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The present dissertation traces the maneuvering of transnational European 

business elites, who managed to survive the cataclysm of World War I and perpetuate 
their influence in a post-1918 Europe of nation-states. Recently, Thomas Piketty has 
argued that the Great War was decisive in eliminating the majority of capital in 
circulation in Europe. As conventional wisdom has it, 1918 was a radical break in 
history, which ushered in the fall of three empires and the creation of unstable nation-
states in their stead. How and why did some sections of imperial business elites fare so 
successfully in a Europe of nation-states? Why did the Entente’s Versailles settlement 
enable the prosperity of former “enemy” elites after four years of bloodshed and 
material destruction? I follow a group of businessmen across Europe during the 
turbulent first two decades of the twentieth century in order to make sense of their 
political, cultural, and business practices that enabled them to recreate and even 
surpass their prewar social and economic status in a Europe that turned increasingly 
hostile to ethnic minorities and economic elites. 

Superseding the east-west divide in European historiography, my research 
concentrates on two border regions, Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania, and analyzes 
their business elites within the shifting national and European contexts of politics and 
economy. While it is not common now to think of these two regions together, Alsace-
Lorraine and Transylvania were the westernmost and easternmost territories of the two 
major Central Powers, and shared overlooked similarities after 1918, too, when part of 
two closely allied countries, France and Romania. 

 The analysis compares the legal, diplomatic, and economic divergences 
between Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania that led to the expulsion of German elites 
from the former and allowed for the survival of German and Hungarian elites in the 
latter. I also trace why and how many key industrialists and bankers in both regions 
managed to forge overlooked alliances with the governments to stabilize their 
positions. The dissertation shows that corporations exploited their privileged position 
to seize assets, gain markets, and turn a profit at a time of economic decline.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The 1922 edition of the Larousse dictionary defines an elite as “those who are 

the best, the most distinguished.”1 Ethymologically, the word elite is derived from the 

Latin electus (chosen) or the French élire, meaning “to chose” or “to select.”2 Whereas 

the Larousse definition is conducive to eluding the social, economic, and political 

processes that created business elites, the verb élire implies that a person, a group of 

people, or an institution selects elites from the rest of the population. Pinning down the 

processes that create elites is a challenging task. No wonder that even French 

philosopher of language Paul Ricoeur complained “when one opposes the elite to the 

mass, one has no resources to understand how an individual raises himself above her 

proper collective representations.”3 This dissertation tries to answer the question of 

how states, governments, political parties, cartels and chambers of commerce created 

and maintained economic elites and how these elites used various institutions and 

social networks to preserve their positions, sometimes to the detriment of the very 

institutions that created and supported them.  

Thomas Piketty has recently demonstrated the extent to which the First War 

War destroyed public and private wealth by reducing the private wealth of elites and 

                                                
1 Pierre Larousse and Claude Augé, Larousse Universel: Nouveau Dictionnaire Encyclopédique vol. 1. 
(Paris: Larousse, 1922), 736. 
2 Larousse Universel, ibid; Larosse editors relied heavily on an 1876 dictionary, that used a similar 
definition; Jean-Franc̜ois, Marie Bertet and Dupiney de Vorepierre, Dictionnaire français illustré et 
encyclopédie universelle pouvant tenir lieu de tous les vocabulaires et de toutes les encyclopédies, vol 
1. A-F (Paris: Imp. de E. Martinet, 1876), 1075. 
3 Paul Ricœur, Philosophie de la volonté: Le volontaire et l’involontaire (Paris: Aubier, 1949), 118. 
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the bourgeoisie by more than half in both France and Germany.4 Nonetheless, in his 

still paradigmatic monograph on “recasting bourgeois Europe,” Charles S. Maier has 

pointed out that the destruction of the amount of wealth during the war did not go 

hand in hand with the destruction of the bourgeoise and elite that owned the majority 

of this wealth.5 Maier uncovered the role of political institutions, international and 

national policies in the “unsung conservative achievement” of stabilization after 1918, 

which saved Western Europe’s elites at the expense of facilitating the “corporatist” 

transformation of the continent’s economies.6  

This dissertation focuses on economic elites that were not supposed to survive 

postwar transition in either Piketty’s or Maier’s account: minority German, Hungarian, 

and Jewish businessmen on territories that the Central Powers had to transfer to 

Entente states after 1918. Why did the Entente’s Versailles settlement enable the 

prosperity of former “enemy” elites after four years of bloodshed and material 

destruction? Apart from the study of the political and diplomatic structures and 

processes of the 1910s and the 1920s, one needs to descend to the smoke-filled 

corporate boardrooms of the period and delve into contemporary press and even 

literature that tried to make sense of one of the most successful elite maneuverings in 

the twentieth century. I follow a group of businessmen across Europe during the 

turbulent first two decades of the twentieth century in order to make sense of their 

political, cultural, and business practices that enabled them to recreate and even 
                                                
4 Thomas Piketty, Capital in the Twenty-First Century, (Boston: Harvard U. P., 2014), 241. 
5 Charles S Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe: Stabilization in France, Germany, and Italy in the 
Decade after World War I (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1975), 3-17. 
6 Joel Colton, “Recasting Bourgeois Europe: Stabilization in France, Germany, and Italy in the Decade 
after World War I by Charles S. Maier; Continuity and Change in European Society: Germany, France 
and Italy since 1870 by Martin Kolinsky,” The American Historical Review, vol. 81, No. 4 (Oct., 1976): 
850. 
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surpass their prewar social and economic status in a Europe that turned increasingly 

hostile to ethnic minorities and economic elites. 

The dissertation’s arguments unfold through the study of economic elites in two 

borderlands, Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania between the end of the 19th century 

and the onset of the Great Depression. The comparison of the two regions that changed 

hands after the war allows me to speak to situations in the Austro-Hungarian, German, 

and French empires, as well as postwar Hungary, Weimar Germany, and Greater 

Romania, thus bridging the often anachronistic divide between scholarship on Western 

and East-Central Europe. Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania were the westernmost 

and easternmost territories of the two major Central Powers (Germany and Austria-

Hungary), while after 1918 both became part of allied nation-states with amicable 

political, economic, and cultural relations (France and Romania). Furthermore, their 

similar positions in the changing diplomatic alliance system undergirded common and 

comparable political processes that influenced both regions, despite their geographical 

distance. Furthermore, the integration of Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania into larger 

state formations propelled the economic elites I follow throughout this dissertation to 

engage with actors in the political centers of Paris, Berlin, Vienna, Budapest, and 

Bucharest. This study thus also investigates how the maneuvering of economic elites 

related to wider, national and international, political and economic processes of the 

time. 

I trace how the economic elites of the Central Powers were relatively sheltered 

from the consequences of the enormous destruction of wealth between 1914 and 1918 

that Piketty has recently quantified. Until around September 1918 when the military 
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situation of the Central Powers became untenable, the businessmen or bankers under 

study paid no attention to the potential impact of a lost war on their wealth and social 

status.  

Why would they have, after all? The atmosphere of general optimism about a 

“new society” of the postwar Pax Germanica and the extent of imperialist mobilization 

among Central Europe’s wartime elites have received moderate attention in 

historiography.7 Apart from territories that witnessed the the passing of the armies and 

occupied regions such as northeastern France and Romania, the destruction of private 

wealth that the war precipitated was not immediately apparent for contemporaries, 

while elites were able to shield themselves from shortages that increasingly plagued the 

economy and the daily lives of soldiers and “home front” populations. When millions 

are starving, it is the prosperity of the few the begs to be clarified: wartime destruction 

and the birth of “war millionaires” were the two sides of the same coin. Every bullet 

fired on the war front earned profits for bond holders on the home front. Crudely put, 

the cost of destroyed materials landed in the pockets of the bourgeoisie and corporate 

financiers who had invested in government bonds and supplied the belligerent armies. 

One of the focuses of this dissertation is on businessmen that owned tanneries, as 

tanning was among the many industries that prospered during the war in both Germany 

and Austria-Hungary due to continuous demand for leather products such as boots, 

coats, belts, straps, helmets, bullet containers,  by the belligerent armies. 

                                                
7 Walther Rathenau, The New Society (London: Williams & Norgate, 1921); Given the extent and 
visibility of destruction during the First World War it is understandable that the focus of historiography 
has been on studying destruction, shortages, and trauma. 
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In a tragic act of nearsightedness, economic elites in contested multiethnic 

regions such as Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania did not realize that they would be 

among the first potential losers if the Central Powers collapsed. To be fair, those who 

predicted the enormity of political changes that would result from a lost war were 

precious few in both Germany and Austria-Hungary before 1918. Furthermore, as far 

as their own wealth was concerned, economic elites had few reasons to despair until the 

very end of the conflagration. Although wartime inflation was significant, it was 

artificially kept at bay through complex financial maneuvers, the issuing of uncovered 

paper currencies on occupied territories, and the limited amount of credits available to 

the Central Powers from neutral states and domestic sources.8 Only when the war 

bonds and currencies of the German Reich and the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 

collapsed in the fall of 1918, did the extent of war damage to the economy and the 

social order become apparent. From one day to the next, there was no state to guarantee 

the value of the wealth of elites who also became the target of popular and state 

violence that ranged from Alsace-Lorraine to Bolshevik Russia. 

Apart from patriotic confidence in the victory of the Central Powers, another 

reason why elites were ignorant of the danger looming ahead was that the conservative 

political systems in place before the war had sheltered them from radically anti-elitist 

movements such as socialism, antisemitism, and radical ethno-nationalism. The 

freezing of political change created a false sense of social stability in both prewar 

                                                
8 Max-Stephan Schulze, “Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I,” in The Economics of World 
War I, eds. Stephen N. Broadberry and Mark Harrison (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2005), 107; Reinhold Zilch and Jürgen Koppatz, Okkupation und Währung im Ersten Weltkrieg: 
die deutsche Besatzungspolitik in Belgien und Russisch-Polen 1914-1918 (Goldbach: Keip, 1994); 
Alexander Popovics, Das Geldwesen im Kriege, (Wien; New Haven: Hölder-Pichler-Tempsky A.-G.; 
Yale University Press, 1925). 
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Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania that carried on to the wartime period as well. This 

overshight of controversial government actions by elites was to some degree 

understandable before 1914, but became more problematic as the war progressed. Both 

Germany and Austria-Hungary engaged in radical policies of ethnic discrimination 

after 1917, which had repercussions on economic elites in territories that changed 

hands after the war.  

Thus, one likely outcome of the end of the First World War was the sudden and 

irreversible decline of Central Europe’s elites and bourgeoise. For some, the transition 

was far from  smooth. Bukovina-born writer Gregor von Rezzori lamented in his 

memoirs that his “grandfather's legendary fortune” had been reduced to “nothing more 

than its zeros," due to wartime and post-1918 inflation.9 Like many historians since 

1918, Viennese writer Stefan Zweig has regarded postwar inflation as the root cause 

of the radicalization of European politics, and pondered whether Central European 

societies “through the fraud of inflation alone had become immoral.”10 

Despite their fathers’ financial imbroglio, both von Rezzori and Zweig enjoyed 

comfortable bourgeois living in the 1920s, while the families under study in this 

dissertation, the Adlers, Oppenheimers, as well as the Farkas, and Renner families, 

became even more prosperous than they had been before the First World War. The 

predicament of 1918  for elites was thus comparable to a loaded gun that failed to fire: 

instead of precipitating the decline of economic elites, the postwar period bore witness 

to their increasing prosperity. 

                                                
9 Gregor von Rezzori, The Snows of Yesteryear: Portraits for an Autobiography (New York: New York 
Review of Books, 2009), 72. 
10 Stefan Zweig, The World of Yesterday (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2013), 381.  
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In this dissertation, I will trace the major factors that contributed to the survival 

of business elites. One of the focuses will be on actions by national governments that 

influenced the composition of elites by determining the value of currency, and deciding 

whom to grant citizenship and whom to expel. Entente diplomats also had a chance to 

determine borders, reparations, and minority rights at the Paris peace conference which 

established the framework of the European economy in the interwar period. I will rely 

on studies by historians who have uncovered the economic policies of Western 

European governments and the League of Nations in the aftermath of the war, with a 

particular emphasis on the French and German administrations.11 East-Central and 

Eastern Europe, on the other hand, remains unexplored territory as regards commercial 

and economic policies following the collapse of the three empires that ruled over these 

regions. 12 The focus below is thus on the interactions of states with individual 

entrepreneurs, family businesses, and corporations.  

Second, I will concentrate on economic elites themselves, who were also 

crucially important agents in the first two decades of the 20th century. Economic elites 

                                                
11 Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe; Marc Trachtenberg, Reparation in World Politics : France and 
European Economic Diplomacy, 1916-1923 (New York : Columbia University Press, 1980); Stephen A 
Schuker, The End of French Predominance in Europe: The Financial Crisis of 1924 and the Adoption 
of the Dawes Plan (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1976); Niall Ferguson, Paper and 
Iron: Hamburg Business and German Politics in the Era of Inflation, 1897-1927 (Cambridge, England; 
New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 1995); Sally Marks, “Mistakes and Myths: The 
Allies, Germany, and the Versailles Treaty, 1918-1921,” The Journal of Modern History The Journal of 
Modern History 85, no. 3 (2013): 632–59; Susan Pedersen, The Guardians: The League of Nations and 
the Crisis of Empire, (Oxford : Oxford University Press, 
2015); Patricia Clavin, Securing the World Economy: The Reinvention of the League of Nations, 1920-
1946 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013); Mark Mazower, Dark Continent: Europe’s Twentieth 
Century, (New York: A.A. Knopf, distributed by Random House, 1999). 
 
 
 
12 Philip Scranton, Reimagining Business History (Baltimore : Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013), 
16-18. 
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had the potential to block, sabotage, or facilitate the policies of central governments, 

and they played a key role in the war economy and the subsequent reconstruction of 

Europe as well. One hypothesis put forward is that the study of how the elites of local 

societies interacted with central governments, armies, and corporations substantially 

shaped the outcome of political and social transformations.  

At last, I will show that both the success of government action and elite 

maneuvering was contingent upon the mediation of local societies: when empires 

collapsed and nation-states expanded, chambers of commerce, municipalities, 

prefectures, county administrations and powerful corporations easily stepped into the 

power vacuum to assert their interests. The study of local compromises and deals are 

necessary to understand the continued influence of prewar elites that managed to 

remain prosperous in a Europe of nation-states.  

While French reconstruction minister Louis Loucheur advocated the continuity 

of the state’s control over French industrialists, the distribution of expropriated German 

assets in Alsace and Lorraine (discussed in chapter 7) shows that French, Alsatian, and 

Lorrainer capitalists successfully outmaneuvered the minister, often in cooperation with 

German business elites.13 Paris was too far from Alsace and Lorraine, and it was often 

the local representatives of the government that decided on policies through 

interactions with the region’s judges, police, military, and economic elites. 

The Romanian administration faced a similar dilemma in Transylvania as the 

French administration in Alsace and Lorraine. Even if the national liberal government 

                                                
13 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism and the State in Modern France: Renovation and Economic 
Management in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge: CUP, 1983), 58; Maier, Recasting Bourgeois 
Europe, 73-75. 
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of Ion I. C. Brătianu of Bucharest wanted to eradicate the economic influence of 

Magyar, German, and Jewish minorities in Transylvania, it had few means to carry out 

these policies. Transylvania’s ethnic Romanian politicians formed alliances with these 

minorities to further their own enrichment and the continuity of the region’s prewar 

economic and commercial arrangements, often in direct opposition to directives by the 

Bucharest administration, as I point out in chapter 8. The study of minority elites thus 

yields important insights as regards the outcome of economic reconstruction in France, 

Germany, Hungary, and Romania as well.  

The comparison of Alsatian, Lorrainer, and Transylvanian elites illuminates 

especially well how and why business elites survived after 1918, both when a 

government expelled and expropriated them (as was the case with German elites in 

Alsace and Lorraine), and when the incoming administration allowed them to carry on 

with their business activity, but looked at them with suspicion, (as in Transylvania). 

Jürgen Kocka and Heinz-Gerhard Haupt have recently argued that the methodology of 

comparison has the potential of “de-provincializing historical observation” and “de-

familiarizing the familiar.”14 Taking Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania out of the 

contexts of the regional, national, and imperial histories in which the two regions have 

been studied is especially rewarding. The comparison of the two regions shows that 

social and economic transition was in many respects smoother in East-Central Europe 

                                                
14 Heinz-Gerhard Haupt and Jürgen Kocka, “Comparative History: Methods, Aims, Problems” in 
Comparison and History. Europe in Cross-National Perspective, edited by Deborah Cohen, Maura 
O’Connor, (New York, 2004), 23-39. 
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than in Alsace-Lorraine, even though the former has often been cast as the “problem 

child” of the Versailles settlement.15  

The French administration managed to expel almost 100,000 Germans from 

Alsace-Lorraine between 1918 and 1920, despite the multiple ties that bound many of 

these Germans to the native population. The comparison of the two regions also shows 

that the lack of substantial political power in the hands of business elites’ exposed then 

to enemy armies and discrimination by state apparatuses in the aftermath of the First 

World War. Finally, the study of the liquidation of private property during and after 

the war, the exchange of prewar currencies, and the rise of economic protectionism 

reveals why similar processes led to different outcomes due to divergent government 

policies and elite maneuvering. 

I will combine the study of Alsatian, Lorrainer, and Transylvanian elites to 

show that elites can both be fragile, politically powerless and exposed to expulsion, as 

in Alsace-Lorraine in 1918, and relatively prosperous, as in Transylvania around the 

same time. By following the histories of two industrialist families that owned large 

tanneries in Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania, I will show how the change in 

sovereignty in 1918 resulted in the expulsion of the German-Jewish Adlers and 

Oppenheimers from Alsace, while the Hungarian-German Renner firm and the 

Alsatian De Dietrich engineering company continued to turn a profit in Greater 

Romania and France, respectively. Nonetheless, the stipulations of the peace treaty 

compelled Germany to compensate industrialists that the French administration had 

                                                
15 The Central and Eastern European peace was castigated even before it had been born by John 
Maynard Keynes, whose arguments have persuaded many historians ever since.  John Maynard Keynes, 
The Economic Consequences of the Peace, (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 1920). 
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expropriated and the Adlers and Oppenheimers also mobilized their connnections of 

banks and other tanneries to rebuild theur factory in Weimar Germany. Thus, despite 

their expulsion from Alsace, they remained part of the European economic elite.  

The survival of elites also depended on the type of investments that served as 

the basis of their livelihood. Large, heavy industrial corporations, such as steel plants 

and mines had a more difficult time avoiding expropriation and nationalization across 

the board than light industries. In order to illustrate this point, I have included the 

analysis of the fate of Lorraine’s steel plants and the Jiu valley (Zsil-völgy) coal mines 

in Transylvania. Even if the Hungarian owners of the Jiu-valley mines eventually 

managed to preserve their investments in various mining corporations, after 1920, they 

had to hand over managerial positions and shares to business elites associated with the 

Romanian government. In Lorraine, German-owned steel plants were among the very 

first assets to be sequestered by the French army in November 1918, and their owners 

were only able to recover a fraction of their losses from the German state through a 

complicated and protracted reimbursement process. 

Given that both national governments and diplomats who created the postwar 

peace settlement had a vested interest in regulating elites and ownership of private 

property, one needs to study national and international law, peace treaties, government 

policies, and macroeconomic processes to understand the elites of both Alsace-Lorraine 

and Transylvania. I will thus combine the qualitative analysis of business papers, 

diplomatic, and political documents with the quantitative analysis of production, 

inflation, census records, and company statistics.  
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I show how personal and family tactics of resistance interacted with broader 

social, diplomatic, and political structures and processes and explain why economic 

elites were successful in weathering the large-scale political transformations in Europe 

between 1914 and 1921, in both Western and East-Central Europe. One of the 

underlying assumptions of this thesis is that “the state is always in” as an agent that 

creates markets, defines and defends property rights, guarantees the value of currency, 

and enables the formation, survival, or demise of social and economic elites.16 The 

focus below is thus on the interactions of individual entrepreneurs, family businesses, 

and corporations with various states, institutions, and larger political processes that 

had a stake in the fate of economic elites.  

 While the dissertation incorporates the findings on diplomatic and political 

history as well as nationalism studies, I argue that the history of economic life and 

business elites cannot be deducted from and does not fit the traditional narratives of 

political history of late 19th and early 20th century Europe. One particular issue is a 

focus on ethnicity, ethnic conflict, and the formation and solidification of ethnic 

groups in the political history of this time period. Economic life did not always 

organize along ethnic lines and did not mirror the dynamics of ethnic conflict in this 

time period. Second, political history focuses on ruptures, such as the collapse of 

continental empires or the formation of nation-states, and it has the tendency to 

analyze European history from the point of view of contemporary political centers. I 

argue that these political events had a considerable impact on economic life and 

economic elites, as well, yet overall, social change was slower than political change.  
                                                
16 Philip Scranton, Reimagining Business History (Baltimore : Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013), 
16-18. 
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The economy was also a site where mutually beneficial partnerships were 

possible between capitalists of various ethnicities. The first chapter explores how 

Alsatian companies benefitted from partnerships with firms in Germany and the 

opening of German markets after 1871, even if their owners were holding on to 

Alsatian regional identity and anti-German sentiments at the same time, as in the case 

of the De Dietrich family. Similarly, many Romanian banks and businesses prospered 

in Transylvania, transacted with Budapest banks, and took advantage of the financial 

markets of Austria-Hungary, while supporting the anti-Magyar Romanian National 

Party.17 Furthermore, ethnic groups were far from being unified enough to serve as a 

meaningful category of analysis.18 Economic elites did not always overlap with a 

specific ethnic group, even if Germans were overrepresented among the business elite 

in both regions, while Magyars, Germans and Jews, were salient among 

Transylvania’s industrialists and bankers.19  

                                                
17 Vasile Dobrescu and Mihai D Drecin, Istorie financiar-bancară: studii asupra băncilor românești din 
Transilvania, 1867-1918 (Cluj-Napoca: Editura Dacia, 1996); Gábor Egry, Nemzeti védgát vagy szolid 
haszonszerzés?: az erdélyi szászok pénzintézeti rendszere és szerepe a nemzeti mozgalomban (1835-
1914) (Csíkszereda: Pro-Print, 2009). 
18 Sociologist Rogers Brubaker has argued, “ethnic conflict is not always a matter of ‘ethnic groups in 
conflict.’”18 Brubaker has identified the threat of “groupism,” as “the tendency to take discrete, bounded 
groups as basic constituents of social life, chief protagonists of social conflicts, and fundamental units 
of social analysis.” Brubaker has defined bounded groups as strictly demarcated entities, with fixed 
boundaries, and he has criticized “the tendency to treat ethnic groups, nations, and races as substantial 
entities to which interests and agency can be attributed.” Brubaker, Ethnicity without Groups, 8. 
19 While state administrations, “ethnopolitical entrepreneurs” and nationalist activists strived to define 
social elites in ethnic terms, in reality, ethnicity was a relevant but not always the most salient feature in 
elite formation, as the case studies of this dissertation demonstrate. Brubaker has maintained that 
ethnopolitical entrepreneurs “may live ‘off’ as well as ‘for’ ethnicity […] By invoking groups, they seek 
to evoke them.” Thus, the over-reliance on the tacit assumptions of the nationalist canon, for instance by 
making ethnicity stand for social classes, might distort how one looks at the formation, transition, and 
demise of social elites, even if one adapts a polemic attitude to this literature. Ethnic conflicts, to 
borrow Rogers Brubaker’s terms, “happened” frequently in prewar Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania, 
and ethnic difference between the various groups was apparent “in everyday encounters, practical 
categories, commonsense knowledge, cultural idioms, cognitive schemas […] and institutional forms.” 
Brubaker, Ethnicity without Groups, 8-10. 
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The historian of Alsace from 1871 to 1918, Dan Silverman noted as early as 

1973 that the study of economic life has the potential to undermine the mainstream 

narratives of Alsace-Lorraine’s history by showing the divergent interests of the 

German government and economic elites in the federal states of the Reich. Silverman 

concluded, “powerful German textile, tobacco, and iron and steel interests [in 

Germany] hoped to escape competition from the Reichsland [of Alsace-Lorraine] by 

sabotaging all government efforts at conciliation and integration.”20 Raymond 

Poidevin also noted the apparent divergence between political and economic relations 

when studying Franco-German relations in the decades preceding the First World 

War, that the “overall picture shows that the contour of Franco-German economic and 

financial relations between 1898 and 1914 does not correspond to political 

relations.”21  

Apart from economic and business history, recent political and cultural 

histories of Alsace-Lorraine have also pointed to instances of cooperation and 

accommodation among German immigrants, known as “Old Germans,” who had 

moved to the Imperial Territory or Reichsland of Alsace-Lorraine between 1871 and 

1918, and native Alsace-Lorrainers. These historians argue that the political and 

cultural life of Alsace-Lorraine evolved in interaction with German culture and 

politics during the period of the German annexation. While not denying the salience of 

interethnic hostilities, these works demonstrate how at times the strict boundaries 

between German immigrants and native populations faded through instances of 

                                                
20 Dan P. Silverman, Reluctant Union, Alsace-Lorraine and Imperial Germany, 1871-1918, (University 
Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1972), 3.  
21 Raymond Poidevin, Les Relations économiques et financières entre la France et l’Allemagne de 1898 
à 1914 (Paris: Comité pour l’Histoire Économique et Financières de la France, 1998 [1969]), 809. 
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political and cultural cooperation.22 Furthermore, recent work also treats the history of 

pre-1918 Alsace-Lorraine as part of broader trends within German history.23  

Similarly the frequent conflicts among Magyar and Romanian nationalists 

before, during and after the First World War are not a helpful compass to locate 

economic, cultural and even social processes in Transylvania.24 There is a rich history 

of interethnic relationships within the bourgeoisie and economic elites that is buried 

under the Hungarian, German, and Romanian nationalist polemics.25 

The first two chapters are an introduction: they clarify the economic weight, 

activities and political orientation of economic elites in Alsace-Lorraine and 

Transylvania prior to the First World War. They show how state commissions and 

participation in the modernization projects of the prewar decades, such as railroad 

construction and mining, helped to create (as in the case of Transylvania) or sustain 

(as in Alsace-Lorraine) economic elites in the two regions. As businessmen and 

bankers of various ethnic backgrounds cooperated with both the state and one another, 
                                                
22 Christopher Fischer’s work, for instance, looked at the rise of fin-de-siècle Alsatian regionalism as 
related to contemporary German localist movements, and showed that German Kultur deeply inspired 
some Alsatians, who decided on studying in Germany and eventually moving there, such as the writer 
Friedrich Lienhard. As a contrast, some immigrant Germans, including the economist Werner Wittich, 
“appreciated the mixed Franco-German heritage of the region.” Even in 1930, the Alsatian professor of 
political economy at the gallicized Strasbourg University, Henry Laufenburger, dedicated his textbook 
to Wittich, “Alsatian by adoption.” Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 26; Henry Laufenburger, Cours 
d’économie alsacienne (Paris: Sirey, 1930), vii. 
23 Eric Kurlander has studied liberal parties in Schleswig-Holstein and Alsace-Lorraine, and analyzed 
them within the context of late-19th-century German liberalism. He maintained, “[n]o longer desiring a 
return to France, most Alsatian progressives embraced the Reich during the Wilhelmine epoch and 
subsequently sought a closer relationship with mainstream German liberalism.” Eric Kurlander, “The 
Landscapes of Liberalism: Particularism and Progressive Politics in Two Borderland Regions” in 
Localism, Landscape, and the Ambiguities of Place: German-Speaking Central Europe, 1860-1930, 
edited by David Blackbourn and James N. Retallack, 133, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007). 
24 Gábor Egry has recently pointed out that the traditional approach in historiography has been to view 
Transylvania’s economic elites through the lenses of political history, that separated neatly the Magyar, 
Romanian and Saxon communities and studied them in separation from each other. Even though 
Transylvania’s economy and elites also structured along ethnic lines, such an approach is misguided as 
it belies the economic and customs unity of Austria-Hungary. Egry, Nemzeti védgát, 5-30. 
25 Ibid. 
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the voices of economic nationalism were marginal in both regions. The immediate 

prewar years brought about increasing nationalist mobilization that also affected the 

economies and elites of both regions. 

Chapters 3 and 4 will show how the outbreak of the war brought about a period 

of economic prosperity and the escalation of economic nationalism through the 

sequester and liquidation of enemy companies and discrimination against ethnic 

minorities. The discriminatory economic policies in both regions during the war 

undergirded postwar measures by successor states, often modeled on German and 

Hungarian wartime decrees. Even though business elites from the two regions became 

enriched during the war, they also became marginalized politically and were 

subordinated to central governments and large companies that supplied the war 

economy. 

Whereas the war ended in November 1918 on the western front, Central and 

Eastern Europe continued to be plagued by armed hostilities, revolution, and full-scale 

warfare until the early 1920s. In this regard, Alsace-Lorraine’s postwar history is more 

comparable to Central and Eastern Europe than to France, England or other regions of 

Western Europe. France tacitly continued radical wartime discrimination against 

ethnic Germans in Alsace-Lorraine even beyond the signing of the peace treaty. The 

measures of the French army and government remade the region’s economy and 

society through expropriation and expulsion.  

By 1918, France emerged as the key military power in both Western, East-

Central and Eastern Europe, with French troops in Alsace-Lorraine, the Rhineland, the 

Balkans, Transylvania, and after 1919, Russia. The French army thus had the leverage 
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to influence the transition, advise local governments, and serve as an extension of the 

French government on occupied territories. In the meantime, France had a n outsized 

role in determining the final borders of Romania through its key position and assertive 

diplomacy during the Paris Peace Conference. I trace the origins of attempts to create 

a French economic zone of influence in Romania and the rest of East-Central Europe. 

By focusing on the immediate postwar years, the dissertation captures a unique time 

period in European history, when the “French connection” created meaningful 

economic and diplomatic ties between the western and eastern regions of Mitteleuropa 

or Central Europe. 

After the Versailles and Trianon treaties came into effect, both France and 

Romania had less maneuvering power to reshape the economies and societies of the 

new territories. The different diplomatic and military positions of France and Romania 

led to divergence in the Versailles and Trianon Treaties on minority rights, citizenship 

rights, and the possibility of economic discrimination. France exploited its privileged 

position at the peace conference to enable continued discrimination against Alsace-

Lorraine Germans after the war and to introduce clauses in the treaty that were 

economically advantageous to Alsace-Lorraine and to France. By contrast, as a minor 

ally, Romania had to sign a minority rights treaty guaranteeing basic cultural, 

economic, and citizenship right to ethnic minorities. It also had to accept limitations 

on its sovereignty to intervene in the composition of economic elites on its newly 

annexed territories.  

 The last two chapters of the dissertation examine the economies and business 

elites in the aftermath of the First World War, showing the demise of German 
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influence in Alsace-Lorraine and the continued presence of prewar industrialists in 

Transylvania. Prewar ties among the Romanian and Hungarian bourgeoisie in both the 

Jiu valley and Kolozsvár/Cluj-Napoca fostered accommodation and partnerships after 

1918, which were mutually beneficial for both parties. Transylvanian Hungarian and 

German business elites were able to retain a considerable portion of their prewar 

economic influence, due to the weakness of the Romanian state and thanks to these 

prewar ties between the Magyar and Romanian bourgeoisie. In Alsace-Lorraine, I 

analyze how the successful elimination of German economic elites from business life 

led to enormous losses for the French treasury and the economy of Alsace-Lorraine. 

 

A note on the definition of Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania 

 

Alsace-Lorraine as a distinct region first appeared on the map of Europe 

following the Treaty of Frankfurt between France and Germany in 1871. It 

encompassed the majority of the historical region of Alsace, except the city of Belfort, 

a few, strategically important French villages in the Vosges department, and the 

eastern half of the historical region of Lorraine (fig 1.). 
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Fig. 1. Alsace-Lorraine in 1910. (Green: majority French-speaking areas, red: majority 

German-speaking areas).  

 

 

Source: French National Library, www. gallica.fr 
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Transylvania was a historical region within the Hungarian kingdom. Historical 

Transylvania was considerably smaller than the territories annexed by Romania from 

Hungary after 1918 (figs. 2 and 3). Whereas the Banat, Crișana, and Maramureș 

regions of the Hungarian kingdom were not part of Transylvania before 1918, after 

Romania annexed these territories, contemporaries started to refer to them as integral 

parts of the region. 

 

Fig. 2. The territories awarded to Romania from Hungary in the Treaty of Trianon 

(1920) 
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Fig. 3. The “Red Map” of Hungary (1919), showing the ethnic make-up of 
Transylvania, the border between Hungary and Romania (black line), as well as 
ethnicity around Cluj-Napoca  and the Petroșani mines in the Jiu valley. (red: 
Hungarian, light purple: Romanian, orange: German, green: Ruthenian) 
 

 

Source: Pál Teleki,   “Magyarország néprajzi térképe a népsűrűség alapján: 
Ethnographical Map of Hungary Based on Density of Population  (Budapest: 
Hungarian Geographical Institute, 1919). 
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CHAPTER 1 

ALSACE-LORRAINE’S ECONOMY, SOCIETY AND POLITICS FROM THE 

MID-NINETEENTH CENTURY UNTIL 1914 

  

 By the middle of the 19th century, Alsace’s and Lorraine’s economy had lost 

their early modern autonomy and become an integral part of the French economy. As a 

result of the prevalence of free trade policies in the Europe of the 1850s and 1860s, 

manifested by the 1860 Anglo-French free trade treaty, the two regions’ business elites 

were also integrated in the commercial flows of Western and Central Europe. As 

interwar Alsatian economist Henry Laufenburger pointed out, the economic 

integration of Alsace to the French nation-state after 1792 also had negative 

consequences for the region’s industries, which lost the right for free transit trade 

(liberté de transit) to Switzerland and Germany, while the taxation of commerce on 

the Rhine river redirected French imports toward maritime ports, such as Le Havre.1  

 Alsace and Lorraine possessed distinct economic elites, also called the notables, 

which managed to preserve their social position despite the political and economic 

challenges of the late 19th and early 20th centuries.2 The notables were Alsace’s 

traditional, guild-like business elite; the members of these families spoke French, 

married one another, and were overwhelmingly Catholic, with some Protestants and 

                                                
1 Henry Laufenburger, Cours d’économie alsacienne (Paris: Sirey, 1930). 
2 François Igersheim, L’Alsace des notables (1870-1914): la bourgeoisie et le peuple alsacien 
(Strasbourg: Bf, 1981). 
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even a few Jews among them.3 The prosperity of the notables, recruited from the ranks 

of the upper bourgeoisie, nobility, and aristocracy, contrasted with the experience of 

the middle class, which felt the turmoil of the times more acutely. “Around 1850, in 

Alsace, a schoolteacher with more children than he could afford was willing to 

become a grocer,” Jean-Paul Sartre started his memoirs, reminiscing about his 

Alsatian great-grandfather.4 The fate of Sartre’s family in the late 19th century 

illustrates the social differences within Alsatian society, which differentiated the 

notables from the struggling, wage-earning intelligentsia and middle class, including 

Sartre’s family.5  

 Alsace-Lorraine’s business elites found themselves in similar dilemmas before 

and after 1871, despite differences between the French and German economies. The 

tensions between regional as opposed to national economic interests, political 

autonomy as opposed to centralization, protectionism vs. laissez-faire policies, were 

just a few of the dichotomies that formed an arch over the period between the 1860s 

and the 1920s. 

The De Dietrichs were among the most important notables of Alsace. The 

Alsatian De Dietrich family’s response to the German annexation illustrates that the 

family’s political orientation and economic practices did not necessarily go hand in 

                                                
3 Igersheim, L’Alsace des notables (1870-1914); Laufenburger, Cours d’economie, 97-111.  
4 Jean-Paul Sartre, The Words, (New York: G. Braziller, 1964), 9. 
5 The choices made by Sartre’s ancestors illustrate well the limited options available to the Alsatian 
middle class in the mid-19th century. The philosopher’s great-grandfather, the schoolteacher turned 
grocer had three sons. One of them became a Calvinist minister, another a businessman, while Sartre’s 
grandfather, Charles Schweitzer emigrated to France and achieved comfortable bourgeois standing by 
turning his contempt for Germans into a career as a teacher of German and founder of a language 
school in Paris.Charles Schweitzer co-authored a popular textbook for teaching German. Charles 
Schweitzer and Émile Simonnot Deutsches Lesebuch mit Sprechübungen für Quarta und Tertia: 
Deutschland in Wort und Bild, (Paris: A. Colin, 1912). 
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hand in late-19th-and early-20th century Alsace-Lorraine. The De Dietrichs profited 

enormously from Alsace-Lorraine’s incorporation into the German customs area, even 

though the cultural orientation and marriage politics of the family continued to be 

directed towards France.  

For the De Dietrich family, the political turmoil of the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries in Alsace was not the first time when the family’s social status and economic 

interests were imperiled by radical political turns in France. Originally named Didiers, 

the Huguenot patrician family emigrated from Lorraine to Strasbourg in the 16th 

century to escape religious persecution.6 Soon thereafter, they changed their name to 

the German-sounding Dietrich, and reestablished themselves as wealthy burghers and 

owners of a foundry.7 The making of De Dietrichs into one of the primary pillars of 

Francophile nationalism and regionalism in Alsace by 1870, was  not a straightforward 

process. After a series of religious persecutions in the early modern period, the De 

Dietrichs witnessed the execution of the family’s head in 1793 by the French Jacobins, 

with the sequester and expropriation of the firm to follow. Yet the family regained full 

possession of the company by 1827, transforming it from a corporation (société 

anonyme) of multiple owners into a family partnership (société en nom collectif). 

Sigismond Eugène de Dietrich’s active participation in the political life of the July 

Monarchy, who served as a deputy to the Paris national assembly between 1839 and 

1842, might have helped the firm to gain access to orders for the developing French 
                                                
6 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich de 1684 à nos jours, (Strasbourg: Ed. Oberlin, 1998), 15-16. 
7 When Louis XIV captured Strasbourg in 1681, it was Dominicus Dietrich who occupied the mayoral 
position in the city. Despite religious persecution, the Dietrichs continued to run a profitable foundry, 
banking house commercial company, and acted as bankers for both the French monarchs and the Holy 
Roman Emperors. Repaying the Dietrich’s financial capital with social capital, Louis XV ennobled the 
family in 1761, while the Dietrichs also received the baronial title from Holy Roman Emperor Francis I 
the following year. Ibid., 16-17. 
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railway network in the 1830s and 1840s.8 By mid-century, the production of railway 

carts, steel tires, steam engines and rolling mills became the most sought-after 

products of the De Dietrich company. Former Orléanist politics aside, the firm 

witnessed a rapid expansion during the reign of Napoleon III (1852-1870) as well, 

tripling the number of its workers between 1852 and 1866 to 2,000.9 

In 1870, Napoleon III declared war on Prussia, and by September the same 

year, Alsace and Lorraine came under the occupation of the allied armies of the 

German states. Alsace-Lorraine, a distinct region on the map of Europe, came into 

existence as the consequence of the Franco-Prussian War.10 When the war broke out in 

1870, neither Bismarck, nor the Kaiser, nor the general Helmuth von Moltke had plans 

regarding the precise borders between France and Germany.11 Finally, Germany 

annexed the historical region of Alsace almost in its entirety, and attached the eastern 

half of Lorraine to Alsace, forming the imperial territory or Reichsland of Alsace-

Lorraine .12  

                                                
8 Hau, La Maison de Dietrich, 95; “Base de donné des deputes françqis depuis 1789” database, accessed 
on May 2, 2016 at http://www2.assemblee-nationale.fr. 
9 Hau, La Maison de Dietrich, 81-98. 
10 “Arrangement conclu à Versailles le 9 avril, 1871 entre le Ministre des  Finances et des Déléguès de 
l’Alsace et de la Lorraine.” In Rémusat and de Clercq, Recueil des traités de la France: publié sous les 
auspices de S. Ex. M. Drouyn de Lhuys. (Paris: Amyot, éditeur des archives diplomatiques, 1872), 472-
473. 
11 Alain Plessis, De la fête impériale au mur des fédérés, 1852-1871. Nouvelle Histoire de La France 
Contemporaine, volume 9. (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1973), 222-224. 
12 The Germans divided Alsace-Lorraine into three districts (Bezirke):  Lorraine, Upper-Alsace and 
Lower-Alsace, roughly corresponding to the boundaries of pre-1871 French departments (see Joseph 
Ayné, “Carte de France dite à chiffres, (Lyon: Imp. et lith. de veuve Ayné), 1840). The coordination of 
various German positions and the French viewpoint on Lorraine proved to be more difficult. Bismarck 
was hesitant about integrating the multitude of Lorraine’s French population to the newly-formed 
German Empire.12 The chancellor did not regard Metz and the overwhelmingly French-speaking areas 
around it as necessary for the Reich, and between October 1870 and February 1871 he tried to exchange 
them for other concessions.12 A higher indemnity, the transfer of Luxembourg to Germany or the 
French colony of Saigon all emerged as possible bargaining chips in exchange for Metz.12 Finally, 
however, the Kaiser and especially Moltke achieved the upper hand. They regarded the fortress of Metz 
as strategically important for the defense of Germany.12 The German army started to organize the 
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 The conclusion of the Treaty of Frankfurt in 1871 came after an exacerbated 

military campaign, which utterly humiliated French political elites and influenced the 

hostile reception of Germans in Alsace and Lorraine. The De Dietrichs, along with the 

vast majority of Alsace Lorraine’s population sided with France both during and after 

the war. In particular, the most francophile social group,  the political and economic 

elites, witnessed the annexation with bitterness and exasperation.13 Many Alsatians 

and Lorrainers were among the 150,000 French war casualties, not including the civil 

populations of Metz and Strasbourg, which were kept under siege and shelled by the 

invaders.14  Even though the French chamber of deputies accepted the peace terms, 

there were notable dissenters, such as the young Georges Clemenceau, who later 

became influential in the drafting of the Versailles Treaty in 1919 as well.15 

Furthermore, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels compared Alsace-Lorraine to East-

Central Europe, primarily Western Poland, and feared that the annexation would push 

German politics further to the right, towards military dictatorship.16 

The annexation of Alsace-Lorraine by Germany was primarily motivated by 

the strategic concerns of the Reich to defend itself from a French attack, and not by 

economic concerns. The German historian, Heinrich von Treitschke, however, also 

                                                                                                                                       
territory as the department of Moselle even before the conclusion of the peace treaty in Frankfurt on 
May 10, 1871. Ibid., 448. The strategic argument for the rectification of the German-French borderland 
seemed so convincing, that it even propelled Karl Marx to write an essay against it. Karl Marx, Second 
Manifesto of the International on the Franco-Prussian War, in Karl Marx, The Paris Commune (New 
York: New York Labor News Company, 1902), 35-36; Howard, The Franco-Prussian War, 447; 
Giesberg, The Treaty of Frankfort, 24-25. 
 
