were granted, all three tariffs would show an enormous reduction in 
transport charges for short distances, which in no case would continue to reach pre-war 
rates, plus allowance for increase in prices, plus traffic tax. There would further be a 
relatively large increase in transport charges for medium distances which, however, would 
only slightly exceed the pre-war rates, plus allowance for increase in prices, plus traffic tax, 
and then again an exceedingly large reduction in transport charges for long distances. 

In Category F, for short distances, the freight rates were even lower than the pre-war 
ories, for. medium distances they rose to the quite inadequate height of 21.6 per cent over 
pre-war rates, and for long distances they fell again to the level of the pre-war rates. The 
special coal tariff, too, began at the pre-war rate, rose for medium distances to 37.2 per cent 
ab~ve the pre-war level, and, for long distances, again sank to the pre-war tariff. Owing _to 
the fact that very large quantities of goods were carried under these tariffs and the special 
coal tariff, especially over short distances, it could not be seriously d?ubted that . these 
rates would financially be quite insufficient. The well-known industrialist, Hugo ~tiD..?es, 
who could certainly not be suspected of any partiality for the State. Railways, ha~ s3:1d, JUSt 
before his· death, that even for such a huge business as the Railways, the prmCiples of 
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management must be the same as for a private business. Ju.st as t.hese, in fixing their prices, 
must take into account the rise in general values, the Rewh railways must do the same. 
Apart altogether from the financial impossibility of giving effect to the demands of the 
economic interests, the suggestions laid the axe at t~e very root of the gra.ded 
tariff system: It was impossible to keep short and long distances ~ow and the med~um 
ones high. The memorandum positively clamoured for a r~ductu~n on the m~dium 
distances. The industries which were dependent on medmm distance ~raffic f?r 
obtaining raw materials and for selling their pr~ducts w~uld be severely ha~dwapp~d m 
comparison with industries which were situated m the neighbourhood _of .therr supplies of 
raw material or their markets. If the proposals of commerce wer? carne.d thr~mgh, ~he 
Reich Railways would in a very short time be face~ with the n~ces~Ity of either m~re~smg 
transport rates for short distances, or of also making a r~ductwn I_Il the rates fm nnd~le 
distances. If the latter alternative were adopted, then the mtroductwn of the gr~ded. tariff 
system would have proved only a roundabout wa;y: of m~king a gene~al re~uctwn m the 
kilometer tariff. No proof was needed that the Reich Railways. were fina~mally unable to 
grant such a general reduction. They would very soon ~e obliged to r~Is.e the standard 
tariff afresh and would then aaain be faced with the questiOn whether this mcrease should 
be carried through by means" of a graduated tariff or a kilo mete: tariff. The railw:ay 
company was convinced of the necessity. of having a graduated tariff ~s a st~ndar~ tariff . 

. There could be no dispute on this principle, the only point open to discussiOn bemg the 
grading of the tariff. The graded tariff was necessary, not only on account of the splitting
up of the German economic territory by the Treaty of Peace, but also in consequence of the 
general rise in prices, which made a continuance of the kilometer tariff impossible. 

. A standard tariff could never satisfy the particular wishes of individual districts or 
individual groups of interests. To reduce handling charges up to 110 kilometers instead of 
up to 100 kilometers because a transhipment port was situated at this distance from an 
industrial district, or to make a special reduction in the rate up to a particular distance, 
because an important industrial district lay at this distance from its source of raw materials, 
was impossible. A standard tariff must be the best possible harmonising . of the various 
interests involved. No claims for compensation because the standard tariff did not meet the 
wishes of all the individual districts or groups of interests could be entertained. In 
particular, a stand must be made against such compensation claims based on the ground 
that the standard tariff had not been properly constructed from the point of view of working 
costs. This assertion was unjustified. A detailed investigation of the question of working 
costs had shown that the reduction in the rates between 100 kilometers and 1,000 kilometers 
approximately corresponded to the fall in the average working costs on these distances. 
Likewise, the decline in the average working costs on carriage from 10 to 100 kilometers 
corresponded to the decline in the kilometrical transport rates for these distances .. 