 
13 Bernard Vogler, Histoire Politique de l’Alsace: De La Révolution À Nos Jours, Un Panorama Des 
Passions Alsaciennes, (Strasbourg: Nuée bleue, 1995), 171-175. 
14 Howard, The Franco-Prussian War, 453. 
15 Pierre Miquel, La Troisième République, (Paris: Fayard, 1989), 81-85. 
16 Karl Marx, The Paris Commune, 35-36. 
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mentioned the region’s natural resources as reasons for the annexation. Treitschke 

maintained that Germany faced geographical disadvantages, which morphed into 

economic disadvantages as well: “nature has dealt with our country much more like a 

step-mother than a mother.”17 The Reich’s limited economic resources justified the 

annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, according to Treitschke.18 “We are by no means rich 

enough to be able to renounce so precious a possession.”19 Nonetheless, he also feared 

that Alsace-Lorraine’s economic ties to the French interior would be difficult to undo: 

“Capital and culture,[…] are our opponents [in Alsace and Lorraine],”20 Treitschke 

concluded, positing the integration of the region into Germany as an economic 

challenge.21 

 The peace treaty of Frankfurt was harsh on the French state, which had to pay an 

enormous indemnity, but it was generous to the native populations of Alsace-Lorraine, 

whose private property was not affected and who were able to decide on whether to 

stay and become German citizens or emigrate. French diplomats were able to 

                                                
17 Treitschke, What we demand from France, 28. 
18 Ibid., 28. 
19 Ibid., 29. 
20 Ibid., 80. 
21 French and German discussions about the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine harkened back to different 
understandings of nationhood and citizenship. Rogers Brubaker has characterized the German 
understanding of the nation as “Volk-centered.” The Germans, he argued, held the notion to be “an 
organic cultural, linguistic, or racial community.” Accordingly, the majority of Alsace-Lorraine 
residents, speakers of a Germanic dialect, counted as Germans within this realm of thought, regardless 
of their incorporation in France since the 17th century. The French understanding of nationhood was 
closely tied to citizenship, and the “shared rights and shared obligations” emanating from it. Ernest 
Renan defined nationhood in an 1882 lecture as independent of a common race, language or religion; 
rather, the nation resulted from a common past, “solidarity” and the “everyday plebiscite” of the 
citizens. This voluntary definition of nationhood also fit well with the negative French attitude to the 
annexation, which was shared by the political and economic elites of Alsace and Lorraine. Rogers 
Brubaker, Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany, (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1992), 1-35; Ernest Renan, Qu’est-Ce Qu’une Nation? What Is a Nation? (Toronto, Ont: Tapir 
Press, 1996). 
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influence the making of the citizenship clauses of the Treaty of Frankfurt, which 

enabled Alsace-Lorrainers to remain in Germany without the threat of expulsion or 

expropriation. Nonetheless, the De Dietrichs, along with French and German 

economic elites, were excluded from the shaping of the stipulations the peace terms.22 

As opposed to the situation in 1918, every resident of Alsace-Lorraine, even the 

French who had moved there from the French interior before the war, had the chance 

to remain in the region and automatically receive German citizenship. Irrespective of 

cultural, ethnic or linguistic markers of ethnicity, citizenship was to become a matter 

of choice or option.23 Not surprisingly, it was the French that designed article 2 of the 

treaty on citizenship, closely modeled on the 1860 Treaty of Turin, which had granted 

the populations of the annexed territories of Nice and Savoy the right to preserve their 

prewar Sardinian citizenship while residing in France.24  

 Article 2 of the treaty maintained in lose and ambiguous terms, “French 

Subjects, Natives of the ceded Territories […] who shall preserve their Nationality, 

shall up to the 1st October, 1872 […] be allowed to change their domicile to 

France.”25 The ambiguous wording of the Treaty, which did not specify that those who 

had opted for French citizenship had to leave Alsace-Lorraine, resulted in sharp 

clashes between the French and German administration in the aftermath of the treaty’s 

signature.  

                                                
22 Wawro, The Franco-Prussian War, 299-300. 
23 Rogers Brubaker, Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1992.  
24 Dan P. Silverman, Reluctant Union, Alsace-Lorraine and Imperial Germany, 1871-1918, (University 
Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1972), 69. 
25 “Definitive Treaty of Peace Between France and Germany” in Augustus Henry Oakes and Robert 
Balmain Mowat, The Great European Treaties of the Nineteenth Century. (Oxford : The Clarendon 
Press, 1918),  280. 
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 While the French regarded emigration as a possible but not obligatory option, 

the incoming German administration insisted that those who had opted for French 

citizenship leave by October 1, 1872. The German interpretation of the Treaty aimed 

at discouraging option and emigration, and it was also motivated by military concerns 

and the threat of losing prestige as a result of tens of thousands of emigrants from the 

Reichsland.26 \ 

 Financed by Mulhouse notables, a  regionalist organization, the League of 

Alsace, initiated a campaign that advocated option, yet discouraged emigration, in 

order to express political protest against the annexation and preserve French influence 

in the region.27 By 1872, some 160,000 people had opted for French citizenship, 

although only around 50,000 actually emigrated to France.28 Optants  came largely 

from cities, and Catholics and French-speakers were preponderant among them, and a 

large section of the Jewish population left, as well. Subsequent decrees by the 

Reichsland’s top German official, supreme president Eduard von Möller punished 

those who opted for France yet failed to leave. Over 100,000 residents were banned 

from voting and were pressured to withdraw their option, or else, lose their German 

citizenship and became stateless.29 In addition, Möller made it impossible for minors 

whose parents stayed in Alsace-Lorraine to opt for France, in order not to reduce the 

number of draft-age emigrants.  On October 1, 1872, the Kaiser introduced 

                                                
26 The March 7, 1872 decree of Supreme President Eduard von Möller, the Kaiser’s chief representative 
in Alsace-Lorraine, stipulated that option for France became valid only if the person choosing option 
left Alsace-Lorraine. 
27 David Allen Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality in Alsace, 1830-1945, (DeKalb: Northern 
Illinois University Press, 2001), 77. 
28 Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 77. 
29 Dan P. Silverman, Reluctant Union, 69-70. 
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conscription in Alsace-Lorraine.30 Legal discrimination against those who had opted 

for France yet remained in the Reichsland lasted until 1877. Still, the German 

administration never initiated mass expulsions, and it allowed 19,000 French citizens, 

who were not natives of Alsace-Lorraine before 1870, to remain in the region without 

changing their nationality. Even in 1910, the German census registered approximately 

12,000 French nationals in Alsace-Lorraine.31 

There are no precise statistics on emigration from the Reichsland; French and 

German historians and statisticians estimated that between 250,000 and 460,000 

people left Alsace-Lorraine during German rule, amounting to 13 to 24 percent of the 

region’s 1910 population.32 From the entire German Empire, around 2 million people 

emigrated in the four decades before 1914, which constituted 3 percent of the 1910 

population.33 Thus, the emigration rate from the Reichsland was considerably higher 

than from the Reich.34 

Emigration to France continued even after the moratorium of two years 

specified by the Treaty of Frankfurt. French historians have argued that emigration 

was a politically motivated protest and saw no distinction between those who had 

opted for France and left by late 1872, and those who emigrated later.35 By contrast, 

contemporary German observers regarded emigration that occurred after 1873 as 

                                                
30 The decision was contrary to Bismarck’s suggestion, who feared conscription would incite political 
opposition. Silverman, Reluctant Union, 71. 
31 Rossé et al., Das Elsass, 47. 
32 Dan Silverman came up with the highest estimate of 460,000 emigrants, yet even he expressed doubts 
about the precision of this number. Silverman, Reluctant Union, 69. 
33 Schlenker, Die wirtschaftliche Entwicklung Elsass-Lothringens, 606. 
34 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 69. 
35 Vicki Caron, Between France and Germany: The Jews of Alsace-Lorraine, 1871-1918, (Stanford, 
Calif: Stanford University Press, 1988), 75-77; Dan P. Silverman, Reluctant Union; Alsace-Lorraine 
and Imperial Germany, 1871-1918, (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1972), 69. 
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primarily economically driven.36 In their view, the lack of railway lines to remote parts 

of Lorraine, as well as the economic orientation of smaller townships towards the 

capital of French-Lorraine, Nancy, were the reasons for the radical depopulation of 

many areas in Lorraine.37  

Although no testimonies remain as to why the De Dietrichs stayed in Alsace 

after the annexation, the sizeable and immovable family fortune, the castle, the 

foundry, the various factories, as well as paternalistic sensibilities towards workers 

and a quasi-religious calling to remain might have played a part. Ironically, while the 

decades of the annexation provided an unheard of expansion and prosperity for the 

family company, the De Dietrichs remained anti-German and pro-French in their 

political activities.38  

Such clashes between economic prosperity under German rule and political 

discontent ran throughout many notable families of Alsace-Lorraine, especially during 

                                                
36 Schlenker, Die wirtschaftliche Entwicklung Elsass-Lothringens, 606-607.  
37 By 1914, apart from those who opted for and moved to France by 1873, more than a 100,000 Alsace-
Lorrainers, especially young men left for France to shirk German military service or to receive higher 
education. The primary destinations of émigrés were Paris and the Meurthe-et-Moselle region on the 
western side of the new Franco-German border. In addition, about 67,000 people emigrated to America 
from the Reichsland (1871-1914), over half of them to the United States. Over the four decades of 
German rule, some 20,000 Alsatians and Lorrains joined the French Foreign Legion, amounting to 
appeoximately 26 percent of the enlisted, more than the proportion of Frenchmen (18 percent).  
Historians have so far interpreted the high ratio of Alsace-Lorrainers in the Legion as a sign of French 
patriotism. Nevertheless, literary evidence from novels such as François Labeur’s Jean Klein, 
legionnaire suggests that the bullying, rejection and humiliation of Reichsland emigrés in the French 
army as German spies could also have motivated enlistment. Schlenker, Die wirtschaftliche 
Entwicklung Elsass-Lothringens, 606-607; François G. Dreyfus, La vie politique en Alsace, 1919-1936. 
(Paris: A. Colin, 1969), 9; Rossé et al, Das Elsass, vol 4, 49; Martin Windrow, French Foreign 
Legionnaire 1890-1914. (Oxford: Osprey Publishing, 2013), 9; François Labeur, Jean Klein, 
legionnaire (Paris: B. Grasset, 1912); Julia Schroda, Nationaler Anspruch und regionale Identität im 
Reichsland Elsass-Lothringen im Spiegel des französischsprachigen Elsassromans: (1871 - 1914). 
(Bern: Peter Lang, 2008), 220-221. 
38 Ibid., 101-102. 
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the first two decades of annexation.39 Eugène de Dietrich, the third son of the 

company’s chief manager, Albert, was a prisoner of war during the Franco-Prussian 

War, and was only released in 1871.40 Upon his return, Eugène entered Alsatian 

political life. In 1881, he was elected an Alsatian deputy to the German Reichstag. 

Here, along with other Alsatian deputies, he represented the protest movement, which 

expressed discontent over the German annexation.41 The company retained French as 

its language of business and internal communication until 1888, although the majority 

of its workers spoke the Germanic dialect. The director of the firm kept a French flag 

in his office, while the family opted to gallicize the spelling of its previously 

germanized name to De Diétrich after 1871.42 

Only four years after the annexation, Fanny, Eugène, and Dominique de 

Dietrich, along with four Mulhouse notables, commissioned the erection of a 

mausoleum in memory of the French soldiers fallen in the battle of Woerth, a major 

defeat that precipitated the loss of Alsace during the Franco-Prussian war. The 

inauguration took place in 1877. The mausoleum was called the “Monument of the 

French Army” and included both Christian and ancient Roman symbols: it had a cross 

on top, sarcophagi with the names of French army corps, and a number of stone 

wreaths. The monument also used less obvious symbols of Frenchness: its floor plan 

                                                
39 Robert Redslob, “La bourgeoisie alsacienne sous le régime allemand” in Jean Schlumberger and Paul 
Spindler, La bourgeoisie alsacienne (Strasbourg-Paris: La Roux, 1954), 443-445, Igersheim, L’Alsace 
des notables (1870-1914). 
40 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 100. 
41 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 101. 
42 De Dietrich Company Archives (DCA), Reichshoffen, France; Some members of the family, such as 
the theologian Susan de Diétrich, continued to use their last name with the gallicized accent even after 
1918. Antoinette Spindler-Theis, ”Susan de Diétrich,” Bulletin de la Societe de l’Histoire du 
Protestantisme Francais, (Paris:Librairie Droz), 501-509.  
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was a hexagon, the symbol of the French nation-state, and it had large reliefs with the 

letter “F” above its four gates.43  

The German administration did not prioritize the commemoration of its 

victories in the Franco-Prussian War. The French monument in Woerth preceded the 

inauguration of the German war memorial by twelve years. Notably, the erection of 

the German monument was not commissioned by the Reich administration, but was 

instead a Bavarian initiative. The Bayern Denkmal (1888-89) paid tribute to the fallen 

Bavarian soldiers and showed a dying soldier, holding a flag, while the angel of 

victory placed a wreath on his head (figs. 4-5).44  

 

                                                
43 “Un monument français disparu,” in Danielle Hartmann, La guerre de 1870 : la déchirure, 
(Strasbourg: Bas-Rhin Departmental Archive, n/a), accessed March 20, 2015, http://archives.bas-
rhin.fr/eCommunityDocuments/C6DCC884-3263-48D9-8194-
37010C2C0C49/121/Fiche%208%20%20Sur%20les%20traces%20des%20h%C3%A9ros%20de%2018
70%20en%20Alsace%20du%20Nord.pdf 
44 “Un monument allemand ayant résisté aux péripéties de l’histoire” in Danielle Hartmann, La guerre 
de 1870, ibid; “Bayern-Denkmal bei Wörth,” Deutsche Digitale Bibliothek database, accesed March 27, 
2015, https://www.deutsche-digitale 
bibliothek.de/item/KSWLZXNYXXV4GVKHFUVKYHZ4SLOSE3YW 
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Figs. 4 and 5. The French War Monument and the Bavarian War Monument in 
Woerth, Alsace 

 

Source: Hartmann, La guerre de 1870. 
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The De Dietrichs’ attachment to France is remarkable, especially since they 

continued to suffer from the effects of the anti-Alsace-Lorraine lobby of French 

industrialists after the stipulations of the Treaty of Frankfurt came into effect (1873). 

The high customs duties made exporting to France less profitable, while the major 

client of the firm, the French branch of the Eastern Railways Company, refused to buy 

Alsace-Lorraine products on the grounds that they were not produced on French 

territory by French workers.45 Like many Alsatian textile manufacturers, the De 

Dietrichs thus decided to build a factory in France in 1879. The management of the De 

Dietrich Company at first intended the Lunéville branch of the firm in French Lorraine 

to be a subsidiary. Not only the management, but also the workers came from Alsace. 

The firm prompted hundreds of workers to emigrate from Alsace to France to 

assemble train carriages whose parts had been produced at the Alsatian branch. The 

establishment of a company in France also provided a means for young members of 

the family to forgo German military service and pursue careers in France.46 The 

Alsatian notables who decided on emigrating to France, such as some members of the 

De Dietrich family, could rely on each other’s financial and personal aid: one of the 

most prominent of them was the banker and industrialist Alfred Renouard de 

Bussièrre, who moved to Paris, but preserved his investments in various Alsatian 

companies. In the French capital, Bussierre’s daughter became the patron and host of 

                                                
45 The company’s French name was Compagnie des Chemins de fer de l’Est. Hau, L’industrialization, 
242-247. 
46 Michel Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 129. 
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Eugène’s cousin, the young Adrien de Turckheim, who eventually became the director 

of the firm’s French branch.47 

The De Dietrichs followed a traditional, if not conservative business policy 

during the  period of the German annexation: they refrained from using outside capital 

in the firm, thus retaining the family’s monopoly over the company’s management. 

Family members reinvested profits into the firm and paid out only small dividends to 

shareholders. In addition, some family members renounced part of their shares in 

favor of the acting management to provide for strong company leadership.  

The paternalism of Alsatian notables, like the De Dietrichs, resembled the 

hierarchical social ties of workers and notables in the ancien régime. By the mid-19th 

century, social policies similar to those Bismarck introduced in Germany in the 1880s 

were already in place in the family’s factories. As Alsatian elites lobbied the supreme 

regional official, the Statthalter, to block the introduction of German social legislation 

in the annexed territories, the firm’s policies can be considered a form of Christian 

socialism.48 If workers stayed continuously employed at the firm until their retirement, 

they received a moderate pension, up to six months of paid medical leave, and free 

housing. The management also involved the workers in its family life. After the death 

of his second wife, Albert de Dietrich convened the factory’s workers and gave each 

of them a copy of Luther’s bible.49 

 

 

                                                
47 Ibid., 129. 
48 Vogler, La vie politique, 179. 
49 Michel Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 96. 
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Fig. 6.  Paternalism of the notables: Eugène de Dietrich with workers of his factory  

 
 
Source: De Dietrich Company Archives (DCA), Reichshoffen, France, Box 43, Photo 

1.76. 

 

Fostering patriarchal visions of family life, the De Dietrichs forbade the 

employment of women in their factories, apart from the widows, and promoted the 

acquisition of single family homes, domestic animals such as cows, and gardening 

among workers. If the worker quit the firm, he or she lost these benefits. This practice 

encouraged the formation of hundreds of “worker dynasties” who remained employed 

at the De Dietrichs for multiple generations. It also effectively discouraged the 
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penetration of the otherwise strong Alsatain labor movement into the firm. The 

company registered no strikes until 1919.50 

 By 1891 the French branch of the firm produced more than the parent 

company, and in 1897, it became a separate, French firm, legally independent of the 

De Dietrich company in Alsace-Lorraine.51 Despite that, the composition of the 

shareholders and the supervisory board remained the same, while Adrien de 

Turckheim continued to serve as director.52  

Until the early 1890s, the management often transferred workers between the 

French and German branches of the firm, although the products of the companies were 

different, accommodating the divergent needs of the national markets.53 The factory in 

France specialized in luxury train carriages and sleeping cars, while the Alsatian unit 

took advantage of the opening of the German mass market for home appliances such 

as stoves, bath tubs, and ovens.54 The actual legal separation of the French and 

German branches of the company took place in the decade preceding the First World 

War, it was a result of altercations within the management about the company’s 

involvement in the emerging automobile industry.55 

The maintenance of pro-French political loyalties among Alsace-Lorraine 

notables was neither a purely sentimental issue, nor simply a question of French 

nationalism, as much of the secondary literature suggests.56 The maintenance of the 

family’s long-standing strategies to preserve economic independence, going back to 
                                                
50 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 93-98, 146-147. 
51 Ibid., 109. 
52 Ibid., 108-111. 
53 Ibid., 101-111. 
54 Ibid., 110-111. 
55 Ibid., 130-143. 
56 Vogler, Histoire Politique de l’Alsace, 171-175; Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 1-51. 
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the early modern period, proved crucial amidst the rapid development and 

modernization of the late 19th and early 20th centuries. In order to preserve the 

monopoly of family ownership over the firm, the De Dietrichs resorted to what closely 

resembled Max Weber’s contemporary definition of a Protestant ethic of frugality, the 

conscious elitism of marriage politics, and the maintenance of patriarchal relations 

within the family. In the case of the De Dietrichs, the conservatism and rigor of 

bourgeois family life served as a background and prerequisite for their success in a 

liberal, modernizing economy amidst ever-changing political circumstances.  

         A key concern for businesses such as the De Dietrichs was the procurement of 

large pools of capital for technological innovation and expansion of existing factories 

and the construction of new ones. The De Dietrich company’s long-term strategy was 

to reinvest three-quarters of its net profits in the firm. Out of the 20 million marks of 

profits between 1874 and 1909, the company reinvested 15 million marks, and only 

paid out 5 million to shareholders, which ranked investment at the De Dietrich 

company among the less lucrative ones in the period.57  

It is little wonder the company’s shares remained entirely in the hands of the 

extended De Dietrich family, as outside investors solely interested in making a return 

on their shares would have diminished the company’s potential for expansion. The 

firm aimed to pay out 5 percent returns on its shares, similar to the yield of treasury 

bonds. But unlike treasury bonds that provided a fixed return, investing in the De 

Dietrich stocks was a more risky venture, as stock dividends varied depending on 

                                                
57 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 111. 
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annual profits and management policy.58 In 17 out of 36 years before World War I, the 

company paid out additional dividends above the default 5 percent, but in six business 

years, it paid out less than 5 percent, while in three years it distributed no dividends at 

all.59  The dividend policy was austere, especially when compared to other firms such 

as the Adler and Oppenheimer Company tannery, a comparable family firmed owned 

by immigrant or “Old Germans,” which paid higher dividends..60 Furthermore, family 

members were also ready to reinvest part of their dividends in the company. In 1883, 

family members held 46 percent of the firm’s debts.61 In addition, the maintenance of 

45 pecent of shares in the hands of Eugène de Dietrich was key to avoid 

fragmentation, which could have been the result of transition to German rule and the 

splitting of the company into French and German branches.62 

Eugène de Dietrich’s rise as the majority owner of the company and the 

patriarch of the family was the result of his marriage with the daughter of Edouard 

Vaucher, one of the most prominent Mulhouse textile industrialists.63 Cécile Vaucher 

brought a dowry worth 360,000 francs to the marriage in 1878, which provided the 

means for her husband to take over the majority of the firm’s shares.64 Other members 

of family also married local Alsatian notables or French entrepreneurs. While one in 

four Alsace-Lorrainers married a German by World War I, no member of the extended 

De Dietrich family did so.  

                                                
58 Ibid., 110. 
59 Ibid., 111. 
60 It was only possible if the majority of shares and management was in the hands of the family, which 
was willing to renounce profits for the perspective of long-term growth and gain. 
61 Ibid., 111. 
62 Ibid., 111-112. 
63 Ibid., 112. 
64 Ibid., 112. 
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The Effects of German Annexation on Alsace-Lorraine’s Economy 

  

 It was especially beneficial for Alsace-Lorraine’s economic elites that the 

Frankfurt Treaty was primarily an affair between two states and not two peoples. The 

treaty minimized the economic and political consequences of the sovereignty change 

on the private property of Alsace-Lorrainers, unlike the Versailles settlement 

following the First World War. Apart from allowing people to leave the annexed 

territories, article 2 of the Treaty of Frankfurt even permitted emigrants to keep their 

Alsace-Lorraine properties: “[t]hey shall be at liberty to preserve their Immovables 

situated in the Territory united to Germany.”65 The treaty reflected the prevalent 

liberal attitudes of 19th-century political elites to private property; while state property 

could be confiscated and taxed by occupying armies, private property was seen as 

sacrosanct, and was untouched by occupiers, be it Napoleon I or Bismarck.66 One 

partial exception was the Eastern Railway Company, a privately owned firm 

operational in Alsace-Lorraine, which Bismarck regarded as too strategically 

important to remain in French hands. That said, he offered the sum of 327 million 

                                                
65 “Definitive Treaty of Peace Between France and Germany” in Augustus Henry Oakes and Robert 
Balmain Mowat, The Great European Treaties of the Nineteenth Century. (Oxford : The Clarendon 
Press, 1918),  276-290. 
66 As Harold James has pointed out, Napoleon I did not intervene in the operations of private banks in 
Prussia during the occupation. Bismarck also spared the privately-owned Banque de France from war 
tributes during the occupation of Paris. The perceived security of private property also influenced the 
constitution of the German Reichsbank as a private as opposed to a state institution. E.g.: Harold James, 
“Monetary and Fiscal Unification in Nineteenth-Century Germany: What Can Kohl Learn from 
Bismarck.” Essays in International Finance, 202, March (1997): 19. 
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francs in exchange, thus resusing to confiscate the company.67 

 The annexation and integration into the German economy, along with 

subsequent waves of emigration, shifted the economic center of Alsace from 

Mulhouse to Strasbourg. The Upper Rhine district around Mulhouse ended up 

providing over two-thirds of Alsatian emigrants to France.68 Until 1872, some 5,000 

people out of 57,000 left for France from the city of Mulhouse alone, including many 

textile industrialists, who relocated their factories to the other side of the border, and 

took many skilled workers with them as well.69 The Strasbourg chamber of commerce 

estimated that emigrés from Alsace took 100 million francs with them, which they 

invested in France.70  

 The two most widespread business strategies of Alsatian elites were relocating 

entirely to France or keeping the main branch of an enterprise in Alsace-Lorraine and 

establishing a subsidiary in France. By 1910, the productive capacity of textile 

businesses owned by Alsatian in France was sizeable. The production of these France-

based factories amounted to two-thirds of the entire Alsatian production.71 Whereas in 

the decade before the Franco-Prussian war, Alsatian textile industrialists had only 

founded 7 companies in the rest of France, in the years following the peace treaty, they 

                                                
67 The French party could deduct the selling price of the Compagnie des Chemins de Fer de 1'Est from 
the war indemnity. (Treaty of Frankfurt, Additional Articles, Article I. I and ii.  
68 François G. Dreyfus, La Vie politique en Alsace, 1919-1936. (Paris: A. Colin, 1969), 9-10. 
69 Das Elsass, Volume IV, 45.  
70 Vogler and Hau. Histoire économique de l’Alsace, 238. 
71 Michel Hau, L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace: 1803-1939, (Strasbourg: Association des publications 
près les universités de Strasbourg, 1987), 245-247; Bernard Vogler and Michel Hau, Histoire 
économique de l’Alsace: croissance, crises, innovations : vingt siècles de développement régional. 
(Strasbourg: Editions la Nuée Bleue, 1997). 
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founded as many as 18.72 Still, the splitting of investment across the border meant less 

investment in the technological innovation of the Alsatian factories, and by 1914, 

Alsace-Lorraine textile firms had to face formidable competition in both the French 

and German markets.73  

 Situated between France and Germany, the economy of Alsace-Lorraine 

presented competition for industrialists in both countries. Patriotic fervor aside, the 

economic elites in both countries started to organize against Alsace-Lorraine industrial 

competition immediately after the annexation.74 It was Bismarck’s French negotiating 

partner, the Minister of Finance Augustine Pouyer-Quertier, who represented the 

interests of the textile industrialists of France’s east.  

 Pouyer-Quertier was himself a protectionist textile manufacturer from Rouen,75 

who advocated the briefest possible duration of customs privileges for Alsatian 

finished products entering France. In a similar, protectionist vein, the representatives 

of the German cotton industry gathered in Mannheim on October 3, 1870, and wrote a 

memorandum to Bismarck, urging him to let Alsace-Lorraine conserve its French 

markets. Alternatively, they proposed that Alsace-Lorraine be excluded from the 

Zollverein, the German customs union. Another convention of German industrialists 

in Mannheim held on December 4 and 5, 1870, also protested against the flooding of 

German markets by Alsace-Lorraine products. The most radical suggestion came from 
                                                
72 Four companies out of 18 were businesses that moved from Alsace. Hau, L’Industrialisation de 
l’Alsace, 237. 
73 The productive capacity of Alsatian textile industry, as measured by the number of spindles 
(thousands) in Alsace only increased from 1, 375 to 1,512 between 1887 and 1905, while those in the 
Rhineland increased from 436 to 1,051, and in Westphalia, from 258 to 1,172. (Hau, L’Industrialisation 
de l’Alsace, 246.) 
74Hau, L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace, 236-242. 
75 Achille Mercier, “M. Pouyer Quartier et l’article XI de la traité du Francfort” L’Économiste français: 
journal hebdomadaire, September 26, (1885): 385. 
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the chamber of commerce of Plauen, the center of the textile industry in remote 

Saxony; it suggested that the most convenient solution of Alsatian competition would 

be to leave Upper-Alsace under French control.76 Facing pressure from German 

industrialists, Bismarck also toyed with the idea of granting part of Alsace to 

Switzerland, in exchange for less industrialized Swiss cantons, but the plan failed due 

to Swiss disinterest.77 

 Whereas there was a unified political protest against the annexation in Alsace-

Lorraine, the various, competing branches of Alsace-Lorraine textile industrialists 

tried to out-lobby each other at the various bodies of the German administration in 

1870 and 1871, which shows that Alsatian economic elites were disunited and 

unprepared for the annexation.78  

 In the aftermath of the war, the economic interests of French and Alsace-

Lorraine industrialists diverged.  The annexation made the overwhelming majority of 

Alsace-Lorraine industrialists interested in a free trade regime in order to preserve 

French markets, while the French industrialists had a vital interest in curbing foreign 

competition.79 While both French and German industrialists wanted to shield 

themselves from the consequences of the annexation, it was primarily the defeated 

French who had to make compromises, although they managed to limit their exposure 

to Alsatian competition to less than two years. As a compromise, Pouyer-Quertier and 

                                                
76 Robert Lévy, Histoire économique de l’industrie cotonnière en Alsace. Étude de sociologie 
descriptive, (Paris: F. Alcan, 1912), 238. 
77 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 168. 
78 The spinners and weavers formed the Alsatian Industrial Syndicate, which negotiated with Bismarck, 
while the textile printers formed in separate association. Negotiations of textile industrialists with the 
German minister in Paris, Count Harry von Arnim, with Bismarck in Versailles, and with Prussian 
ministries in Berlin went on at the same time. 
79 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 169. 
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Bismarck agreed that Alsatian finished products could enter France duty free until 

December 31, 1872. This date also served as the deadline for when Alsatian industries 

could import raw materials duty free from France.80 Eventually, at the request of 

French industrialists, the deadline for the importation of raw materials was extended 

until June 1873 for certain raw materials that the Alsatian textile industrialists 

imported. Even after 1873, commerce between Alsace-Lorraine and France remained 

intensive, as both parties insisted upon the renewal of the prewar trade treaty (1867), 

in which the German states of the Zollverein and France granted most-favored-nation 

status to each other for a period of ten years.81  

French war reparations financed the creation of a unified German currency and 

the influx of French capital to German banks also contributed to the economic boom 

in Germany and Austria-Hungary in the early 1870s.82 In exchange for gradually 

withdrawing German troops, Bismarck levied a huge indemnity on France, amounting 

                                                
80 Hau, L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace, 242. 
81 In practical terms, the Treaty of Frankfurt only corroborated the laissez-faire trade policies of France, 
in force since the Chevalier-Cobden commercial treaty of 1860 between France and Great Britain.81 
Since then the low customs duties exposed the more commercial products Alsatian spinners and 
weavers to Swiss, and to a lesser extent, British competition, fostering the development of finished 
products, such as printed textiles, which were competitive outside of France, as well.81 The lobby of 
textile printers favored the “temporary admissions” of raw materials under the free trade regime, while 
spinners and weavers advocated protectionism.81 Furthermore, low customs duties did not favor the 
excavation of Alsace’s few raw materials, such as pig iron. Mercier, “M. Pouyer Quartier et l’article 
XI,” 385; Hau, L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace, 233-234; Silverman, Reluctant Union, 166-167. 
82 The Treaty of Frankfurt also affected the financial life of continental Europe, and put an end to 
Napoleon III’s ambitious plans for French monetary supremacy. In 1865, Napoleon III initiated the 
formation of the Latin Monetary Union, including France, Italy, Belgium and Switzerland, which 
promoted a transition from silver-based currency regimes to the gold standard. Napoleon’s plan was to 
use France’s adoption of the gold standard as a means for achieving financial hegemony over other 
powers, such as Germany, which used the fluctuating and less “pure” silver. At the International 
Monetary Conference of 1867, the Prussian advisor to Bismarck committed his country to the gold 
standard. Had Prussia switched to the gold before the war, it would have had to pay for the cost of 
monetary transition on its own. The enormous expenses of transition resulted from the immediate 
valorization of Germany’s large silver stocks, and from the depreciation of silver’s value due to the 
“silver glut” in the period. Harold James, “Monetary and Fiscal Unification in Nineteenth-Century 
Germany: What Can Kohl Learn from Bismarck.” Essays in International Finance, 202, March (1997): 
8-9. 
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to 5 billion gold francs, one of the highest indemnities in modern history, which 

covered twice the German army’s war costs.83 Although this sum represented only 

about 3 percent of the 33 billion dollars of reparations that the Versailles Treaty 

prescribed for Germany in 1919, the important difference was that France paid the 

entire sum to the victor within a decade after the peace treaty.84 French reparation 

started an investment boom in Germany, which also had positive repercussions  in 

Alsace-Lorraine, although major investments from Germany only began to flow into 

the region starting the 1880s.85 Given that united Germany remained disunited in its 

monetary regime, with the numerous currencies of various federal states in circulation 

until 1876, the continued use of the French franc in  German Alsace-Lorraine posed no 

special problem, which represents another difference with the rapid monetary 

                                                
83 Bismarck initially demanded 4 billion francs from Thiers, but after the sweeping German victories he 
changed his mind and asked  for 6 billion, which was eventually reduced with 1 billion francs. Michael 
Howard, The Franco-Prussian War: The German Invasion of France, 1870-1871, (London ; New York: 
Methuen, 1981), 448-449; Leonard Gomes, German Reparations, 1919-1932: A Historical Survey, 
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 6. 
84 Five billion French francs as of 1871 amounted 801 million US dollars in 1919, approximately 3 
percent of the 33 billion dollars of German reparations. My calculations are based on the price of gold 
as compared to French franc and US dollars, available at 
http://www.historicalstatistics.org/Currencyconverter.html; Stephen A Schuker, The End of French 
Predominance in Europe: The Financial Crisis of 1924 and the Adoption of the Dawes Plan (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1976), 1-45; Gustav Stolper, The German Economy, 1870 to 
the Present, (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1967), 20. 
85 The indemnity shielded Germany from the costs of monetary transition, and paved the way for a 
smooth transition to the gold standard in 1873 and eventually, the founding of the Reichsbank in 1875.  
Germany only used a fraction of the indemnity, 273 million francs to build up its gold reserves, while 
Bismarck offered the rest for the federal states to clear their debts. The sudden and immediate injection 
of billions of marks into the German financial system provided a short-term “speculative boom” for the 
economy, with the ensuing “promoters’ years” (Gründerzeit) in Germany and to a lesser extent, in 
Austria-Hungary. In the years following the war, Germany witnessed the founding of 857 new 
companies by 1874, with a capital of 3.3 billion marks, whereas the founding capital of all the 
companies established in German territories between 1826 and 1870 had amounted to 3.1 billion marks. 
Spahn, “Wirtschaft und Staat im elsass-lotharingischen Schicksal,” 24-27; Hau, L’industrialisation, 
261-263. 
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transition back to the French franc in 1918.86 

By 1914, Alsace-Lorraine’s economy had accommodated to the German 

annexation.87 Immigrant Germans filled the niches in commerce and industry; notably, 

German, Belgian and Luxemburg capitalists gained control over the exploitation of 

mineral resources, such as the newly discovered potash, iron ore, and coal reserves.88 

Within the political economy of the empire, the Berlin government favored the 

economic development of the Rhineland over the Reichsland.89 

In terms of customs policies, the years 1872-1873 marked the end of the free 

entry of Alsace-Lorraine goods to France, and the advent of competition with German, 

French and international products.90 In 1879, partially due to the pressure of the 

syndicate of Alsace-Lorraine industrialists, Bismarck adopted protectionist 

measures.91 In 1891-92, the new chancellor, Leo von Caprivi, pushed through a series 

of bilateral trade agreements with European states.92 The result was another wave of 

tariff liberalizations, which fostered the entry of Alsace-Lorraine’s industrial products 

into Central and Eastern Europe, Great Britain, Italy and Belgium, while 

disadvantaging the exporters of agricultural goods, primarily the Alsatian wine 

industry.93 At the same time, France adopted a series of protective tariffs in 1892, 

                                                
86 The Imperial Order of September 22, 1875 introduced the Reichswährung, or imperial currency. 
Markus A. Denzel, Handbook of World Exchange Rates, 1590-1914, (Burlington, Ashgate Publishing, 
Ltd., 2010), 193. 
87 Hau, L’Industrialisation, 245-247; Henry Laufenburger, Cours d’économie alsacienne, (Paris: Sirey, 
1930), 29-53. 
88 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 186. 
89 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 184-189. 
90 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 176. 
91 Laufenburger, Cours d’économie alsacienne, 200; Silverman, Reluctant Union, 176. 
92 Alexander Gerschenkron, Bread and Democracy in Germany, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
1966), 51. 
93 Michel Hau, L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace: 1803-1939, (Strasbourg: Association des publications 
près les universités de Strasbourg, 1987), 250; Silverman, Reluctant Union, 176. 
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which drastically reduced economic ties between Alsace-Lorraine and its former 

homeland.94  

Ironically, it was these protective tariffs that finally separated Alsace-Lorraine 

from the economy of France. As historian Dan Silverman maintains, “the French 1892 

tariff may have been as much of a shock to the economy of Alsace-Lorraine as the 

annexation itself in 1871.”95 Despite Treitschke’s frustration with Alsace-Lorraine’s 

deep-seated economic ties to France, these connections loosened with considerable 

ease after 1871, without any special effort on the part of the German government. 

According to an interwar estimate of exports by means of train transport, Alsatian 

industrialists exported only 510 tons of goods to France, whereas they exported 9,173 

tons to other parts of Germany, and 704 and 935 tons to Switzerland and Belgium, 

respectively, in 1910.96 Even though these figures do not include the entire volume of 

Alsace-Lorraine exports, they indicate that French markets had become less significant 

for Alsace-Lorraine’s economy between 1871 and 1914. 

The German administration heavily invested in the infrastructure of the 

Reichsland, which was likely motivated by military rather than economic concerns: 

the length of railways more than doubled from 477 miles in 1871, to 1,194 miles on 

the eve of World War I.97 Three decades earlier, in 1881, the German railway network 

had been denser than Alsace-Lorraine’s.98 The already well-developed road network 

                                                
94 Hau, L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace, 249-251. 
95 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 177. 
96 The figures only include goods that were transported by train. Das Elsass, Volume IV, 185. 
97 As measured in the length of tracks in kilometers per one hundred square kilometers of land. Das 
Elsass, Volume IV, 183.  
98 Das Elsass, Volume IV, 183. 
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of mid-19th-century Alsace grew from 3,616 to 4,668 miles between the annexation 

and World War I.99 

Investments in roads, railways, municipal halls, post offices, administrative 

buildings, swimming pools, and German-style modern apartment buildings served 

both an economic purpose and signaled to local populations that the new German 

sovereign was there to stay. As the first Statthalter of Alsace-Lorraine, Edwin von 

Manteuffel explained to the Imperial Office of the Treasury in 1881, “it is an issue of 

key political importance to show the Reichsland that the German empire is not ready 

to restitute Alsace-Lorraine to France; the construction of the imperial residence 

definitively seals the annexation. […] The difficulty lies in the fact that the majority of 

the autochthonous population still does not believe in it.”100 Manteuffel’s headquarters 

and the city of Strasbourg became the center of architectural and bureaucratic 

Germanization in the Reichsland.101 The city also boasted the largest number of 

German immigrants, including thousands of businessmen. Contemporary German 

ecomist Werner Wittich estimated that immigrant Germans owned 1,500 of 

Strasbourg’s 4,500 industrial companies, and 1,150 out of 3,300 commercial and 

transport companies in 1895; and the number of German-owned companies likely only 

increased by 1914.102  

                                                
99 Das Elsass, 177. 
100 Edwin Freiherr von Manteuffel to the Imperial Office of the Treasury, Scholz, October 1, 1881, 
ADBR, AL 27, 47; Klaus Nohlen, Construire une capitale: Strasbourg impérial de 1870 à 1918 : les 
bâtiments officiels de la Place impériale. (Strasbourg: Publications de la Société Savante d’Alsace, 
1997), 48. 
101 Nohlen, Construire une capitale. 
102 Werner Wittich, Deutsche und französische Kultur im Elsass, (Strassburg: Schlesier & 
Schweikhardt, 1900), 55. 
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 The hegemony of family-owned firms, which were both an Alsatian and a 

French peculiarity, remained  for the duration of German rule.103 In terms of 

ownership structures, the textile industry, a large section of local banking, and 

industries that had developed before 1871 remained in the hands of native business 

elites. Nonetheless, German capitalists who had moved to Alsace-Lorraine after 1871 

or who invested in the region were able to achieve dominance in newly opening 

sectors of the economy, such as potash mining or the chemical and electric 

industries.104 As the Reichsland was never promoted to the rank of a federal state, its 

politicians could not lobby effectively for the region’s economic interests. This 

inferior status of Alsace-Lorraine within the Reich, however, affected only a few 

industries and the port of Strasbourg, which remained secondary to Mannheim and 

other cities in federal states.105  

 The mines of Lorraine were largely built with German, Luxembourger, and 

Belgian capital in the 1870s and 1880s, when the Thyssen and Krupp corporations in 
                                                
103 Michael B. Miller, The Bon Marché: Bourgeois Culture and the Department Store, 1869-1920 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1981), 11-15; Youssef Cassis, “Business History in 
France,” in Business History around the World, eds. Franco Amatori and Geoffrey Jones (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 192-214; Charles S. Morris, “Old Money,” New York Times, 
October 29, 2006, Accessed on June 7, 2016 at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/10/29/books/review/Morris.t.html?pagewanted=print&_r=0. 
104 François Roth, La Lorraine annexée: étude sur la présidence de Lorraine dans l’Empire allemand, 
1870-1918 (Nancy: Université de Nancy II, 1976), 361-373. 
105 Ironically, given the preponderance of Germans among mine owners and businessmen, the 
preference extended to Prussia within imperial economic policies often hurt the “Old German” 
capitalists of Alsace-Lorraine more than it did autochthonous populations. The belated development the 
Rhine waterway to Strasbourg and the blocking of the canal construction that would have connected the 
mines of Lorraine with the rest of Germany are two examples of the economic tensions that plagued the 
federative organization of imperial Germany. In 1871, the major German port on the Rhine was 
Mannheim, as the river was not navigable further south. The Strasbourg chamber of commerce and the 
local administration pushed for the transformation of the upper Rhine into a navigable waterway, which 
conflicted with the interests of the imperial railway and the state of Baden.105 After protracted 
negotiations, the parties reached an agreement in 1893, with constructions beginning in 1907.105 By 
1913, the city of Strasbourg built a modern port at its own expense, and the volume of Rhine trade 
increased exponentially in the years preceding World War I. Silverman, Reluctant Union, 187-188; 
Rossé et. al., Das Elsass, vol. 4, 190. 
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the Rhineland invested heavily in building their own infrastructures. By the turn of the 

century, however, as a result of the Thomas-Gilchrist process, which enabled the 

production of steel from lower quality, phosporous cast iron, the Lorraine steel mines 

developed into formidable and independent rivals of the Ruhr steel plants.106  

 German economic policies in Alsace-Lorraine were contradictory: while the 

empire and German capitalists invested heavily in the Reichsland, the government also 

attempted to curb the region’s industrial potential. Not all lands of imperial Germany 

were created equal: the dominance of Prussia over the rest of Germany, and the 

prioritization of German states over the Reichsland by the federal government 

disadvantaged the “Old German” businessmen, along with the region’s native 

economic elites. The explicit marginalization of the economic interests of Alsace-

Lorraine’s business elites came to the fore only during the First World War, which we 

will discuss in chapter 3.  

 

The Administration and Demography of Alsace-Lorraine  
 

 The incorporation of Alsace-Lorraine within the German political system 

severely limited the possibilities of the region’s political and business elites to 

articulate a separate economic policy after the annexation. That said, the 

administrative separation of Alsace-Lorraine from other German states also gave 

grounds to a regionalist politics, which in turn influenced economic policies by the 

                                                
106 The construction of the Moselle canal would have helped to transport Lorraine steel to German 
markets, but due to the rejection of the Prussan government, it was never built. François Roth, La 
Lorraine annexée: étude sur la présidence de Lorraine dans l’Empire allemand, 1870-1918, (Nancy: 
Université de Nancy II, 1976), 259; Silverman, Reluctant Union, 186. 
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early 20th century. Given the strong economic, political and cultural ties between the 

annexed regions and France, Bismarck initially hoped that  the creation of the 

Reichsland would foster a regional identity in Alsace-Lorraine that would act as a 

competitor to French allegiance. By the 1890s, however, the Reichsland’s native 

population started to reify Alsace-Lorraine as a distinct region that had different 

political goals and economic interests than the rest of Germany.107 Divided between 

three departments under French rule, the annexed territory had neither political 

autonomy nor a regional identity within the centralized French state before 1870; only 

Alsace fostered a sense of regionalism, but given its pro-French political elite, this 

regionalism stopped short of political separatism, and manifested itself in the realm of 

culture and language.108   

  The Reichsland had an ambiguous legal status for the duration of German 

rule. The most important political rights within the empire stemmed from belonging to 

a federal state (Bundestaat), a status Alsace-Lorraine never achieved. This fact  led 

one German legal scholar to refer to the Reichsland as an “anomaly” within the 

German legal system.109 Although the region’s residents became incorporated into the 

empire and members of the Reich with the Treaty of Frankfurt, they only received 
                                                
107 Christopher J. Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians? Visions and Divisions of Alsatian Regionalism, 
1870-1939, (New York: Berghahn Books, 2010), 12-13. 
108 The colonial status of Alsace-Lorraine was a frequent assertion of French propaganda pamphlets 
during World War I, such as the “Ce que les petits enfants de France doivent savoir de l’Alsace-
Lorraine,” (Bibliothèque de documentation internationale contemporaine, BDIC, 4D 1510); That said, 
the argument on Alsace-Lorraine’s colonial status resurfaces occasionally in German popular histories, 
inspired by discussions on coming to terms with the past (Vergangenheitsbewältigung). Frieder Riedel, 
Preussens erste Kolonie: die Geschichte des Elsass von 1870 bis 1918, (Leinfelden-Echterdingen: 
Friedel Riedel, 2001); On radical German practices of colonialism: Isabel V. Hull, Absolute 
Destruction: Military Culture and the Practices of War in Imperial Germany, (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2005), 5-196.Bernard Vogler, Histoire culturelle de l’Alsace: du Moyen Age à nos 
jours, les très riches heures d’une région frontière, (Strasbourg: Le Nuée Bleue, 1994), 152-153, 210-
300.  
109 Hellmann, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung des Reichslandes, 52. 
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imperial citizenship rights in 1874. The territory had no autonomous internal 

administration, as did federal German states. Yet the Kaiser and his appointees had all 

the administrative power. The Kaiser had the right to nominate both top-ranking and 

lower-level “imperial civil servants” to the region. Nonetheless, the Germans allowed 

many of the pre-1870 professionals in state and municipal service to remain in their 

jobs. While the new sovereign suspended the municipal council of Strasbourg between 

1871 and 1886, and administered the city with civil servants from Germany, many 

native Alsace-Lorrainers worked as lower level officials and professionals.110 

 The Reichsland had considerably fewer political rights than other German states. 

It could not send representatives to the powerful federal council, the Bundesrat, which 

was the “formal executive authority” of the Reich controlled by Prussian delegates.111 

From 1874 on, however, the region could send 15 deputies to the Reichstag, 

corresponding to its population ratio within Germany (4 percent). The Reichstag 

functioned as a legislative body, which voted on bills proposed by the Bundesrat. It 

thus had only limited legislative powers.112  

 The most powerful political actors in the region were the Supreme President, or 

Ober-Präsident, until 1879, and the Governer or Statthalter from 1879 until 1918. The 

Statthalter concentrated legislative and executive authority in his hands, and could 

                                                
110 Continutities are remarkable even in relatively high ranking positions. The German administration, 
for instance, retained Strasbourg’s municipal architects Geoffroy Conrath and Joseph Klotz as well. 
Klaus Nohlen, Construire une capitale: Strasbourg impérial de 1870 à 1918 : les bâtiments officiels de 
la Place impériale, (Strasbourg: Publications de la Société Savante d’Alsace, 1997), 28-36. 
111 Gerald D. Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany, 1914-1918, (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1966), 9; 
112 Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany,  
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exercise “dictatorial” powers.113 Both officials were nominated by the Kaiser and 

functioned as his lieutenants. Starting in 1874, Alsace-Lorraine also had an indirectly 

elected territorial assembly or Landesausschuss. This body comprised the 58 

representatives of Strasbourg, Metz, Colmar and Mulhouse, the rural districts and the 

county councils. Through the Landesausschuss, the Alsace-Lorraine notables and the 

mostly German bureaucrats in the region could advise the Ober-Präsident or 

Statthalter on bills discussed by the Bundestag or Reichstag; in time, the  assembly 

committee also gained partial control over Alsace-Lorraine’s budget.114  

The population of the Reichsland increased from 1.5 million to over 1.8 

million from 1871 to 1910.115 Although the sizes of Alsace’s and Lorraine’s respective 

territories were similar, the unchallenged center of administrative and economic life 

was the densely populated Alsace.116 Almost two-thirds of the Reichsland’s population 

                                                
113 Otto Hellmann, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung des Reichslandes Elsass-Lothringen nach seiner 
geschichtlichen Entwicklung und dem geltenden Recht  (Freising: Buchdr. von A. Warmuth, 1907), 43-
45. 
114 In addition, a Council of State or Staatsrat also advised the Governor; the Kaiser and the territorial 
committee nominated part of the Staatsrat ’s membership, while the mostly German top bureaucrats of 
the region made up the rest. Furthermore, the Imperial Chancellery Office for Alsace-Lorraine 
(Reichskanzleramt für Elsass-Lotharingen) in Berlin administered the region’s internal affairs. The 
Chancellery Office was supplanted in 1879 by the Ministry of Alsace-Lorraine (Ministerium für Elsass-
Lothringen), headed by a secretary of state in Strasbourg. The Ministry had no power over military 
matters, though, which the Berlin-based War Ministry  (Kriegsministerium) administered directly. 
Amidst the social, ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity of Alsace-Lorraine, the centralized German 
administration and its mostly Prussian nominees served as a rallying point for the emergence of Alsace-
Lorraine regionalism and the politics of protest (1871-1890), which managed to keep the various 
factions of local elites and social groups united for almost two decades following the annexation. 
Hellmann, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung des Reichslandes, 45-47; Möller, Sammlung der in Elsass-
Lothringen geltenden Gesetze. (Strassburg: K.J. Trübner, 1880), 35; Zentral- und Bezirks-Amtsblatt für 
Elsass-Lothringen, (Strassburg: Strassburger Drückerei, 1906), 213. 
 
115 Joseph Rossé, Marcel Stürmel, Albert Bleicher, Fernand Deiber, and Jean Keppi, Das Elsass von 
1870-1932, Volume IV, (Colmar, Verlag Alsatia 1936), 37. 
116 Alsace’s territory comprised 8,423 km2 while Lorraine’s territory amounted to 6,376 km.2 Between 
1871 and 1910, population density in Alsace increased from 128 to 147 persons per square kilometer, 
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lived there, with a concentration in Lower Alsace (Unterelsass or Bas-Rhin). That 

said, Lorraine’s population registered a remarkable 34 percent growth throughout the 

period, partially as a result of an influx of German, Polish, and Italian immigrant 

workers and miners.117  

  Population growth and urbanization went hand in hand, building on a medieval 

and early-modern urban network. As early as 1871, the urban population constituted 

36 percent in Alsace-Lorraine. By 1910, city dwellers (53 percent) outnumbered the 

rural population, as Alsace’s and Lorraine’s major cities expanded. During German 

rule, the population of Strasbourg more than doubled, from 86,000 to 179,000, while 

that of Mulhouse increased from 57,000 to 105,000. The capital of Lorraine, Metz, 

registered a less remarkable growth from 53,000 to 60,000.118 Before the First World 

War, 20 percent of Alsace-Lorraine’s population lived in the four major cities of 

Strasbourg, Colmar, Mulhouse and Metz.119 In 1914, one in 11 Alsace-Lorrainers 

lived in the region’s capital, known as Strassburg during this time. 

Alsace-Lorraine was among the highly industrialized regions of Western 

Europe at the time of the annexation, and the percentage of those employed in industry 

and mining further increased from 36 to almost 39 percent between 1882 and 1907. 

Before World War I, employees of industry, mining, commerce, and transportation 

outnumbered farmers and other agricultural workers by 13 percent. The ratio of liberal 

professionals, including doctors, lawyers, priests, teachers, and state employees 

                                                
117 Rossé et al., Das Elsass, Vol. IV, 37.  
118 For Metz, I indicate the population sizes as of 1880 and 1906. E.g. Ralph Stockman Tarr and Frank 
Morton McMurry, World Geogaphy: One-Volume Edition (New York, Macmillan, 1912), 517. 
119 Max Schlenker, Die wirtschaftliche Entwicklung Elsass-Lothringens, 1871 bis 1918, (Frankfurt am 
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increased from around 8 percent to almost 11 percent of the population during the 

three decades preceding the First World War (see table 1).120  

 

Table 1. The occupational distribution of Alsace-Lorraine’s population 

 
Year 

Agriculture 
Forestry 

Industry,
Mining 

Commerce, 
Transportation 

Liberal 
professions, 
state 
employees, 
priests, and 
military  

Alsace-
Lorraine 1882 45 % 36 % 8 % 10 % 

 
1907 37 % 39 % 11 % 12 % 

 
1921 33 % 36 % 16 % 13 % 

 
1926 26 % 44 % 16 % 12 % 

 
Source: Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 4, 48-50. 
 
 

The populations of Alsace-Lorraine spoke a variety of languages.121 The 

majority used a dialect of German in daily communication, which sounded 

considerably differently from standard German. Still, the printed press used 

Hochdeutsch, or standard, literary German. German censuses collapsed dialect 

speakers with German speakers when they inquired about the population’s mother 

tongue (Muttersprache). No wonder, therefore, that in the statistics of the prewar 

period, the proportion of German speakers appeared overwhelming.  

According to the censuses made by the Reich’s statisticians, in 1878, some 77 

percent of the population of the Reichsland had German as its mother tongue, while 12 

percent spoke French. By 1910, German speakers accounted for 87 percent of the 
                                                
120 Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 4, 50-51. 
121 Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 4, 198. 



 

 57 

population, while the ratio of French-speaking Alsatians and Lorrainers decreased to 

11 percent. The majority of French speakers lived in Lorraine, although the proportion 

of Lorraine French speakers decreased from 30 percent to 22 percent during the period 

of German rule.122 In the western borderland of Lorraine, however, French speakers 

constituted the majority throughout the period, which would cause several incidents 

between the German army and the native populations during the First World War. 

Table. 2. The mother tongue of Alsace-Lorraine population 

 
 
Source: Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 4. 
 

The local dialect was the mother tongue of over two-thirds of the Alsace-

Lorraine population. Though some bourgeois families spoke the dialect at home,123 it 

had a pronounced class dimension. French was the language of Alsatian business and 

political elites, who tried to provide a French education to their children, and kept their 

books and business papers in French until the turn of the century. They also continued 

to use the French franc as a basis of accounting. Companies such as the De Dietrich, 

and major local banks such as the Banque d’Alsace et de Lorraine, the Société 

                                                
122 Rossé et al, Das Elsass, Vol 4, 16. 
123 In lack of detailed language censuses on the 1871-1918 period, and given the slow, incremental 
changes in language use, I extrapolate from the 1926 French census. 

Year 1878 1910 1878 1910 1878 1910 1878 1910

Lower Alsace Uper Alsace Lorraine Alsace-
Lorraine

German and Dialect 95.5 95.8 78.7 93 53.2 73.5 77.4 87.2
French 4.1 3.8 3.7 6.1 30.4 22.3 12.1 10.9
German and French 0.4 17.6 16.4
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Générale Alsacienne de Banque, Banque de Strasbourg, or the Comptoir d’Escompte 

de Mulhouse all kept their books in French francs until 1900.124 

Networks of coreligionists were important for the constitution of Alsace-

Lorraine’s business elites: Protestant, Jewish, and Catholic elites tended to marry 

among each other.125 Among Lutheran and Jewish bankers and industrialists 

especially, there was a tendency to build dynasties. As for the Jewish community, 

Vicki Caron has argued that institutional, linguistic, religious and political differences 

remained salient between “Old German” Jews and the local Jewish communities.126  

The religious composition of immigrant Germans and the local population bore 

many similarities.127 Although around half of “Old Germans” were Lutheran and a 

significant portion of the local elite was Catholic, Alsace-Lorraine had prominent 

Lutheran families as well, such as the De Dietrichs, Turckheims or Bussièrres. 

Furthermore, the different denominations of Alsace-Lorraine were not united in terms 

of their attitudes toward German rule. Vicki Caron’s assertion about Alsace-Lorraine 

Jews, that “accommodation to German rule […] has until now remained buried 

beneath layers of pro-French polemics” is true for Catholics and Protestants, as 

well.128  

Especially in the first two decades after the annexation, the Catholic church was 

an institution that helped preserve the pro-French orientation of the local population, 
                                                
124 Das Elsass, 166. 
125 Anthony J. Steinhoff, “Building religious community: worship space and experience in Strasburg 
after the Franco-Prussian War” in Protestants, Catholics, and Jews in Germany, 1800-1914, ed. Helmut 
Walser Smith (Oxford; New York: Berg, 2001). 
126 Vicki Caron, Between France and Germany: The Jews of Alsace-Lorraine, 1871-1918, (Stanford, 
Calif: Stanford University Press, 1988), 150-156. 
127 Alfred Wahl and Jean-Claude Richez, La vie quotidienne en Alsace entre France et Allemagne: 
1850-1950. (Paris: Hachette, 1993), 242. 
128 Caron, Between France and Germany, 25. 
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and the most important Catholic politician of the prewar period, the abbé Émile 

Wetterlé, was a Catholic priest. Catholic boarding schools, primary and high schools, 

as well as Catholic teaching orders, such as the Sisters of Ribeauvillé/ Rappoltsweiler 

continued to serve as promoters of the French language and nationalism throughout 

the decades of the Reichsland.  

Jews constituted a small but important minority in Alsace-Lorraine, making up 

3 percent of the region’s inhabitants in 1870. Caron has shown how the Jewish 

populations of Alsace-Lorraine were overwhelmingly pro-French from the two 

decades after the annexation until the rise of French political antisemitism during the 

Dreyfus affair.129 France was not only the first state that granted emancipation to Jews 

in 1791, but during the 19th century, it also acted as a protector of Jews in Alsace-

Lorraine, a region that registered frequent outbursts of anti-Semitic violence.130 

Germany only emancipated its Jewish population in 1870, which made the Jewish 

leaders of Alsace-Lorraine afraid of losing their privileges. As a result, the Jewish rate 

of option and emigration to France was disproportionately high in the early 1870s. 

Despite the immigration of German Jews, the ratio of Jews in the total population 

dropped from 3 to 1.5 percent from 1871 to 1910.131  

The immigration of German Jews further increased the divisions among 

Alsace-Lorraine Jewry. Even before 1870, Jews of Alsace-Lorraine were divided 

socially, with a large section of the population especially in rural villages living in 

                                                
129 Caron, Between France and Germany, 97. 
130 Caron, Between France and Germany, 27, 120. 
131 Das Elsass, Volume IV, 222. 
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poverty.132 Jewish businessmen, on the other hand, were active in agricultural money 

lending, that fostered anti-Semitic hostilities. Among the immigrant Jews from 

Germany, there were many wealthy capitalists, whose larger firms competed with 

owners of smaller shops and manufacturing firms in Alsace-Lorraine, inciting rivalry 

with both Jewish and non-Jewish businessmen in the region. In addition, German 

Jewish immigrants took advantage of the exile of textile industrialists and took over 

abandoned textile firms, or made use of the market niche resulting from the pro-

French exodus. Also, the French businessmen who had left or sold their property were 

often Jewish, such as the Dreyfus Dupont Company that sold its Lorraine steel plants 

and mines to the Viennese Creditanstalt.133  Still, the religious, political and 

institutional differences between Alsace-Lorraine and “Old German” Jewish 

immigrants also hampered the unification of the two Jewries.134  

 
German Immigrants in Alsace-Lorraine: Intermarriage and Accommodation? 
 

The majority of French wartime and interwar pamphlets, and prewar Alsace-

Lorraine nationalists drew clear-cut boundaries between immigrant Germans and the 

                                                
132 Caron, Between France and Germany, 22-23. 
133 Roth, La Lorraine annexée, 267. 
134 Alsace-Lorraine Jews retained their consistorial organization inherited from Napoleon I; the 
monolithic structure of consistories was sharply different from the less centralized institutions of 
German Jewry, divided into Reform, Conservative and Orthodox movements. The language barrier also 
worked against forming a common platform: although most Alsace-Lorraine Jews spoke at least some 
German, many communities continued to use the French language in liturgy and administration for 
decades after the annexation. Like the majority of immigrating Germans, German Jewish immigrants 
were concentrated in cities, and came mostly from the neighboring regions of Germany. At the turn of 
the century, a quarter of Strasbourg’s 4,012 Jews came from other parts of Germany. Two-thirds of 
them were Nähwanderer, or immigrants from the neighboring regions of Germany. Jews were 
prominent in the city’s banking, insurance, commerce and industry, as well as among the newly 
appointed German professors of the university. Many Jews who appear as Germans in statistics came 
from the Eastern territories of Germany, and by 1914, there were many Russian, Polish, and Hungarian 
Jews in the region, too. (Caron, Between France and Germany, 107-108, 167). 
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local society during the years of the Reichsland. They argued that the Franco-Prussian 

war continued to provoke an ongoing  social conflict between Alsatians-Lorrainers 

and “Old Germans,” in which Germans attempted to monopolize elite positions for 

themselves in the Reichsland. The economic dimension of Germanization was not lost 

on observers, either. The son of Jewish optants from Alsace-Lorraine, Georges 

Delahache (1872-1929), became one of France’s chief polemicists on the Reichsland. 

He maintained in 1918, that following the Franco-Prussian war, Germany “was 

determined to carry out an economic conquest, as brutal as the other conquests, 

involving an entire plan of expropriation of the defeated by the victor, a return to the 

barbarity of ancient times, signaling fanatic material ambitions.”135  

Postwar pamphlets often conflated the prewar and wartime policies of the 

German administration in Alsace-Lorraine, masking the numerous instances of 

accommodation to German culture, language, and even politics that had taken place in 

the Reichsland.136 Recently, the historian Christopher Fischer has also maintained that 

“Germans treated the Alsatians as a quasi-colonial people,”137 echoing the argument of 

pre-World War I pro-French politicians in the region, who demanded the return of 

“Alsace to the Alsatians.”138 Assertions about the German monopolization of social 

and economic elite positions or the colonial exploitation of the region’s economy, 

however, do not hold water when contrasted with the social composition of German 

society in Alsace-Lorraine. Despite political conflicts, a considerable accommodation 
                                                
135 George Delahache, Petite Histoire de l’Alsace-Lorraine (Paris, Libraire Bernard Grasset, 1918), 72. 
136 The denial of rapprochement during German rule and the casting of everything German in dark tones 
led to comical incidents, too. In 1923, for instance, during a meeting of Alsace-Lorraine socialists, the 
German-born Charles Rappoport had to apologize for  speaking with a “Prussian” accent. Report of the 
French police on a socialist meeting held at Strasbourg on September 15, 1923. SB ADBR 121AL 864. 
137 Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians, 7. 
138 Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians, 87-88. 
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took place between “Old Germans” and the native society, attested to by frequent 

intermarriages, cultural exchanges, and even common political platforms between 

immigrants and natives. The prewar demography of Alsace-Lorraine shows that 

Germans were neither a social elite that monopolized elite positions, nor a group that 

was fully separate from local society.  

 
Fig. 7. The proportion of “Old Germans” within the Alsace-Lorraine population 
(1871-1910) 

 
Source: Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 4, 46. 

 

Germans constituted a minority in Alsace-Lorraine throughout the existence of 

the Reichsland (see fig. 7). Mass immigration of Germans to Alsace-Lorraine only 

started in the second half of the 1870s. At the end of the Franco-Prussian war, 

Germans only made up 5 percent of the region’s population, including the 32,000 

soldiers stationed there.139 The ratio of the German civil population actually decreased 

from 77,000 to 70,000 between 1871 and 1875.140 Due to the expansion of the local 

                                                
139 Das Elsass, Volume IV, 43. 
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administration, an end to concerns about a future French attack, and the intensification 

of commercial activity between the annexed territory and the rest of Germany, the 

number of Germans increased to 152,000 by 1885, and to 295,000 by 1910.141 Still, 

even four years before the First World War, Germans made up only 16 percent of 

Alsace-Lorraine’s population, including the German military personal.142 The army 

increased its military presence in the Reichsland to over 75,000 in the years before the 

First World War. With the exception of 7,000 Alsace-Lorraine soldiers, the rest came 

from Germany, mostly from Prussia, which provided four-fifths of the German-born 

recruits.143 The German civilian population thus amounted to around 227,000, or 12 

percent of the entire population in 1907.144 Together with the tens of thousands of 

children born to German parents between 1871 and 1914, but who appeared as 

Alsatians and Lorrainers in the statistics, the ratio of Germans was slightly higher. By 

contrast, without dependents such as children and spouses, the German civilian 

workforce amounted to 91,000 people, overwhelmingly men in 1907.145 

Immigrant Germans were an overwhelmingly urban population, concentrated 

in the major cities of the Reichsland, especially Strasbourg/Strassburg.146 The size of 

Strasbourg’s population grew exponentially during the period of German rule. The 

number of the city’s inhabitants increased from 85,700 at the time of the annexation to 
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179,000 in 1910, with German immigrants accounting for the majority of the 

population growth.147 

Table 3. The place of birth of the working population of Alsace-Lorraine in 1907. 
 

 
Born in 

Germany 

Percentage 
within civilian 

working 
population 

Born in 
Alsace-

Lorraine 

Percentag
within 

civilian 
working 

population 
Agriculture 5,287 5.83% 327,482 41.53% 
Industry 37,283 41.09% 270,814 34.34% 
independents 5,906 6.51% 46,242 5.90% 
 officials and workers 31,377 34.58% 224,572 28.48% 
Commerce and 
transport 19,327 21% 73,111 9.30% 
independents 5,186 5.72% 21,869 2.77% 
officials and workers 14,141 15.58% 51,242 6.50% 
Military 67,736  6,291  
All  liberal 
professionals  10,239 11.28% 22,905 2.90% 
Church employees 934 0.66% 3,459 0.44% 
Teachers 2,288 2.52% 8,150 1.03% 
Without profession 10,549 11.63% 67,851 8.60% 
Total population 
with dependents 208,941    
German Civil  
population, with 
dependents 141,205    
Home Service 5,910 6.51% 18,752 2.39% 
Working civil 
population 90,740 100% 788,545 100% 

 
Source: Rossé et al, Das Elsass, vol. 4, 56-58. 
 

 

The social composition of Germans in Alsace-Lorraine was diverse, although 

those employed in business, industry, and the liberal professionals were 
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overrepresented as compared to the native population. First, one-third of Germans 

belonged to the military in 1907, which constituted a semi-autonomous institution in 

Germany, and its ties to local society were even more limited in the Reichsland than in 

the rest of Germany. Within the remaining civilian population, industrial workers 

constituted the majority. Factory workers, miners and industrial clerks made up over 

one third of the Reichsland’s formally employed Germans.148 Over one-fifth of the 

German population worked in commercial occupations and transportation, with the 

majority of them likely employed by the German imperial railway company or the 

Reichsbahn.149 Teachers, ministers, lawyers, prosecutors and other liberal 

professionals made up 11 percent of the German population, while domestics 

constituted 7 percent. Pensioners, university students, rentiers, unemployed people 

and others without formal jobs made up 12 percent of the German population.150 There 

were almost 6,000 German industrialists and independent craftsmen in Alsace-

Lorraine, making up 7 percent of the German working population.151 Businessmen 

constituted another 6 percent, equaling approximately 5,200 people.152  

The available statistics do not provide information on the wealth and size of 

businesses owned by Germans. Nevertheless, the bourgeoisie, including businessmen, 

shop owners, liberal professionals, professors, and teachers made up approximately 25 

percent of “Old German” society, whereas the bourgeoisie only constituted 13 percent 
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of native Alsatians and Lorrainers, among whom farmers and to a lesser extent 

workers were the most proponderent occupationa groups.153  

Apart from the relative lack of peasantry and the overrepresentation of the 

bourgeoisie among immigrants, the social composition of the “Old German” and the 

native populations bore many similarities. Both societies were heavily industrial: 41 

percent of Germans and 34 percent of Alsatians and Lorrainers worked in industrials 

jobs, and the ratio of workers and officials was also similar, amounting to 35 percent 

and 28 percent, respectively.  

Independent businessmen were more prominent within immigrant German 

society (12 percent) than among native Alsatians and Lorrainers (8 percent). Still, 

there were over six times as many native Alsatian and Lorrainer businessmen, 

industrialists and craftsmen – amounting to 67,000 households - than immigrant 

German entrepreneurs in the Reichsland before World War I.154 Similarly, there were 

eight times as many Alsace-Lorraine industrialists and craftsmen than immigrant 

Germans.155 Consequently, the rhetoric of a German takeover of Alsace-Lorraine’s 

economic life, which became especially popular during World War I and the 1920s, 

did not match reality. Germans, for example, were more than two times 

overrepresented among legal professionals as compared to their ratio within the 

Alsace-Lorraine workforce; still, those born in Alsace-Lorraine made up the absolute 

majority - 61 percent - of lawyers and administrative officials.156  

                                                
153 Ibid.,56-57. 
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Given that immigrant Germans and their children often went to the same 

church, attended the same schools, spoke the same language and worked at the same 

jobs as the majority of the local population, it is not surprising that intermarriages 

were frequent by the turn of the century.157 In 1910, 70 percent of Alsace-Lorraine 

Germans who married chose an Alsace-Lorrainer partner.158  

Intermarriage with Germans was frequent among the Alsace-Lorraine 

populations, too. Altogether, one fourth of the 13,000 couples who married in Alsace-

Lorraine  in 1910 had one or two members who had not been born in the region.159 

This number included “Old Germans” who married among each other, but also 

intermarriages between German immigarnts and natives. There were 1,544 Alsace-

Lorrainer men and women who chose to marry someone from Germany, whereas 

those who married a French citizen numbered only 289. Native Alsatian and Lorrainer 

society thus did not close its ranks to German immigrants.160 Furthermore, the higher 

frequency of intermarriages with Germans as opposed to Frenchmen shows that the 

ties of local populations, at least on the level of personal relationships, became closer 

to Germany than to France by the First World War. Intermarriages were especially 

high in larger cities, amounting to 58 percent of all marriages in Metz and 42 percent 

in Strasbourg.  
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158 Ibid., 55. 
159 Ibid., 55. 
160 The ratio is calculated for those Alsace-Lorraine residents (1910) who were born in the region. 
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Table. 4. Mixed marriages between Alsace-Lorrainers and Germans in 1910.  
 

City/Region 
Number of 
Intermarriages (x) 

Percentage of Intermarriages 
(n/x) 
 
[ n (All Marriages) = 12,934] 

Strasbourg 605 41.7 % 
Metz 321 57.53 % 
Diebenhofen 
West 348 57.34 % 
Colmar 107 16.94 % 
Mulhouse 368 25.12 % 
Lower Alsace 952 19.4 % 
Upper Alsace 628 17.19 % 
Lorraine 1,600 36.6 % 
Alsace-Lorraine 3,180 24.59 % 

 
Source: Rossé et al, Das Elsass, vol. 4, 55. 
 
 

 

Relationships between “Old Germans” and Alsace-Lorrainer’s among the 

general populace and among social and business elites, however, depended on several 

factors. The history of two entrepreneurial families, the German Jewish Adler and 

Oppenheimers and the French De Dietrichs, shows that intermarriages might have 

been less frequent within the upper strata of businessmen. On the other hand, both 

families, especially the De Dietrichs, developed intensive business relations with both 

France and Germany, proving that the logic of business transcended nationalist 

hostilities. 

 
 
Alsatian and German Business Elites: Similar Strategies? 
The Adler and Oppenheimer Tannery in Alsace-Lorraine 
 



 

 69 

 
The activity of the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery shows how social divisions 

that remained between the “Old Germans” and the native social elites in Alsace-

Lorraine did not prevent their economic cooperation. Isaac Adler (1837-1898) and 

Ferdinand Oppenheimer (1846-1905) were among the many German-Jewish 

businessmen who decided to move to Alsace-Lorraine in the 1870s. Adler and 

Oppenheimer were cousins in their thirties when they decided to move their entire 

business to Strasbourg in 1872.  

They both stemmed from neighboring regions of Germany, the Grand Duchies 

of Baden and Hesse, about a hundred miles east of Strasbourg. Their business started 

out as a commercial venture that bought up and sold leather products in the early 

1870s. In 1878, they acquired one of the over 100 small tanneries of Alsace. When a 

sugar and starch manufacturer went bankrupt in 1882 in the community of 

Lingolsheim, south of Strasbourg, the cousins bought up the abandoned factory, which 

served as a site for their expanding business in the upcoming decades. Between 1898 

and 1908, the number of employees of the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery increased 

from 350 to 1,100, with a majority of the town’s inhabitants working for the firm. The 

continuous expansion of the tannery provided revenue for the municipality to 

modernize its infrastructure.161 The Alsatian mayor of the township cooperated with 

the firm and introduced a tram service, electric lighting, gas, and a new water pipe 

system. Lingolsheim also established a Jewish public school. Merging the early 

nineteenth-century tradition of “industrial paternalism” and increasing state 
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intervention, many workers of the firm received company housing and benefitted from 

the library and the modest charity fund set up by the Adlers and Oppenheimers.162 

In terms of their marriage strategies, the Adlers and Oppenheimers conformed 

to the general trends of “Old German” Jews in Alsace-Lorraine, and they married 

German Jews.163 The first son of Ferdinand Oppenheimer likely concluded an 

arranged marriage with the daughter of a Rhineland tanner, Anna Hartog. Luis Hartog, 

the owner and manager of the Goch Tannery, stayed on the supervisory board of the 

Adler and Oppenheimer Company even after his daughter’s death. Ferdinand’s second 

wife was Margarete Busch, who was also born in Dresden, Germany.  

The Adlers intermarried with the other prominent German Jewish family of 

Alsace, the Jacobis. The Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi firm became established in 

Strasbourg in 1873. Like the Adler and Oppenheimer Company, they started out as a 

commercial enterprise, but transformed themselves into the largest metallurgy firm of 

Alsace by the turn of the century. Marriage led to the business partnership: after the 

death of Ferdinand Oppenheimer in 1905, Salomon Jacobi took his seat on the 

supervisory board of the Adler and Oppenheimer Company. In their efforts to foster 

business ties through marriages, the Adlers and Oppenheimers resembled the 

traditional Protestant and Catholic industrialists of Alsace, who were often blamed by 
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corporatist politicians in the interwar period for Kastengeist, or caste spirit, which 

entailed endogamy and a closed attitude towards other layers of the region’s society.164  

The concentration of capital and management within the hands of the closely-

knit German-Jewish economic elite did not prevent firms like the Adler and 

Oppenheimer from reaching out to Alsatian, French, and German economic elites in 

order to expand their business. By the late 19th century, the company established 

branches in Graulhet, near Toulouse, and in Berlin as well. The firm also rented and 

managed stores in Berlin, Cologne, Graulhet and Amsterdam.165  

The once small firm became a behemoth south of Strasbourg. It stretched over 

142 hectares, encompassed over 200 buildings and was furnished with engines and 

equipment from the industrial centers of southern Germany.166 Until 1913, all the 

shares of the company remained in the hands of the Adlers and Oppenheimers, who 

were able to finance the company’s expansion from their own resources, and from 

occasional bank loans.167  

After 1911, the company planned a large-scale expansion, the first step of 

which was the erection of a factory in Neustadt, in the neighboring province of the 

Rhineland.168 In the same year, the Adler and Oppenheimer firm managed to conclude 

a three-million imperial mark loan from a consortium of Strasbourg banks, attesting to 

the company’s credit-worthiness among the largely autochthonous bankers of 
                                                
164 Das Elsass, 285; Igersheim, François. L’Alsace des notables (1870-1914): la bourgeoisie et le 
peuple alsacien, (Strasbourg: Bf, 1981), 11; Christopher J. Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?: Visions 
and Divisions of Alsatian Regionalism, 1870-1939. (New York: Berghahn Books, 2010), 7. 
165 “Prospekt,” December 1912, Bundesarchiv, BArch R/3118/31 Zulassungstelle a.d. Berliner Börse, 
Adler und Oppenheimer Lederfabrik. 
166 “Bericht des Vorstandes,” December 5, 1910, in Bundesarchiv, BArch R/3118/31 Zulassungstelle 
a.d. Berliner Börse, Adler und Oppenheimer Lederfabrik. 
167 “Bericht des Vorstandes,” December 5, 1910. 
168 ”Bericht des Vorstandes,” December 5, 1911, BArch R/3118/31. 
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Alsace.169 The fixed interest rate on the loan (4.5 percent), however, provided a less 

flexible means for the expansion. As a result, the managers of the company decided to 

involve new capital by introducing the firm as a publicly traded company at the Berlin 

and Frankfurt stock-exchanges. They renounced the two families’ absolute monopoly 

of ownership, while retainingthe majority of the shares.170 The bankers of the Berlin-

based Deutsche Bank carried out the operation. The backing of Germany’s most 

powerful commercial bank provided additional credibility and publicity, which 

assured that the shares of the Adler and Oppenheimer Co. – with a nominal value of 7 

million marks – found buyers. Furthermore, the Deutsche Bank also lobbied in the 

firm’s interest to secret councilor Wilhelm Kopetzky, in order to prioritize the 

company’s introduction to the Berlin stockmarket.171 One ad put out by the company 

envisioned 11 percent dividends for shareholders, the same amount it paid out in 1908 

and 1909.172 
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Fig, 8. The Adler and Oppenheumer tannery around 1900. 

 

 

  Part of the additional capital was spent on technological innovation and 

enlargement of existing facilities, which prompted even the French press to recognize 

the Adler and Oppenheimer firm as the largest tannery in continental Europe. Franco-

German hostility aside, the official newspaper of French leather industrialists, Le Cuir, 

called the Adler and Oppenheimer firm the only company in Europe that could face 

American competition. In 1913, amidst intense diplomatic tensions between France 

and Germany, Le Cuir published a report on the new water treatment facility of the 

firm, “a model installation that probably does not exist anywhere else in the world.” 

They also noted “we have to admit, that not all tanners could follow the [Adler and 

Oppenheimer’s] example.”173 The article then pointed to the Franco-German détente 

                                                
173 The same issue of Le Cuir also commemorated the death of an Alsatian tanner Charles Dietz (1845-
1913) from Colmar. Dietz stemmed from an old tanner family, which started its business in 1790. His 
apprenticeship during the Second Empire resembled the practices of journeymen of the medieval and 
early modern guilds. Dietz journeyed throughout France and learned his trade from various masters 
before returning to Alsace. While he managed to secure exports to America for some years, his business 
remained within the confines of Alsace and its immediate surroundings. Quoting the obituary by the 
Catholic priest and Alsatian pro-French clerical politician abbé Émile Wetterlé, the article stressed that 
Dietz “did not cease to remain French in his heart and aspirations.” Apart from his national sentiments, 
however, the article portrayed Dietz as a man from the past, even though he was the contemporary of 
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that had existed, at least insofar as the economic life and partnership between French 

and German business elites were concerned after 1900.174 

 
 
Regionalism, Accommodation, and Political Tensions on the Eve of the First World 
War 
 
 The political life of Alsace-Lorraine was caught in a double bind throughout 

German rule. The secret ballot in Reichstag elections provided a venue for the 

expression of political opinion, and beginning in 1874, Alsace-Lorraine could even 

send delegates to the Reichstag, who could protest against the German annexation. 

Bismarck, however, imposed serious limitations on Alsace-Lorraine’s political 

liberties, which undermined the significance of these political rights. The government 

introduced universal male suffrage only in 1911.175 The status of Imperial Territory of 

the Reichsland was disadvantageous, as it entailed less internal autonomy than 

possessed by the 25 federal states. And, as mentioned above, Alsace-Lorraine was 

excluded from the powerful decision-making body of the Bundesrat, which had a say 

in economic policies. In addition, the political institutions of the Reichsland were 

authoritarian, centered on the Supreme President and the Statthalter, who until 1902, 

had the authority to resort to dictatorial powers.176 

The first two decades of Alsace-Lorraine’s political life were dominated by the 

notables, who used anti-German sentiments to unify Alsatians and Lorraine under 
                                                                                                                                       
the founders of the Adler and Oppenheimer firm, which the French paper treated as a representative of 
the industrial avant-garde. Le Cuir : revue scientifique et industrielle, edited by Urbain J. Thuau in 
Paris, November 15, (1913): 783-784, 823.  
174 Raymond Poidevin, Les Relations Économiques et financières entre la France et l’Allemagne de 
1898 à 1914 (Paris: A. Colin, 1969), i-xi. 
175 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 129. 
176 Alfons Rudolph, Der Statthalter in Elsass-Lothringen, Inaugural-Dissertation zur Erlangung der 
Juristischen Doktorwürde, (Göttingen: L. Hofer, 1905), 101-110. 
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their political leadership. The indignation over the Treaty of Frankfurt cut through 

class boundaries, delayed the formation of class-based politics, and united liberals, 

clericals, and conservatives.177 As before 1870, “Alsatian workers preferred to vote for 

their employers rather than for representatives of the German working class.”178  

 Resistance to German rule gave ground to accommodation and struggle for 

political reform and autonomy in the 1890s.179 In 1911, the German government 

granted Alsace-Lorraine a new constitution, which ushered in a brief, third phase of 

regional politics.180 Ironically, the anti-socialist policies of the German government 

also helped maintain the political and economic positions of the overwhelmingly anti-

German notables. The notables dominated local administrative bodies, such as the 

Landesausschuss, and after 1911, the Landtag, as well as the district councils. Through 

these administrative bodies, they could influence budgetary spending, railway 

construction, and electrification, among other economic issues.181  

Around the turn of the century, a younger generation of politicians and elites 

came of age; many of them were educated in Germany and imagined Alsace-

Lorraine’s future within the Reich. In the meantime, the German government extended 

an olive branch to the Reichsland’s Catholic elites by limiting the Kulturkampf in 

Alsace-Lorraine in order to reconcile them with the new sovereign.  

                                                
177 David Allen Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality in Alsace, 1830-1945, (DeKalb: Northern 
Illinois University Press, 2001), 73-74. 
178 Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 73. 
179 Vogler, Histoire politique, 170-214. 
180 Vogler, Histoire politique, 197. 
181 Roth, La Lorraine, 541; Vogler, Histoire Politique, 194-200. 
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After the 1890s , the region’s political life started to resemble the German 

party system.182 The Catholic Center party was the largest party, with the social 

democrats as their major rival, followed by the smaller liberal democratic parties. The 

notables and the “Old German” business and administrative elites clustered around the 

liberals of Alsace and Lorraine, while some Alsace-Lorraine notables supported the 

clerical party. Both the clericals and liberals fought for economically liberal, pro-

business policies, although the Center Party supporters also tried to gesture towards 

the corporatism of Christian socialism.  