In criticising the work of the Permanent Tariff Commission, economic circles had 
pronounced against even the smallest increase in rates. This standpoint was not sound, in 
view ~f the obsc~rity of th? econC!mic ~ituation, which mig~t also lead to mistakes being 
made m elaboratmg the tariff. This attitude was also not Without danger for the economic 
circles themselves, since it would justify the Reich Railways in the conclusion that they 
must be very chary in reducing transport rates. · . . . 

· A few remarks were added on the subject of the special coal tariff. This was not within the 
PJ;OVince of the Permanent Tariff Commission, and the latter had therefore not decided 
upon any changes in it. Any change in this coal tariff would be extremely costly especially 
as th~ question of transport rates fo~ short distances could hardly be separated from the 
questiOJ?- of transport rat~s .for ~e~um an~ long distances. He could not sufficiently 
emphasise the ~normous difficulties mvolved m the question of a change in the special coal 
tariff f?r. cons.Ignments to South Germany, where all the coal districts were in severe 
competitiOn :VIth one another. The positi?n would be further complicated by the fact that · 
the Saar Basm no:v once more s?ught .to dispose of its products in its former chief market of 
South Germany, u., at. a medium distance; and in this. connection it should further be 
remembered that the d1s~ance from the Saar to South Germany over German lines had 
partly become greater owmg to the loss of Alsace-Lorraine. In this connection it must be 



emphasised that the special .tariff 6u could not be considered from the point of view of the 
· interests of shipping alone. The interests of all the coal areas m connection with tariff 6u. 

were to some extent conflicting: · 
In his defence of the ·present argument he could not go into the details of all the various 

wishes expressed. But the complaint regarding the disabilities placed :upon Bavarian 
lignite could not be left uncontradicted. In so far as in addition to the special 
coal tariff other special tariffs existed or were under consideration, the conditions 
specified facilitated the introduction of these tariffs in spite of the known difficulties. This 

. applied to the transhipment tariff 6u, to the bulk tariffs to the coast, and to special tariff 6i 
for closed trains with heavy goods trucks. For the rest, it was questionable- he could 
not for the moment say for .certain - whether a special tariff granted to Bavarian ligilite 
would-not also have to be extended to the mU:ch better quality Bohemian lignite, and would 
perhaps therefore ii:i.jure the interests of Bavarian and other German lignites more than 
it would assist them. · 



[Extract from the Zeitschrijt fur 
Binnenschiffahrt, of .April 15th, 1926.] 
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II 

HOW TO ARRIVE AT CO-OPERATION BETWEEN 
RAILWAYS AND WATERWAYS WHICH SHALL BE SATISFACTORY 

FROM THE NATIONAL ECONOMIC POINT OF VIEW~. 

By Dr:· w: SPIESS, 

Director of the German· Reich· Railways, Berlin . 

.After the broad-minded man~~r in ~hich Dr . .Albert .Arnecke of Cologne has Written on 
this question in No.3 of the Zeitschri~ fur Binnenschiffahrt, it. would n~t be right for those 

· who have professionally worked at this problem for a long. time to withdraw themselves 
from the discussion. .All.who study this subject, whatever side they are on, .have the .same . 
purpose, namely, to clear up the whole problem once and for .all, and thus stop tb.e stream of .. 
ink which flows daily on the subject of inland transhipment tariffs. ·. · . · 

.Arnecke compares the principle that railways and waterways should work together 
and not against each other to the elementary truth that children should behave themselves. · 
He regards the problem of railway tariffs for goods in bulk with transhipment on inland 
waterways as being in practice unsolved. · · · . · · · . · · · · 

. If the purpose of all economic activity, and in particular of national economic activity, 
is. to achieve the greatest possible results with the smallest expenditure of energy, it is 
obvious that all the forces in the economic life of the nation should work not against each 
other but together, and should run not in opposite directions but, so far as possible, parallel 
to each other. The only question is how far such a parallel movement is possible. If they are 
to run on parallel lines, it must be on the same plane and in the same dimensions. From 

·the point of view of technical operation, mixed transport by rail and water presupposes 
that railways and waterways must be adapted to each other's working capacity. if full 
economic success is to be achieved. It should, however, be pointed out that the reliability and 
working capacity of railways and waterways· are very different, and that not only on the 
Oder but elsewhere also absolutely regular co-operation in the icy cold of January or the 
drought of July presents. a problem which·cannot as yet be solved from a technical point of 
view. 

Wa~erw~s:s depend on so many chance circumstances (high-water, low-water, ice, fog, 
fluctuatiOns ill freight chargest differences in wages) that ·their working capacity is subject 
to much greater fluctuations than is that of the railways. .At the very time when there is 
th.e greatest demand for transport, in autumn and at the beginning of winter, waterways often 
.fail. Th~ aut~mn low-water, even on the most reliable of Germany waterways, the Rhine, is 
almost illvariably followed by the. so-called "advent " high-water at a· time when the 
demand ~or· transport i~ at its height in the weste.rn districts of the dountry. It is therefore 
not po.ssible for the rail~ays to rely. on the assista:nce of the waterways· in· dealing with 
exceptl~na;lly heav~ traffic. The much-talked-~f relief to congested sections of the railway· 
system 1s. ill such tm~es hardly mor~ than normnal. Even in the case· of the most perfect, 
systematiC co-operatwn between railways and waterways, the railways are compelled to 
make their arrangements in such a way as to enable them at all times to deal with the· 
total traffic should the ~aterways ~ail. In oth~r words, the railway lines must be so equipped 
as to be able to cope With a traffic far heaVIer than the average traffic during the period 
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when the waterways .are working .satisfa~torily. During the time when navigation is open, 
therefore, the operatiOn of the railways IS bound to some extent to be uneconomical. This 
app~es to. rol!ffig-stock and staff as well as to railway lines and buildings. The increased 
traffic which IS suddenly thrown upon the Reich Railways at times when the waterways fail 
is all th.e more acutely felt by them in proportion as their operation has been reduced during 

. the periOd when the waterways were working at their full capacity. 
Therefore, a state of thin~s under which it would be possible to use railway rolling

stock and plant equally and uniformly at all times - which from a business and economic 
point ~f view must necessarily be our aim-will be hindered rather than promoted by the 
operatiOn of the waterways so long as these remain unreliable. During the seasons when 
traffic is less hea~, transpor~ o~ goods by water instead of by rail prevents the satisfactory· 
development of ra~way ~raffi~ m yet another manner. The greater the amount of goods 
accumulat~d at raij.way JunctiOns, the easier and quicker it is to make up complete trains 

· for great distances. A large amount of goods ready for despatch naturally leads to a more 
rapid circulation of wagons and more economical operation of traffic. Waterways, however, 
mainly handle goods in bulk in one direction ; as a general rule they do not carry much 
traffic.in the opposite direction. This means, indeed, that traffic leaving the railway for the 
waterway involves a large reduction in the empty wagon kilometers in railway traffic. The 
saving on this point, however, should not be overestimated, since it represents a saving' on 
empty wagons running regularly in whole trains over long distances, and therefore involving 
small. expenditure per kilometer on each unit. On the other hand,· the transport of goods 
to the places at which they are transhipped to waterways and their removal from these 
places generally involves comparatively short hauls. Therefore, in comparison to the direct 
route; shunting work iri the case- of combined transport by rail and water is very considerable. 
We need only refer to t~e complicated shunting arrangements in the Ruhrort -Duisb!lrg 
ports. 

We may add that, according to present traffic conditions on those railway lines which 
compete with waterways, it would seem quite possible to transfer to the railways the 
greater part of the traffic at present carried by water. 

From the point of view of operation, the German railways arlso suffer considerably . 
from the decentralisation necessitated by the use of a series of water transhipment places 
geographically distant from each other ; under ·this system it is not possible to arrange for 
the uniform distribution of wagons, as can be done under a centralised system such, for 
instance, as the direct railway coal traffic in the Ruhr district. The same considerations 
and experiences have led private industry more and more to standardise and to construct 
only a few larger types. It has been found' that if there is a considerable increase in the . 
demand for 0-wagons in the Upper Rhine and J\fain districts, not only is the southern 
movement of empty wagons to the Ruhr decreased,. but it may even be necessary in certain 
circumstances to bring empty 0-wagons from the-Ruhr for the heavy stone traffic from the 
Westerwald. · This puts a further strain upon a line which the inland ·navigation 
transhipment tariff was primarily intended to relieve. Similar anomalies in wagon traffic 
would arise on the middle and lower Oder if coal shipped from Upper Silesia were in future 
carried solely by the waterway. Nothing definite could be substituted for the present 
system, for here also the distribution of wago.ns would present serious difficulties on account 
of the uncertainties caused by changes in the water-level, etc. . 
. Therefore, from the point of view of the operation of traffic, the idea of co-operation 