While the clerical party was the heir of the “protest” tradition, liberals turned 

especially to Protestant notables, Jewish middle class voters, and the “Old German” 

bourgeoisie. In Alsace, liberals were split between the francophile Alsatian People’s 

Party, led by Daniel Blumenthal, and the pro-German Liberal Regional Party, the 

Liberalen Landespartei, led by the Alsatian Georg Wolf.183  

While liberals primarily attracted Protestant and Jewish votes, clericals largely 

drew their support from Catholic circles. Furthermore, the francophile liberal-clerical 

alliance was just as much a bourgeois-peasant alliance against the rising working class 

movement. Industrialists, bankers, and other members of the economic elite in 

Lorraine concentrated especially heavily in the Lorraine liberal party.184 Due to the 

                                                
182 Ibid., 190-191. 
183 Blumenthal adhered to the radical program of autonomism, which advocated for the complete 
autonomy of Alsatian and Lorrainer elites over the region’s internal affairs. Wolf fought for the 
democratization of the Reich and the transformation of Alsace-Lorraine into a federal state. Both liberal 
parties, just like the clericals, opposed the increased navy spending and investments into the colonies. In 
addition, as historian Eric Kurlander has pointed out, both germanophile and pro-French liberals wanted 
religious and constitutional reform. Apart from pro-French orientation, the alliance between liberals and 
clericals was to a large extent based on their non-overlapping constituencies.  
Roth, La Lorraine annexé, 525-526. 
184 Ibid., 524. 
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absence of an autochthonous, Protestant bourgeoisie comparable to that of Alsace, 

liberalism in Lorraine had a distinctly German character in the region: most leaders 

and strongmen of the Landespartei came from the ranks of “Old German.”185 Two 

“Old German” lawyers led the Liberalverein, the association of liberals in Metz, which 

had as its members the directors of the Knutange steel plant, Hugo von Dowerg and 

von Skal, director of the Reichsland mines in Bollange, along with other industrialists. 

The “Old German” head of the Lorraine chamber of commerce (1907-1918), Théodor 

Müller, was also a liberal.186  

While the Alsatian liberals were anti-militaristic, in Lorraine, where “Old 

Germans” dominated, the party supported the German nationalist Kriegervereine, the 

Navy League and the Colonial League.187 At the same time, German economic elites, 

such as the director of the Knutange steel plant and the president of the supervisory 

board of the Bank of Metz attended the “To the Temple of Peace” (Zum Tempel des 

Friedens) masonic lodge as well.188 It was a German mine director, Wilhelm Treppe 

who presided over another masonic lodge in Thionville, which had only immigrant 

German members: two industrialists, four mine directors, three engineers, six 

professionals, two high-ranking employees and one civil servant.189 Still, the multiple 

                                                
185 Ibid.,  524-525. 
186 The German character of the liberal party in Lorraine also attracted many Catholic, but anticlerical 
German civil servants, post and railway employees, who did not identify with the ideology of 
liberalism. Ibid. 
187 Ibid., 527. 
188 Verzeichnis der Büchersammlung der Loge “Zum Tempel des Friedens” (Metz, 1906); Roth, La 
Lorraine annexé, 527. 
189 The masonic elites of France and Germany were hostile to each other in the decades following the 
Franco-German war. As the Leipzig-based Freimaurer Zeitung noted in 1887, “unfortunately, the world 
alliance of freemasons does not seem to agree in every country that the preservation of peace […] must 
remain [the purpose] of its relentless work. Our French brothers have strayed away from this right path 
in the past sixteen years.” “Maurerische Kriegsbetrachtungen,” Freimaurer Zeitung, Leipzig, Carl Pilz,  
January 22 (1887), 29. Roth, La Lorraine annexé, 527, fn. 195. 
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exchanges between the Lorraine lodges with their counterparts in France during the 

years preceding the First World War suggest that the French and German liberalisms 

of freemasonry provided a venue for the renegotiation and reconciliation of the 

Franco-German conflict between the economic elites of the two countries. 190 Whereas 

Lorraine’s “Old German” liberal economic elites subscribed to the tenets of German 

nationalism, they were not among most radical political pressure group within the 

Reich, even if they were immediately expelled as soon as the French troops marched 

into Lorraine in 1918.  

The pro-French Alsatian Renaissance, a cultural movement of francophile 

regionalism and the Heimatbewegung of “Old Germans,” along with the Vogesen 

Club all fostered a regional identity, albeit from divergent political perspectives. While 

antisemitism remained present in the region, Jews did not become the primary 

“others,” and the government, too, suppressed anti-Semitic agitation.191 Although 

francophile clerical leader abbé Émile Wetterlé pointed out that the pro-French liberal 

leader Daniel Blumenthal, a Polish Jew by origin, could not represent Alsatian 

interests,192 Wetterlé ended up supporting Blumenthal when he ran for mayor of 

Colmar.193  

                                                
190 Roth, La Lorraine annexé, 527. 
191 Apart from the SPD and some smaller liberal parties, Alsace-Lorraine politics remained independent 
of their corresponding organizations in Germany: most importantly, the clerical Center Party never 
united with the German Zentrum party, although they worked together in the Reichstag. Apart from a 
resistance to the German government and administration, such as in the case of the clericals, the rise of 
regional cultural and political identity all throughout Germany, Hungary, and other parts of Europe also 
accounted for the relative autonomy of Alsace-Lorraine political parties. While antisemitism was 
present as an undercurrent of Alsatians and Lorraine political life, the short-lived anti-Semitic party, 
popularized by German officer Liebermann von Sonnenburg only achieved 3,407 votes (1.4 percent) in 
1893 and 860 votes in 1898 (0.4 percent). Wahlen in Deutschland database, http://www.wahlen-in-
deutschland.de/kuRlElsass.htm; Caron, Between France and Germany, 140-141. 
192 Kurlander, “The Landscapes of Liberalism,” 130;  
193 Caron, Between France and Germany, 118-135. Kurlander, “The Landscapes of Liberalism,” 130. 
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Alsatian elites primarily defined themselves against the incursions of the 

German administration; hostility towards Prussian militarism, however, was not 

expressed as hostility towards all immigrant Germans. By the First World War, the 

politics of immigrant Germans and autochtonous Alsatians and Lorrainers began to 

resemble each other. While “Old Germans” were hegemonic among the Lorraine 

liberals, and many “Old German” workers voted social democrat. Hence, as François 

Roth has noted, “the immigrants ceased to form a homogenous electoral block; one 

fraction voted socialist, the other clerical, the third liberal.”194  

At the same time, the domestic politics of Alsace-Lorraine and France became 

considerably different by 1914. The Third Republic’s increasing secularization after 

the Dreyfus affair alienated many clericals, while Jews abhorred rising French 

antisemitism.195 Furthermore, providing a French education for children remained the 

privilege of a socially restricted Alsace-Lorraine elite. Conflicts between the 

imaginary Alsace-Lorraine of French citizens and the optants, as well as the reality of 

accommodation ran deep in many families. Sartre remembered the conflicts his 

Alsatian grandfather – who moved to France after 1871 –had with the German regime 

and with his own family in Alsace when he paid a visit to his homeland: “[i]n the 

trains, when a German ticket-collector asks him for the tickets, in cafés, when a waiter 

is slow in coming to take our order, Charles Schweitzer turns crimson with patriotic 

wrath. The two women clutch his arms: ‘Charles! How could you? They'll put us out, 

and then where will you be?’ My grandfather raises his voice: ‘I'd like to see them put 

me out! I'm at home here!’ […]How can I fail to agree with my grandmother's 
                                                
194 Roth, La Lorraine annexé, 507. 
195 Caron, Between France and Germany, 128-135. 
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judgment: ‘Alsace isn't good for him. He oughtn't to go back there so often?’ Besides, 

I'm not so fond of the Alsatians, who treat me without respect, and I'm not so angry 

that they were taken away from us.”196  

At the same time, the majority of Alsace-Lorraine’s political elites stopped 

obsessing about the German annexation and attempted to ameliorate its political and 

economic position within the Reich. By 1911, Alsace-Lorrainers filled some key 

positions in the local and national administration and even provided a state-secretary, 

Hugo Zorn von Bulach. The liberal German mayor of Strasbourg, Rudolph 

Schwander, the new Statthalter Karl von Wedel, as well as the German Chancellor 

Theobald von Bethmann-Holweg  all urged the reformation of the Reichsland’s legal 

status in order to further its integration into Germany.197 The new constitution of 1911 

granted more internal autonomy to Alsace-Lorraine and some representation for the 

Imperial Territory in the Bundesrat.198   

Alsace-Lorraine clericals, liberals, and socialists were all critical of the new 

constitution, since it failed to transform the Reichsland into a federal state, and failed 

to grant sufficient democratic rights. Still, the overwhelming majority recognized the 

new constitution as a sign of progress, which would cement the role of Alsace-

Lorraine within the Reich.199 

The Landtag elections of 1911 proved that the overwhelming majority of 

Alsatians and Lorrainers imagined their future within the Reich and accepted the 
                                                
196 Sartre, The Words, 35-36. 
197 Rossé et. al., Das Elsass, vol. 1, 161. 
198 The Landtag, or regional assembly of Alsace-Lorraine had two chambers. Male populations above 
the age of 25 elected members of the first chamber, while the Kaiser nominated half the members of the 
first chamber, and he continued to nominate the Statthalter, too.198 The Landtag also had some over the 
region’s budget. Fischer, Alsace, 81. 
199 Rossé et. al., Das Elsass, vol. 1, 140. 
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constitution as a basis for the Reichsland’s development.200  The biggest loser of the 

election was the heavily francophile National Alliance, a coalition of left-liberals and 

clericals headed by Daniel Blumenthal and Emile Wetterlé. Though the members and 

views of the National Alliance became part of mainstream Alsace-Lorraine politics 

after 1918, in 1911, it garnered only 4 percent of the vote. Its agenda mixed French 

nationalism and greater regional autonomy, and included the demand to increase 

French education in public schools; the demand for equality with other federal states; 

the promotion of Alsatians to key administrative positions; and support for regional 

industrial interests.201  

The years before the outbreak of World War I after the adaptation of the new 

constitution  presented a missed opportunity for deepening the accommodation 

between Alsace-Lorrainers and the German administration.  Nevertheless, the German 

government and army transformed a series of local incidents into ethnic conflict 

between natives and “Old Germans.” The Grafenstaden and Zabern affairs of 1912 

and 1914 cancelled out the positive impact of the new regional constitution. 

The Grafenstaden affair, which broke out a year after the 1911 elections, 

showed how some German industrialists were able to turn to the press and use the 

language of nationalism to denounce their competitors with the help of the German 

administration. It was the Rheinish Westphalische Zeitung, financed by the Prussian 

Krupp and Thyssen corporations,202 which started the affair by accusing the Alsatian 

                                                
200 The Alsace-Lorraine Center Party won by 31 percent, followed by the social democrats (24 percent) 
and the liberals (15.9 percent). Wahlen in Deutschland bis 1918 database, accessed March 10, 2015 at 
http://www.wahlen-in-deutschland.de/klElsass.htm 
201 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 151-153. 
202 Deutsche Aussenpolitik, Volume 9, (1964): 665, Rossé et. al., Das Elsass, vol. 1, 160.   
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director of an engineering company near Strasbourg of harboring anti-German 

sentiments.203 The Prussian government immediately announced that it would not buy 

any more steam engines and locomotives from this company until the director was 

dismissed.204 Prompted by the interpellation of a member of the Prussian Landtag, the 

Alsace-Lorraine local government carried out a superficial investigation, which 

concluded that the director was guilty.205 Daniel Blumenthal protested on behalf of the 

francophile liberals, while clerical and socialist Landtag members were equally 

outraged.206 The affair showed that the newly elected Landtag’s protest could easily be 

marginalized by the imperial government, and it also brought the power differential 

between the elected Landtag and the government-appointed regional administration 

into sharp relief, as the Catholic, regionalist paper, the Elsässer pointed out.207 

One year after the Landtag protests against the government’s handling of the 

Grafenstaden affair, another, considerably more significant incident erupted. The 

Zabern affair concluded the prewar history of Alsatian-German political relations with 

a boisterous conflict, which had regional, national, and international repercussions. In 

October 1913, a 19-year-old Prussian officer, Freiherr Günter von Förstner, told 

recruits that he would reward them for killing “Alsatian tramps”208 (Wachen).209 

Zabern housed a German military base at the time. Förstner maintained that if Zabern 

civilians attacked German recruits while on leave, those recruits would be allowed to 

                                                
203 Rossé et. al., Das Elsass, vol. 1, 160. 
204 Ibid.,160. 
205 Ibid. 
206 Ibid. 
207 Ibid. 
208 I use Christopher Fischer’s approximate translation. Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 90. 
209 Förstner used the highly derogative, inflammatory ”Wacken” to referr to Alsatians, a word that even 
the army’s military code banned from usage. 
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use their guns.210 Both native Alsatian regionalists and the German government played 

a role in transforming Förstner’s aggressive assertions into a nationalist conflict 

between the native population and “Old Germans.” 

After Der Elsässer reported the incident, protests followed in front of the 

barracks, which the military mishandled by arresting numerous civilians, including a 

prosecutor and court judges who were leaving their workplace when the protests 

erupted.211  Subsequently, Förstner severly beat up a civilian who had mocked him 

during a military march. The handling of the affair showed that the military formed a 

state within a state, and not even pressures from the Statthalter – General von Wedel –   

could effect the transfer and punishment of Förstner, who emerged unscathed. In the 

meantime, the Reichstag majority carried out a vote of no confidence against the 

Chancellor, who tried to play down the affair.  

The incident alienated many locals from the German army and administration 

in the months preceding the war, while it also raised international consciousness of the 

issue of Alsace-Lorraine.212 Even Vladimir Lenin pondered in a Russian newspaper 

whether the Zabern affair was an event that revealed the deep-seated “order of things” 

in German society.213 The historian Hans Ulrich Wehler also claims that the affair was 

like a “flashlight” that revealed “for a moment, the fundamental conflicts inside [the 

Reich], that contributed to its collapse.”214 To some extent, the Zabern affair was the 

inverse, German version of the Dreyfus affair: while the latter led to the affirmation of 
                                                
210 Hans Ulrich Wehler, Krisenherde Des Kaiserreichs: 1871-1918. Studien Z. Dt. Sozial- U. 
Verfassungsgeschichte, (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck u. Ruprecht, 1970), 66. 
211 Erwin Schenk, Der Fall Zabern, (W. Kohlhammer, 1927). 
212 Das Elsass, vol. 1, 167-173; Schenk, Der Fall Zabern, 120-121; Frédéric Eccard, L’Alsace sous la 
domination allemande, (Paris: A. Colin, 1919), 238-269. 
213 Quoted in Wehler, Krisenherde des Kaiserreichs, 66. 
214 Wehler, Krisenherde des Kaiserreichs, 83. 
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civilian leadership over the military and the church, the former confirmed the 

privileges of the army, even in face of injustice.  

 

Conclusion 

Alsace-Lorraine witnessed an unforeseen economic boom during the period  of 

the German annexation, with an increasing standard of living, urbanization and 

industrialization, enormous profits for the notables, and increased savings for the 

bourgeoisie. The region’s native economic and political elites, the notables, were 

fortunate, since Germany had annexed Alsace-Lorraine at a time when free trade was 

the norm in European commerce, thus enabling businesses to retain their French 

markets and expand towards Germany as well. Furthermore, Germany did not 

intervene in the region’s society by initiating expropriations or expulsions: Berlin 

governments allowed the regional elite to retain its wealth and domination over 

economic life, despite the francophile sentiments of families such as the De Dietrichs. 

In addition to the German governments’ role in allowing Alsace-Lorraine’s economic 

elites to prosper, the survival of economic elites after 1871 largely depended on the 

stipulations of the Treaty of Frankfurt regarding citizenship rights, pointing to the 

importance of law in cementing continuities among elites. Native economic elites 

prospered in Alsace-Lorraine despite their limited political power: they had limited 

impact on the fate of the region during the negotiations of the Frankfurt Treaty, and 

neither native nor “Old German” elites had sufficient power to contest the arbitrary 

actions of the army or the federal administration, as the Grafenstaden and Zabern 

affairs showed. 
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Despite the increased social connections between natives and “Old Germans,” 

the militaristic and authoritarian German administration managed to lose the trust of 

the majority of the local population by 1914. The economic advantages that Alsace-

Lorraine and its inhabitants enjoyed were soon forgotten and buried under a mass of 

anti-German polemics. In the aftermath of the civilian-military conflicts of the Zabern 

and Grafenstaden affairs, over 100,000 Alsatian men came under the all-encompassing 

rule of the German military when the First World War broke out. Deemed 

untrustworthy to fight in France, these Alsace-Lorrainer recruits were directed to the 

fronts of Eastern-Europe: Russia and Romania.215 

                                                
215 This is the subject of the following chapter. Jean-Noël Grandhomme and Francis Grandhomme, Les 
Alsaciens-Lorrains dans la Grande Guerre, (Strasbourg: Nuée bleue, 2013); Jean-Noël Grandhomme,. 
Boches ou tricolores?: les Alsaciens-Lorrains dans la Grande Guerre, (Strasbourg: La Nuée bleue, 
2008). 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE ENTENTE OF LOCAL ELITES? TRANSYLVANIA’S BUSINESS ELITES  

ON THE EVE OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR 

 

 When the First World War broke out, Transylvania had a small but significant 

business elite, which could thank its social status and wealth largely to the state 

subsidies that created the region’s modern light industries, connected its remote mines 

to the major railway arteries, and enabled investments to flow from Budapest. The 

focus of this chapter is the Renner tannery in Kolozsvár/Cluj-Napoca, a firm that owed 

its existence to such municipal and state subsidies. This firm is important as it became 

the focal point of interethnic and even international business alliances after 1918, and 

it also served as a catalyst for the creation of Kolozsvár’s modern bourgeoisie. The 

history of the Renner tannery overlaps with the history of Transylvanian “boom 

towns,” including the mining community of the Jiu valley, which constituted the most 

valuable industrial asset of Transylvania and became contested by both Magyar and 

Romanian economic elites after 1918. I will close this chapter by showing that 

Transylvania’s business elite and bourgeoisie were small and surrounded by a sea of 

often illiterate peasants, who made up the majority of the population. Amidst these 

circumstances, there were numerous interethnic alliances and partnerships between the 

region’s Magyar, Romanian, and German bourgeoisie. As in Alsace-Lorraine, and the 

rest of Europe, an increasing nationalist mobilization took place in Transylvania in the 

two years that preceeded the outbreak of the war. Nonetheless, I will show below that 
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the ownership of landed property was at the center of prewar economic nationalism, 

while few contested the position of elites that derived their wealth from industry and 

banking. 

In 1900 Johann Renner, a Catholic German immigrant from Bavaria, moved 

his tanning company from the small Transylvanian town of Sächsisch 

Regen/Szászrégen/Reghin to the region’s central city, Kolozsvár/Cluj-Napoca, which 

had around 60,000 inhabitants.1 The history of the Renner tannery illustrates 

especially well how Hungarian state and army subsidies between 1910 and 1918 

enabled the enlargement and prosperity of enterprises and the creation of a modern 

economic elite that was relatively new to the region. The Renners were true 

“capitalists without capital,” who gradually became part of Transylvania’s business 

elite through support from the Kolozsvár municipality, the Hungarian state, and after 

1914, commissions by the joint army.  Apart from their tanning skills, they had neither 

capital, nor tools, nor land for this expansion as of 1910.  

The process of the family’s ascension into the ranks of the bourgeoisie and 

eventually into the ranks of the region’s economic elite began in 1910, when the 

family partnered with Magyar investors. Until then, Johann Renner’s small-scale 

factory did not differ substantially from the hundreds of other traditionally Saxon-

owned tanneries of Transylvania.2 That year, Johann Renner’s two sons returned from 

                                                
1 Regen had a population of 7,000, the roads were bad and the town was far from the east-west railway 
line that connected Transylvania to Budapest. 
2 “Renner Testvérek és Társai R.T. Cluj: Monographiája,” [Monograph] RNA Cluj-Napoca, Clujana 
6/1924 (1922). 
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their study trip to German tanneries, and the family decided to expand the firm into a 

modern factory.3  

Saxons were Transylvania’s German population, who had migrated to Hungary 

in the medieval period and had distinctive administrative institutions, while the 

community also collectively owned land and had a banking system as well. Banat and 

Partium Germans settled in Hungary in the 18th century..  

Fig. 9. Transylvania within the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 

 

 

 

                                                
3 Ibid. 
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In order to obtain capital for constructing a factory, the Renners transformed 

their family business into a limited partnership in 1910, with a select few investors. 

The following year they changed the entity into a public company, which allowed an 

even broader group of shareholders to participate. Around this time, the tannery also 

received an advantageous credit of 30,000 crowns extended by the Hungarian state.4 

The Budapest government also provided the factory with its first machines, free of 

charge, likely within the framework of prewar initiatives that supported light 

industries in Transylvania.5 In addition, the municipality of Kolozsvár granted a more 

than two-acre plot to the factory in its northern suburbs in exchange for negligible 

lease payments.6  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
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Fig. 10. Kolozsvár apartment buildings built by the Transylvanian bourgeoisie in the 
1890s 

 

 

 

Source: Photographer: Tamás Cholnoky, 1907. Fortepan database, Image no. 29733. 

www.fortepan.hu. 
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Fig. 11. Impromptu photograph taken on the main square of Kolozsvár by anonymous 
photographer, 1911.  

 

 

Source: Fortepan database, Image no. 07044, www.fortepan.hu. 

 

Transylvanian Magyar capitalists had enough capital to finance the first phase 

of the firm’s expansion between 1910 and 1912, without relying on Budapest or 

Viennese banks. The original founders, the Renners, only retained 12 percent of the 

company’s shares. The director of the Kolozsvár Popular Bank, Mózes Farkas, owned 

one-third of the shares, while a group of ethnic German and Hungarian Jewish 

businessmen (the Hecht, Mendl, Rosenfeld and Haimann families) owned the rest. The 

involvement of Kolozsvár-based parliamentary deputy and Magyar landowner, Baron 

Elemér Bornemissza, as chair of the managerial board likely helped the lobbying 
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efforts of the firm at  government ministries and the municipality for further 

concessions.7 Still, this political affiliation did not curb the management’s power to 

decide on investments and dividends: neither Baron Bornemissza nor the Hungarian 

ministry of industry and commerce interfered with the business of the tannery.  

The Renner’s management used the income from issuing shares to buy land 

from the municipality and for the purchase additional machinery.8 The centrality of 

Kolozsvár, the lack of competition, along with flexible financing, and the absence of 

progressive labor laws all contributed to the wartime prosperity of the firm. 

Kolozsvár’s dynamically growing population, as well as the shortage of tanners in 

both the city and the county, were a major advantages.9 Whereas in Szeben county in 

Southern Transylvania, there were over 330, mostly Saxon tanners, the nine smaller 

tanneries of Kolozsvár barely employed 80 tanners altogether in the two decades 

before the outbreak of the war,10 but none of them was able to compete with the 

expanding Renner firm.  

Furthermore, before the World War, Transylvania’s place within the 

Hungarian tanning industry was also marginal, which meant that the new firm had no 

major regional competitors, either. In 1910, Transylvania was home to only 2,000 

tanners, representing 11 percent of all workers employed in this industry throughout 

                                                
7 Bornemissza owned a token amount of shares, amounting to 6 percent of all shares in 1914. Béla 
Tomka, “Interlocking Directorates between Banks and Industrial Companies in Hungary at the 
Beginning of the Twentieth Century,” Business History 43, no. 1 (January 2001): 25; David Ciepley, 
“Beyond Public and Private: Toward a Political Theory of the Corporation,” American Political Science 
Review 107, no. 01 (February 2013): 139. 
8 Hillel Kohn and Alexandru Keszi eds., Exploatarea capitalistă la “Dermata” (Bucharest: Editura de 
Stat Pentru Literatură Științifică, 1954), 9-13. 
9 Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, vol. 48. (Budapest: Athaeneum, 1913), 52. 
10 In 1910, the city of Kolozsvár employed 78 tanners, while Kolozs county around it 34. Magyar 
Statisztikai Közlemények, vol. 48, 52. 
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the country, whereas historical Transylvania constituted one-fourth of the Kingdom of 

Hungary’s territory, and more than 14 percent of its population.11 The majority of 

tanneries concentrated in Budapest and the northwestern counties of Hungary. Shoe 

production centered in the industrialized cities of Temesvár/Timișoara and 

Nagyvárad/Oradea-Mare, two cities located in the Bánát and Partium regions, 

respectively.12 The production capacity of large Viennese and Bohemian enterprises, 

however, overshadowed even the most prominent tanneries and shoe factories of 

Hungary before the war.13 Prior to 1914, Hungary imported almost three times as 

much raw leather and leather products from Austria as it exported before 1914.14   

  

                                                
11 The region’s population was 2.7 million, whereas the total population of the Hungarian Kingdom was 
18.3 million. Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, vol. 48. (Budapest: Athaeneum, 1913) 52-59. 
12 Béla Köpeczi et al., Erdély története, vol. 3. 1563. 
13 Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, vol. 48, 52. 
14 Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, 1921: 379. 
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Fig. 12. Johann Renner (first row, in the middle) with his six sons around 1914.  
 

 

Source: DJAN Cluj, Clujana 1913/1 

 

Like the Renners, Mózes Farkas (1881-1941) was also a newcomer to Cluj-

Napoca. He was a religious Hungarian Jew who hailed from the town of Huszt (Khust) 

in the northeastern Máramaros/Maramureș region of Hungary. The saga of the Farkas 

family mirrored the social mobility of many Hungarian Jews in the Dual Monarchy. 

His father was a shoemaker who made his way up to found his own prosperous shoe 

store, and he also managed to send his son Mózes to law school in Kolozsvár. In his 

youth, Farkas also worked as an apprentice in a shoemaker workshop before opening a 

small law firm.  By the 1910s, he emerged as a bank director and major investor in 
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Kolozsvár.15 Farkas, likely with the help of his family, participated in the foundation 

of the Popular Bank and Credit Institute that provided smaller credits for local 

populations and small businesses.  

On the eve of the First World War, in terms of social status and connections, 

Farkas’s position among Transylvania’s economic elites was comparable to that of 

Eugene De Dietrich in Alsace by 1914: both men were prominent members of their 

region’s economic life, managed prosperous industrial companies and fostered 

intensive connections to both the state and financial institutions.   

The differences between the two industrialists were also substantial: the De 

Dietrichs profited from the accrual of wealth, status, and connections through multiple 

generations since the late 17th century. The family owned a castle, possessed a 

baronial title and had extensive ties to firms and banks in Alsace, the French interior, 

and Germany through intermarriages with other prominent families, such as the 

Turckheims, Mellons and Schloesings.16 The Farkases and Renners were newcomers 

among Transylvania’s economic elites, which they themselves helped to create. They 

were far less prominent in Transylvania’s social hierarchy than Hungarian aristocrats 

like the Bethlens, Bánffys, and Mikós who dominated the region’s political life; even 

the gentry had considerably more social prestige than industrialists before 1918.17 

Although the Budapest governments embraced Jewish emancipation in 1867, and 

allowed Jewish-Christian intermarriages in 1895, the backbone of social elites 
                                                
15 Dániel Lőwy , A Kálváriától a tragédiáig: Kolozsvár zsidó lakosságának története (Kolozsvár: 
Koinónia, 2005). 
16 Michel Hau and Pierre Chaunu, La Maison De Dietrich de 1684 à nos jours (Strasbourg: Ed. Oberlin, 
1998). 
17 Gábor Gyáni, György Kövér, and Tibor Valuch, Social History of Hungary from the Reform Era to 
the End of the Twentieth Century (Boulder, Colo.; Highland Lakes, N.J.; New York: Social Science 
Monographs ; Atlantic Research and Publications ; Distributed by Columbia University Press, 2004). 
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remained the Christian (overwhelmingly Catholic) landowning gentry and 

aristocracy.18 In contrast to the situation in Alsace, entrepreneurs among the gentry 

and aristocracy were the exception rather than the rule in Transylvania. 

The rise of Mózes Farkas and the Renners was not exceptional. Although the 

founders can be credited for recognizing the niche for leather products in Transylvania 

and lobbying successfully for state and municipal support, the rise of the company 

exemplified broader trends in Hungarian economic policies preceding the First World 

War. It was the state that created economic elites in Hungary, and there were hundreds 

of other businessmen with similar career paths as the Renners and Mózes Farkas. The 

rise and prosperity of industrialists depended heavily on government subsidies, be it in 

the form of free land, tax breaks, train transportation reductions, or massive state 

commissions. The dependence of economic elites on the state and the army was 

hammered home especially forcefully during the First World War. 

The pillar of the prewar system of “economic compromise”(1867-1914) 

between Austria and Hungary also rested on comparative advantages for Austrian 

industrial production over that of Hungary. This situation worked to the detriment of 

Hungarian light industries, such as the textile and leather industries.19 As a result, 

especially from the early 20th century on, the Hungarian government provided tax 

breaks, credit, machines, and land for newly established industrial companies like the 

                                                
18 Nathaniel Katzburg, Fejezetek az újkori zsidó történelembõl Magyarországon, (Budapest: Osiris-
MTA Judaisztikai Kutatócsoport, 1999), 103–115; Anikó Prepuk, “Religious Equality and Jewish 
Emancipation. The Acceptance of the Jewish Denomination in Hungary in the 1890s,” in Tolerance and 
Intolerance in Historical Perspective, ed. Csaba Lévai and Vasile Vese, (Pisa: PLUS, 2003), 12-23; 
Gusztáv Gratz, A Dualizmus kora; (Budapest: Magyar Szemle Társaság, 1934); 
19 The prewar arrangement also provided protection for Hungarian grain producers from foreign 
competition. Iván T. Berend and György Ránki, Economic Development in East-Central Europe in the 
19th and 20th Centuries (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974). 
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Renner firm. State-sponsored industrialization policies achieved considerable 

successes, but only the emergence of the war economy enabled the remarkable 

profitability of these newly established companies. 

  Despite the downturn that hit Hungarian industry after 1911 due to the Balkan 

Wars of 1912-1913, the company managed to achieve moderate profits.20 The Renner 

factory possessed assets worth more than one million crowns, and in 1913, it 

registered a small profit of 27,000 crowns. The management attempted to raise the 

firm’s capital to 500,000 crowns, but they found no investors for the plan. The 1914 

annual report of the firm suggests that the company’s management used these years of 

stagnation to find new markets and refine its production methods. Cast in the 

Protestant language of hard work, the statement from year 1914 asserted, “We worked 

with strong faith and will, and we believed in the value of self-conscious, careful 

work. Instead of pursuing instantaneous profit, we made our business more 

economical and our products more refined.”21 

  The composition of the Renner Factory’s shareholders in 1913 shows that 

Transylvanian capitalists around Mózes Farkas gained predominance over the original 

founders, the Renner family. In terms of ethnic background, shareholders belonged 

exclusively to the Christian and Jewish Hungarian social elites of the city and to the 

German bourgeoisie. The company had no ethnic Romanian shareholders. The Farkas 

family owned 40 percent of shares, the Renner and Hecht brothers 6 and 8 percent 

each, while count Bornemissza owned 6 percent. Members of Kolozsvár’s Magyar 

                                                
20 Béla Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága (Budapest: Benkő, 1914), 1-8. 
21 Minutes of the assembly of the Renner Brothers and Partners Tannery. April 11, 1915. DJAN Cluj, 
Clujana, 1915/1. 
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bourgeoisie made up the rest of the shareholders. Johann Renner, the founder, 

possessed only an insignificant portion of shares, representing less than one percent. 

By 1916, Mózes Farkas became the chief managing director (fig. 13).22 

 

Fig. 13. The shareholders of the Renner Tannery in 1914 

 
 

Source: 1/1914, Clujana, DJAN Cluj 

 

The Hungarian-German-Saxon cooperation in the formation of the Renner 

tannery was not exceptional, since there was widespread economic and political 

cooperation among Magyars, Hungarian Jews and Germans both in Transylvania and 

in the rest of Hungary. After 1890, Saxon politicians joined the governing Liberal 

Party, while Germans never developed a nationalist organization comparable to ethnic 

                                                
22 ”Minutes of the Renner Brother and Partners Tannery, April 29, 1916.” ANR Cluj, Clujana, 1/1917, 
”Rapoarte și Procese Verbale.” 
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Romanians or Slovaks. Moreover, many of them had assimilated to become Magyars 

by 1914.23 

 

State Subsidies and the Emergence of Economic Elites in Transylvania 

 

State support of the Renner factory was not exceptional. These subsidies 

exemplified decades of policies initiated by the Budapest government to enhance the 

level of industrial output in Hungary, which grew from 16 to 30 percent of Austria’s 

between the 1840s and 1913.24  The largest state-led industrialization program started 

in 1907, with a concentration on light industries, especially textile production, 

although some smaller scale initiatives had started in the 1880s.25 Still, these direct 

industrialization campaigns did not have a considerable impact on the economy: even 

the industrialization between 1907 and 1912 only amounted to 7 percent of private 

capital invested in industries at the time.26 

The state also inserted itself into the economy through building infrastructure 

and offering tax breaks; these policies were more consequential than the 

industrialization programs. The raison d’etre of both direct government subsidies and 

infrastructural investments was to increase Hungary’s economic independence from 

Austria, at a time when the customs union of the Monarchy prohibited the erection of 

                                                
23 Gábor Egry, ”Egy másik kiegyezés, Adalékok az 1890. évi Sachsentag történetéhez,” Korunk 4 
(2004): 83-98. 
24 John Komlos, The Habsburg Monarchy as a Customs Union: Economic Development in Austria-
Hungary in the Nineteenth Century (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1983), 158-162; Eddie, 
“Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary,” ibid., 816-817. 
25 László Katus, Hungary in the Dual Monarchy, 1867-1914, (Boulder, Colo.: Social Science 
Monographs , 2008), 260-263; Komlos, The Habsburg Monarchy as a Customs Union,  
26 Komlos, The Habsburg Monarchy as a Customs Union, 159. 
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trade barriers between Austria and Hungary. Given Austria’s and Bohemia’s superior 

industrial potential and cheaper products, without these protectionist policies 

Hungarian industries and economic elites would likely have taken longer to develop. 

On the other hand, Hungarian markets provided higher returns for Austrian investors 

and more safety than investing in a foreign and remote country. The annual average 

growth rate of the Hungarian economy ranked fourth in Europe, which enabled high 

and steady returns on investment.27  After the 1873 Viennese stock-market crash and 

ensuing recession, Austrian banks and investors preferred high-yielding Hungarian 

treasury bonds and railway stocks, since the Hungarian government guaranteed a high 

return on these investments.28 The investment of Austrian capital in Hungary was also 

                                                
27 Still, in terms of the value of per capita domestic production, Hungary only reached around 60 
percent of the levels of Germany and France. The driving force behind growth in Hungary was 
agriculture, primarily the wheat and flour exports, milling and food processing industries, along with 
railway construction.27 Herein lay another cause of Transylvania’s relative poverty and slower 
development as compared to the rest of country: whereas in the central, Great Plains region, two-thirds 
of the land was arable, while in Transylvania the corresponding figure was only 28.7 percent.27 
According to the calculations of Fellner, only 23 percent of the kingdom’s arable land was located in 
Transylvania.27 The majority of flour exports went to Austria and Germany, which further decreased the 
market potential of remote Transylvania.27 Since Transylvania was secondary for the booming 
agriculture of Hungary, until the turn of the century, the central government in Budapest invested less in 
the region’s industrial development. Investments in infrastructure and industry were mostly geared to 
facilitate the export of agricultural products, and they concentrated on areas which already had an 
established record of industrial activity. 
27 The 1873 Vienna stock market crash also initiated a series of legislation regulating joint-stock 
companies and making it more difficult to establish new ones. As a result, by 1913, the Hungarian half 
of the Monarchy had more joint-stock companies than Austria, despite the latter’s higher rate of 
industrialization. Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary,” 871-873. 
László Katus, Hungary in the Dual Monarchy, 1867-1914, (Boulder, Colo.: Social Science 
Monographs , 2008), 281.  
28 Investing in Austria provided on average lower return than in Hungary. The 1873 Vienna stock 
market crash also initiated a series of legislation regulating joint-stock companies and making it more 
difficult to establish new ones in Austria. As a result, by 1913, the Hungarian half of the Monarchy had 
more joint-stock companies than Austria, despite the latter’s higher rate of industrialization. Eddie, 
“Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary,” 871-873. 
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part of a wider wave of investment by French, Belgian, Dutch, and German banks in 

the rapidly developing Russian Empire, Austria-Hungary and the Balkans.29  

Ironically, it was primarily Austrian capital that financed the creation of a 

competitive Hungarian industry and infrastructure in both Transylvania and the rest of 

Hungary between the 1870s and 1890s. The Hungarian state guaranteed high return on 

railway investments and treasury bonds, which made them attractive at the time, even 

if Austrian shareholders never recovered a considerable portion of their investments 

following the collapse of the Monarchy. As economic historian John Komlos has 

explained, “the loans actually turned out to be grants.” 30 

  Government-incentivized railroads greatly contributed to connecting 

Transylvania’s economy to that of the Hungarian interior and boosted economic 

development and commerce.31 By 1914, Hungary could pride itself on having the sixth 

densest railway network in Europe. Thirty-eight percent of the tracks were in the 

central regions of the country, leaving mountainous Transylvania with 24 percent of 

the country’s railway network.32 That said, the region received slightly more railways 

than its share in national wealth and national income.33 A trip on the Budapest - 

                                                
29 Francis Delaisi, René Cassin, and Stéphane Lauzanne, Les soviets et la dette russe en France, (Paris: 
Publications de la Concilation internationale, 1930); S. N. Broadberry and Kevin H. O’Rourke, eds., 
The Cambridge Economic History of Modern Europe (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2010). 
30 John Komlos, The Habsburg Monarchy as a Customs Union: Economic Development in Austria-
Hungary in the Nineteenth Century (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1983), 113. 
31 Bálint Menyhért, ”Economic Growth Spurred by Diversity: Central Europe at the Turn of the 20th 
Century,” CEU Working Papers [forthcoming] (2016). 
32 Frigyes Fellner, A magyar szent korona országai nemzeti vagyonának és nemzeti jövedelmének 
megoszlása a mai Magyarország és az utódállamok között (Budapest: Franklin, 1923), 13. While 38 
percent of railway tracks remained in Trianon Hungary in 1919, Romania acquired 23.8 percent of the 
railway network when it annexed Transylvania; Iván T. Berend, Decades of Crisis: Central and Eastern 
Europe before World War II, (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1998), 19. 
33 Fellner,  A magyar szent korona, 22. In German: Frigyes Fellner, Die Verteilung des Volksvermögens 
und Volkseinkommens der Länder der Ungarischen Heiligen Krone Zwischen dem Heutigen Ungarn 



 

 102 

Kolozsvár line, which was completed in 1870, took eight hours.34 Thanks to the 

centralized tariff regime adopted in 1889, a train ticket from Budapest to Partium and 

Bánát regions (190 miles), as well as the most remote city of Transylvania, 

Brassó/Brașov/Kronstadt (451 miles), cost the same price, encouraging long-distance 

travel and easing the cost of trading between central Hungary and Transylvania.35 In 

1883, the government sequestered and nationalized railway lines, which enabled 

advantageous freight rates for firms registered in Hungary, despite Austrian 

criticism.36 The line that registered the heaviest traffic of goods in Transylvania 

connected the coal mines of the Jiu valley to major railway arteries.37   

The celebration of one thousand years of Hungarian statehood in 1896, and 

especially the prewar years after the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the 

Balkan Wars brought about increasing nationalist mobilization in Hungary, which 

affected contemporary discussions on industrialization, as well. Hungarian economic 

elites were no exception to this trend, but it would be a mistake to cast prewar 

industrialization in Transylvania as a manifestation of a conscious corporate or state 

policy of economic Magyarization. Interventions into the ethnic composition of the 

workforce both by the prewar Hungarian state and the postwar Romanian state 

focused on agriculture and the peasantry in Transylvania; settlement policies left the 

                                                                                                                                       
und den Successions-Staaten. Metron. Biblioteca del “Metron” Ser. B, Nr. 3. (Ferrara: Taddei, 1924), 
77. 
34 The trip from Budapest to Brassó/Brașov lasted twenty hours. Zoltán Szász, ed. Erdély története, 
(Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1986), vol. 3.,  1509-1517. 
35 Fellner,  A magyar szent korona. 
36 Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary,” ibid., 864-880. 
37 While the mining region in south-western Transylvania (Hunedoara county), Arad and Nagyvárad 
could boast 4,000-5,000 tons of traffic on its railways, only a fraction of this traffic trickled east to 
central and northern Transylvania. Gusztáv Gratz, A Dualizmus kora, (Budapest: Magyar Szemle 
Társaság, 1934), 220-226; Zoltán Szász, ed. Erdély története, 1517; Hanák, Péter, Ferenc Mucsi (Eds.), 
Magyarország története: 1890-1918. (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1978), 379. 
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industrial sphere untouched. 38 Although law V of 1894 established a three-million-

forint fund – worth around 1.2 million dollars or 6 million French francs at the time - 

within the Ministry of Agriculture for the settlement of Magyar peasants, by 1914, 

only around 15,000 to 20,000 farmers moved to Transylvania.39 State-sponsored 

settlemet policies were thus small-scale and ineffective when compared to the five 

million people who lived in Transylvania at the time. Notably, however, settlement 

policies propped up financially some clans within the Magyar gentry and aristocracy, 

while serving the puposes of Magyar nationalism: the state purchased the estates of the 

Teleki, Andrássy, Bornemissza, and Kemény families, as well as estates of other 

gentry and aristocrats, which served as the backbones of new settlements.40  

Unlike the slow-moving agricultural sector, industrialization contributed to 

reshaping Transylvania’s ethnic composition in favor of Magyars even in the absence 

of ethnic settlement policies. The expansion of mines and factories and the opening of 

new firms and railway lines brought about the establishment of overwhelmingly 

Magyar high schools and vocational schools and the influx of mostly Magyar officials, 

miners, and workers. Wherever investments went within Transylvania, these funds 

overwhelmingly favored Magyar populations, as most industrial enterprises were in 

                                                
38 I will discuss the implications of agrarian settlements (Hungarian law V of 1894) below; ANIC 
Bucharest 702, Oficiul Național al Colonizării 576/37, 613/13. 
 