. between rail and water, which at first sight appears to be in accordance with the most 
elementary principles of national economy, has considerable disadvantages owing ta the 
fact that the working capacity of rail and water at the present time cannot be measured 
by the same standard. Iii ·view of the present traffic-carrying capacity of waterways, the 
railway is inclined to see in the proposed partnership merely a t.echnically und~sirable 
dependence on the moods of the waterways. Our reply to the questiOn, how to anive at a 
co-operation between railways and waterways wh~~h shall l?e satisfactory from the point 
of view of national economy, must therefore b~ : By ma~g the wate~ways technically 
more reliable so that they should become the faithful and reliable compamons and partners 
of the !ailways throughout the year and in all weathers ". 
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From the point of view of law and tariff policy, Dr . .A.i-neck~'s question conceriD:ng a· 
partnership between railways and waterways which would be satisfactory.from a natwnal 
economic point of view must necessarily be answered by the further.proble;'ll of waterway 
transhipment tariffs which he describes as unsolved. Indeed, every.thing which can be done 
for co-operation apart from the question of tariffs, for instance, lii: the spher~s of wa~on 
supply and operation, sinks into the backgroun.d a~ compared w_:rth the tariff ques~wn 
itself, particularly as these matters of wagon distrib~twn and operatiOn cannot be descnbed 
as specifically and exclusively transhipment questi~ns. They. can only be regarded as 
general technical railway problems and perhaps techrucal transhipment problems. 

However, Dr . .Arnecke has made very valuable observation~ in regar~ to railways 
and navigation and the relations of one with the other, but certam reservatw~s must be 
made. Of course, we are moved by Dr . .Arnecke:s appeal : " Of what use to us IS a -perfect 
traffic system if we have to pay for it with the strength. of . our peop~e Y If Y<;>U 
do not feel this, you will never reach achievement. Inland naVIg~twn tra~shipment tariff 
policy as a cultural policy Y The inland navigation skipper with his recogruse.d dependen~e 
on the elements should be valued and praised in the same way as the cultivator for his 
vigour and strength". May we not reply, however, that these arguments do not apply 
in this case ~ To pursue cultural advancement by means of inland transhipment entails 
great effort to get a little nearer a possible _end. There must surely be less drastic and 
compulsory methods than the railway traffic policy by which to inculcate in the human 
race devotion to the soil, loyalty and strength <of character. . This is particularly true if we 
consider that, from the point of view of national education, the natural interests of the 
railway personnel, down to the last shunter, are greatly affected when traffic belonging to 
" his " railway is given away to competing transport undertakings - which the railway 
ofiicial in question naturally mistrusts - before the last possibilities of earning profit on 
that traffic have been exhausted. If, as is nowadays absolutely necessary, the Reich 
Railways staff is to be induced to work with zeal and devotion and with soul and body in 
order to obtain the maximum output, it seems impossible, from the point of view of cultur.al 
policy, to go in the opposite direction and thereby bring .about improvements which affect 
only an infinitesimal proportion of their German countrymen as compared to those who are 
in the railway service. ~ 

Dr . .Arnecke's statements that railway traffic carries out the functions of a monopoly 
whereas navigation may be regarded as a free business undertaking and that this difference 
has its effect on the economic management of the two means of transport are most 
interesting. The fact that the railway monopoly has been considerably reduced by technical 
progress and new inventions in recent years (and in any case even formerly the monopoly 
was not territorial and only covered certain lines) need hardly be enlarged upon if we think 
of aviation, motor transport and the enormous extension of the waterway system since 
1914. In practice, the railway has now no monopoly over any given line or in respect of any _ 
goods. This applies universally from copper to stone, from Stettin and Emmerich to Cosel 