39 Lovas Sándor, A legujabb állami telepitések Magyarországon (Budapest: Pallas Részvénytársaság 
Nyomdája, 1908); “Agrárreform és a telepesek,” Magyar Kisebbség 1 (1922): 22; 3,000,000 Austrian-
Hungarian florin in year 1894 could buy 57,410,204 gramms of silver. The price of 
57410203.92170821 gramms of silver in year 1894 was 1,164,692 US dollars. Calculation based on 
http://www.historicalstatistics.org. 
40 Adél Szekeres, “A marosludasi telepítés (1902-1905)” in A Maros megyei magyarság történetéből, 
Tanulmányok vol. 2. ed. Sándor Pál-Antal (Marosvásárhely: Mentor Könyvkiadó, 2001), 256-274; 
Mária László and Antal László, ”A magyar állam telepítési politikája és az erdélyi „hozzátelepítések” 
az elsı világháború elıtti negyedszázadban” Balkán Füzetek 2 (2009): 280-292; Lovas, A legujabb 
állami telepitések, 272-296;  
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Magyar hands and most skilled workers and officials were Magyars, which made it 

easier for industrialists to cast their activity as a service to Magyardom. Magyars 

owned the majority of joint-stock companies, firms, factories, steel plants, and banks 

all around the country, even when ethnic minorities constituted the majority of the 

local population.41  

Even though Romanian speakers made up 54 percent of Transylvania’s 

population and amounted to 16 percent of Hungarian citizens, Romanian capitalists 

and banks only owned 12 percent of Transylvania’s joint-stock companies. These 

corporations managed only 3 percent of all industrial capital invested in the region, 

whereas Magyar capitalists owned 60 percent.42 Like Szeklers, Romanians were also 

underrepresented among industrialists and the bourgeoisie in Transylvania.43  

 Even if economic nationalism was not a major driving force behind 

Transylvania’s industrialization, economic elites turned to the language of Magyar 

nationalism when lobbying for state subsidies. Among prewar Magyar nationalists, 

there were two interrelated arguments in favor of industrial investments in 

Transylvania: one focused on the merits of investing in Magyar-populated areas such 

as the impoverished Szekler Land;44 the other called for industrialization in regions 

populated by minorities, such as the Jiu valley, by using the argument that 

industrialization would spread Magyar language and culture. The valley’s coalmines 

                                                
41 Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. 3, 109-122. 
42 Saxon capitalists were the owners of 28 percent of industrial companies. Hungarian Peace 
Negotiations, vol. 3, 122; Based on Árpád E. Varga, ”Az erdélyi magyarság főbb statisztikai adatai az 
1910 utáni népszámlálások tükrében,” Magyarságkutatás, Ed. Gyula Juhász, (Budapest: M. I., 1988, 
Magyarságkutató Intézet), 37-65. 
43 Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, vol. 56., 646-647. 
44 Petra Balaton, A székely akció története 1. források (Budapest: Cartofil, 2004), 1-31; Erdély története, 
vol. 3, 1518-26. 
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were situated in the majority Romanian-populated southern Transylvania only six 

miles from the Romanian – Austro-Hungarian border (fig.14). 

 

Fig. 14. The Jiu valley in 1910. 

  

Source: The “Red Map” of Hungary (1919) 

 

Even in the absence of pro-Magyar settlement policies, the valley’s Magyar 

population increased from 9 percent in 1880, to over 40 percent by 1910, and Magyar 

nationalists were ready to credit the mining companies for this increase; these 

companies were ready to embrace this interpretation and they even went as far as to 

cast their entire raison d’etre as magyarization. 45 Ferencz Halász, a counsellor at the 

Budapest Ministry of Culture claimed that non-Magyar children who attended Magyar 

schools in the Jiu valley “all identify as Magyars,” while economist Béla Kenéz 

maintained that the Jiu valley’s Magyars “drove a formidable wedge between 

Romanians in the Old Kingdom and in Transylvania.”46 Statistician Alajos Kovács 

                                                
45 1900. évi népszámlálás, MSK, vol. 42, 404-405.; MSK, vol. 48, 806, 1069. 
46 Béla Kenéz, “Javaslatok a nemzetiségi kérdés megoldására,” Magyar Társadalomtudományi Szemle 6 
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went even further and claimed that “mining has built out a fortress for Magyardom” in 

the Jiu valley.47 At the height of wartime nationalist mobilization, in 1917, the 

communiqué of the Salgótarján Coal Mining Corporation (SCMC) stressed that the 

purpose of the corporation’s Jiu valley investments had been to spread “Magyar 

culture.”48 Accordingly, the company “was determined to spread the Hungarian 

language and culture in the Jiu valley. […] It wanted to settle a new, Hungarian 

officialdom and it aimed to recruit workers from among the Szeklers.”49 Despite this 

self-confident rhetoric, bankers and industrialists did not actively intervene in favor of 

Magyar interests: industrialization and modernization automatically enhanced the 

status of Magyars.  

Hungarian railway policies were not directly related to ethno-nationalist 

considerations either, even though railway construction ended up boosting the position 

of Magyars within Transylvania, similar to industrial investments.50 Railway 

investment depended on the location of larger cities and mineral resources, and not on 

the ethnicity of the local population or government concerns with boosting the 

economic superiority of Magyars within Hungary.51 The major railway arteries had 

                                                                                                                                       
(1913): 269; Halász Ferencz, Állami népoktatás (Budapest: Athenaeum, 1902), 133; “Magyar 
Pedagógiai Társaság Felolvasó ülése,” Magyar Pedagogia X 1 January (1901): 187. 
47 Alajos Kovács, “A bányászat és nagyipar hatása a magyarosodásra,” Közgazdasági Szemle 41 (1909): 
24; I am grateful to Ágoston Berecz for pointing me to the articles by Kenéz, Halász and Kovács. 
48 Sándor Galántai Nagy, Nagy Magyar Compass 1917-1918, Pénzügyi és Kereskedelmi Évkönyv, 
XIV, vol. 2, (Budapest: n/a, 1918), 307. 
49 Nagy Magyar Compass 1917-1918, ibid., 307; Szeklers were former border guards most of whom 
were peasants in the late 19th and early 20th centuries; “Terület és népesség,” MNL-OL, Z 12, 12 cs., 
348 t. 
50 Scott M. Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary, 1867 -1913” in 
The Cambridge Economic History of Europe, 8. The Industrial Economies: The Development of 
Economic and Social Policies, Edited by Peter Mathias and Sidney Pollard. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1989), 823. 
51 Bálint Menyhért, ”Economic Growth Spurred by Diversity: Central Europe at the Turn of the 20th 
Century,” CEU Working Papers [forthcoming] (2016). 
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already been planned and constructed before the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 

1867, when Austrian officials had administered Hungary. Nonetheless, even the 

railway lines built after 1867-, during the rule of the magyarizing Budapest 

governments-, did little to favor Transylvania’s most Magyar-populated region, the 

Szekler Land. First, it was impossible to connect the Szekler Land with interior 

Hungary through bypassing Romanian-populated areas. Second, unlike in Austria, 

which had a federal administrative and political organization enabling Czech, Polish 

and German nationalists to raise their voices about the allocation of industrial 

subsidies,52 Szeklers and Romanians could not exert a comparable political pressure.53 

Administrative centralization also favored Magyars. Transylvania’s territory 

became an integral part of the Hungarian Kingdom after 1867.54 Following the Austro-

Hungarian compromise, Hungarian elites seized the long-awaited opportunity to unify 

the region with Hungary and form an autonomous nation-state within the Monarchy.55 

The administrative unification (1867-1871) of Transylvania with Hungary and the 

signing of the “economic compromise” between Austria and Hungary, officially called 

                                                
52 Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary,”, 823-827. 
53 The almost exclusively Magyar-populated Szekler land, on the other hand, had no mineral resources 
and it was plagued by a peripheral geographical position; consequently, it was therefore serviced with 
only a few railway lines. The few, state-coordinated efforts that aimed to bring light industry to the 
Szekler Land had modest results and the region remained among the poorest parts of Hungary. The 
rural society of the Szeklers, who made up forty percent of Transylvania’s Magyar population, was 
plagued by poverty in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Balaton, A székely akció 
története 1, 1-31; Erdély története, vol. 3., 1518-26.Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic 
Development in Austria-Hungary,” ibid.,, 823; Róbert Nagy, “Industrializare şi dezvoltare regională în 
valea jiului în perioada 1867-1918,” Anuarul Institutului de Istorie «George Bariţiu» din Cluj-
Napoca”, vol. 53., 2014, p. 167-176; Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-
Hungary,” 823-827. 
54 Between 1849 and 1867 the Viennese court administered Transylvania as a Kronland or crownland 
separated from the Hungarian Kingdom, in retaliation for the anti-Habsburg war of independence of 
1848-1849. 
55 The administrative unification of Transylvania with the rest of the lands of the Hungarian crown was 
on the agenda of the gentry modernizers of the “reform era” preceding the 1848 revolution, while the 
unification became a declared goal of March 1848 Hungarian revolution, too. 
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a “tariff and trade agreement,” enabled the full integration of Transylvania’s economy 

into the Hungarian and Austrian economies, blurring differences and making any clear 

cut economic or commercial distinction between the region and the rest of the 

Monarchy difficult.56 Publicists and politicians continued to use the term Transylvania 

(Erdély, Ardeal, Transilvania, or Siebenbürgen), while cultural associations like the 

Hungarian EMKE or the Romanian ASTRA also invoked the name.57 Still, after 1871, 

the region did not constitute a separate unit of administration, not to mention a 

separate economic subregion of the Monarchy.58 

After 1867, the establishment of a single Austro-Hungarian bank of issue, the 

common currency, the harmonization of major consumption taxes between Austria 

and Hungary, and the unrestricted and untaxed migration of capital and labor between 

the two parts of the Monarchy further increased the integration of the empire’s various 

territorial components.59 The Hungarian political elite embarked on creating a 

centralized nation-state after 1867, resembling the French model, which tolerated 

neither regionalism nor federalism. Following Habsburg absolutist attempts after 1849 

to divide Hungary into districts, resembling Austrian crownlands, the Hungarian 

                                                
56 In fact, Transylvania had already been part of the common tariff and customs union of the Habsburg 
Monarchy since 1850, but the economic compromise further increased its economic development and 
ties with the Hungarian interior. Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-
Hungary,” ibid., 815.  
57 EMKE was the Transylvanian Hungarian Cultural Association (Erdélyi Magyar Közművelődési 
Egyesület), founded in 1885. ASTRA stood for Asociaţia Transilvană pentru Literatura Română şi 
Cultura Poporului Român, The Transylvanian Association for Romanian Literature and the Culture of 
the Romanian People. 
58 One exception to the administrative homogenization of Transylvania and the rest of Hungary was the 
legal system. While Hungarian courts operated on the basis of various Hungarian laws, Transylvanian 
courts applied the Austrian civil code, which even remained in force in the region after the collapse of 
the Monarchy, within Greater Romania.The Austrian civil code remained in force in Transylvania in its 
entirety, while Hungarian laws only influenced issues unregulated by the Austrian civil code. Dezső 
Márkus, Az osztrák általános polgári törvénykönyv mai érvényében (Budapest: Grill K., 1907), 5-7. 
59 Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary,” ibid., 815-817. 
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administration after 1867 reinstated the division of the country into counties, smaller 

administrative units with medieval origins. Analogous to French départements, 

Hungary was divided into 63 counties, 16 of which were in Transylvania. There were 

no semi-autonomous regions within Hungary, either: in 1876, the centralizing 

nationalist-liberal Budapest government of Kálmán Tisza (1875-1890) disbanded the 

autonomous territories of Saxons and Szeklers in Transylvania, and formed counties 

out of the southern military district of the region, as well.  

Transylvania participated in Hungary’s political and administrative life 

through its counties. The Budapest government directly administered these 16 

counties, which had no formal ties to one another. Transylvania had no regional 

assembly, regional chamber of commerce, or political party advocating its specific 

interests within the Hungarian nation-state.60  

Given the tariff, customs, and financial unity of Austria-Hungary, and the 

administrative unity of Hungary, Transylvania’s economy and economic elites were 

deeply connected to the rest of Hungary and the Dual Monarchy.61 Whereas the 

Reichsland of Alsace-Lorraine was a separate administrative unit within Germany that 

had the potential to articulate a regional economic policy, even in contradiction with 

the economic interests of neighboring German states, this was not an available option 

for Transylvanian elites.62 The region was also home to several ethnic and linguistic 

                                                
60 By the time the First World War broke out, Transylvania had been deeply integrated economically 
and politically in Hungary, even if the local administration failed to implement many measures of the 
Budapest government  - on the linguistic Magyarization of Romanian populations, for instance. 
61 Egry, Nemzeti védgát; Komlos, The Habsburg Monarchy as a Customs Union, 158-162. 
62 The rivalry between the port cities of Mannheim and Strasbourg over the Rhine trade, as well as 
preferential railway tariffs extended to German states were two among the economic issues that led to 
the articulation of specifically Alsatian-Lorrainer economic interests in prewar Germany. Dan P 
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groups. While I will discuss below how competing nationalist elites attempted to 

create an ethnic banking system or modify land ownership according to ethnic 

principles, these attempts remained unsuccessful. The centrifugal economic forces that 

the joint customs union set in motion, as well as the economic and political integration 

of Transylvania into Hungary, disabled the creation of separate, ethnic economies.  

Every citizen of the Monarchy and every Austro-Hungarian company was able 

to set up a business in Transylvania or establish branches there, and such activity did 

not register in contemporary statistics as foreign investment. Consequently, it is 

difficult to address the performance of Transylvania’s economy separately from the 

rest of Austria-Hungary’s.63  Furthermore, the territories that the Entente awarded to 

Romania in the Trianon Treaty extended well-beyond historical Transylvania to 

include the eastern half of the Bánát and Partium regions, as well as southern 

Máramaros. 

Prewar Transylvania, the historical region, was considerably smaller than 

postwar Transylvania, or the territories annexed by Romania. Whereas the Bánát, 

Partium and Máramaros were not part of Transylvania before 1918, after the 

sovreignty change contemporaries started to refer to them as integral parts of the 

region. One reason why historical Transylvania, the Bánát, Partium and Máramaros 

                                                                                                                                       
Silverman, Reluctant Union; Alsace-Lorraine and Imperial Germany, 1871-1918 (University Park: 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1972). 
 
63 Iván T. Berend, “Hungary in the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and Europe,” in Iván T. Berend, Tamás 
Csató, János Kornai et al., Evolution of the Hungarian Economy 1848-1998, (Boulder, Colo.: Social 
Science Monographs, 2000), 17-23; Egry, Kövér. 
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regions integrated easily after 1918 into Transylvania was that none of them had had 

separate political institutions during the dualist period.64 

The gross domestic product – or the per capita value of finished goods 

produced in a given year –  of Transylvanian counties increased by 41 percent 

between 1870 and 1910, which corresponded to the Hungarian average.65 Given that 

Transylvania did not grow faster than other Hungarian regions, the considerable 

modernization that took place in the dualist period (1867-1918) conserved the inferior 

position of Transylvania within Hungary’s and the Dual Monarchy’s economy. 

Transylvania’s share had even dropped from 66 to 65 percent of the GDP of this 

central region of Hungary between 1870 to 1910.66  

                                                
64 The region came to denote one of the former historical regions under the King of St. Stephen, similar 
to Picardie or Languedoc in France. The region’s economic activity was disunited, it had neither trade 
nor customs borders, nor a separate regional administration. Furthermore, until 1918, Transylvania 
occupied a modest place within the Hungarian nationalist pantheon, and unlike Alsace-Lorraine in 
France, it evoked little emotion and had moderate potential for political mobilization. It is true, 
nonetheless, that the major opposition party, the Indepentist Party, invoked the early-modern 
independence of the Transylvanian principality to serve as a tool to mobilize against the Austro-
Hungarian compromise of 1867. More than anything else, the Romanian annexation gave the most 
decisive boost to the birth of a Transylvanian regional identity, especially as regards Magyar 
populations.  
65 Although Transylvania did not constitute a distinct and separate economic unit in the decades 
preceding the First World War, it is possible to draw general conclusions as to its place within the 
Monarchy’s economy by taking the aggregate economic activity of the 16 counties that made up the 
region. David F. Good, The Economic Rise of the Habsburg Empire, 1750-1914 (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1984); David F. Good, “The Economic Lag of Central and Eastern Europe: Income 
Estimates for the Habsburg Successor States, 1870-1910,” The Journal of Economic History 54, no. 4 
(1994): 869–91; Max-Stephan Schulze, “Regional GDP and Market Potential in Austria-Hungary, 
1870-1910,” LSE Working Paper in Economic History, 106/07 (November 2007), 25. 
66 One way in which quantitative economic historians measure economic development and 
modernization is the “market potential” of a region, denoting the market size available for a specific 
product. As market potential depends on the available infrastructure, the quality and quantity of labor 
force, the income and gross domestic product of the county, it is a good indicator of economic 
development. According to the calculations of Max-Stephan Schulze, historical Transylvania’s market 
potential increased almost four times between 1870 and 1910, similar to most regions of the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy. When measured against the economically most developed region of the 
Monarchy, the Lower Austrian province around the imperial capital Vienna, Transylvania’s position 
seems stagnant. Between 1870 and 1910, this easternmost region of the Hungarian Kingdom even 
witnessed its market potential decline from 40 to 39 percent of Lower Austria’s and a decline from 55 
to 48 percent of the market potential of central Hungary, around the capital city of Budapest. 
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While the net value of production in Transylvania more than doubled between 

1870 and 1910, the region’s share in Hungary’s gross domestic product dropped 

slightly from 12 to 11 percent, attesting to its slower economic development as 

compared to the national average.67 In 1910, historical Transylvania’s contribution to 

the Hungarian economy only slightly surpassed that of the Bánát (10 percent) and 

Partium (11 percent), considerably smaller regions, which excelled at wheat 

production and were also closer to Budapest.68  

The most prominent Hungarian statistician of the period, Frigyes Fellner, 

estimated that historical Transylvania’s share of the national wealth of Hungary 

amounted to 23 percent on the eve of the First World War.69 Fellner furthermore 

maintained that Transylvania’s share of net national income70 was as low as 21 

percent, even though the region made up 36 percent of the kingdom’s territory; 

Gusztáv Beksics estimated that historical Transylvania only paid 8 percent of all taxes 

levied on Hungarian cities and counties at the fin-de-siècle and fretted that Magyars 

and Germans paid the majority of taxes.71 Thus, the administrative and political 

centralization of Hungary and Hungary’s integration into European and the world 

                                                
67 Schulze, “Regional GDP and Market Potential,” 25. Max-Stephan Schulze calculated the gross 
domestic product of Transylvania in terms of the purchase value of the US dollar in 1990 (1990 Geary-
Khamis dollar). According to him, in 1870 the Transylvanian GDP was $1,828,040,000, while in 1910, 
it amounted to $3,800,610,000. Economic historian David Good previously calculated $1,953,940,000 
and $4,373,240,000, for 1870 and 1910, respectively. See David Good, “The economic lag of central 
and eastern Europe: income estimates for the Habsburg successor states, 1870-1910,” Journal of 
Economic History 54, No.4, (1994): 869-91;  
68 Prewar statistic operated with the “Left bank of the River Theiss” region, which corresponded to 
Eastern Hungary, including most of the territory of the Crișana region, as well as territories around the 
city of Debrecen, Szeged and Békéscsaba, which remained under Hungarian sovereignty after 1920. 
69 Fellner, who took part in compiling the statistics for the Hungarian peace delegation, defined 
Transylvania as the territory annexed by Romania, including the Crișana, Maramureș and eastern Banat 
regions. Frigyes Fellner, A magyar szent korona országai, 22. 
70 Reines Volkseinkommen 
71 Fellner, A magyar szent korona országai, 22; Gusztáv Beksics, A román kérdés és a fajok harcza 
Európában és Magyarországon (Budapest: Athenaeum, 1895), 171-173. 
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economy helped to preserve and even broaden the gap between Transylvania’s and 

mainland Hungary’s economic performances, despite steady economic growth during 

the dualist period. 

The Jiu valley was one of the regions within historical Transylvania that 

underwent substantial economic and social transformations during the dualist period 

as a result of economic modernization. The transformation of the Jiu valley from a 

scantily populated backwater into one of the most industrialized regions of the 

Monarchy illustrated the growing muscularity of Transylvanian economic elites.72 

Furthermore, the valley’s mines became representative of the strength of Hungarian 

and Transylvanian industries as well. None other than the emperor Franz Joseph 

visited the pavilions of the Jiu valley mining companies at the 1896 millennial 

exhibition that celebrated 1,000 years of Hungarian statehood in Budapest (fig. 15). 

The exhibition showed the prominence of the mines in the representation of the 

Hungarian national economy.73  In 1900, the mines were also promoted at the Paris 

world’s fair.74 During the years preceding the outbreak of the First World War, the Jiu 

valley mines provided between 12 to 20 percent of Hungary’s coal output.75 

                                                
72 József András és József Kovács, “A zsil-völgyi szénbányászat a XX. század elején. A korukat 
meghaladó technológiai újítások,” conference presentation at XV. Műszaki Tudományos Ülészszak, 
Kolozsvár [Cluj-Napoca], November 22, 2014, 40. Accessed on March 12, 2016 at 
http://eda.eme.ro/bitstream/handle/10598/28529/XV_MTU-
AndrasJozsef,KovacsJozsef.pdf?sequence=3  
73 Sándor Matlekovits and József Szterényi, Magyarország közgazdasági es közművelődési állapota 
ezeréves fennállásakor és az 1896. évi ezredéves kiállitás eredménye (Budapest: Pesti Könyvnyomda-
Részvény-Társaság, 1897), 57-60,  231. 
74 Károly Déry, A magyar szénbányászat ismertetése különös tekintettel az 1900. évi párisi nemzetközi 
kiállításon résztvevő vállalatokra (Budapest: Werbőczy, 1900), 221-227. 
75 József Benedek, Románia: Tér, gazdaság, társadalom (Kolozsvár: Kriterion Kiadó : Nemzeti 
Kisebbségkutató Intézet, 2011), 83. 
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Fig.15. The pavilion of the Urikány-Zsilvölgyi Coal Mining Corporation at the 
Millennial Exhibition in Budapest, 1896. 

 

Source: Budapest Főváros Levéltára (BFL) HU.BFL.XV.19.d.1.09.013 

 

By then, the leading industrialists and corporate promoters of the country, 

including Ferenc Chorin and his son, Ferenc Chorin Jr., Henrik Fellner, Frigyes J. 

Frischmann, and the director of the Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank, Leó Lánczy, 

occupied positions on the mining companies’ board of directors. In line with the 

political orientation of the majority of leading industrialists, overwhelmingly recruited 

from the ranks of the assimilated Hungarian Jewry, the SCMC’s directors stood firmly 

behind the national liberal governments of Kálmán Tisza (1875-1890) and his son, 

István Tisza (1903-1905, 1913-1917).  
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The gradual expansion of the major investor in the Jiu valley, the Salgótarján 

Coal Mining Corporation, confirms the assertion that the state was an important actor 

facilitating the rise and prosperity of economic elites. At the time of the 1867 

Compromise, the Jiu valley was among the few mining sites in Hungary that the 

Austrian (and to a lesser extent, the Hungarian) treasury owned.76 It was not worth 

investing in mineral exploitation, since there was no means of transportation to carry 

the valley’s first-class coal from the Carpathians to the rest of Transylvania or 

Hungary. The treasuries leased extraction rights to a Brassó-based Saxon-owned 

mining corporation in 1874,  which turned a small profit on the investment.77  

The turning point in the Jiu valley’s expansion came in the early 1890s, when 

the Hungarian state built out the railway lines in the entire valley at its own expense , 

issuing Austrian-financed treasury bonds to cover costs.78 The Budapest government, 

which took over Austrian possessions in the valley at this time, did not renew the lease 

with the Brassó mining corporation, but extended it to one of the largest coal mines, 

the Salgótarján Coal Mining Corporation (SCMC).79  

The SCMC, originally founded by a Hungarian baron and an ethnic German 

engineer from Hungary, was the poster child of state-sponsored attempts to create an 

economic elite after 1867. The company, based in the Hungarian interior, started out 

as one of the many failing railroad building ventures in 1861, which used up generous 

                                                
76 Déry, A magyar szénbányászat. 
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Ibid. 
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government subsidies but failed to turn a profit.80 In 1868, the Hungarian government 

bought up the railway lines leading to the coal mines of the SCMC in Salgótarján, a 

mining town 70 miles north of the capital. The state’s purchase of the railway lines 

helped balance the firm’s wobbly finances and enabled it to concentrate its activity on 

mining, rather than on low-yielding and highly capital-intensive railway management 

and construction. The state’s involvement in railway construction and financing in the 

1860s set a precedent for the development of Transylvanian mining corporations in the 

1890s, as well.81 By then, the SCMC had become one of the largest corporations in the 

entire Hungarian Kingdom. State subsidies as well as a partnership with the Pest 

Hungarian Commercial Bank, one of the two largest banks of Hungary, paved the way 

for the SCMC’s rise to prominence in Austro-Hungarian industrial life.82 

The takeover of the Jiu valley mines followed the pattern established in 

Salgótarján of relying on state subsidies for railway construction: in both cases, the 

state acted as the enabler of the corporation’s profitability by building railway lines 

that connected remote mines to the central arteries of the empire’s railway system. 

After the state subsidized the construction of the railway lines through the Jiu valley in 

1892, the SCMC stepped in as a bidder for the region’s state-owned 

Petrozsény/Petroșani mines in 1894, to replace the troubled Brassó Mining 

Company.83 The railroad and mining company that received the concession to build 

the Jiu valley railroad included deputies in the Budapest lower house, which shows 

                                                
80 The corruption of private railway construction companies led to the 1883 sequestration act that 
nationalized all private railways in Hungary. 
81 Déry, A magyar szénbányászat ismertetése, 166-168. 
82 “Zárszámadások, nyereség, veszteségszámlák,” 1894-1914, MNL-OL, Z 219, 2. cs./ 1. t. 
83 Károly Jenei, A Salgótarjáni Kőszénbánya R.t. és vállalatai, repertórium (Budapest: M.O.L., 1968), 
9-11. 
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that economic and political elites were intertwined and mutually depended on one 

another. This company also received the backing of the Commercial Bank’s rival, the 

General Hungarian Credit Bank, with equally good ties to the Budapest government.84  

The state’s support for the construction of the railroad to the Jiu valley 

exemplified more general trends in late-19th -century Austria-Hungary, and it also 

resembled the 19th century Russian model of industrial development, which according 

to Alexander Gerschenkron, was primarily based on state subsidies.85 

The impact of banks founded by ethnic Romanians on the region’s industrial 

development or the formation of a Romanian nationalist bourgeoisie was moderate.86 

The efforts of the Hungarian, Romanians, and Saxon nationalist movements to create 

an ethnic banking system in Transylvania has received considerable attention both at 

the time and in the historiography, partially because of their misperceived political 

significance.87 The creation of an ethnic banking system was most successful among 

the Saxons, while Romanian banks were less successful in economic nation-building.  

Leading banker, governing Party of National Labor MP and director of the 
                                                
84 Ibid. 
85 Alexander Gerschenkron, Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective: A Book of Essays (New 
York: Praeger, 1965); Alison Fleig Frank, Oil Empire: Visions of Prosperity in Austrian Galicia 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2005); Alison Frank, “The Petroleum War of 1910: 
Standard Oil, Austria, and the Limits of the Multinational Corporation,” The American Historical 
Review 114 (2009), 16-41. 
86 “Ethnopolitical entrepreneurs,” Hungarian, Romanian and Saxon politicians were all eager to create a 
bourgeoisie and elite that would eventually support the effort of their respective nation-building projects 
in the region. Rogers Brubaker, Ethnicity without Groups (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
2004), 7-10; Mihai D. Drecin and Nicolae Trifoiu, “Institutul de credit și economii “Economul” din 
Cluj -  instituție natională a românilor din nordul Transilvaniei (1886-1918),” in Istorie financiar-
bancară: studii asupra băncilor românești din Transilvania, 1867-1918, eds. Vasile Dobrescu and 
Mihai D Drecin, 81-116. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Dacia, 1996. 
87 László Bizony, A keleti határról (Budapest: A Szerző, 1912); Beksics, A román kérdés; Gusztáv 
Beksics, La question roumaine et la lutte des races en Orient (Paris: Chailley, 1895); Gusztáv Beksics, 
A magyar politika uj alapjai kapcsolatban a magyar faj terjeszkedő képességével és a 
földbirtokviszonyokkal. (Budapest: Athenaeum, 1899); Gábor Egry, Nemzeti védgát vagy szolid 
haszonszerzés?: az erdélyi szászok pénzintézeti rendszere és szerepe a nemzeti mozgalomban (1835-
1914) (Csíkszereda: Pro-Print, 2009), 316-344. 
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National Association of Credit Institutes, Elemér Hantos (1880-1942), contested 

outright the allegations about the nationalist business practices of Romanian banks, 

and he framed the problem of land as centered exclusively on profit and rational 

investment. 88 “I believe that the competition between the Transylvanian Hungarian 

and Romanian banks is just like the competition among any other banks. I have never 

encountered aggressive behavior by a Hungarian bank simply for national goals, and 

business comes first for the directors of Romanian banks, too. I know of actual deals, 

in which Romanian banks offer the land they own to the state or to the Altruista Bank 

[Altruistic Bank]. In sum, economic motivations characterize the land policy of 

Romanian banks, and not the achievement of national goals.”89 The Altruista Bank 

was a non-profit bank that the Hungarian government established in 1911 to save and 

support Hungarian landowners on ethnically mixed areas and to promote the 

settlement of Magyar farmers on these regions. The bank, nevertheless, could not 

achieve its mission, and acquired only limited amounts of land in Transylvania.90 

Recently, Gábor Egry has also emphasized that ethnic Romanian banks had 

intensive financial relationships with Budapest institutions;91 moreover, Romanian 

banks, such as the Albina bank, did not retain their profit to fund  Romanian nation-

building through supporting Romanian nationalist associations in Transylvania; on the 

other hand, they paid out profits to shareholders. Ethnic Romanian banks  also had 

                                                
88 Pénzintézetek Országos Egyesülete. 
89 Quoted in László Bizony, A keleti határról, 122. 
90 Éva Kovács, “Az agrárius beszédmód rekonstrukciója az 1920-as földbirtokreform parlamenti vitája 
alapján” in  A tudomány és az oktatás vonzásában: Tanulmánykötet Tóth Tibor professzor emlékére, 
eds. Zoltán Kaposi, Tamás Lendvai and Oroszi Sándor (Pécs: PTE-FEEK KTK, 2012), accessed at 
www.academia.edu on March 23, 2015. 
91 Egry, Nemzeti védgát, 316-344. 
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extensive ties to major Budapest institutions, and almost no ties to the Romanian 

Kingdom.92 

Apart from state subsidies, foreign and Austrian banks provided the capital for 

Hungary’s industrialization in the 1870s and 1880s, as opposed to major Budapest 

banks or the Saxon and Romanian banks of Transylvania. By the 1890s, however, the 

Pest Hungarian Commercial and the General Credit Banks became strong enough to 

finance most industrialization projects in Hungary, and they even eyed foreign 

investment in the Balkans. Investment flows from outside of Hungary remained 

significant but secondary, and these came overwhelmingly from Austria.  

One exception was a group of French investors connected to the Crédit 

Lyonnais that bought up one of the mines in the Jiu valley.93 In 1891, this French-

owned company and the Hungarian firm that financed railway construction in the 

valley merged to constitute the Urikány-Zsilvölgyi Mining Corporation (UZMC), with 

offices both in Lyon and Budapest. Corresponding to the assertions of Raymond 

Poidevin and Volker Berghahn on extensive economic cooperation in the decade 

preceding 1914 among French, Bristish, and German capitalists despite diplomatic 

tensions, the UZMC  had no trouble collaborating with the German-owned 

Oberschlesische Kokswerke to co-found a coke-producing factory in 1899 in the Jiu 

valley.94 By 1914, the UZMC accounted for 30 percent of the valley’s coal production. 

Its rival, the SCMC, remained the largest firm, with 60 percent of mining output. 95   

                                                
92 Egry, Nemzeti védgát, ibid. 
93 Fond guide “Urikány–zsilvölgyi Magyar Kőszénbánya rt. és vállalatai, intézményei” (Budapest: 
MNL-OL, n/a). 
94 The full name of the German company was Oberschlesische Kokswerke und Chemische Fabriken AG 
or Upper Silesian Coke Works and Chemical Products Company. Raymond Poidevin, Les Relations 
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Railway construction took several decades to turn a profit for the state, but 

private mining companies were able to reap the fruits immediately. In 1870 alone, 

when the first railway line finally reached the valley’s mouth in Petrozsény/Petroșani, 

coal production increased more than four times. After 1892, when railway tracks 

connected multiple mining sites in the valley, exploitation and sales increased 

exponentially.96   

The valley became one of the boom towns of Austria-Hungary, resembling 

the Galician oil town Drohobycz: the population of the Galician town grew from 

18,000 to 38,000 between 1882 and 1914, following the discovery of neighboring oil 

fields.97 At the same time, the Jiu valley’s population increased from 16,000 to 

50,000.98 The expansion of the population was due to immigration since fertility rates 

were low; the largest immigration to the valley took place between 1900 and 1910, 

when the population increased from 28,000 to 50,000.99 Like Drohobycz, the valley’s 

                                                                                                                                       
Économiques et Financières Entre La France et l’Allemagne de 1898 À 1914 (Paris: A. Colin, 1969), 
xi; Volker R. Berghahn, ed. Quest for Economic Empire: European Strategies of German Big Business 
in the Twentieth Century. Providence: Berghahn Books, 1996; Volker Berghahn, “German Big Business 
and the Quest for a European Economic Empire in the Twentieth Century” in Volker Berghahn, et al., 
German Big Business and Europe in the Twentieth Century. (Providence, RI: Thomas J. Watson Jr. 
Institute for International Studies, Brown University, 1993); Peter J. Katzenstein, Mitteleuropa: 
between Europe and Germany. (Providence, RI: Berghahn Books, 1997), 8-9; József Benedek, 
Románia: Tér, gazdaság, társadalom (Kolozsvár: Kriterion Kiadó : Nemzeti Kisebbségkutató Intézet, 
2011), 83; Fond guide “Urikány–zsilvölgyi Magyar Kőszénbánya rt. és vállalatai”  
95 Dzsida József, A Salgótarjáni Kőszénbánya R.T. nógrádi szénbányászatának története 1868-1943-ig, 
(Salgótarján: S. K. B. R.t. B., 1944), 120; Benedek, Románia: Tér, gazdaság, társadalom, 83. 
96 Hivatalos Statistikai Közlemények 6, vol. 1 (1873): 49.  
97 Alison Fleig Frank, Oil Empire: Visions of Prosperity in Austrian Galicia (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 2005), 77. 
98 A magyar korona országaiban az 1870. év elején végrehajtott népszámlálás eredményei a hasznos 
házi állatok kimutatásával együtt. Pest, 1871;  Magyar Korona országainak 1900. évi népszámlálása, A 
népesség általános leírása községenkint, Magyar statisztikai közlemények, vol. 1. (Budapest: Magyar 
Királyi Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, 1902), 404-405; A Magyar Szent Korona országainak 1910. évi 
népszámlálása, A népesség főbb adatai községek és népesebb puszták, telepek szerint, Magyar 
statisztikai közlemények, vol. 42. (Budapest: M. K. S. H., 1912), 404-405. 
99 Alajos Kovács, “Az 1910.-i népszámlálás eredménye,” Közgazdasági Szemle, vol. 35, part 1, (1911): 
231. 
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mines acted as magnets that drew the Monarchy’s population even from remote areas 

that included Austria, Bohemia, Silesia, Galicia, the Szekler land and other other parts 

of Transylvania. There was also a small foreign, mostly Italian mining population, as 

well, although not as significant as in the case of Lorraine iron ore mines.100 Like 

Lorraine’s and Drohobycz’s industrial areas, the mines and factories of the Jiu valley 

were surrounded by agricultural areas and forests. After a few minutes of walking 

from the modern mining establishment, one could reach a rural landscape, which 

showed the limits of industrialization and the limited extent of bourgeois urbanism: 

even in 1910, around one-fourth of the district’s population lived from agriculture.101 

 

Fig. 16. The cable system near the Lupény/Lupeni mines in 1904, with peasants 
working in the background 

 

Source: Photograph by Mór Erdély Co., in 1904; Magyar Földrajzi Múzeum, Budapest 
and Fortepan database, image no. 96261. www.fortepan.hu. 

                                                
100 MSK, vol. 48, 1068-1069. 
101 MSK, vol. 48, 806. 
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Census data from the Jiu valley suggests that the expansion of mining activity 

favored the immigration of skilled workers and educated professionals, many of whom 

were Magyars and Germans (table 5), while it propelled the Romanian mountain 

shepherds, the momârlani, to migrat to higher altitudes. Although the censuses 

registered the momârlani as Romanians, these shepherds had very limited interactions 

with both the Romanian and non-Romanian populations of the Jiu valley after the 

onset of the valley’s industrialization.102 The momârlani and the valley’s Romanian 

population made up around 45 percent of the area’s population in 1910, followed by 

Magyars (42 percent) and Germans (7 percent).103 Thus, the ratio of Magyars was 

higher by 8 percent in this mining community than in the rest of Transylvania, not to 

mention the overwhelmingly Romanian-populated southern Transylvania (see table 

6.).104 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
102 I am grateful for Ágoston Berecz who called my attention to the momârlani; Dumitru Rus, “Ţinutul 
momârlanilor” in Referate şi comunicări de geografie, vol. 8 (2002): 117-121.  
103 A Magyar Szent Korona országainak 1910. évi népszámlálása, A népesség főbb adatai községek és 
népesebb puszták, telepek szerint  – Magyar Királyi Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, Magyar statisztikai 
közlemények, vol. 42., (Budapest: Magyar Királyi Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, 1912), 404-405; A 
Magyar Szent Korona országainak 1910. évi népszámlálása, A népesség foglalkozása és a nagyipari 
vállalatok községenkint, Magyar statisztikai közlemények, (Budapest: M. K. K. S. H., 1913), 1068-
1069.  
104 I am grateful for Ágoston Berecz who called my attention to the momârlani Dumitru Rus, “Ţinutul 
momârlanilor” in Referate şi comunicări de Geografie, vol. 8 (2002): 117-121.  
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Table 5. The population of the Jiu valley, 1850-1880.  

 
1850 

 
1880 

 

Ethnicity 
Population 
(n) 

Percentage 
of Total 
(n/t) 

Population 
(n) 

Percentage 
of Total 
(n/t) 

Romanian 7,625 98 % 12,136 75.85 % 
Hungarian  15 0 % 1,468 9.17 % 
German  25 0 % 1,150 7.19 % 
Other 160 2 % 1,247 7.79 % 
Total (t) 7,825 100 % 16,001 100 % 

Source: 1900. évi népszámlálás, Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, vol. 42, 404-405.; 

MSK, vol. 48, 806, 10 

Table 6. The population of the Jiu valley (1900-1910) and historical Transylvania 
(1910).  

     

 
 
 
Population 

Jiu Valley 
(n) 1900 

  
 
 

   
Percentage 
of Total       
n/t 

  
  

 

Ethnicity 

Population 

Jiu Valley 
(n) 1910 

  

  
Percentage 
of Total                
n/t 

Historical 
Transylvania’s 

Population 
(1910)  

Romanian 15,472 53.81% 22,378 45% 55% 

Hungarian  8,277 28.79% 20,994 42%                   34% 

German  2,393 8.32% 3,309 7% 9% 

Other 2,449 8.52% 3,290 6% 2% 

Total (t) 28,591 100% 49,971 100% 100% 
Source: 1900. évi népszámlálás, MSK, vol. 42, 404-405.; Magyar Statisztikai 

Közlemények, vol. 48, 806, 1069. 

 

In the towns of the valley, Magyars constituted the majority of the population 

by 1910. In two out of the three major mining towns of the Jiu valley, Petrozsény and 
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Lupény, Magyars were the most numerous ethnic group, followed by Romanians and 

Germans, while in the town of Petrilla, Romanians made up 47 percent of the 

populations, while Magyars were the second largest group with 35 percent.105 

 

Fig. 17. Petrozsény/Petroșani around 1900. 

 

Source: personal collection, M.R. 

 

Even though the SCMC did not directly Magyarize the Jiu valley, the 

expanding mines and factories brought about rapid industrialization and urbanization, 

which created a small local elite of mine directors, managing engineers and doctors 

                                                
105 A Magyar Szent Korona országainak 1910. évi népszámlálása, 404-405; Lajos Lévai, Petrozsény 
települése (Odorheiu-Székelyudvarhely: Globus, 1927), 1-12; 
Krizko Bohus, Az Urikány-zsilvölgyi Magyar Kőszénbánya-részvénytársaság lupényi bányatelepének 
rövid ismertetése (Budapest: Franklin-társulat, 1903). 
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and lawyers, trained in Hungarian schools.106 As the majority of gimnáziums, 

including the most competitive ones, used the Hungarian language, which only about 

one in four young Romanians spoke adequately, it is no wonder that Romanians, who 

made up more than half of Transylvania’s population constituted less than one-fifth of 

high school graduates.107 Incidentally, this resembled the ratio (21 percent) of those 

minorities in the Jiu valley who spoke Magyar, the official state language.108 This 

relatively low ratio was double the ratio of ethnic Romanians in Transylvania that 

spoke Magyar. 