_ and Basle, but apart from these more obvious replies to Dr . .Arnecke's arguments there is 
still another point which can be raised against him. Inland navigation is naturally designed 
for the transport o~ the mor~ im:portant ~ategories of goods carried in bulk, and of those heavy 
goods the productiOn of which IS orgab.ised on a monopoly basis: Can we therefore claim 
that the carriage of such goods by water depends on individualinitiative and often on 
undertakings acting as intermediaries Y The most important goods traffic on the Rhine is 
that in c~al, a:nd the " Kohlenkontor " is the one important coal shipper on the Rhine. This 
fact, which Is contrary to Dr. .Arnecke's statements, in the writer's view disproves 
Dr: .Arnecke's dictum .as to an "automatic and self-adapting regulation" of the shipping 
freight market at D~sburg. If, as Dr . .Arnecke says, the railway is a technical giant . 
then the large coal-shipper on the Rhine is a capitalistic giant and as the quotations' 
even in the most important securities, are regulated on the Stock Exchange according 
to the. attitude an~ policy of a few powerful magnates, so also the Duisburg freight 
qu.ota:twns, according to repeated statements from ·competent persons (who . in 
prmmple ~re unfavourably disposed to th~ !ailways) ar~ n~t exactly " automatically " fixed 
and certainly cannot be regarded as declSlve. The shippmg business, particularly on the 
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Rhine, and especially in coal, is a freight business of such large dimensions and regulated so 
str~ctly that its form of yearly c.ontr~ct is really not very different from the railway tariff, · 
whwh Dr. Arnecke regards as bemg fixed by a procedure the very antithesis of that adopted 
by the shipping trade in fixing its freights. . 

. . Dr .. Arnecke atta?hes particu!ar import~nce. to his assertion that German public opinion 
mstmctively sets spemal value on inland naVIgatiOn, and he says that such an instinct cannot 
be at. f_ault. B~t _ho~~ve_r attra?tive sue~ a theory ma;v be, it must be accepted with 
sceptiCism. This mstmctive feeling, espemally on the Rhine, can very well arise from false 
histori~al. analogies. ]_'or ex~mple, . Mannhe~, which wa:s in its time the greatest 
transhipment and transit traffic port m Baden, IS to-day, owrng to the transhipment trade 
having become less, undoubtedly in a situation of great distress. This appears to be a very 
good illustration and one showing how much better things were 'in the past; but the 
instinctive judgment of the public fails to take into account the fact that Carlsruhe, Kehl 
and especially Strasburg .have to-day a ·much greater importance in relation to Mannheim 
than before the war, that the Rhine navigation to Basle is constantly growing, and that the 
future outlook for Mannheim can hardly be described as cheerful, especially if the N eckar 
Canal to· Heilbronn is built, in pursuance of a report based on the trade figures of the 
inflation year 1922, on the general tariffs of 1917 (before the introduction of the graded 
system) and on the Rhine coal transhipment tariff 6u of 1923 (which. does not apply to 
Heilbronn at all). As a matter of fact, up to 1914, Mannheim was less a Rhine ·port than, as 
it were, the Hamburg of Baden, the northen concentration point of the Baden system of 
communications, which ensured the Baden State Railways the longest transport distances 
and. the best utilisation of their own wagons. It was not in its capacity as a Rhine port but 
in its capacity as the ideal point of the Baden railway traffic that the State of Baden granted 
to Mannheim the same privileges as the Reich Railways now grant to the corresponding 
ideal points of their railways, namely, the seaports of the north and the inland transhipment 
ports on the Danube in the south. For the same reasons the Saxon Railways granted these 
privileges to Riesa, and the Wiirttemberg State Railways would have given the same to 
Heilbronn if, before 1914, the Neckar canal system, the construction of which was urged 
by these railways, had been completed up to Heilbronn. The reductions granted by Baden 
to the port of Mannheim in the exchange traffic with Wiirttemberg, Bavaria and beyond 
find their exact counterpart to-day in the German-Czechoslovak seaport traffic and in the 
many other transit tariff measures which the Reich Railways now apply in favour of the 
seaports, but which are to-day protested against as a startling novelty. Conditions have 
changed and in the sphere of railways things are now on a larger scale. The Reich Railways 
have taken the place of the State Railways, and no longer attract traffic to their lines over 
a distance of 200 kilometers but over distances of 600 and 800 kilometers, but in substance the 
procedure is exactly the same as that employed by the State Railways in their smaller areas. 