In the case of the Jiu valley, it was not only Petrozsény’s Magyar-language 

vocational school and high schools, but the multilingualism of the workplace and the 

preponderance of Magyar-speakers among skilled workers and managers that 

impacted the relatively high-ratio of Romanians who spoke Hungarian.109 Naturally, 

as in the rest of Hungary, streets were named after Hungarian national heroes, such as 

Louis Kossuth, which also contributed to the false impression that the valley has 

become a bulwark of Magyardom 

 

 

 

                                                
106 The primary purpose of corporations like the SCMC was to pay high dividends to shareholders. 
Unlike Saxon-owned banks and companies, neither the SCMC nor its major financiers, the Pest 
Hungarian Commercial Bank (PHCB) donated to the causes of Hungarian associations in the region. 
107 Berecz, The Politics of Early Language Teaching, 234. 
108 MSK, vol. 48, 806, 1068-1069. 
109 The forced linguistic magyarization of minorities through educational policies was a failure. Law 
XVIII of 1879 made the teaching of Hungarian mandatory in every elementary school. When the 
nationalist opposition came into power in 1906, the minister of education Albert Apponyi (1906-1910) 
passed a law that threatened those elementary school teachers with punishment who did not  teach 
ethnic minorities to read and speak in Magyar. 
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Fig. 18. Downtown Petrozsény/Petroșani around 1900, Louis Kossuth street. 

 

Source: personal collection, M.R. 

 

Nonetheless, the major impediment to social mobility in the Jiu valley was not 

primarily the inability to speaking Hungarian as a second language, but illiteracy. 

More than 70 percent of Transylvania’s Romanians were illiterate, which represented 

a considerably higher proportion than that of the Hungarian- and German-speaking 

populations, 40 and 24 percent, respectively; by contrast, this proportion was still 

lower than the illiteracy rate of Romanians in the Romanian Kingdom.110  

                                                
110 Germans were the most likely to learn Hungarian among Transylvania’s non-Magyars: over one-
third of them spoke the language, while in the 12-29 age group the ratio was as high as 48 percent by 
1910. Germans also had a competitive advantage among Transylvanian students who enrolled at 
German universities. In Hungary, only 15.2 percent of the minorities spoke Hungarian; thus, altogether 
44.2 percent of historical Transylvania’s population spoke the official state language, which illustrates 
how ineffective language teaching was, despite the “self-confident rhetoric” of Hungarian “state-school 
teachers [and] educationalists.” As for knowledge of Romanian, around half of the Hungarians who 
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Since education was a major means of forming professional elites, and the 

language of most gimnáziums and all universities was Hungarian, it is no wonder that 

all the top mining officials, with the exception of one person, spoke the state’s official 

language.111 The knowledge of Hungarian correlated with higher rank among workers, 

too: whereas Magyars made up only half of the working population, they constituted 

two-thirds of foremen and skilled laborers. The valley’s over 4,000 Romanian workers 

made up one-third of all the miners, but less then one-fifth of skilled laborers.112 The 

ethnic ratio in the Jiu valley mirrored broader trends in Transylvanian society. 

Magyars constituted the majority of those employed in industry, commerce and 

banking, as well as the civil service. Mining was an exception, as most mines in 

Transylvania were located in areas with an overwhelmingly Romanian population. 

Romanians were a relative majority (48 percent) among the region’s miners; 

nonetheless, as the detailed occupational stratification of the Jiu valley reveals, they 

tended to cluster in the unskilled sector (table. 6).  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                       
lived outside of the overwhelmingly Hungarian-speaking Szekler land spoke some Romanian. 
Béketárgyalások, 60-61; Ágoston Berecz, The Politics of Early Language Teaching: Hungarian in the 
Primary Schools of the Late Dual Monarchy, (Budapest: CEU Press, 2013), 183, 196; Magyar 
Statisztikai Közlemények (MSK), vol. 61. 1916, 207-208, 374; Viktor Karády and Lucian Nastasă, The 
University of Kolozsvár/ Cluj and the Students of the Medical Faculty (Budapest/Cluj: CEU Press-
EDRC, 2004), 95 
111 MSK, vol. 48, 1068-1069. 
112 Ibid. 
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Table 6. The ethnic and occupational distribution of historical Transylvania in 1910.  
 

Occupation Hungarian German Romanian Other 

 Farming 26.7 % 7 % 64.9 % 1.4 % 

Day labor 36.1 % 2.8 % 53.5 % 7.6 % 

Mining 41.2% 5.3 % 47.7 % 5.8 % 

Industry 52.5 % 15.9 % 27.1 % 4.5 % 

Commerce and Credit 59.8 % 22.3 % 16 % 1.9 % 

Transportation 74.3 % 4.5 % 20.6 % 0.6 % 

 Civil service and liberal 
professionals 59.4 % 14.6 % 25.7 % 0.3 % 

Defense 48 % 15.5 % 34.1 % 2.4 % 

Pensioner, Rentier  55.6 % 18 % 26.1 % 0.9 % 

 Other 51.6 % 8.1 % 31.1 % 9.2 % 

Domestic servant 54.5 % 5.3 % 39.4 % 0.8 % 

Total population of 
Transylvania 34.3 % 8.7 % 55 % 2 % 

Source: Elemér Jakabffy, Erdély statisztikája, 29. 

 

The top officials of mines and factories in the Jiu valley amounted to 212 men, 

who came from various professional, religious and ethnic backgrounds. The director 

of the Petrozsény mines, Ferenc Tallatschek, and the secretary of the social club of the 

elite, the Casino, Ignatz Rosenberg, were Jews from Budapest, while the others were 

mostly Hungarians, Germans, and Romanians from Transylvania and elsewhere in 
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Hungary.113 More than three-fourths of the top officials were Hungarian.114 In 

addition, there were 400 civil servants and liberal professionals, and around 500 

people who worked in commerce and banking in the valley.115  Altogether, these 800 

to 1,100 men, about 2 percent of the valley’s population, constituted the local elite and 

made up the regulars of the Petrozsény Casino and the audience of the nearby 

Herkules spa resort, a cosmopolitan refuge of the Central European bourgeoisie that 

attracted patrons from Budapest and all over the Monarchy.116 Mine director 

Tallatschek maintained an exclusive apartment on the embankment of the Danube in 

Budapest, which suggests that he used to spend at least part of the year in the 

capital.117 Most managers, civil servants, and liberal professionals, however, lived in 

the region on a permanent basis: both Temesvár and Budapest were several hours 

away by train.  

In sum, the investments of the two large Budapest-based mining corporations, 

the SCMC and the UZMC did indeed create a middle and upper bourgeoisie in this 

peripheral region of Transylvania. Attending the Casino and its mostly Hungarian-

language library required familiarity with the Hungarian language. Moreover, the 

hospitals, schools, and housing projects that the corporation subsidized fostered the 

immigration of Magyar teachers, doctors and officials; nevertheless, the SCMC’s 

                                                
113 A Jókai jubileum és a nemzeti díszkiadás története, az előfizetők névsorával (Budapest: Révai 
testvérek kiadása, 1898), 110; A petrozsényi casino könyvtárának szabályzata és betüsoros jegyzéke 
(Petrozsény: Figuli Antal kny., 1905).  
114 MSK, vol. 48, 806-807. 
115 Ibid. 
116 Ibid; “Herkulesbad” was well-known among the Monarchy’s Austrian bourgeoisie and it even 
inspired a popular orchestra piece by Jacob Pazeller “Souvenir de Herkulesbad: Walzerlied (Budapest: 
Kálmán, 1912); Manó Munk, János Frivaldszky, and Antal Koch, Herkulesfürdő és környéke 
természettudományi, orvosi, fürdészeti, történelmi és statistikai tekintetben (Pest: G. Heckenast, 1872). 
117 Budapest Főváros Levéltára (BFL), VII. 151., Rupp Zsigmond közjegyző iratai, 1897/453. 
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claim that “Magyardom conquered” the Jiu valley is far-fetched. Rather, as the 

political and educational establishment of dualist Hungary made social mobility 

contingent upon the knowledge of  the official state language –as in France, Germany, 

and other nation-states – the indirect but intended consequence of industrial 

development was the spread of the Hungarian language, culture, and indirectly, 

Hungarian nationalism.  

The middle class of historical Hungary, however, was diverse, disunited, and 

difficult to mobilize for political purposes, which filled nationalists with dispair. The 

contemporary Magyar sociologist Miklós Móricz noted in the progressive Nyugat 

(West) journal in 1913, “as of now, there is no Hungarian middle class, if we define it 

by class consciousness, commonality of interest, and joint political and economic 

action.”118  

Knowledge of the Hungarian language did not automatically translate into 

Hungarian nationalist mobilization among the valley’s elite. Some, like director 

Tallatschek, left Transylvania after the Romanian annexation of the region, likely 

because he had lost his job. The majority of Hungarian workers and professionals, 

however,  remained. The rich Hungarian-language press in the valley during the 

interwar period attests to the presence of a Magyar community. The first postwar 

                                                
118 Miklós Móricz, “A magyar középosztály” (The Hungarian middle class) in Nyugat, 1913/9, 
Retrieved from http://epa.oszk.hu/00000/00022/nyugat.htm on January 17, 2015; György Kövér, “A 
magyar középosztály-teremtés,”113. 
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Romanian census even registered a small growth of the Magyar population, from 

21,000 in 1910 to 24,000 in 1930.119  

As the incoming Romanian regime badly needed professionals to run its 

industry and the state, the territorial changes after the First World War even provided 

social mobility for some engineers, doctors, and railway technicians.120 As the 

Romanian takeover of the region did not constitute a social revolution, but rather 

enabled the prewar Romanian elite and bourgeoisie to seize positions in the 

administration and the economy, the Casino and other institutions that fostered 

socialization between the thin layer of Romanian professionals and their Hungarian 

colleagues likely enabled Magyars to retain their positions after the regime change. 

Hungarians and Romanians did not constitute separate societies before 1918. For 

instance, many Hungarians learned Romanian adequately before 1918 in this heavily 

Romanian-populated area. 

 In Transylvania, where the proportion of Romanians (55 percent)  was higher 

than in the Jiu valley (45 percent), around one half of Hungarians spoke Romanian, it 

is thus likely that the ratio of Romanian speaking Magyars was even higher in the 

mining towns.121 Thus, the valley’s heavily Romanian-populated demographics and 

prewar socialization between the middle and upper classes of various ethnic 

backgrounds prepared the local Magyar elite for the postwar transition. Apart from 

ethnicity, class cannot be overlooked for the delineation of boundaries between groups 

                                                
119 Zsilvölgyi Magyarság, Zsilvölgyi Hírlap, Zsilvölgyi Napló, Zsilvölgyi Katholikus Tudósító were 
among the many Magyar papers that appeared in the 1920s; DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, “Statistică,” 
1921.  
120 Gábor Egry, Etnicitás, identitás, politika, Magyar kisebbségek nacionalizmus és regionalizmus 
között Romániában és Csehszlovákiában 1918-1944, (Budapest: Napvilág, 2015), 105-126, 146-156. 
121 Berecz, The Politics of Early Language Teaching, 183. 
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in prewar Transylvania. The Casino was perceived as an elite institution. It is also 

telling that in 1925, when one of the Romanianized mining companies unveiled its 

new social hall, it named the building Workers’ Casino (Cazinoul Muncitoresc) and 

not The Romanian Casino.122 

  

                                                
122 Ion Frățilă and Nicolae Wardegger, Documente Hunedorene din istoria mișcării revoluționare, 
1920-1944 (Deva: Intreprinderea poligrafica Hunedoara, 1971), 408. 
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Figs. 19-20. The Petrozsény Casino, c. 1911.  

 

Source: Darabanth Auction House, Budapest 

 

As Gábor Egry has recently pointed out, the informal ties, friendships, and 

alliances between middle and upper classes of various ethnic backgrounds were rather 
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the norm than the exception in Transylvania.123 He maintains that there was a “shared 

middle-class culture” among lawyers, bankers, industrialists, medical doctors, civil 

servants and other professionals, regardless of ethnic background.124 There were 

several institutions that fostered the “distinction” of the region’s multiethnic 

bourgeoisie from the rest of the population through practices of socialization, 

entertainment, cultural consumption, housing, and dress.125 The Hungarian-language 

gimnáziums, the reserve officers’ clubs, chambers of commerce, and bar associations, 

along with county and municipal councils and the Budapest parliament were among 

the institutions that fostered the solidarity of bourgeois men and women. The small 

size of Transylvania’s cities and the relative scarcity of the middle class in 

Transylvania also fostered interactions between the Romanian and Hungarian 

professional middle class, the industrial and commercial bourgeoisie.  

Such friendships and partnerships were not uncommon in Kolozsvár, either, 

and these social connections influenced the transformation of the Renner tannery into 

the largest Romanian tanning corporation by 1930. The firm’s director, Mózes Farkas 

likely knew the Romanian lawyer Emil Hațieganu from before 1918, which explains 

the trust between the two men as early as 1919, even if the friendship of a “Hungarian 

Jew” and a “Romanian” Christian registered as a transgression of ethnic boundaries 

                                                
123 Gábor Egry, ”Keresztező párhuzamosok. Etnicitás és középosztálybeli kultúra a két világháború 
közti Erdélyben” in Eszter Bartha and Zsuzsanna Varga, eds. Határokon túl, Tanulmánykötet Mark 
Pittaway (1971-2010) emlékére (Budapest: l’Harmattan-ELTE BTK, 2012), 282-302. 
124 Egry, ”Keresztező párhuzamosok.” 
125 I use sociologist Pierre Bourdieu’s definition of the concept of distinction, denoting a set of practices 
rooted in cultural consumption which contribute to the constitution of class relations. Pierre Bourdieu, 
Distinction : A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986), xx. 
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from the standpoint of Hungarian and Romanian nationalists. Farkas even entrusted 

the execution of his last will and testament to Hațieganu.126  

 

Figs. 21 and 22 Mózes Farkas and Emil Hațieganu in the 1930s 

 

Source: DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, 8/1932; Personal Collection (M. R.). 

 

 The partnership between Farkas and Emil Hațieganu in the interwar period was 

not exceptional. Even before 1914, there were many Hungarians who advocated for 

reconciliation among the Magyar and Romanian bourgeoisie and political elites. The 

young Magyar law student and influential interwar politician Elemér Gyárfás 

castigated the Budapest government’s nationality policies and the ignorance and 

                                                
126 “Végrendelet,” April 19, 1932, DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, Secretariat 8/1932. Moreover, Hațieganu 
remained in Kolozsvár/Cluj-Napoca even after Hitler awarded Northern Transylvania, including Cluj-
Napoca, to Horthy’s Hungary in 1940. He even retained his law practice, and as the graduate of a 
Hungarian-language gimnázium, and the Budapest law school before the war, he had no trouble making 
out documents in Hungarian. Hatieganu Emil, “Lemondás az öröklési jogról,” DJAN Cluj, Fond 
Clujana, 8/1932.  
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arrogance of Magyar gentry civil servants towards Romanians.127 He called for the 

need to study the Romanian language and culture, and blamed the snobbism of some 

Magyar bourgeois families that excluded the newcomer Romanian bourgeoisie from 

their circles.128  

Gyárfás, who spoke Romanian and had many Romanian friends, was aware of 

the linguistic difficulties, social ostracism, and paternalistic attitude that many among 

the ethnic Romanian intelligentsia and nouveau riche bourgeoisie faced in Hungarian 

schools, politics, and social life. His aim was to create a strong, regional bourgeoisie, 

made up of Magyars, Romanians, and Germans. These groups would be dominated by 

Magyars, but sensitive to the ethnic, linguistic, and economic needs of Romanians and 

Germans as well. Gyárfás’s attitude towards the Transylvanian Romanian middle class 

was inspired by the alleged solidarity he experienced among Magyar and Romanian 

peasants. In addition, Gyárfás was a devout Roman Catholic, who did not feel 

comfortable with the marginalization of Transylvania’s Romanian bourgeoisie, of 

whom nearly half were Greek Catholic.129  

 Gyárfás blamed the Budapest government’s policies for the nationalist 

conflicts between Transylvania’s Magyar and Romanian political elites, and he also 

castigated the administration for neglecting the region’s economy. The region’s 

alleged dependence on large “foreign” banks and political centers, the plight of the 

middle class, the inadequate infrastructure, and problems with credits and capital 

cropped up repeatedly in Gyárfás’s writing both before and after the First World 

                                                
127 Elemér Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi románok,” [1904] in Erdélyi problémák, 1903-1923 ed. Elemér Gyárfás 
(Kolozsvár: E. I. T., 1923), 57-60. 
128 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi románok,” [1903] in Erdélyi problémák, 1903-1923, 13-14. 
129 Gyárfás, “A román görög katholikusok hitélete,” [1904] in Erdélyi problémák, 1903-1923, 33-34. 
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War.130 For Gyárfás, the  annexation of Transylvania by the Romanian Kingdom after 

the First World War seemed to have influenced little the region’s underlying 

predicament, being pulled between empires and nation-states, and being exploited 

economically.  

Writing about the “Transylvanian question,” Gyárfás waxed rhetorical in 1904, 

“Has Transylvania profited from having chosen to unite with Hungary in 1848 and 

1867? Has it profited from a cultural, political, national and economic perspective as a 

result of this union? How far could we have gotten if politicians from mainland 

Hungary would not have insisted on uniting Transylvania with Hungary at all costs, 

but if they had worked on its independence?”131  Gyárfás compared mainland Hungary 

to a “sick body” to which Transylvania was chained, and quoted affirmatively an 18th-

century Transylvanian Hungarian historian, who had claimed that “all the problems of 

Transylvania stem from Hungary.”132 Two decades later, in 1923, Gyárfás compared 

the prewar financial relationship among Budapest banks and Transylvania to a 

colonizer-colonized relationship. He blamed them for allegedly failing to have 

fostered the region’s modernization before 1918, and for having exploited the land 

“without doing the work of raising the level of culture and promoting the formation of 

a bourgeoisie in the environment where they realized their profit.”133  

                                                
130 Elemér Gyárfás, “Az Erdélyi Bankszindikátus megalakulása, helyzete és törekvései,” November 4, 
1923, MNL-OL K 437-4. cs. 1924-1-342. f. 4.; MNL-OL, K 610. 25. csomó. 
131 Elemér Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi kérdés” in Elemér Gyárfás, Erdélyi problémák, 1903-1923. (Cluj-
Kolozsvár: Az Erdélyi irodalmi társaság, 1923), 53. 
132 Writer and historian Mihály Cserei (1667-1756) wrote at a time when the Transylvanian principality 
was an autonomous tributary province of the Ottoman empire. From his perspective, the principality 
was more “Hungarian” than the Habsburg controlled rump Hungarian Kingdom (1526-1686) Gyárfás, 
“Az erdélyi kérdés,” 55. 
133 Gyárfás, “Az Erdélyi Bankszindikátus megalakulása, helyzete és törekvései.”  
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Even though Gyárfás misjudged the role of Budapest banks and 

overemphasized the region’s cultural or economic specificities as compared to the rest 

of Hungary, his remarks touched on the pent up tensions between Hungarian elites in 

the interior of the country and in prewar Transylvania. Gyárfás’s advocacy of an 

alliance between Hungarian and Romanian elites in Transylvania was an exception in 

regional politics before 1916, but regionalism became politically important in 

Hungarian circles, and even among Romanians and Saxons after the collapse of the 

Dual Monarchy. Nonetheless, many of Gyárfás’s fellow Transylvanian Hungarian 

politicians and lawyers advocated an agenda that opposed reconciliation with 

Romanians and aimed at the economic and political supremacy of the Magyar 

bourgeoisie in the region both during and after the war. 

 

Forces of Discontent: The Prewar Origins of Wartime Social Engineering Policies in 

Transylvania 

During the First World War, the Hungarian government made a conscious 

effort to undo this multiethnic middle class culture or the “entente of local elites.” It 

persecuted ethnic Romanian politicians and priests and embarked on the surveillance 

of Romanians banks and industrial companies. Starting in 1917, the government tried 

to push back Romanian landownership in the region, which considerably worsened 

relations between the Hungarian and Romanian elites of Transylvania during the 
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interwar period, as well. These policies, however, had important prewar precedents, 

even if they could not come to fruition before 1917.134 

One source of discriminatory policies was the Transylvanian regionalist 

movement among the region’s Magyar elites. Gyárfás’s call for an alliance among 

Transylvania’s multiethnic elites represented a minority within this movement. 

Radical nationalists, mostly Magyar aristocrats and gentry, constituted the mainstream 

of the political lobby group called the Transylvanian Alliance, formed in 1913. The 

alliance’s program called for economic discrimination against Romanian landowners, 

and a more forceful economic modernization of Transylvania by the Hungarian 

state.135  The strengthening of Romania’s diplomatic position after the Balkan Wars of 

1912 and 1913 and the negotiations of Tisza with Romanian nationalist leaders in 

1913-14 on political and educational concessions were a major reason that prompted 

the establishment of the Alliance.136  

The difference between moderates and radicals within the Alliance was not 

always clear, partially because they were members of the same, anti-government 

political parties, wrote in the same papers (such as Ellenzék or Opposition), or were 

colleagues in the county administration. The aristocrat, politician, and interwar 

Hungarian prime minister István Bethlen and  Kolozsvár biology professor István 

Apáthy were the two primary influences within  the alliance. 

                                                
134 The celebration of a thousand years of Hungarian statehood (1896) led to an increased nationalist 
mobilizing among Magyars in Hungary. Ignác Romsics, “A magyar birodalmi gondolat” (Hungarian 
imperial thought) in Ignác Romsics, Múltról a mának (Budapest: Osiris, 2004), 121-149. 
135 István Apáthy et al., Az erdélyi szövetség programmjának tervezete (Kolozsvár: Gombos Ferenc 
„Lyceum”, 1914). 
136 Gábor Egry, ”Regionalizmus,” 3-5. 
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One background to the emergence of the Alliance was the gradual destitution 

of the Magyar land-owning gentry since the mid-19th century, and the emergence of a 

group of landowners recruited from the ranks of wealthy Romanian farmers and 

nobles.137 Gusztáv Beksics, who represented the nationalist, magyarizing wing of the 

governing liberal party, raised a false alarm as early as 1895 that the “Transylvanian 

smaller and middle landowners are [economically] bankrupt, and the silent workers of 

the Romanian national cause now want to replace them with Wallachian elements. 138 

They want nothing less than the replacement of the Hungarian gentry with the 

Romanian gentry.”139  

 Turning the complaint of Romanian nationalists about their marginalization 

in the cities on its head, a self-fashioned Transylvania expert, László Bizony argued in 

a pamphlet financed largely by Transylvanian cooperatives and banks,140 that “on the 

peripheries, the minority [Romanian] capitalists chain the Hungarian land to 

                                                
137 The Alliance’s interest in supporting Magyar landowners reflected a common platform with the 
nationwide agrarian movement. Agrarianism was one among the many “protectionist anti-liberal” mass 
movements, such as Christian Socialism and antisemitism, which came to prominence in the 1880s 
among Magyar aristocrats and gentries. The Hungarian politician, writer and landowner Miklós Bánffy, 
was among those who sympathized with both movements. One of the leading agrarians was Count 
Sándor Károlyi (1831-1906), a relative and mentor of both Counts Mihály Károlyi and Miklós Bánffy, 
two politicians who came to prominence in the 1910s. István Apáthy et al., Az erdélyi szövetség 
programmjának tervezete (Kolozsvár: Gombos Ferenc  
“Lyceum,” 1914). Nándor Bárdi, ”Az erdélyi magyar (és regionális) érdek megjelenítése az 1910-es 
években, Az Erdélyi Szövetség programváltozatai,” Magyar Kisebbség, VIII, 2-3 (2003): 93-105; 
Balázs Trencsényi, The Politics of “National Character”: A Study in Interwar East European Thought 
(New York: Routledge, 2012), 85; Gábor Egry, ”Regionalizmus, erdélyiség, szupremácia, Az Erdélyi 
Szövetség és Erdély jövõje, 1913–1918,” Századok, 147/1 (2014): 3-5. 
138 “Pre-ethnic Romanian speaker;” Hungarian nationalists used the term to contest the understanding of 
Romanian-speakers as an ethnic community with a distinct ethnic identity. Beksics used Romanian and 
Wallachian interchangeably. 
139 Gusztáv Beksics, A román kérdés és a fajok harcza Európában és Magyarországon. (Budapest: 
Athenaeum, 1895), 168. 
140 László Bizony included interviews with Transylvanian bank directors as well as advertisements of 
the same banks at the end of the pamphlet, something noted by radical socialist sociologist Róbert 
Braun, too, when the pamphlet came out. László Bizony, A keleti határról, see R[óbert] B[raun], 
“Társadalmi, politikai és egyéb aktuális kérdések,” Huszadik Század 1 (1913): 133. 
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themselves, refashioning what villages look like, and their latest goal is to conquer 

industry and commerce, and to chain the cities to themselves, as well.”141  

Romanians, on the other hand, argued that they did not even have a middle 

class. Transylvanian Romanian author Petre Suciu complained, “we could not say we 

have a [Romanian] middle class. It is embryonic: in formation.”142 Along the same 

lines, a Romanian economist routinely noted with respect to Transylvania’s Romanian 

society  “it is as true as it is a commonplace that we complain at every occasion that 

we do not have a middle class.”143 

In Miklós Bánffy’s Transylvanian Trilogy, written in the 1930s, the 

Romanian lawyer Timisan reveals to the protagonist count Abády the hidden key to 

Romanian expansion in Transylvania, following their initial encounter in the first-class 

train carriage some months before. Count Bánffy was a Transylvanian Magyar 

nationalist, and in his novel he shows how Hungarian nationalist gentries regarded the 

Romanian national movement. The novel suggests that Romanian politicians and 

businessmen were “modern,” “grey,” and cynical men, who worked steadily behind 

the scenes, amidst Hungarian in-fighting. Furthermore, his novel also attests to the 

conflicts over resources between the emerging Romanian bourgeoisie and the 

Hungarian gentry. 

 Through the bureaucratic, cynical character of the lawyer Timisan, the novel 

suggests that the major victims of the formation of the Romanian bourgeoisie were the 
                                                
141 Bizony, A keleti határról, 48. 
142 Petru Suciu, Probleme Ardelene, Reforma Agrară în Ardeal, Problema orașelor Ardelene, Clasele 
sociale în Ardeal, [Transylvanian problems, the agrarian reform in Transylvania, the problem of 
Transylvanian cities, social classes in Transylvania] (Cluj: Editura Revistei Societatea de mâine, 1924), 
40. “Clasă de mijloc (meseriași, comercianți) nu putem spune că avem. E embrionară, în formație.” 
143 “Să cucerim comerțul și industria” (Let us conquer the industry and commerce!), Revista 
Economică, organ financiar economic, organul “Solidarității,” June 25, 1921, p. 235.  
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destitute Romanian peasants themselves, and not the primarily Hungarian gentry. 

Whereas the established Magyar nobility helps villagers become more competitive 

economically, the nouveau riche Romanian elites exploit their own people to create a 

national bourgeoisie. Timisan explains to Abády, 

 

[c]enturies ago this country was conquered by the swords of your ancestors 

and so the great Hungarian-owned estates were formed. In these days we have 

to find other means of getting what we want. We need a wealthy middle class 

and up until now this class has not existed. Most of the Romanian intellectuals 

like myself are the sons of poor Romanian priests. […] We have therefore 

decided that, no matter how, we must create a wealthy middle class. And that 

is what we are doing. Our bank furnishes the original funds and, apart from 

other businesses, it lends money to certain people we believe can be trusted 

firstly to build up their own fortunes and then to use those fortunes for political 

purposes. Naturally these people have to deal with – you would say exploit – 

poor Romanian peasants and that is only natural because they have no one else 

to exploit. Were there no victims when your marauding ancestors over-ran our 

country”144 

 

Statistics did not underpin Bánffy’s tale about the economic expansion of the wealthy 

Romanian peasantry. Magyar landowners constituted the overwhelming majority of 

owners of large and mid-size estates in Transylvania, despite their relative destitution 

                                                
144 Bánffy, They Were Counted, 507-508. 
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when compared to their social and economic positions in the mid-19th century.145 The 

proportion of Romanian landowners was 30 percent among owners of 100-acre estates 

and 10 percent among owners of 2,000 to 5,000-acre estates. Only one fifth of owners 

of large estates ranging from 10,000 to 20,000 acres were Romanian. These estates, 

however, were mostly situated in the agricultural Bánát region and not in historical 

Transylvania. In 1910, Romanians only owned 16 percent of land in historical 

Transylvania, mostly in the southern counties, where they constituted an absolute 

majority. Thus, even if ethnic Romanian bankers had land buying on their agenda, 

these attempts remained unsuccessful. The share of Romanian landowners was slightly 

more than that of the Saxons: both amounted to around 10 percent. In the meantime, 

Hungarian-landowners owned 60 percent of all land.146  

Although the ideas of the Transylvanian Alliance were popular, oppositional 

Magyar nationalists faced the same obstacle as their ethnic Romanian counterparts in 

Transylvania: the corrupt and elitist suffrage system, which prevented a major political 

breakthrough. Voting rights were pegged to property ownership and other 

qualifications in dualist Hungary, and as a result, only around 6 percent of the 

population could vote, and elections were often manipulated.147  

 

 

                                                
145 Occasional instances of Romanian land purchases could have served as an excuse to perpetuate the 
myth of rapidly expanding Romanian ownership, yet on the whole, Hungarian owners had a firm grip 
on the majority of the region’s land in 1914.  
146 See table IV. 5 in Béketárgyalások, 118. 
147  
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 Whereas the Transylvanian Alliance advocated for increasing Magyar 

economic supremacy within Hungary, leading bankers and industrialists from 

Budapest harbored plans to conquer the Balkans economically. As the case of the Jiu 

valley highlighted, both large corporations and the two major banks that financed them 

were disinterested in financing pro-Magyar settlement policies and neither the 

government nor Magyar nationalist policians pressed them to initiate settlements.   

The different orientation between Magyar industrial elites and the gentry and 

aristocracy reflected the opposition between the so-called mercantilists and 

agrarians.148 Mercantilists were a powerful pressure group within the governing party 

and the leaders of commercial and industrial organizations, such as the Alliance of 

Hungarian Industrialists (1902), chaired by Ferenc Chorin.149 They advocated for more 

state support for industrialization, the protection of Hungarian industrial products from 

Austrian competition, as well as the creation of markets for Hungarian products in the 

Balkans. József Szterényi (1861-1941), the former head of the Transylvanian 

industrial and commercial association (1885-1889), and governing party MP of the 

city of Brassó, also advocated Balkan expansion.150  

The bank directors who partially financed the expansion of mining in the Jiu 

valley, Leó Lánczy and Ferenc Chorin regarded Hungary as the future center of 

European trade with the Balkans.151 Their plans of commercial expansion south of 

                                                
148  László Katus, Hungary in the Dual Monarchy, 193-195. 
149 Gyáriparosok Országos Szövetsége. On Chorin’s related papers, see MNL-OL, Z 248. 1-5 cs. 
150 Leó Lánczy, the director of the Pest Hungarian Commercial bank that financed the SCMC mining 
corporation also embraced mercantilist ideas. Károly Halmos, “Empórium és impérium, Nacionalizmus 
az üzleti életben - Lánczy Leó,” Korall (2012): 65-74; Balkáni piacok a háború után. Gazdasági 
ismertető (Budapest, Kereskedelmi Múzeum, 1914. 
151 They wanted to find an outlet for Hungarian industrial products, which were cheaper than those of 
German and Austrian competitors. Károly Halmos has stressed that Lánczy also argued for the 



 

 145 

Austria-Hungary did not correspond to economic realities. In the 1870s and 1880s, 

many Saxon craftsmen thrived on exporting textiles to the Romanian Kingdom, and 

Romania was an important destination for the products of other Transylvanian 

craftsmen as well. The volume and net worth of goods exported to Romania, however, 

was always small when compared to the entirety of Hungarian exports, even if exports 

to Romania were an important source of income for border regions in southern 

Transylvania.152  

Due to extended tariff wars with Serbia (1906-1910) and Romania (1886-

1891), Hungary’s and Austria’s trade with its southern neighbors had not recovered by 

the outbreak of the First World War, while Germany successfully took over the 

Monarchy’s trading position in the two countries.153 Despite the substantial Romanian 

and Serbian populations in Hungary adjacent to the border, only 2 percent of 

Hungary’s imports came from Romania, while even the combined Serbian and 

Bulgarian imports to Hungary failed to reach 1 percent  in 1913.154 Hungarian exports 

showed similar tendencies: in 1913, only 3 percent of exports went to Bulgaria, 

Romania, and Serbia.155 Thus, the overwhelming majority of Transylvania’s and 

Hungary’s trade oriented westward, towards Austria, and to a lesser extent Germany, 

which made the economic and commercial unification of Transylvania with the Old 

Kingdom of Romania challenging after 1918. 
                                                                                                                                       
protection of Hungarian over Austrian economic interests. Economic expansion in south-eastern Europe 
also entailed a series of proposals that would have impacted Hungary’s cultural and social life. As 
Halmos has pointed out, Lánczy even proposed legislation in favor of Muslim populations in 1913 in 
order to further Balkans trade. Halmos, “Empórium és impérium, Nacionalizmus az üzleti életben, 65-
74; Balkáni piacok a háború után. Gazdasági ismertető (Budapest, Kereskedelmi Múzeum, 1914. 
152 Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development,” 827; Erdély története, vol. 3. 
153 Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development,” 827.  
154 Magyar statisztikai évkönyv,  vol. 23, 1915,  (Bp: M.K.K.S.H., 1918), 149. 
155 Ibid. 
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What made the unrealistic prewar propositions of Hungarian economic 

expansion into the Balkans important was that by 1917 and 1918, following the 

occupation of Serbia and Romania, these plans had acquired prominence among 

leading Hungarian industrialists. Some, such as the Budapest-based banker and 

investor Simon Krausz, one of the Renner tannery’s investors, even wanted to 

transform Transylvania into the springboard of Hungarian commerce in southeastern 

Europe.156 Nonetheless, by 1917, it was too late to train businessmen, lawyers, and 

officials to establish and manage Hungarian interests in southeastern Europe.157   

 One successful Hungarian investment in southeastern Europe before the war 

was the expansion of Lánczy’s Pest Hungarian Commerical Bank in Romania. The 

Budapest bank acquired shares in one of the largest Romanian investment banks, the 

Marmorosch Blank Bank, in partnership with two German credit institutes.158 The 

importance of this investment became especially clear after 1918, when the 

Marmorosch Blank Bank helped the Pest Hungarian Commerical Bank preserve its 

investments in Greater Romania. 

The Turanian Society, which promoted Hungarian linguistic and geographic 

research on Eastern Europe, the Balkans, and Central Asia, also supported Balkan 

economic expansion plans.159 Among the Transylvanian aristocrats, Count Pál Teleki, 

count Miklós Bánffy and the paleontologist and Albania-specialist, Ferenc Nopcsa, 
                                                
156 “A Magyar Bank erdélyi tervei” Erdélyi Közgazdaság, May 31, 1917; Simon Krausz, Életem: 
Krausz Simon emlékiratai, (Budapest: Cserépfalvi, 1937). 
157 The inability of the Hungarian minister of justice to appoint lawyers to defend Hungarian economic 
interests in Romania and Serbia in 1916 and 1917 put the shortage of Balkan specialist into sharp relief. 
“Note” of Hungarian Minister of Justice on May 19, 1917. K 578, 51. cs. 1917/461/1, 55-56.     
158 Tomka, Érdek és érdektelenség, 166-168; Ioan Boambă, Banque Marmorosch Blank and Co., 
Société Anonyme 1848-1923 (Bucharest: Cultura Natională), 42-44. 
159 MNL OL P 1384 1912/ item 2; Antal Penigey, “A Kelet gazdasági meghódítása” (The economic 
conquest of the East), Turán, 1, (1913): 86. 
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were all involved with the association. The primarily cultural Turanian Society had 

limited impact on Hungarian economic policies until 1914, but its membership 

showed that the same people who advocated for Magyar supremacy in Transylvania 

also called for expansion in the Balkans and beyond.160 

 
 

Conclusions 

The creation of Transylvania’s modern bourgoisie and industry was the result 

of state subsidies. The intervention of the state was especially pronounced in the heavy 

industry, but the 1907 industrialization initiative helped the light industry as well. This 

chapter has also uncovered two major trends that had a lasting impact on the economy 

and elites of Transylvania during First World War and during the interwar period: the 

local compromises and accommodation between the multiethnic bourgeoisie involved 

in commerce, industry, liberal professions, and banking in Transylvanian towns.  The 

region’s Magyar, German and Romanian professionals and industrialists forged 

networks and ties among each other in gimnáziums, law firms, courts, boards of 

industrial companies, in government assemblies, as well as in other bourgeois 

institutions, such as casinos and clubs.161 These social ties among Transylvania’s 

multiethnic and multilingual bourgeoisie fostered a smooth transition for Hungarian 

                                                
160 Jelentés a Magyar Keleti Kulturközpont (Turáni Társaság) két évi müködéséröl (Budapest: 
M.K.K.K. (T.T.), 1918), 28-33. 
161 Gábor Egry, ”Keresztező párhuzamosok. Etnicitás és középosztálybeli kultúra a két világháború 
közti Erdélyben” in Eszter Bartha and Zsuzsanna Varga, eds. Határokon túl, Tanulmánykötet Mark 
Pittaway (1971-2010) emlékére (Budapest: l’Harmattan-ELTE BTK, 2012), 282-302; Tom Kowol, 
“Thoughts on the Social Dimension of Romanian-Saxon Political Relations in the Early Twentieth 
Century” in Hungary and Romania Beyond National Narratives: Comparison and Entanglements, 
edited by Anders E. B Blomqvist, Constantin Iordachi, and Balázs Trencsényi, 277-292. (Bern : Peter 
Lang, 2013). 
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and German economic elites after 1918, when the Hungarian state apparatus in the 

region crumbled. 

Middle class social ties among various ethnic groups persisted despite the 

increasing animosity between the Romanian and Hungarian gentry and the birth of a 

fierce yet still marginal political lobby group, the Transylvanian Alliance, which was 

dedicated to limiting the economic position of Romanian middle class in the region.  

The state’s role in the creation of Transylvania’s bourgeoisie is difficult to 

miss. Even the large banks such as the Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank and the 

General Credit Bank, as well as mining companies such as the SCMC and UZMC 

depended on state support, even if this did not mean that the Budapest government 

micromanaged the functioning of businesses and mines in Transylvania. The state’s 

incentives for railroad building and industrialization created a modern working class 

and highly industrialized regions within Transylvania, such as the Jiu valley. After 

1907, light industries, such as tanning, received considerable support, which helped 

launch the Renner tannery in Kolozsvár.  

Another important impact of the dualist period was the administrative, 

political, and economic centralization of Hungary: the major commercial routes had an 

east-west orientation, connecting various parts of Transylvania with the central areas 

of Hungary. Despite the proximity of the Kingdom of Romania and the majority 

Romanian population of the region, economic ties between Transylvania and Romania 

were negligible, and even banks founded by ethnic Romanians in Transylvania had 

few ties to banks in Romania: Romanians in Transylvania and in Romania lived in two 

separate societies, although some Transylvanian Romanian middle class families had 
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extensive cultural ties to the intelligentsia in the Romanian Kingdom, and it was not 

uncommon to send Transylvanian Romanian children to high schools in Romania. 

Transylvania’s Romanian nationalist elite and bourgeoisie experienced political 

marginalization in Dualist Hungary, but it also benefitted from the economic boom 

and modernization that affected the region. This explains why the castigation of 

Hungarian oppression as well as nostalgia for Austria-Hungary and the prewar period 

equally characterized Romanian elites during the interwar period.
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CHAPTER 3 

WORLD WAR I, ALSACE-LORRAINE BUSINESS ELITES, AND THE 

RADICALIZATION OF GERMAN MEASURES ON THE HOME FRONT 

        

 

Introduction 
 
 

On December 9, 1918, thousands of people gathered in front of the balcony of 

Strasbourg’s city hall to welcome the French President, Raymond Poincaré and Prime 

Minister Georges Clemenceau. Bearing witness to the enthusiastic crowds, Poincaré 

exclaimed that “the plebiscite has been done”: Alsace-Lorrainers declared their will to 

rejoin France.1 Pro-French newspapers noted that locals put the French flag in their 

windows, while the region’s German residents, the so-called “Old Germans,” closed 

their gates and shut the storm windows on the street front.2 French accounts narrated 

the French takeover as a series of events that reunited Frenchmen with Alsatians and 

Lorrainers into one nation. The 300,000 “Old Germans” had no place in French 

Alsace-Lorraine, as the new sovereign identified them with Prussian Junkers and their 

local agents who had oppressed the over 1,.5 million “native” Alsatians and 

Lorrainers.3  

                                                
1 Strasbourg, Archive Départementales du Bas-Rhin (Lower Rhine Departmental Acrhive) (SB ADBR), 
121 AL  1180; Christopher J. Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians? Visions and Divisions of Alsatian 
Regionalism, 1870-1939 (New York: Berghahn Books, 2010), 128; Alexandre Millerand, Le retour de 
l’Alsace-Lorraine à la France (E. Fasquelle (Paris), 1923), 1-12. 
2 “Internment of Germans” folder. SB ADBR 121 AL 98,  
3 Joseph Rossé et al., Das Elsass von 1870-1932, vol. 4 (Colmar: Verlag Alsatia, 1936), 37. 
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“Old German” business elites, however, were neither the natural allies of the 

wartime German government, nor the opponents of native elites. This chapter will 

show that wartime measures against enemy property, the increasing influence of war 

corporations, and German plans to fully integrate the Reichsland into the Reich 

threatened both native and German economic elites. I will trace how the German 

chancellor and General Erich Ludendorff, among others, wanted to absorb Alsace-

Lorraine into Prussia, and how the chancellor and Ludendorff encouraged the 

formation of the Westmark corporation to Germanize the French-speaking parts of 

Lorraine and Alsace. While officially affirming their loyalty to the Reich, “Old 

German” elites formed an alliance with Alsatian businessmen and attempted to push 

back against absorption plans. They defended the relative autonomy of Alsace-

Lorraine in economic terms so as not to alienate the Reich’s army and administration.  