· The question of railway tariffs for goods in bulk with transhipment on inland waterways, 
which Dr. Arnecke describes as unsolved, therefore stands to-day, after the transfer to the 
Reich of the State Railways, which favoured water traffic, at exactly the same point as 
before the war, and this should particularly not be forgotten in the Prussian markets. For 
them, compared with the pre-war period, there is to-day neither damnum emergens nor 
lucrum cessans in the question of inland navigation. For the Prussian railways the transfer 
to the Reich Railway system has not brought anything like the same change from the point 
of view of tariff policy as it has for Baden, Saxony, etc. The only railway system of the past 
which was anything like as big as the present Reich Railways was the Prussian State Railway 
and this had no inland navigation transhipment tariffs (apart from the tariff measures 
passed to enable Frankfort-on-Main,, Mainz, Worms, etc., to compete with Mannheim, · 
which were of comparatively small importance, particularly from the point of view of the 
quantities of goods handled). Moreover, in the question of the local treatment of inland 
navigation ports, Prussia did not show anything like the same readiness to make concessions 
as the Reich Railways have since displayed (in consideration of the South German navigation 
conditions) in their relations with the Prussian inland navigation transhipment ports. The 
wealthy Prussian State Railway, with a surplus of over 600 millions, always refused on 
principle the granting of transhipment tariffs. Tariffs like the present coal tariff 6u could 
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never have been obtained froq1 men like Breitenbach and Stieger, who, after all, had more 
than a superficial knowledge of the Rhine; In Prussia's palmy days people w~mld hardly 
have dared even to make such a suggestion. The position as regards " ~o-operatwn ~etw~en 

. railways and waterways " is therefore, especially in the c~se of goods m bul~, _nothing like 
so unfavourable from the point of view of inland navigatw~ .op. th_e most efficient German 
waterways as it was formerly. To demand more from the Rei_ch Rai).wa;ys, burdened as they 
are with reparations, would at the least mean th_at mo~e we1ght ~as grven to all the other 
economic factors than to the interests of the ReiCh Railways, which are not only of great 
importance from the economic point of view, but also f:rom that of foreign policy. 

· For, in spite of constant endeavours, no one ha;s ever. succeeded in. convincing the 
Reich Railways that they would do better by shortemng their transport distances and by 
sending their goods at the lowest possible transhipment. _rates to the nearest: ports, than 

. by keeping their traffic as long as possible on their own ~es, as has alway_s .hitherto been 
done by railways in every country of the world. The working costs prob~em Is, _of course, ~n 
extremely difficult one, and, in the opinion of many- including ~he cla~SI~ll:l writers on tariff 
questions, e.g., Ulrich, whose opinion is shared by the present writer -It IS msoluble as far as 
railway traffic is concerned. Apart, however, from all statistical considerations, there ~s one 
principle according to economic doctrine which continues to hold good, and that IS the 
principle of the optimum, i.e., lowest working costs and highest traffic. At the present time, 
however, the Reich Railways are still from 20 to 30 per cent below the optimum (which may 
be taken to be the traffic of 1914, since the high flow of traffic in 1912 certainly exceeded the 

· optimum, although meanwhile the building and carriage capacity has greatly increased). 
In times such as the present, it is an accepted principle of economic theory that the taking 
on of extra traffic costs little, and in some cases nothing. On the other hand, if we send 
our traffic to adjacent navigation transhipment ports, this would mean getting farther away 
·from the optimum, and a further reduction in the traffic. If, owing to the difficulties of 
arriving at the working costs, we make no attempt to calculate the net deficit and only 
consider the gross amount which the railways would lose by adopting a general large 
transhipment tariff, we will find that this amount would run into hundreds of millions. 
Every German inland port counts on a radius of action or sphere of interest of 250 to 300 
kilometers, which gives its area a diameter of 500 to 600 kilometers. The greatest distances 
in Germany are 1,000 to 1,200. kilometers. The most outlying transhipment points are .. 
probably Kehl, Regensburg, Duisburg, Dresden, Cosel, Stettin (we leave East Prussia out. of 
account) and Hamburg, and the chief central ones are Hanover, Magdeburg, Berlin, 
Mannheim, Cologne, Frankfort and Aschaffenburg; What would be left of Germany after 
deducting not one but all these areas? The general granting of inland transhipment tariffs 
would involve doing away with all railway traffic for distances over at most 200 kilometers. 
Since to-day the average distance over which the Reich Railways carry their goods is 150 
kilometers, it is easy to imagine to what level the total receipts from the 56 milliards of tfkm. 
of traffi_c, w_hich: at pr~sent all!-ount to 2,867 millions, at an _average rate of 4. 7 pf. per tfkm., 
wo~l~ smk If the maXImum distance were reduced to 200 kilometers, as mentioned ab.ove.
ThiS_I~ h?w the_matter actually stands. ~ut Dr. ~necke, in that desire to show a spirit of 
conmliatwn which fortunately characterises all his utterances, suggests the creation of a 
sort of mixed organisation, a sort of tariff parliament, for both rail and water. This is 
theref~re_a sug~e.stio~ as regards proced~re by ~eans of which Dr. Arnecke hopes to remove 
the e::nstm~ ~iffi~ult~es. From the pomt of. VIew of the _railways, however, there are no 

. tec~~cal difficulties m the way of co-operatwn between mland navigation and railways. 
This IS shown by th~ 195-page_Da:J?-ube trans?J.pment tariff of the Reich Railways and the 
for!ller B~den, etc., inland naVIgatiOn tran~hipment. tariffs. If co-operation appears to the 
Rewh :Railways to be to the purpose, and I~ they can only reckon on getting a due 'return, 
they are only too glad to wor~ for the benefit of_ the ot~er member in the partnership- the 
waterways. The Bo~rd of Duec~ors o~ the Reich Railways adopted a decision almost in 
~hese words last July, _and on this basis not only were seven existing transhipment tariffs 
re~uced b~t a further ei~h~ were created. Apart from the coal tariff 6u which alone costs the 
Rewh _Railways _4% ~o.ns annually, freight reductions have been made in the other 
transhipment tanffs which mvolve a loss of four millions, and since then these steps have not 
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aiY.been ju~ti~ed by the reduction ~n t~riffs h~ving led to an increase of traffic. !l'he existing 
No. 44 tariff m favour of Mannheim figures m the list at ju&t one million, i.e., at the same 
figu~e as th~t calculated fqr_the whole Danube transhipme:q.t tariff. Of the five products 
specially ·.smtable for -~ran~hipment ·by water -.coal, iron ore, stone, potash and salt
the two last are at present pn an absolutely paritative footing, i.e., in effect they are better 
~reate~ tha~ the Germ~n seaports. The. t~o tariffs in question, AT 40 and 41 again represent 
m th~rr freight r.educti?ns oyer one million, and the special tariff 44a for the transport of 
Swabian salt to the ~hine acco~nts for over 10 per cent of this freight reduction. Owing to 
the generous extensiOns made m the West German waterways system since 1914 all the 