Ironically, in the meantime, francophile emigrés from the the Reichsland along with 

French politicians were planning the expulsion of “Old Germans” and the liquidation 

of their assets. 

This chapter will also show that the First World War triggered a series of 

economic processes and government actions, such as inflation, central planning, or the 

expropriation and internment of undesired populations, which continued to 

characterize the postwar period as well. These processes resulted in an unstable 

business environment, despite the profits that many industrialists achieved between 

1914 and 1918. The First World War thus ushered in a period when the social status 

and wealth of economic elites became increasingly contingent upon government and 

military action. Naturally, native Alsatian and Lorrainer elites were discontented with 
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the government, but by 1918, the German federal administration and the army 

managed to alienate even “Old German” elites. 

I will focus on how Alsace-Lorraine’s Germans became entrapped between the 

Reich’s government, which was hostile to the “unfaithful” Reichsland, and a French 

government aimed at extirpating German influence in the region. In addition, I will 

investigate how, instead of oppressing them, the German government and army 

provided avenues of enrichment for firms owned by Alsatians and Lorrainers that 

supplied the German war effort. Nonetheless, light industries owned by Alsace’s 

traditional, pro-French business elite, such as the textile industry, faced a rapid decline 

due to lack of raw materials. As opposed to waiting idly for German oppression to 

end, Alsace-Lorraine’s business elites voluntarily collaborated with the German army 

in fighting France. In exchange for these financial gains, both native and “Old 

German” elites faced exclusion from the planning and implementation of economic 

policies. As a result, they were unable to influence the government’s measures in 

Alsace-Lorraine.  

 
 Economic Elites and the War in Alsace-Lorraine: Persecution and Radicalization 
in the Reichsland  

  

Immediately after the war broke out, Alsace-Lorraine moved to the center of 

diplomatic and military attention for France and Germany. French Prime Minister 

René Viviani declared the recovery of the “lost provinces” to be a war aim on 

November 22, 1914, after the French army had burst into southern Alsace in August 
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and made an unsuccessful attempt to drive out the German army.4 Still, a sliver of land 

around Thann in Alsace remained under French control throughout the war. France 

was unprepared for the return of Alsace-Lorraine when the war with Germany began 

in 1914. The French army did not instruct its officials and foot soldiers on the 

historical, political and demographic situation of the Reichsland, and French soldiers, 

as were most Frenchmen, were ignorant about Alsace-Lorraine. As a result, when the 

French army burst into Alsace it behaved as if it were on enemy territory, committing 

a series of gratuitous acts of violence, and thereby alienating a large sector of the 

population. In rural regions “Old Germans” feared spontaneous outbursts of violence 

by native residents during the French invasion.5 

 The French army, just like the German, Austro-Hungarian and Romanian 

armies, deported and interned the local administration, including village officials, 

railway and post workers, civil servants and teachers.6 In addition, it also tried to 

round up members of the nationalist Kriegsverein, the German War Association. 

Altogether, the French army interned 20,000 Alsatians and Lorrainers,7 who were 

interned for an averge of 10 months.8 Interestingly, the majority of them were not 

“Old Germans,” but native Alsace-Lorrainers, many of who had emigrated to France 

before 1914. Interned Reichsland residents were put in camps and prisons, or used as 

                                                
4 David Stevenson, French War Aims against Germany, 1914-1919 (Oxford; New York: Clarendon 
Press, 1982), 10-18. 
5 SB ADBR, 22 AL 34. Bezirkspräsident of Lorraine to the Royal Ministry for Alsace-Lorraine, 
Department of the Interior, August 25, 1914. 
6 SB ADBR, 22 AL 34, Min. of A.L., Dept. of Int. on French invasion, 1914-1915. 
7 This number does not contain the interned “Old Germans.” 
8 Postwar reimbursement for internment in France was based on the number of  days interned. General 
Commissary Alapetite to Garde des Sceaux, May 16, 1923. SB ADBR 121 AL 675. 
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agricultural or industrial laborers in the French interior.9  

In addition to the presence of the French army, the Western front froze in the 

vicinity of Alsace-Lorraine’s border, which served as a pretext for an unusually strict 

military rule. In the meantime, the Prussian Law of Siege was enforced throughout 

Germany.10 This 1851 law provided dictatorial powers for the deputy commanding 

generals over the civilian administration, whereas the 1914 enabling act sidelined the 

elected Reichstag deputies and further empowered the Bundestag, in which there were 

no Alsace-Lorraine representatives.11 

Based on the exceptional war legislation, the targeting of “internal enemies” 

began immediately after the outbreak of war in Alsace-Lorraine. District 

administrators compiled “black lists” of politically untrustworthy politicians and 

businessmen in July 1914, and along with those arrested by the army, these people 

were interned in the interior of Germany. While the district president 

(Bezirkspräsident) of Lorraine, the “Old German” Karl Freiherr von Gemmingen-

Hornberg, tried to counterbalance the abuses of the military, his Upper-Alsace 

counterpart, August Wilhem von Puttkamer (1861-1931) pressured the Center Party 

politician abbé Xavier Haegy and autonomist Jacques Preiss to renounce their 

mandates in the regional assembly, and used popular denunciations as the justification 

for their internment.12 Lorrain’s district president, , was distraught to witness the 

breakdown of solidarity among the civilian population.  As he declared, “denunciators 

                                                
9 SB ADBR 121 AL 675; SB ADBR 121 AL 98. 
10 Gerald D. Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany, 1914-1918, (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1966), 31. 
11 Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor, 29. 
12 Rossé et al., Das Elsass vol. 1, 342-357. 



 

 155 

have proliferated to a shocking extent during the war, and they exercise a pernicious 

influence on the national character (Volkscharakter) of the people. Mistrust of 

everyone against everyone else.”13 As a result of Gemmingen-Hornberg’s firm stance 

against denunciators, only 1,453 Lorrainers suffered from internment during the war, 

as opposed to 4,820 Alsatians.14 Even “Old Germans,” such as the editor of the 

Reichslandische Korrespondenz, were among the interned, for charges such as 

violation of censorship or spying.15 

Alsace-Lorraine’s Landtag, the region’s legislative assembly, became the 

major forum for articulating these grievances, even though its wartime role was 

limited to adopting the Reichsland’s budget. The Landtag met once a year for one 

week, yet after the first, highly critical session in 1915, the German General Staff 

attempted to prevent its convocation.16 When even “Old German” politicians criticized 

the proposed measure, the Reich’s chancellor managed to dissuade the General Staff 

from closing down the Landtag. As political and military issues could no longer be 

discussed, the assembly’s budgetary commission became the main forum for 

articulating grievances against the central government and the military.17  

Ironically, despite ongoing internments for disloyal behavior, over 380,000 

men from Alsace-Lorraine fought on the German side between 1914 and 1918.18 Over 

8,000 of them enlisted voluntarily in summer 1914. Despite the German General 

                                                
13 Kaiserlicher Bezirkspräsident of Lothringen to the Minister for Alsace-Lorraine, Department of the 
Interior, (Abteilung des Innern) April 20, 1917. SB ADBR 22 AL 107. 
14 Das Elsass, vol. 1, 244. Numbers are postwar estimates by the association of interned Alsace-
Lorrainers, the Proscrits d’Alsace-Lorraine. 
15 Ibid., 243. 
16 Das Elsass, vol. 1, 346-347. 
17 Ibid., 
18 The total number of conscripted soldiers between 1914 and 1918. Das Elsass, vol. 1, 316. 
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Staff’s ungrounded paranoia of unfaithful Reichsland soldiers, the ratio of Alsace-

Lorraine soldiers who fell into Entente captivity, 7.6 percent, was almost identical to 

the corresponding ratio of soldiers from the federal states, 7.5 percent.19  

Although around 18,000 Alsace-Lorraine soldiers fought in the French army as 

engagés volontaiers, 12,000 of these soldiers had already lived in France before 1914.  

Around 3,000 crossed the border from Alsace-Lorraine into France illegally 

immediately after the outbreak of the war and before they were drafted into the 

German army, while 1,650 decided to enlist in the French army after falling into 

Entente captivity. Thus, those who “ran over,” to the French lines, the Überläufer, 

numbered around 1,000 men, or less than one half of one percent of all Alsace-

Lorraine soldiers.20 They were mostly French speakers from Lorraine, which suggests 

that language played a more important role in desertions than political conviction or 

Alsace-Lorrainer descent. Despite the small ratio of deserters, the German army 

started to withdraw Alsace-Lorrainers from the Western front in January 1916.21 

The idiosyncratic legal and political status of the Reichsland within the 

German Reich acquired an unforeseen significance after the war broke out. The 

economic administration favored larger states such as Prussia or Bavaria as opposed to 

the Reichsland, partially because of its negligible political weight, but also because of 

the small size of the Alsace-Lorraine economy relative to other federal states.22 Many 

clashes in political and economic life between the army, the local government and the 

                                                
19 Ibid. 
20 Das Elsass, vol. 1, 297, 316. 
21 According to the secret order of Deputy War Minister Franz Gustav von Wandel, Das Elsass, vol. 1, 
297-298. 
22 SB ADBR, 47 AL 63/4. “Abschrift,” Kriegsministerium, Berlin, September 14, 1917. 
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region’s industrial elites stemmed from the scarcity of raw materials. Lack of materials 

prompted the German military and civilian administrations to shut down certain 

companies and branches of industry, or privilege some regions, mostly Prussia, over 

others, over the interests of “Old Germans” and native Alsace-Lorrainer. In addition, 

the army inspired ongoing political and administrative conflicts with Alsace-

Lorraine’s civilian administration for the duration of the war. Clashes stemmed from 

unclear and overlapping hierarchies of the civilian and military administrations as well 

as the increasingly dictatorial powers assumed by the General Staff. It also stemmed 

from the often arbitrary policies of the deputy commanding generals, who managed 

the military districts of the hinterland.23  

Because “Old German” capital was concentrated in mining, heavy industries, 

and the chemical industry necessary for the war effort, the businesses of “Old 

Germans” were less affected by the exigencies of the war economy. In contrast to 

France and Great Britain, the Central Powers of Germany and Austria-Hungary 

refused to finance the war by increasing taxes on wartime profits.24 The road thus lay 

open for some military purveyors to amass fortunes, which did not go unnoticed in the 

popular press. Herein lay one of the origins of what John Maynard Keynes identified 

as the postwar “terror” among continental business elites.25 Anger against “Germans” 

in Alsace-Lorraine, “Jews” and “war millionaires” in Vienna and Budapest was on the 

                                                
23 Gerald D. Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany, 1914-1918, (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1966), 45-48; The Auxiliary Service Law of December 5, 1916. 
24 Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor, 45-48, 61-63.  
25 “The terror and personal timidity of the individuals of this class is now so great, their confidence in 
their place in society and in their necessity to the social organism so diminished, that they are the easy 
victims of intimidation.” John Maynard Keynes, The Economic Consequences of the Peace (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 1920), 272. 
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rise during the war, along with Hungarian anger toward enriched Romanian 

landowners in Transylvania.26  

The prewar structures of Alsace-Lorraine’s economy and its geographically 

peripheral location also contributed to its particular role in the economic war between 

the Entente and the Central Powers. Light industry, with a concentration in textile 

manufacturing, employed 90,000 people, and was based mostly in Alsace.27 All over 

Germany, these industries received low priority in the war economy, and this situation 

was compounded by the fact that overseas cotton imports dried up due to the Entente 

blockade, which deprived the industry of its raw material base.28 By 1916, production 

of the Reich’s textile plants was at two-thirds of its prewar level, and further dropped 

to 17 percent by 1918.29 

By contrast, shortages had a less dramatic impact on heavy industries and 

mines that were overwhelmingly in Lorraine, owned and managed by “Old 

Germans.”30 The Hangondange steel plants of the Thyssen corporation, and the 

Aumetz mines operated at 90 percent of prewar capacity between 1914 and 1918. The 

wartime prosperity of the two mines showcases how, despite suspicions towards the 

Reichsland and its inhabitants by the government and the army, powerful industrialists 

managed to obtain preferential treatment for their enterprises, especially when those 

                                                
26 Nándor Kozma, Hadimilliomosok (Budapest: A Táltos kiadása, 1918); Anti-government, 
‘independentist’ satiric magazines in Hungary such as Borsszem Jankó or the Szamár were full of anti-
Semitic portrayals of war millionaires. (Borsszem Jankó, October 8, 1916). 
27 Das Elsass, vol. 4, 149. 
28 Albrecht Ritschl, “The pity of peace: Germany’s econony at war, 1914-1918 and beyond” in S. N. 
Broadberry and Mark Harrison, eds. The Economics of World War I (Cambridge; New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 46-49. 
29 Ritschl, “The pity of peace,” 49. 
30 François Roth, La Lorraine annexée: étude sur la présidence de Lorraine dans l’Empire allemand, 
1870-1918 (Nancy: Université de Nancy II, 1976), 608-611. 
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mattered for the war effort.31 The remainder of the mines operated at less than two-

thirds of prewar capacity. The output of Lorraine iron ore decreased by 47 percent, 

and steel production dropped by 32 percent.32 Labor shortages were enormous until 

the otherwise unsuccessful Hindenburg program designed to ratchet up industrial 

production released 3,500 Lorraine miners from front service.33 By 1917, the ratio of 

POWs in Lorraine mines was the highest within the Reich, hovering around 30 

percent, as opposed to 11 percent in the federal states.34 By 1916, the Reich ran out of 

raw materials necessary to produce munitions, as the Entente effectively blocked most 

imports from neutral states.  

Apart from experimenting with ersatz materials, the government’s response 

was the consolidation of industrial production in specific plants and regions and the 

closure of companies deemed secondary to the war effort. In the early months of the 

war, the multiple French-owned companies of Alsace-Lorraine were put under the 

supervision government-appointed administrators. After 1916, many were sold or shut 

down. In 1917 and 1918, as the German economy almost came to a halt due to 

shortages, numerous companies in the Reichsland received notices to close, including 

those run by Alsatians, Lorrainers and “Old Germans.”35  Sequesters and liquidations 

                                                
31 Roth, La Lorraine annexée, 610. 
32 Ibid. 
33 Isabel V. Hull, Absolute Destruction: Military Culture and the Practices of War in Imperial Germany 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005), 294-295; Roth, La Lorraine annexé, 609. 
34 Roth, La Lorraine annexé, 609. In Germany, mining operated at 84 percent of its prewar output levels 
until the end of the war, while the production of non-ferrous metals more than doubled between 1913 
and 1918. Iron and steel production, partially as a result of the chronic coal shortage, dropped by 39 
percent in 1916, and by 47 percent in 1918. Ritschl, “The pity of peace, 49. 
35 Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor, 273-282; SB AVCUS, 273 MW 209; A.Petri, 
Zwangsverwaltung und Liquidation des feindlichen Vermögens im Inlande (Strassburg: Strassburger 
Drückerei, 1917). 
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deserve thorough consideration, as they profoundly affected the region’s economic life 

and the wealth of its industrialists, and served as a precedent for postwar liquidations. 

 

Economic Prosperity: German and Alsatian Businesses during World War I 
 
 

The wartime experience of Alsace-Lorraine companies and banks depended on 

which type of business they operated, and whether they had shareholders from Entente 

states. Many “Old Germans” and Alsatians had shares in partially French-owned 

companies in Alsace that were subject to sequester and liquidation. Thus, economic 

discrimination reached even many loyal subjects of the Reich. The majority of 

businesses, however, belonged to “Old German” and Alsace-Lorraine industrialists 

and continued to function during the war, untouched by sequesters.  

Companies producing and selling metal products, such as the Wolff, Netter, 

and Jacobi or the De Dietrich firms, or firms engaged in the leather industry, like the 

Adler and Oppenheimer Company, reaped huge wartime profits.36 Yet even these 

companies suffered from the increasing grip of war corporations and raw material 

distribution companies, while their owners viewed the government’s postwar plans for 

the German economy and Alsace-Lorraine’s place in it with considerable concern. 

Second, there were numerous companies in Alsace-Lorraine that had to shut down due 

to raw material shortages or to the proximity to the front. Below, I will focus on the 

fate the textile industry, one of the key industries of the Reichsland, that went from 

                                                
36 Geschäftsbericht für das 20., 21. und 22. Geschäftsjahr, umfassend die Zeit von 1. Juli 1918 bis 30 
Juni 1921 zur ordentlichen Generalversammlung am 19. Dezember 1921. (Berlin: Adolf Fürst 
Oppenheimer), 1922; Allgemeine Elsässische Bankgesellschaft/Société générale alsacienne de banque, 
Geschäftsbericht für das Geschäftsjahr 1919 (Strasbourg: S. G. A. B., 1919). 
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prewar prosperity to rapid and decisive decline between 1914 and 1918. Finally, I will 

look at enemy-owned companies that fared even worse as the Alsace-Lorraine 

government put them under forced administration and liquidated many of them after 

1916.  

The balance sheets of companies that were able to stay in business reveal 

remarkable similarities, regardless of the divergent politics of the industrialists 

involved. Most companies made large profits during the war and cooperated eagerly 

with the economic administration. The Alsatian and francophile De Dietrichs were just 

as eager as German-Jewish firms, such as the Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi firm or the 

Adler and Oppenheimer tannery, to demonstrate their indispensability to the German 

war effort. All three firms filled out the industrial survey form sent out by the 

Strasbourg War Office in September 1918, and they went out of their way to give 

detailed accounts of how the army used their products both before and during the 

war.37  

Ironically, despite the pro-French politics of the De Dietrich family, the 

company substantially broadened its trading activity with the German army during the 

war, and the firm’s managers were eager to document the process. Whereas prior to 

1914, the Reichshoffen unit of the firm had only supplied industrial timber for the 

army, by 1918, the factory sold steel products for building and sustaining trenches. It 

also sold steel to be used in coal mining and wooden planks for railway construction, 

                                                
37 “Verzeichnis, der durch die Kriegsamtstelle bearbeitenden grösseren kriegswirtschaftlichen Betrieben 
des Korpsbereichs,” (Directory of the larger wartime factories of the corps area, processed by the War 
Office), Kriegsamtstelle, Strasbourg, September 13, 1918. SDBR 87AL4780/2. The Adler and 
Oppenheimer is in the directory as a firm that worked with the War Office, yet the firm’s individual 
survey form has gone missing from the folder, along with the records of the majority of companies. 
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among other products.38 The company’s Lorraine branch in Mutterhausen became a 

major client of the Berlin-based central railway office, while the main unit of the firm 

in Niederbronn supplied materials and finished products for large German concerns 

such as the German Oil Company (Deutsche Erdöl A.G.) or the Germanized chemical 

company in Belgium, the Solvay Works.39  

The Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi iron products firm was one of the Alsace-

Lorraine companies that managed to build close personal ties to the Berlin government 

and the organs of the war industry. These connections nevertheless could not influence 

the German government’s political decisions regarding the fate of the Reichsland 

during the war. Still, their connections to Berlin likely fostered their continued 

prosperity during World War I, when the Reichsland’s peripheral political position 

within Germany became especially pronounced.40 The company was also an active 

member of the Association of South-German Industrialists (Verband Süddeutscher 

Industrieller), and expressed its economic interests in wartime debates on tariff 

liberalization between Germany and Austria-Hungary.41 By 1918, the Netters had 

moved to Berlin and achieved top positions within the German industrial 

administration, while engineers Eugen Jacobi and Paul Jacobi remained in Strasbourg 

to supervise to operations of the firm.  

The Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi firm profited from the lobby group representing 

German metal industrialists, which convinced the government to allow certain 

                                                
38 “Survey form of the Kriegsamt, Berlin,” SDBR 47AL101/1. 
39 “Kriegsamt survey.”  
40 Roth, La Lorraine annexé, Das Elsass, 83-104. 
41 “Prinzipelles  Stellungsnahme des Verbandes Suddeutscher Industrieller zum Entwurf einer 
Anordnung des Zolltariffs” (Opinion of the Association of South-German Industrialists about a 
proposal on a new tariff regime) March 11, 1918, Karlsruhe. SDBR 47AL101/2. 
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corporations to export to neutral countries. The Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi company was 

one of the companies allowed to export steel products to Switzerland and Holland 

during the war. Most German steel exports were destined for France and Italy at a time 

when the German army was facing an increased scarcity of metal.42 At the same time, 

the Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi firm also supported the German war effort as a purveyor 

of various military provisioning units in southern Germany. Furthermore, it was the 

Wolf, Netter and Jacobi firm that acted as a middleman between a Transylvanian 

bauxite mine and the German army, organizing the import of over 50,000 tons of 

bauxite to the German Empire in 1916 and 1917.43 

Carl Leopold Netter (1864-1922) was a lawyer by training who became 

ennobled and received the title of councilor of commerce (Kommerzienrat); he also 

served as a commercial judge (Handelsrichter) in Berlin.44 He had led the firm’s 

Berlin branch since the 1880s, and he had become active in the capital’s commercial 

life. Netter contributed to the establishment of a stock-exchange for iron products, the 

Metallbörse, and he also served on the board of the Berlin Commercial College 

(Berliner Handelshochschule).45 

 

 

 

 

                                                
42 Feldman, Army, Industry and Labor, 157. 
43 The request of the management of the Jádvölgy Aluminum Mines Company (Jádvölgyi Alumínium 
Bányatársaság) and Károly Kornis to Hungarian Minister of Commerce and Industry János Harkányi, c. 
1917. Hungarian National Archives (MNL-OL) Z 323/ 2, item 52, 12). 
44 “Kriegsamt survey;” Leo Baeck Institute Archives, AR 7215, Wolf Netter and Jacobi Collection. 
45 Oscar H. Netter Family Collection, 1809-1972, Leo Baeck Institute, AR 4097. 
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Fig. 23.  Max Liebermann, Kommerzienrat Dr. Carl Leopold Netter46, 1917.  

 

Source: Private collection. 

 

The Adler and Oppenheimer tannery was just as profitable as the businesses of 

the Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi and De Dietrich firms during the war. The Adler and 

Oppenheimer counted as a German company since it had no shareholders from 

Entente states, which assured its continued operation even after the supervision and 

eventual shutdown of enemy companies that began in mid-September 1914.47  The 

Adlers and Oppenheimers and owners of other tanneries were in a considerably better 

position during the war than the textile industrialists of Mulhouse and other tycoons of 

light industry. Tanneries were key for the war economy, as front soldiers’ boots, 

                                                
46 Liebermann’s portrait showed the middle-aged, somewhat worn-out industrialist seated in a smaller 
and barely visible office chair, resting and smoking a cigar. The painting is almost monochromatic, with 
grey and beige as dominating colors. There is no explicit reference to the war, Germany, Alsace or 
Judaism in the portrait. Liebermann portrayed Netter as a member of the German Bürgertum or 
bourgeoisie who nevertheless did not want to show off his wealth. The cigar is best seen as a stylistic 
convention of early 20th century male portraits. (As seen on portraits by Rik Wouters (1914), László 
Mednyánszky (1900), Sergei Chekonin (1921), József Rippl-Rónai  (1911), among others, as well as on 
the famous photograph of Sigmund Freud by Max Halberstadt (1929).) Libermann’s portrait of Netter 
contrasts sharply with the ostentatious self-portrait of Rippl-Rónai from the fin-de-siècle (see figures 1 
and 2). 
47 “Bekanntmachung, betreffend die Überwachung ausländischer Unternehmungen,” Reichs-Gesetzblatt 
(1914): 397, SDBR 67 AL 1. 
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straps, belts, helmets, bullet containers, and backpacks were partially or fully made of 

leather. 

Raw leather was available in decreasing, yet never fully depleted quantities in 

Germany and Austria-Hungary, in sharp contrast to endangered cotton stocks. The 

Adler and Oppenheimer firm’s prewar development into a large factory with cutting-

edge technology assured its wartime prosperity even amidst price regulations and 

shortages. The prewar ties of the company’s owners and managers to both the 

Deutsche Bank, the Berlin stock-exchange, and the Berlin-based economic 

administration were additional assets at a time of increased centralization and the 

marginalization of economic and geographical peripheries like Alsace-Lorraine.48  

The Adler and Oppenheimer firm was one of the largest of the 21 tanneries in 

Alsace-Lorraine that received the right to become military purveyors in 1914. The 

company had been profitable even before the war, distributing 11-percent dividends to 

its shareholders in 1913. During the 1917-1918 business year, the firm made extra 

profits which funded the extraordinarily high 25-percent dividends, which totalled  3 

million marks. Even taking wartime inflation into consideration, 25 percent 

represented a high return on investments, especially when compared to the 4.5 – 6- 

percent return on German and Austro-Hungarian war bonds.49  

The outstanding profits of Adler and Oppenheimer shares reflected a 

significant boom in the German leather industry during the war. The tanneries in the 

Reich went through a period of economic crises between 1907 and 1914, partially 

                                                
48 BArch R/3118/31 Zulassungstelle a.d. Berliner Börse, Adler und Oppenheimer Lederfabrik.  
49 Julius Wolf and Georg von Schanz, Finanz- und volkswirtschaftliche Zeitfragen, (F. Enke., 1917. 
Die Woche, Volume 18, (1916): 436. 
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related to the American financial crisis, or “panic of 1907,” which precipitated a 

decrease in US imports. In August 1914, a number of companies in the border regions 

of Germany had to temporarily shut down, as the military exhausted the capacity of 

the railway system, while workers and managers enlisted in the army, which created a 

chaotic situation within the tanneries.50  

By September and October 1914, however, the skyrocketing increases of army 

commissions made the tanneries extraordinarily profitable, especially since the price 

of finished products increased substantially. The situation in the fall of 1914 was a 

blessing for industrialists, since the war seemed to invalidate basic economic 

principles of supply, demand, and pricing. In peacetime, rising prices led to falling 

demand, according to economics textbooks.51 During the first months of World War I, 

the army’s insatiable need for leather products rapidly led to skyrocketing prices. 

Regardless of the price tag, troops needed leather clothing and weapon accessories. 

Initially, the army had to supply these products from an unregulated, free market.52 

During the first months following the outbreak of the war a few firms even managed 

to import large quantities of leather from neutral Italy, Switzerland, Norway, and 

Holland, providing extra profits for these companies due to the risk they had taken.53  

It was only in October 1914 that the German government succeeded in capping 

leather prices. The first economic legislation during the war stemmed from the 

                                                
50 Carl Ludwig Becker, Die Wirtschaftliche Entwickelung Der Deutschen Lederindustrie bis zur 
Gegenwart, (Strasbourg: Strassburger Drückerei, 1918), 71-75. 
51 Österreichische Rechtsprechung in Strafsachen : Entscheidungen des Obersten Gerichts- und 
Kassationshofes (Wien, Manz, 1915), 95; Eric Hermann, Die Lehre der gebundenen Preisbildung seit 
A.E.F. Schäffle und die Politische Ökonomie (Coburg: Tageblatt Haus, 1936), 11.  
52 In the fall of 1914, ballooning prices correlated with ever-increasing demand, as the army had no 
choice but to supply itself from the German market. 
53 Becker, Die Wirtschaftliche Entwickelung, 72-73.  
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enabling law (Ermächtigungsgesetz) of August 4, 1914. Through this legislation, the 

Reichstag authorized the Bundesrat to “introduce legal measures that are necessary to 

remedy the economic damage caused by the war.”54 In practical terms, this legislation 

served as the legal underpinning of nationalizations, sequesters, liquidations, and other 

measures of state intervention into the economy. Alarmed by the rapid decrease of raw 

materials, industrialists pressured the Prussian government to set up on August 8, 1914 

the Kriegsrohstoff Abteilung, a department for the supply and management of raw 

materials within its war ministry. The KRA soon grew into a behemoth, which proved 

difficult to manage. In order to cater to the specific needs of the leather industry, a 

Supervisory Committee for the Leather Industry (Überwachungsausschuss der 

Lederindustrie) within the KRA came into being in October 1914. Other committees 

proliferated to administer the distribution of metal, timber, food, and numerous other 

materials, as well.55 

The Adlers and Oppenheimers had vested interests in the leather industry, 

which came under the control of a large government-controlled trust company as early 

as November 1914. The Berlin-based War Leather Stock-Exchange Company’s 

statutes specified that the “purpose of the company is the procurement, distribution 

and commercialization of raw materials for the leather industry. The company 

guarantees that the leather required by the army and the navy are supplied.” 56 The 

formation of the company proved that the German state was unable to administer the 

war economy without an increase in the participation of top industrialists. This 

                                                
54 Ibid., 73. 
55 Feldman, Army, Industry, 45-47. 
56 Kriegsleder-Aktien-Gesellschaft. On the creation of war materials companies. See Feldman, Army, 
Industry, Labor, 48-49. 



 

 168 

growing reliance on private industry signaled the increasingly close cooperation of 

mostly Prussian economic, political, and military elites.  

 The Raw Leather Company (Rohleder-Aktien-Gesellschaft) came into being as 

a partner company of the War Leather Stock-Exchange Company. The origin of the 

Raw Leather and War Leather companies were the price setting and distribution 

committees partially made up of German industrialists in occupied Belgium and 

France.57 The German state controlled the Raw Leather and War Leather companies 

by buying up 40 percent of the two companies’ shares.58  Furthermore, the government 

appointed the delegates of the War Ministry, the Imperial Naval Office, the Interior 

Ministry, and the Imperial Treasury to the supervisory boards of the two nominally 

private companies. Thus, by the fall of 1914, leather production and distribution 

became the monopoly of two companies, conferring upon them exceptional power to 

rearrange the German leather market.59   

The hybrid administrative organization that combined private leadership with 

state control created conflicts from the outset, as industrialists wanted higher 

maximum prices, and minimal state intervention in the organization of imports, 

exports, and trade. In addition, smaller companies were legitimately worried that the 

new war companies were unfairly strengthening large corporations.60 

                                                
57 Feldman, Army, Industry and Labor, 74-75. 
58 Ibid., 76. 
59 Becker, Die Wirtschaftliche Entwickelung, 71-72. 
60 Large companies acquired a disproportionate influence on distribution, pricing, and raw material 
supply by acquiring shares in companies such as the War and Raw Leather corporations. Smaller 
companies had no means to buy these shares. As the war corporations distributed no dividends, the only 
compensation they were able to provide for shareholders was favorable decisions at raw material 
distribution and other concessions. Right-leaning trade unions increased wages and working conditions 
during the war, but they had no representatives in the war companies. Becker, Die Wirtschaftliche 
Entwickelung, 72-83; Feldman, Army, Industry and Labor, 4, 47-51; Jay M. Winter and Antoine Prost, 
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By 1915, the Reich’s economy was thus transformed into a corporatist blend of 

“state socialism” and elitist capitalism, in which the richest, and politically most 

influential industrialists shared the administration of economic life with government 

ministries and army commanders. The grip of the state on economic life followed 

similar patterns in the United Kingdom and France, as well, although the influence of 

the General Staff on economic policy was most pronounced in Germany.61 

Only a few native Alsace-Lorraine and “Old German” industrialists had any 

influence on policymaking and these included Carl Netter and Eugen Jacobi. This 

meant that Alsace-Lorraine’s economic life grew increasingly dependent on the Reich, 

while the local chambers of commerce and regional administration lost their say in 

major economic decisions. Until 1916, families like the De Dietrichs and the Wolffs, 

Netters, and Jacobis were lulled by increasing profits, even if the price of affluence 

was increased political marginalization. Consequently, between 1914 and 1916 there 

was no alliance between “Old German” and Alsatian representatives of metallurgy, 

mining, and the textile industry. 

The political views of the Adlers and Oppenheimers during the war are 

difficult to ascertain, yet the company’s archives suggest that the pro-German, 

nationalist profile strengthened during the war.  The lists of books in the company’s 

library from 1914 and 1917 permits a partial reconstruction of how an Alsatian firm’s 

self-image changed during the war. The firm published and distributed these lists 
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61 Stephen Broadberry and Peter Howlett, “The United Kingdom during World War I” in Stephen N. 
Broadberry and Mark Harrison, eds., The Economics of World War I (Cambridge ; New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 222-226. 
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among its workers, likely in an attempt to facilitate library use and influence the 

political views of its workforce. Even companies owned by “Old Germans” in Alsace-

Lorraine had to display their patriotism to stay in business. It is difficult to ascertain 

whether any workers or officials read these books, or whether they reflected the 

management’s actual political ideology, or only its fear of the increasingly 

interventionist state.  

German literary classics made up the overwhelming majority of books in the 

company’s library both in 1914 and 1917. The works of Goethe, Schiller, Kleist, and 

Heine were augmented by a rich selection of literature intended for popular 

audiences.62 Notably, the company’s librarian did not withdraw the canonized authors 

of Entente countries, such as Lev Tolstoy, Charles Dickens, J. F. Cooper, or Jonathan 

Swift, and he even kept novels by the French Alexandre Dumas. Both in 1914 and 

1917, literature praising German colonialism in Africa constituted a large section of 

the library’s historical and political literature.63 As the war dragged on, more and more 

radically nationalist books appeared on the shelves of the Adler and Oppenheimer 

firm’s reading room. By 1917, the tannery’s library acquired a selection of books 

promoting right-wing, nationalist solutions for social problems first raised by the 

                                                
62 As embodied by the series Wiesbadener Volksbücher. Verzeichnis der in der Bücherei der Firma 
Adler und Oppenheimer Lederfabrik A. G. Lingolsheim enthaltenen Bücher (DuMont Schauberg: 
Strassburg, 1917). 
63 Franz Joseph von Bülow’s Im Felde Gegen die Herreros (On the Battlefield against the Herreros),  or 
the Battles of German Troops in South-West Africa exemplified this literature. Books depicting the 
recent history of Alsace-Lorraine from a distinctly Prussian and German perspective constituted the rest 
of the library’s narrow selection of books classified under the ”history” label. Müller’s Deutschland’s 
Einigungskrige (Germany’s war of unification), Höder’s Nationalkrieg gegen Frankreich (National war 
against France) and other volumes on the Franco-Prussian exemplified a few of the anti-regionalist and 
anti-French literature. 
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German left.64 The intention behind procuring the Guide for the Non-Social 

Democratic Voter65 likely constituted pushback against growing social unrest in face 

of shortages, war casualties, and the increasing power of social democratic unions.66  

Maintaining a façade of unquestionable loyalty to the Reich was a means of 

assuring economic survival and prosperity amidst a torrent of denunciations by the 

Alsace-Lorraine population.67 Even the Graffenstanden Affair of 1912 had shown that 

Alsace-Lorraine firms were especially vulnerable to accusations of anti-German 

economic activity.68 During this affair, Prussia refused to buy products from an 

Alsatian engineering company until its allegedly pro-French director was dismissed.69 

While denunciations were on the rise throughout continental Europe during the First 

World War, the German army’s willingness to give credence to denunciators increased 

the impact of denunciations in Alsace-Lorraine. Denunciations could lead to the 

exclusion of the firm from networks of raw materials distribution, or even to the 

                                                
64 Verzeichnis der in der Bücherei der Firma Adler und Oppenheimer Lederfabrik A. G. Lingolsheim 
enthaltenen Bücher (DuMont Schauberg: Strassburg, 1917). 
65 Handbuch für nichtsozialdemokratische Wähler (Berlin: Reichsverbandsverl., 1911). 
66 The liberal imperialist Friedrich Naumann’s Mitteleuropa and the German foreign ministry employee 
Paul Rohrbach’s Russia and Us (Russland und wir) were to popularize a vision of postwar Europe 
under the aegis of Germany’s unquestionable domination. Friedrich Naumann, Central 
Europe  (London: King, 1916); Paul Rohrbach, Russland und wir(Stuttgart: J. Engelhorns nachf.), 
1915; Paul Rohrbach, Russland und wir (Stuttgart: J. Engelhorns nachf., 1915); Otto Warneyer, Das 
Bürgerliche Gesetzbuch für das Deutsche Reich nebst dem Einführungsgesetz. Leipzig: Rossberg, 1911 
(The library catalogue only specified the title and not the author of the book); Paul Rohrbach, Der 
deutsche Gedanke in der Welt (Düsseldorf; Leipzig: K.R. Langewiesche, 1912). 
67 “Bezirkspräsident of Lothringen to the Minister for Alsace-Lorraine.” 
68 “Affaire de Graffenstaden,” Fonds Hugo Haug, City and Urban Community Archives of Strasbourg 
(AVCUS), 81 Z 39/1. 
69 It was the Rheinish Westphalische Zeitung, financed by the Prussian Krupp and Thyssen 
corporations,69 which started the affair by accusing the director of a major engineering company in 
Alsace, a certain Hayler, of anti-German sentiments.69 Prussia announced immediately that it would not 
buy any more steam engines and locomotives from this company until Hayler was dismissed.69 
Prompted by the interpellation of an member of the Prussian Landtag, the Alsace-Lorraine local 
government carried out a superficial investigation, which concluded without hearing Hayler himself 
testify on the veracity of the accusations. He was summarily dismissed. “Affaire de Graffenstaden,” 
Fonds Hugo Haug, City and Urban Community Archives of Strasbourg (AVCUS), 81 Z 39/1. 
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shutdown of a factory by the Supervisory Committee of the Shoes and Leather 

industries, or by the war ministry.70 During the war, numerous Alsace-Lorraine textile 

plants, tanneries, and other companies received orders to shut down, most of them due 

to lack of resources, others for speculation, trading with the enemy, or partial enemy 

ownership.71 In addition, the increasingly pan-German library catalogue likely 

mirrored the wartime tendency among the Reichsland’s “Old Germans” to portray 

themselves as unquestionably loyal to the Kaiserreich in order to keep at a bay the 

increasing marginalization of the Reichsland within German politics and the economy.   

The “Old German” Eugen Jacobi of the Wolff, Netter, and Jacobi firm also 

became increasingly nationalistic during the war.72 His nationalism was of an 

economic variety. Jacobi expressed discontent with German expansion plans in 

Mitteleuropa and the Middle East. Instead, he favored the advocates of Weltpolitik or 

world politics, who proposed the conquest of colonial markets by German products.73 

As Germany was gradually excluded from these markets after 1914, due to its military 

actions and disregard of international law, criticizing the Reich’s economic policy 

served as a cover for castigating German foreign policy. Addressing economic issues 

thus potentially served as a means of voicing political discontent.  

Jacobi was a member of the Strasbourg Society for German Kultur, which was 

was one of the associations that managed to put pressure on the federal and regional 

                                                
70 The supervisory committee of the shoe industry (Überwachungssusschuss der Schuhindustrie) 
SB AVCUS, 273 MW 209. 
71 “Bericht über die Sitzung des Elsass-Lothringischen Industriellen Syndikats vom 27. Juli 1917, 
Mülhausen” (Report on the meeting of the Syndicate of Alsace-Lorraine Industrialists on July 27, 1917, 
in Mülhausen. SDBR 47AL101/1. 
72 Eugen Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen: Vortrag gehalten in der Strassburger 
Gesellschaft für deutsche Kultur, am 14 März 1918 (Dumont Schauberg, 1918). 
73 Ibid. 
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governments. Alsatian and “Old German” elites were not fully in the know regarding 

German and French plans to radically remake Alsace-Lorraine, yet the news that 

reached them from newspapers and informants sent shockwaves through these circles 

and prompted the formation of the Strassburg Society. The society’s members 

included both “Old Germans” and native Alsatians and Lorrainers, mostly the middle 

classes, business elites, and top bureaucrats.74 On March 14, 1918, Jacobi addressed 

the Society’s membership in a long lecture titled “The Economic Questions of the 

Present and of the Future.” Jacobi chose not to address plans aimed at the absorption 

of Alsace-Lorraine into Prussia, or the economic germanization of the region, although 

these plans were widely known at the time.75  

Instead, the presentation touched on the future of Germany’s economy and the 

role of state intervention, as well as the Reich’s place within the world economy after 

the war. Jacobi was a German nationalist and a liberal, who tried to walk a fine line 

between acknowledging the necessity of continued state intervention, while arguing in 

favor of free enterprise and mid-sized companies. An engineer by training, Jacobi 

contrasted his position to both Walter Rathenau’s advocacy of “mechanization” of 

production and increased power for large corporations, as well as those who advocated 

a socialist transformation of Germany.76 Given the unpopularity of economic elites 

                                                
74 Mitgliederverzeichnis der Straßburger Gesellschaft für Deutsche Kultur (Straßburg: Dumont, 1917); 
Das Elsass, 436. 
75 Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen, 1918. 
76 Reflecting the wartime popularity of centralized economic life, Rathenau, the organizer of the 
German war economy maintained in his 1917 monograph on the desired future of the world economy, 
“mechanization comes about because united we can work to better effect than we can work individually 
and because concentration and organization are indispensible to the ordering of life’s forces.” Walther 
Rathenau, In Days to Come, transl. Eden Paul, and Cedar Paul (New York: A.A. Knopf, 1921), 28. 
Original German volume entitled Von kommenden dingen, (Berlin: S. Fischer, 1924 [1917]). Rathenau 
wrote the volume in 1916 and 1917. (Rathenau, In Days to Come, 79). It was not difficult to interpret 
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and war millionaires in the hinterland by 1918, and the emergence of wartime 

discussions on the plight of the bourgeoisie, Jacobi cast his criticism against large 

corporations in the name of the suffering family businesses, and did not identify 

himself as a member of the economic elite.77 He argued that “mechanization” led to 

the “elimination” of the middle classes, the “obliteration” of the German economy, 

and the termination of its “diversity,” meaning the subordination of smaller firms to 

large trusts.78  

Although critical of Rathenau’s mechanistic view of society, Jacobi’s 

interpretation of the World War and Alsace-Lorraine’s role in it did not differ radically 

from Rathenau’s. Similar to Rathenau and German conservatives and liberals, the 

Strasbourg industrialist understood the war as a fight over economic resources 

                                                                                                                                       
Jacobi’s assertions as expressions of angst amidst the marginalization of mid-size enterprises by larger 
war corporations and increased of state intervention among elites and masses. Though the Wolff, Netter 
and Jacobi firm was among the larger hardware corporations of Germany with connections to the 
economic administration, it was neither comparable in size of power to trusts and mining corporations, 
to companies such as Rathenau’s General Electric Company (Allgemeine Elektrizitäts-Gesellschaft). 
Jacobi feared that the restructuring among German businesses in favor of large corporations was to 
continue after the war. (Rathenau, In Days to Come, 79.) 
77 In this respect, he was similar to Alsatian bank director Heinrich Meyer, who advocated pro-elite 
policies cast in defense of the Alsace-Lorraine middle class. See Wiederaufbau des Mittelstandes in 
Elsass-Lothringen (Strasbourg: Strassburger Drückerei u. Verlagsanstalt, 1918). Catholic, protestant, 
conservative and social democratic parties, organizations and pampleteers all discussed the specific 
social, financial and political problems that the war brought about for the middle classes. See B. von 
Steinaecker, Was wir wollen: Der Mittelstand und die Kriegs-Fürsorge. (Berlin: n/a, 1917); Karl 
Korthaus, Der deutsche Mittelstand in Krieg und Frieden: Worte der Ermahnung und Ermunterung 
(Berlin: Siegismund, 1917); Wilhelm Tewes, Was fordert der selbständige kaufmännische Mittelstand 
zur Behebung der ihm durch den Krieg entstandenen wirtschaftlichen Schäden? (Essen-Ruhr: Verb. 
kath. kaufm. Vereinigungen Deutschlands, 1917); Einwirkungen der wirtschaftlichen 
Kriegsmaßnahmen auf Handwerk, Kaufmännischen Mittelstand und Haus- und Grundbesitz 
Reichsdeutscher Mittelstandsverband Leipzig ; Tätigkeitsberichte u. Vorschläge d. Reichsdt. 
Mittelstandsverb. [s. l.: [s. n.], 1916. Rathenau himself predicted the impoverishment of the upper 
middle class and the strengthening of the lower middle class and the bourgeoisie as a result of the war. 
(Rathenau, In Days to Come, 230-231). 
78 Eugen Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen: Vortrag gehalten in der Strassburger 
Gesellschaft für deutsche Kultur, am 14 März 1918 (Dumont Schauberg, 1918), 21. 
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between the waning British Empire and the rising German world power.79 In Jacobi’s 

view the real purpose of the Entente arose not from the reannexation of Alsace-

Lorraine or “French revanchism,” but from “completely sober economic 

considerations.”80 Accordingly, he argued, “England is aware that Germany receives 

as much as three-fourths of its iron-ore shipments from Alsace-Lorraine, and that the 

Upper-Alsace potash mines constitute the richest and highest quality potash reserves 

of Germany.”81 “The war is but a business for England,” Jacobi declared, describing 

the recently published Wilsonian principles as nothing more than a smokescreen for 

the Entente’s imperialist aims.82 The US, “along with England, envisions the 

destruction of our positions in the world economy.”83 Jacobi thus took for granted that 

the economic war between the Entente and Germany would continue after the 

armistice and peace. Consequently, he argued for measures that combined foreign and 

domestic policy to assure Germany’s dominance in the world economy.  

Jacobi called for an increase in the autonomy of business elites within the 

Reich’s economy, proposing the reconquest of foreign markets as a cure for the 

growing dependence of businesses on the state during the war. With income from 

foreign markets, private enterprises could become financially more independent of the 

state and of larger corporations. Hearkening back to the arguments of prewar 

advocates of German Weltpolitik, Jacobi regarded wartime Mitteleuropa plans as 

harmful for German economic elites, since he feared that a Central European 
                                                
79 Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen, 21. Rathenau’s understanding of the impact of 
World War I on German society combined arguments of economic necessity with a rejuvenation of 
German “spirit.” Rathenau, In Days to Come, 11-15. 
80 Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunftfragen, 22. 
81 Ibid., 22. 
82 Ibid., 21-24. 
83 Ibid., 21. 
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economic bloc would trigger the Entente to ban German firms from colonial 

markets.84 He naively believed that economic rationality would inspire France to 

cooperate with German businesses after the war, even if Germany pushed for the 

sequester and liquidation of French firms on its territory.85  Ultimately, Jacobi decided 

not to openly criticize the government for these measures; yet his castigation of state 

intervention into the economy served as an implicit expression of discontent over 

sequesters and liquidations. 

 

The Economic Casualties of the War in Alsace-Lorraine: The Alsatian Textile 
Industry and Liquidated Enemy Companies 

 

The wartime history of Upper-Alsace’s textile industry illustrates the 

tribulations of the economic elites who derived their income from materials and 

products that were increasingly absent in Germany due to the blockade. The large 

Mühlhausen/Mulhouse textile plants had to decrease their production after 1914, and 

most of them shut down by 1917. More than anything else, the overrepresentation of 

                                                
84 Along with Hartmann von Richthofen, one of leaders of the Hansabund, an organization of 
industrialists supporting the National Liberal Party, Jacobi viewed the Mitteleuropa plan as a stumbling 
block, which unnecessarily alarmed the Entente and provoked the closing of foreign markets. Jacobi, 
along with German liberal economic elites feared that in retaliation for creating a Central European 
customs union, Great Britain, the US and France would prevent access for German products to the 
“world market.” Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunftfragen,, 18-20, 35-36. 
85 The industrialist seconded Richthofen in arguing that Mitteleuropa and the “Berlin-Bagdad express” 
were primarily rhetorical tools and bargaining chips used in negotiations with the Entente for larger 
privileges for exports by the German industry. Yet the proposed federation needed to be sacrificed “if it 
compromises the prospects of our foreign trade and of receiving the most favored nation status.” The 
problem of foreign trade and German exports to the world market closely linked up with the currency 
problem in Jacobi’s thinking. He was right to predict that the printing of money, through which the 
Reich financed its war effort was to precipitate large inflation immediately after the armistice, unless 
the country secured markets for its products abroad after the war. Exports assured a continuous demand 
for the paper mark abroad, counterbalancing inflation. Jacobi was right to fear that inflation would 
undermine the savings and wealth of German economic elites, which was to further entrench their 
dependence on the state. Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunftfragen, 18-21. 
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the Alsatian industrial aristocracy in the sidelined textile industry could have led some 

contemporary Alsatians to believe that the government was aiming at deindustrializing 

the Reichsland. Only a fraction of “Old Germans” invested in the Mülhausen 

(Mulhouse) textile business after 1871. Furthermore, the city’s economic elites had 

longstanding commercial relations with France, which placed the industry at a 

disadvantage when it came to lobbying.  

Following the massive shut down of textile plants in Alsace in 1916, the 

Association of Mühlhausen Textile Industrialists adopted a unique plan to salvage the 

industry and employ the thousands of workers who had lost their jobs in the region. 

The Association changed its name to Pagaschuh Ltd. (Paga), an abbreviation for 

“paper yarn shoes” (Papiergarnschuhe).86 The company now functioned as a unit of 

the city’s War Relief Office (Stadtische Kriegsfürsorge), which provided it with 

administrative protection, and it was co-owned by the municipality and various 

industrialists of the region.87 The links between the city’s industrial elites and the 

municipal administration were thus apparent. 

The Pagaschuh factory opened in March 1917, with 8 officials and 118 female 

workers. By May of that year, it employed 730 workers, by August 1,525, and by 

December 2,193, attesting to the increase in the production of shoes.88 In addition, 

another 400 workers found employment in the large prewar textile concern of the 

Dollfuss and Mieg families. By December 1917, the Pagaschuh company managed to 

                                                
86 “Abschrift,” Pagaschuh G. m. b. H. Arbeitsstelle für Papiergarnschuhe, Städtische Kriegfürsorge, 
Mulhouse, July 11, 1918. SB ADBR 47AL 63/7. 
87 Ibid. 
88 “Abschrift,” Pagaschuh G. m. b. H. Arbeitsstelle für Papiergarnschuhe, Städtische Kriegfürsorge, 
Mulhouse, July 11, 1918. SB ADBR 47AL 63/7. 
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produce between 2,000 and 2,400 paper shoes daily without the use of complex 

machines. In 1917 alone, the company produced 400,000 shoes, and due to shortages 

in the hinterland and commercial representation in Berlin, most of the paper shoes 

were sold for German civilian populations, producing an income of over one and a 

half million marks, and saving Mühlhausen over 450,000 marks in welfare payments. 

The Paga factory made over 100,000 marks of profit in 1917, which the city and the 

shareholding industrialists donated for charitable purposes.  

The success of Pagaschuh resulted in numerous conflicts with competitors, 

both in Alsace-Lorraine and Germany. An Alsatian paper shoe producer in Lower 

Alsace denounced Pagaschuh to the auditor of Strassburg, claiming that the company 

used schoolteachers in classrooms to advertise its products.89 While the company 

portrayed itself as laboring for “the benefit of mankind,” in reality, Weyl suggested, it 

used POWs as cheap laborers and its owners made huge profits.90  

As early as July 18, 1917, one of the Bundesrat’s economic committees 

ordered the shutdown of Pagaschuh citing a lack of resources.91 Due to the 

intervention of the “Old German” Statthalter of Alsace-Lorraine, Johann Dallwitz, the 

company was allowed to continue its operations as a non-profit and charitable 

undertaking.92 Yet in the summer 1917, Pagaschuch was placed under the direction of 

a shoe company in Pfalz, Germany, which put increased caps on the production and 

distribution of its new Alsatian branch. The mother company banned the Paga’s 

                                                
89 Teachers, argued the industrialist Weyl, hung posters in classrooms, and advised students to wear 
shoes made by Paga R. Und L. Weyl Co., Benfeld (Alsace) to Strassburg auditor Fritz Fahr, July 17, 
1917, SB ADBR 47AL 63/4. 
90 Ibid. 
91 “Bundesratsausschusse IV und VI,” July 18, 1917.  SB ADBR 47AL 63/4. 
92 “Bundesratsausschusse IV und VI.”  
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managers from directly contacting its former clients, while cancelling the distribution 

of its shoe stocks. These actions led to Paga’s inability to carry out its previous 

contracts in the value of 3 million marks.93  

Meanwhile, the management of Paga felt that the German war offices and 

economic administration were discriminating against the company. They complained 

in July 1918 to the state secretary of the Reich’s office for the economy: “we hoped 

that […] the related organs would support our production of ersatz shoes. 

Unfortunately the opposite was the case. The Supervisory Committee of the Shoe 

Industry and its organs, as well as the War Committee for Textile Ersatz Materials 

have thrown greater and greater obstacles in the way of our production.” The directors 

made it clear to the secretary of state that unless the company received less 

interference from war committees, and more support from the administration, it would 

have to shut down, causing the unemployment of hundreds of women.94 

Despite the efforts of its directors, by the time the war ended, the Paga 

company had substantially decreased production and was close to extinction. Still, its 

rise and decline during the war shows how the Statthalter could and did intervene in 

the interest of Alsace-Lorraine firms, even for a company Paga, which had no “Old 

German” owners.  Despite centralization measures, municipalities under the control of 

the “notables,” at least in Mülhausen, had the resources and power to intervene in the 

interest of local entrepreneurs by providing tax exempt status, capital, and resources, 

even if only temporarily. Although the tension between the secretary of state and the 

                                                
93 “Abschrift,” Pagaschuh G. m. b. H. Arbeitsstelle für Papiergarnschuhe, Städtische Kriegfürsorge, 
Mulhouse, July 11, 1918. SB ADBR 47AL 63/7. 
94 Ibid. 
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director of Pagaschuh was apparent, neither framed the clash as one between 

“Germans” and “Alsatians and Lorrainers.” The subordination of the firm to a 

company in Germany reflected the marginalization of Alsace-Lorraine in economic 

policy making. Still, the textile industry had dismal prospects regardless of who 

owned the firms due to the lack of raw materials. 

The Alsace-Lorraine companies that suffered the most during the war were 

those partially or fully owned by Entente citizens or corporations. In addition, at least 

initially, Alsace-Lorraine companies with branches in France were subject to 

tribulations, as well. A comprehensive study of the implementation of expropriations 

in France and Germany has yet to be written. According to the 1899 Hague 

Convention signed by all belligerents, seizing, expropriating, and liquidating enemy 

property was illegal, but could be carried out as a measure of retaliation.95 Who did it 

first thus mattered considerably, especially in Alsace-Lorraine, where expropriations 

continued well into the 1920s, were directed against German companies.96  

                                                
95 Laws and Customs of War on Land (Hague II); July 29, 1899, Annex to the Convention, SECTION 
III, Article 46. 
96 British legal historian J. S. Armstrong who wrote the first comprehensive monograph on the subject 
in 1921 was convinced by contemporary German assertions that the Reich simply responded to 
measures by the Entente against German corporate and private property. (John Scobell Armstrong, War 
and Treaty Legislation : Affecting British Property in Germany and Austria, and Enemy Property in the 
United Kingdom (London: Hutchinson, 1921), 3-12; Memorandum No. IV. A 9360 of the 
Reichskanzler to the Statthalter. September 4, 1914. Communiqué on September 4, 1914, 
Reichsgesetzblatt, (1914): 397.  SB ADBR 67 AL 1). Wartime German legislation and interwar German 
legal scholarship and pamphlets both cast German measures against enemy property as acts of 
retaliation. In September 1914, the first Bundesrat decree on the “supervision” of “foreign companies” 
was cast as  “an economic defense against the measures taken by England, France and Belgium against 
German banks.” More recently, in 2014, the British historian Matthew Stibbe also labeled German 
policies against enemy assets as “reactive” measures as opposed to “proactive” Entente policies. 
Armstrong’s 1921 monograph remains to be the major reference volume for the pro-German 
historiography. Germans also put an effort during the war and in the 1920s into publishing propaganda 
pamphlets in French and German on their wartime policies on enemy property (see Emil Petri, 
Zwangsverwaltung und Liquidation des feindlichen Vermögens im Inlande (Strassburg i. Elf.: 
Strassburger Druckerei und Verlagsanstalt, 1917; Erich-Hans Kaden, Le séquestre des entreprises 
ennemies: son caractère général en Allemagne et en France, et spécialement le contrôle du séquestre 
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Despite competing claims regarding the onset of economic discrimination 

against enemy citizens, the origin of measures against enemy property is difficult to 

determine. First, because legislators among the belligerent countries only responded 

belatedly to the spontaneous waves of violence against enemy property that 

accompanied the outbreak of the war. Moreover, certain local courts, especially in 

France, as well as banks in France and Britain, initiated actions even before laws and 

decrees on enemy property came into force.97 Thus, legislation against enemy property 

does not mark the beginning of economic discrimination. Second, legal measures 

against enemy property were in place in all countries at war by the end of automn 

1914, and the time gap between British, French, and German legislation was only a 

matter of a few months. In chronological order, Great Britain passed the first 

economic legislation against German property on August 5, 1914.98 The Reich 

followed with an ordinance on September 4, 1914 that imposed “state supervision” on 

all enemy property.99 Whereas some French courts ordered custody of German assets 

starting in August 1914, the first nation-wide French ordinance came into force only 

on October 8, 1914.100 The different legal cultures of common law and civil law 

                                                                                                                                       
allemand (Berlin: D. Vahlen, 1923); Matthew Stibbe, “Enemy Aliens and Internment,” in: 1914-1918-
online, International Encyclopedia of the First World War, edited by Ute Daniel, Peter Gatrell, Oliver 
Janz et al., issued by Freie Universität Berlin, Berlin 2014-10-08. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.15463/ie1418.10037.) Legal scholars like Armstrong and Petri, however, did not 
look at the implementation of expropriation measures, which were often more radical than the letter of 
the law suggested; Armstrong, War and Treaty Legislation. More recent work by Caglioti (2014) and 
Stibbe (2014) relied on Armstrong’s 1921 volume, and neither consulted German pamphlets nor 
archival sources. Stibbe, “Enemy Aliens,” 5 532-533. 
97 Memorandum no. IV A 8581 of the Reich’s Chancellor  (Reichsamt des Innern), Berlin, 30 August 
1914. SB ADBR 67 AL 1; Richard Mercier, Le Sequestre des biens alsaciens-lorrains en France 
pendant la guerre de 1914-1918, 1970. BDIC, 1-4. 
98 Caglioti, “Property Rights,” 530-531. 
99 “Bekanntmachung,” Reichs-Gesetzblatt (1914): 397. 
100 André Pinoche, Le Séquestre et la liquidation des biens de sujets ennemis en France et en 
Allemagne, thèse pour le doctorat (sciences politiques et économiques (Bar-le-Duc: impr. de Constant-
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countries also explain why French courts could sequester with ease companies 

registered in France but owned by German citizens.101 According to French law, these 

companies counted as legally German.102 Still, the exigencies of the war soon eroded 

distinctions between British, French, and German legal traditions of defining enemy 

companies, and all states adopted what I call an “ethnicist” definition: a company 

counted as an enemy entity even when only a fraction of its owners were citizens of 

enemy countries.103 

Initially both the German and French governments intended to retain 

sequestered enemy companies intact, and to expropriate them as war reparations after 

                                                                                                                                       
Laguerre, 1920); Richard Mercier, Le Sequestre des biens alsaciens-lorrains en France pendant la 
guerre de 1914-1918, 1970, BDIC, 1-8. 
101 In common law countries, the place of incorporation defined the nationality of a company, regardless 
of where the management is located. By contrast, most civil law countries defined the nationality of a 
company based on the seat of its management. Malcolm D. Evans, International Law (Oxford, New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 319. 
102 Malcolm D. Evans, International Law, 319. 
103 Lorraine Talbot, Critical Company Law (New York: Routledge, 2015), 55. The way Germany fought the 
war on occupied territories also undermined the distinction between private and public property, and 
propelled radicalization of Entente policies. The Reich made no consistent military or diplomatic efforts to 
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their respective victories.104 As the French foreign minister put it in November 1914, 

sequestrations of enemy assets did not “initiate from the concept of confiscation, [and 

were] far from leading directly or indirectly to expropriation; […] they have to be 

measures aimed at preserving the condition of the asset.”105 

The legal basis for the expropriation of enemy property in Germany stemmed 

from the enabling law of the Reichstag on August 4, 1914.106 Another ordinance on 

September 4, 1914, empowered federal states and the Reichsland to place enemy 

property under guardianship; enforcing this policy, however, was only made 

mandatory by three decrees passed between October 22 and December 22, 1914.107  

Based on this ordinance, the secretary of the Ministry for Alsace-Lorraine, Siegfried 

von Roedern, ordered the district presidents of the Reichsland on September 14, 1914 

to list foreign companies on their territories.108 In Alsace Lorraine, the Ministry for 

Alsace-Lorraine initiated sequesters against “enemy” property in mid-September 

1914.109 

Whereas in Germany, expropriation measures emanated from the federal 

government and the administration of federal states and the Reichsland, in France they 

originated from court practices, which were subsequently codified by the 
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government.110 French policies acknowledged exceptions to sequesters. For instance, 

native Alsace-Lorraine residents, Poles, Czechs, and even Bulgarians received 

exemptions.111 Transylvanian Romanians and Italians, however, did not.112 

At first, the six major banks of the Reichsland received state-appointed 

supervisors. Competition between German states and businesses and Alsace-Lorraine 

companies likely played a role in determining which bank or company counted as an 

enemy enterprise. For instance, it was the government of the Grand Duchy of 

Oldenburg that denounced the Alsatian General Bank’s (Allgemeine Elsässische 

Bankgesellschaft - AEB) “predominantly French character” to the Chancellor in early 

September 1914.113 Before the chancellor had time to react, however, the Ministry for 

Alsace-Lorraine, who was not informed of this accusation, had already nominated a 

supervisor. The Chancellor, on the other hand, had no information about this action, 

which shows how the overlapping hierarchies of administration led to ineffective 

                                                
110 Barely a week after a decree forbade trading with the enemy on September 27, 1914, the tribunal in 
Le Havre ordered the seizure of German-owned goods in the port of that city. The decision of the Le 
Havre court became exemplary in entire France, when the Minister of Justice instructed the prosecutor 
general on October 8 and 13 to follow suit and seize German and Austro-Hungarian assets. Subsequent 
decrees on April 4, 1915 and January 22, 1916 reflected on, specified and modified court decisions on 
sequesters. (The Garde des Sceaux preferred the action of the Le Havre court over a contemporaneous 
decision by the Nancy tribunal that proceeded with the forced shutdown of enemy-owned companies. 
Richard Mercier, Le Sequestre des biens alsaciens-lorrains en France pendant la guerre de 1914-1918, 
1970. BDIC, 2; French National Archives (ANF), F/12/ 7845. “Séquestre des biens ennemis situés en 
France 1915-1919.”)The institution of sequester, as specified in article 1955 of the Code Civil regulated 
disputed property between litigants. A. Henry, ”Le séquestre des biens Austro-Allemands,” Revue de 
droit international privé et de droit pénal international, Paris : Librairie de la Société du Recueil Sirey, 
vol 11-12. (1915-1916): 460-461. As a French legal scholar admitted in 1916, from the perspective of 
international law, sequesters could easily be justified as actions banning the enemy from provisioning 
itself; there was, however, no precedent for sequestering in the Code Civil, which explains why court 
decisions guided French policies. 
111 October 14, 1914 Circular of the Garde des Sceaux on the exemption of Alsatians-Lorrainers, 
Czechs and Poles from sequesters. André Pinoche, Le Séquestre et la liquidation des biens de sujets 
ennemis en France et en Allemagne, thèse pour le doctorat (sciences politiques et économiques), (Bar-
le-Duc: impr. de Constant-Laguerre, 1920), 30-35. 
112 October 14, 1914 Circular; Caglioti, “Property Rights,” 534. 
113 “Memorandum,” no. IV A 10799, Reich Chancellor, Reich Office of the Interior. September 20, 
1914. 



 

 185 

bureaucratic procedures in the German hinterland after the outbreak of the war.114 The 

AEB’s ties to France were widely known, since the bank had only separated from the 

Paris bank Société Générale in 1881, and this Parisian bank retained right of 

representation in the AEB’s supervisory board.115 

The AEB protested in an increasingly aggressive manner against state 

supervision. On September 24, a letter by the bank’s lawyer highlighted that only 3 

out of 11 members of the AEB supervisory board were French citizens, the rest were 

from the Reichsland.116 The board included important members of the Alsatian 

business elite, such as textile industrialist Eduard A. Schlumberger and metal factory 

owner Eugen de Dietrich.117 The petition also implied that sequestering the AEB’s 

French shares would disadvantage German shareholders as well. In 1914, the General 

Bank had been represented in the Frankfurt stock-exchange for twenty years and had 

branches in the interior of Germany. Over half of its shares were held by Alsace-

Lorraine residents, while Germans from Germany owned 20 percent. The petition 

further pointed out that French capitalists only possessed 10 percent of the bank’s 

shares, while Belgians and neutrals held 15 percent. Finally, the bank pointed out that 

other companies and banks of the Reichsland were partially French-owned, too. 

The ministry disregarded the bank’s arguments and the AEB had to accept its 

state-appointed supervisor, an advisor to the ministry of Alsace-Lorraine, on October 

6, 1914. The following day, the AEB filed another petition, and denounced two 

Prussian mining corporations for having Entente affiliations, along with the German-
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South-American Bank and the two largest banks of the German Empire, the Diskonto-

Gesellschaft and the Deutsche Bank.118 On October 30, 1914, the bank forwarded to 

the Ministry a letter it had received from Paris, in which one of the French board 

members renounced his affiliation with the bank.119 Nevertheless, the bank remained 

under supervision until the end of the war, although its liquidation, likely out of 

respect for the interests of its German shareholders, was never ordered.120  

Companies did what they could to prevent sequester, but the Reichsland 

authorities made no exceptions. Strategies to achieve exemption varied. The director 

and owner of the Strassburg bank Staehling and Valentin somewhat ironically invoked 

the memory of his ancestor, the Reichstag deputy Gustav Adolf Bergmann, to 

unsuccessfully prevent sequester.121 He neglected to mention, however, that Bergmann 

had been one of the deputies who had contested the legitimacy of German sovereignty 

in Alsace-Lorraine in the 1870s, which might explain why his petition was 

unsuccessful. In the case of the Banque de Metz, it was the supervisory commissioner 

who pointed out to his superiors that his job was unnecessary.122 “I have known this 

bank for 30 years and never have I heard anything compromising its respectability. 

Nor do I believe that the bank behaved in a manner hostile to Germany 

(deutschfeindlich) in any possible way, even if its character cannot be described as 

German-friendly (deutschfreundlich).”123 By way of conclusion, the commissioner 

maintained that “the compulsory administration is neither necessary nor 
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recommendable.”124  

Still, several companies and the 6 major banks that had shareholders from 

Entente states were put under forced administration by December 1914.125 By the 

summer 1915, citizens had to report any assets they possessed that were owned by 

Entente citizens.126 In Strasbourg alone, 263 buildings were thus seized and put under 

an administrator.127 The liquidation of French property in Alsace-Lorraine only started 

on March 24, 1917, 8 months after the ordinance on the liquidation of British 

property.128 It was the local Ministry of Alsace-Lorraine, and not the Reich 

government that supervised the liquidations. This situation created numerous conflicts 

between “Old German” administrators and the majority of Alsace-Lorrainer and 

French owners.129 “Old German” industrialists toured Alsace-Lorraine and bought up 

liquidated firms, even though the wartime shortages of raw materials and the gradual 

evacuation of Alsace-Lorraine factories diminished any profits.130 

Following the 1914 legislation against enemy property, the belligerents 

ratcheted up the intensity of economic measures against enemy property in 1916, 

when both the Entente states and Germany ordered the liquidation of sequestered 

enemy property. While sequesters were initiated by Germany, it was the Entente that 

first began liquidating the property of enemy citizens.131 The Paris Economic 
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Conference of the Entente powers in 1916 was crucial in this regard, since the allies 

agreed to step up trade restrictions and economic measures against the Central 

Powers.132 It was the UK that first enabled the liquidation of enemy companies with 

the Amendment Act of January 27, 1916.133 In an  ineffective gesture of retaliation, 

the Reich government ordered the liquidation of British companies on July 31, 1916. 

Orders followed to liquidate French possessions, mostly in Alsace-Lorraine. In 

Alsace-Lorraine, the Ministry of Alsace-Lorraine initiated sequesters against enemy 

property in mid-September 1914. The Reichsland’s government often relied on 

denunciations to spot enemy companies.134 

The Reich’s government planned to reimburse some of the losses suffered by 

the German companies it shuttered due to lack of resources from the profits of heavy 

industry and other functioning businesses. Yet, as of July 1917, most of the 

compensation had not been paid out to Alsace-Lorraine firms.135 The Alsace-Lorraine 

Syndicate of Industrialists intervened, without success, while one of its advisors 

lamented that the Reichsland was the stepchild of Germany.136  

French policies against German-owned companies and German citizens on 

French soil were just as radical as German treatment of French subjects, even though 

the Paris government passed liquidation measures against German property 8 months 

before Germany implemented the liquidation of French assets. Alsace-Lorraine 
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companies in France were an exception in this regard, as French courts privileged 

them from the outset. During the war, it was impossible to establish whether the 

owners of a certain company were “Old Germans” or Alsatians and Lorrainers, as the 

necessary documentation about shareholders was not extant. French courts were 

generous to Reichsland businesses. Out of the 4,000 enemy companies that they 

sequestered, only ten belonged to Alsace-Lorrainers. Furthermore, only one out of 

these 10 companies had to endure liquidation, while the rest could function 

undisturbed throughout the war, similar to French companies.137 

 

Eliminating Alsace-Lorraine:  Partition and Settlement Plans and the Alliance of 
“Old German” and Native Elites 

  

Wartime measures of internment, military rule, forced shutdown, liquidation, 

and centralization disrupted the social and economic fabric of Alsace-Lorraine more 

than other parts of Germany. Bearing witness to destruction and social changes, many 

industrialists and politicians saw the war as a possibility to remake the Reichsland’s 

society and economy. These plans carried weight, since they influenced postwar 

reconstruction and impacted politics and diplomacy well into the interwar period. One 

common feature of German and French plans for remaking the economy of postwar 

Alsace-Lorraine was the idea that the nation-state and ethnic groups loyal to it needed 

to be empowered through economic means.  
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The region’s business elites and the returning Alsace-Lorraine soldiers had 

little to hope for the postwar pax germanica, as the government’s and army’s planned 

germanization programs primarily benefitted “Old Germans.” Starting in 1914, the 

Statthalter, the army, the King of Bavaria and various politicians lobbied for the 

incorporation of Alsace-Lorraine into neighboring German states.138 Ironically, one of 

the authors of the Reichsland’s 1911 constitution, state secretary for the interior 

Klemens von Delbrück, was among those who advocated partition or elimination after 

1914. Von Delbrück was part of a group within the German administration that 

formulated plans to divide the Reichsland among neighboring states; other plans 

included the incorporation of the region into Prussia.139 As the Prussian government 

increasingly marginalized smaller states, including Bavaria and Baden, by 1917, 

Prussia remained the only contender for Alsace-Lorraine.140 Hindenburg, the Kaiser, 

Ludendorff, Chancellor Georg von Hertling, and Statthalter Johann von Dallwitz 

supported the incorporation of the Reichsland into Prussia.141 The unification of the 

Rhineland and Lorraine industrial areas under Prussian administration was also a 

demand of the Association of German Iron and Steel Industrialists.142 Certain “Old 

German” politicians and industrialists in Lorraine also supported the unification since 

they hoped to thus prevent French annexation, or the use of the region by the German 

government as a bargaining chip with the Entente.143 “Old German” industrialists from 

Alsace-Lorraine, by contrast, opposed the absorption plans since they feared that the 
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consolidation of light industry in Germany would result in the marginalization of 

Alsace-Lorraine industry by their counterparts in federal states.144 

The Reichsland’s partition never materialized during the war. Time, a major 

enemy of the German army during the war, did not allow for it. The government was 

more successful with the expropriation of French private property, which it wrongly 

believed to be worth as much as 1.5 billion marks, or 24 percent of Alsace-Lorraine’s 

national wealth.  Twenty-four Prussian industrialists and mine owners founded the 

Westmark corporation on December 14, 1917 in Berlin with an initial capital of 7.5 

million marks. The Westmark worked under the supervision of the chancellor.145 The 

main purpose of the company was to bring German colonists to French-speaking 

Western Lorraine, and subsequently to Alsace, following the army’s demand for the 

expulsion of French-speakers from the border area.146 The Westmark’s formation 

corresponded to the increased grip of the Supreme Command (Oberste Heeresleitung - 

OHC) on German society and politics starting in the spring of 1917. It was the OHC’s 

Second Quartermaster-General Viktor Hahndorff who organized a secret conference in 

Bingen in June 1917, in which he convinced the Reichsland’s and the Reich’s top 

officials to support the army’s program for the radical germanization of Alsace-
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Lorraine.147 Industrialists like the Krupp family supported the Westmark since they 

wanted to acquire French mines and factories in Lorraine.148 

The chancellery’s ties to the Westmark corporation was nonetheless subject to 

criticism in the Reichstag. The leader of the Catholic Center Party, Mathias Erzberger, 

decried the idea of colonization, likely fearing an influx of Protestants.149 Others 

suggested substituting the Westmark for another colonization company under the 

supervision of Alsatian elites.150 The transfer of sequestered French property to 

German hands played a key part in germanization plans.151 As with the partition of 

Alsace-Lorraine, lack of time prevented the planned acquisition of 25,000 hectares of 

land. As late as September 1918, the Westmark acquired three buildings in Sarrebourg, 

Lorraine destined for colonists, but there was no time to settle ethnic Germans in 

them.152 

Other repressive measures of the German army included banning the French 

language on streets, restricting French liturgies in churches and synagogues, and 

banning the distribution of Austro-Hungarian and certain German newspapers in 

Alsace-Lorraine. The military’s grip on Alsace-Lorraine and censorship was more 

pronounced in the Reichsland than in many other regions of Germany and Austria-

Hungary. The fact that the totality of oppressive German policies upset all political 

parties and elite groups explains why many Reichsland politicians and bishops refused 
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to take the oath of allegiance to Germany. The German administrations called for such 

a pledge in response to French Prime Minister Alexandre Ribot’s June 1917 

declaration on the planned re-annexation of Alsace-Lorraine.153 

Plans to absorb Alsace-Lorraine into Prussia and other federal states had been 

circulating in the German press since 1914, peaking in 1916 and 1918; the Landtag 

was never allowed to formally discuss these plans.154 This proposed division alarmed 

all political parties, “Old German” and autochthonous politicians and businessmen 

alike.155 The Center party feared the absorption of Catholic Alsatians and Lorrainers 

into Protestant Prussia, and longed for a Catholic monarch as the administrative head 

of Alsace-Lorraine within the Reich.156 Francophile socialists like Jacques Peirotes 

would have preferred a semi-autonomous republic of Alsace-Lorraine, as part of the 

Reich, while germanophile liberals such as Georg Wolf demanded the elevation of 

Alsace-Lorraine to the rank of a constitutional Bundesstaat.157 The debates 

surrounding the Reichsland’s constitutional status, the laws of exception and the 

internments by the military had immediate consequences on the region’s economic life 

as well. As one of the Center Party’s politicians noted, germanization policies and 

trials against enemy aliens amounted to the “economic revolutionalizing” 

(volskswirtschaftlichen Revolutionierung) of Alsace-Lorraine and the restructuring of 

its society.158 
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Eugen Jacobi and Karl Adler from the Adler and Oppenheimer firm, Alsatian 

and Lorraine businessmen, and the “Old German” administration of Alsace-Lorraine 

joined forces to form a loyal opposition against absorption measures and the 

expansion of German firms into Alsace-Lorraine. Their alliance emerged from 

frustrations with partition plans that were widely discussed in the German press in 

1916 and 1917. The organization that articulated their protest was the Association for 

the Rebuilding of Alsatian Industries and Businesses (Verband zum Wiederaufbau von 

Industrie und Gewerbe im Elsass), which came into being in April 1917. Similar to the 

tone of Jacobi’s lecture, the Verband articulated political discontent by attacking the 

administration’s handling of economic developments in Alsace-Lorraine.159 Ernst 

Zander, an engineer employed by the De Dietrich firm, became one the most vocal 

spokespersons for the association.160 The “Old German” Zander was the director of the 

War Office’s Upper Alsace machine distribution unit, and thus had first-hand 

experience of the transformation of the Reichsland’s economy.161 Zander witnessed 

how the German army took machines, such as electric motors as well as raw materials, 

from Alsace-Lorraine, by referring to the threat of enemy occupation. He also noted 

that skilled workers tended to follow the machines. Without mentioning statistics or 

sources, the engineer lamented that the military ordered the shuttering of 

proportionately more companies in Alsace-Lorraine than in other regions.162  
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In his memorandum to the civilian administration of the region, Zander warned 

that many industrialists, even those whose “pro-German conviction was 

unquestionable before the war,” now contemplated leaving the Reichsland. “Their 

disheartenment does not stem from political opposition, but from economic concerns 

about the future.”163 Zander intended the Verband to be a self-help organization that 

encouraged and enabled industrialists to remain in the region.164 He identified Karl 

Adler, the Oppenheimer family, and Eugen Jacobi as the “Old German” industrialists 

whose participation was especially important for the Verband.165 Although the firms 

of Adler and Oppenheimer and Wolff, Netter, and Jacobi were not suffering from the 

consequences of the war, Zander hoped that they would “provide encouragement to 

industrialists, regardless of their place of origin.”166 Zander thus hoped to bridge the 

divide between Alsatian and “Old German” elites and unite them to act in favor of the 

Reichsland. 

Zander’s Verband had ambiguous politics from the outset. It was critical of the 

Reich for treating Alsace-Lorraine as a “stepchild.” Yet the association also castigated 

the un-German behavior of many Alsatians and Lorrainers.167 Zander grew bitter with 

the attitude of Germans in Germany towards the region. Instead of supporting the 

Reichsland, “the only thing one hears in the Reich about Alsace-Lorraine is the critical 

views on the ‘ungratefulness’ of Alsatians and Lorrainers.”168 Accordingly, the 
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disloyalty of some in Alsace provided a reason for discriminating against the 

Reichsland. 

As a remedy, Zander proposed the elimination of Alsace-Lorraine’s political 

diversity and called on industrialists to rally to the German cause:  

 

For the sake of successful work and the necessary unity of economic will in 

our land, […] the entirety of Alsace-Lorraine’s population needs to clearly, 

unambiguously, and without reservation join German economic life and the 

essence of German Kultur. Any half measure in this regard hurts us now and in 

the future considerably more than it did in the past. Only once we have won 

the trust of at least the unprejudiced Germans can we hope that the Reich 

respects our economic specificity and natural wealth.169 

 

In addition, Zander claimed that occupied East Prussia received generous support from 

Prussia and the Reich, while Germans were ignorant of the Reichsland’s suffering and 

refused to compensate the region for its losses.170 At the end of the war, Alsace-

Lorraine would thus be “utterly destitute” (blutarm), while the Reich’s orientation 

toward Mitteleuropa and the Balkans would marginalize the region’s economy.171  

Like Jacobi, Zander assumed Germany would win the war, and he lamented 

the eastern orientation of Germany’s economic life. As he stated, “The growing 

popularity of the Central European economic ideal has greatly shifted the gaze of 
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Germany towards the southeast. New commercial roads will spring up from Berlin 

through Budapest and the Balkans to Asia Minor […]. As a result, it can be feared that 

Alsace-Lorraine is pushed into Germany’s blind spot.”172 Still Zander applauded 

Germany’s annexationist policies in Eastern Europe, since in his understanding, 

eastern expansion was predicated upon the stability of Germany’s western borders, 

which would assure good Franco-German business relations after the war.173  

While Zander lamented the forced closure of companies and the transportation 

of machines from the Reichsland to the German interior, he conceded that the threat of 

aerial bombing made Alsace-Lorraine and western Germany risky and dangerous 

regions for postwar industrial investment.174 Despite Germany’s disregard for 

international laws of war during the war, Zander proposed an international agreement 

banning bombing behind the “front lines” in future wars.175   

By the spring and summer of 1918, when plans to partition Alsace-Lorraine 

became common knowledge, the Verband had become the most important pro-

German association that resisted these plans, since it feared the marginalization of 

Alsace-Lorraine companies by large Prussian trusts, and the diminution of political 

autonomy from which pro-German elites had profited after 1871. By 1918, the 

municipalities and chambers of commerce of Mühlhausen, Strassburg and Colmar 

joined the association, along with “Old German,” Alsatian and some Lorrainer 

                                                
172 Ibid., 9-11. 
173 Ibid., 11. 
174 Ibid. 
175 Isabel V. Hull, A Scrap of Paper: Breaking and Making International Law during the Great War 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014). 
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industrialists.176 As late as July 1918, the Verband tried to lobby through the Alsatian 

mayor of Strassburg, Rudolf Schwander, against partition.177 The author of the 

memorandum, likely Zander, stressed that the Verband did not engage in politics, and 

only criticized the partition on economic grounds, which showed the impossibility of 

articulating political criticism even for loyal pro-German elites in the environment of 

suspicion brought about by the war in Alsace-Lorraine.178 The Verband warned that it 

was the Reich that would lose financially with the partition, since it would have to 

write off its past investments in the creation of a unified Imperial Territory.179  

Furthermore, the Verband claimed that Alsatian businesses would suffer from 

the consequences of the partition of the railroad and canal system, as well as the 

division of the chambers of commerce.180 The memorandum reiterated the prewar 

fears regarding the Alsatian textile industry’s decline within Germany. Cut off from 

France, and incorporated into Baden and Bavaria, the expensive quality products made 

in Alsace-Lorraine would lose their markets. The memorandum also revealed the deep 

rifts between the industrialists of Alsace-Lorraine and neighboring German states. As 

they complained, the unfriendly attitude of Baden’s large industries towards Alsace 

came to the fore with unexpected intensity.”181 By the summer of 1918, conflicts 

between the Reichsland’s industrialists and economic elites and the administrations of 

neighboring German states were ubiquitous. “Old Germans” like Zander and the 

                                                
176 “Verzeichnes der Mitglieder des Aufsichtsrates und der Vertreter” (List of supervisory board 
members and representatives), SB AVCUS, 273 MW 200. 
177 Verband and Zander to mayor Schwander, July 8, 1918. SB AVCUS, 273 MW 200. 
178 Verband memorandum, SB AVCUS, 273 MW 200. 
179 Ibid. 
180 Ibid. 
181 Ibid. 
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native elites of Alsace-Lorraine felt equally marginalized. The Verband had among its 

members the Reichsland’s top administrators, which provided more leverage to its 

demands. The notables of Alsace-Lorraine, not to mention the owners of sequestered 

and liquidated companies, had considerably fewer opportunities to voice their 

concerns. Ultimately, however, the views of the Verband as well as those of the 

notables were disregarded by the German federal government, partially as a result of 

the increasing grip of the German general staff on German politics and partially 

because the end of the war prevented the administration from embarking on the actual 

reorganization of Alsace-Lorraine. 

 

French Plans to Eliminate Alsace-Lorraine and Expel “Old Germans”  
 

In the meantime, the French government, French experts and Alsace-

Lorraine’s pro-French political elite who had fled to France after the outbreak of the 

war, including the liberal