. nonsu~ers of. iron ore a:e on, or in the immediate neighbourhood of, the waterw~ys, and 
there IS practically nothing left for the. railways to do as regards this product, especially as 
they now ha:rdly c~r:y any mor~ iron ~n the west. As regards coal, no further privileges can 
be granted .m additiOn to special tariff 6u. .We need not here go into the interminable 
debates which have. already taken place on this question. There remains stone, and the 
railways would gladly renounce the traffic in this product at the present highly 
unremunerative rates, but it is doubtful whether the waterways would be prepared to _take 
over this traffic from the railways. In other words the railways would hardly ever have 
anythi,ng to offer in the proposed new tariff council. In the opinion of many railway people 
the Reich Railways_ could just as well put forward claims on their own account. They are 
continually being reproached with the graded tariffs by the· shipping interests. It is 
constantly pointed out that goods traffic on the railways is favoured over long distances by 
the graded tariffs. But the effect of the so-called vertical scale can only be admitted with the 
greatest caution, and only in comparatively few instances. Quite recently a conference of 
thoroughly qualified experts came to the conclusion that, up to about 70 kilometers from the 
inland transhipment port, transhipment offers more inducement than the direct rail route, 
even in the present tariff situation as regards medium transport distances in Germany 
(about 300 to 350 kilometers). On the other hand, the railwaymen most strongly emphasise 
the fact that the horizontal scale is extremely favourable to navigation and has brought · 
it very high value and remunerative traffic.· Compared to the pre-war standard, Class A 
has been increased for the distance of 200 kilometers, which is the decisive distance in the 
tariff system, by 82 per cent, Class B by 53 per cent, Class C by 63 per cent, Class D by 60 
per cent and Classes E and F by only 48 and 21 per cent. The comparatively large increase 
in the upper categories has greatly encouraged the transfer of copper, for example, and 
many other goods to the water route. ·Like the whole graded tariff system the horizontal 
scale has been dictated less by considerations of railway revenue than by the requirements 
of the national economy (in order to bring nearer to the centre the outlying portions of t4e 
country, to spare cheap goods and to lay the burden of the unavoidable increases of_rates 
preferably on the more expensive goods). As a matter of fact, this form of scale has proved 
to be not only of advantage to the generaJ economic situation but also the basis on which 
quite new and more up-to-date methods of water transport have been evolved. It is therefore 
quite possible that in a mixed tariff council of rail and shipping interests the Reich Railways 
might ask for compensation for the losses they have suffered through no fault of their own, 
especially if similar claims were put forward by the other side. This would hardly be 
satisfactory, and might perhaps be the shortest way of bringing the Reich Railways to. the 
point, where Dr. Arnecke would certainly not like to see them, of indulging in "lawyers' 
tricks" and" diplomatic hair-splitting", and of being in a frame of mind when they would 
always refuse concessions and f>ecome past-masters in the art of refusing. To this must be 
added the fact that, although the Reich Railways· are lacking in many things at the present 
moment, they are not lacking in advisers. In the supervisory departments on both the 
German and the international side there are extremely experienced experts. In addition, the· 
various industrial bodies and commercial circles very kindly put their advice at the disposal 
of the Reich Railways. It may be said that scarcely any tariff measures are taken by the 
railways without sooner or later qualified outside experts or organisations being consulted. 
In particular, the officials of the Reich Ministry of Communications are nowadays called 
in on all tariff questions which affect water traffic to any extent, i.e., new measures are only 
introduced in agreement with them. The Railway Council for the Reich, the Railway 
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Councils for the States, the Reich Waterways .Advisory ,Council and the District ·waterways 
Advisory Councils are. the proper authorities through which the representatives of inland 

· navigation ean. put forward their" views. To hear the latter alone in the tariff council 
· suggested by Dr. Arnecke, without also bringing in the representatives of trade in general 

(whose interests may not in each individual case be identical with those of navigation), would 
undoubtedly mean a certain one-sidedness and lack of balance in the tariff council which it . 
would be essential to avoid .. The Committee w,ould therefore have to be increased by the 
addition of several members so that in numbers it would differ very little from the Committee 
of the Railway Council for .the ·State, etc. If this is so, however, it would be better to be 

. satisfied with the Railway Councils for the States, if only for the reason· that the very 
comprehensive investigations into the inland navigation tariffs which have been carried on 
in the last year· and a-hall have at least led to. one absolutely definitlil and unanimously 
accepted conclusion, namely, that it is.no good treating the waterways as a whole and that 
each river must be judged according to its peculiarities, its capacities and its traffic importance. 
The co-operation which has existed, during the eighteen months of the. Reich Railway 
Company's existence, .between this Company and the supporters of an extended waterways 
policy, has never in a single case led to personal differences which would justify the 
assumption that there was anything wrong with the procedure employed. · The -difficulties 

· are in the technical sphere ; they would not be removed by the creation of new organs ; and 
in the last analysis they are also due to the existing ci):'cumstances. In the first place there 
is too little traffic in Germany for all the transport undertakings which are continually 
expanding, and,. secondly, there are considerable technical differences between the shipping 
and railways (which have been dealt with above) . .Accordingly, the only means of getting 

. over all these difficulties is the sovereign remedy which Germany requires to set her on her 
feet once more, the remedy of work - work to improve the technique of the plant on both 
sides, as this, when highly developed, must lead to a certain technical harmony, since both 
partners have the same end in view,namely, uniform, rapid and safe transport, and. work 
all over the country in the service of the nation, since only hard work ~an produce the great 
quantities of goods and wealth required to fill the veins of the transport system which have, 
to a large extent, become empty. 

. . 


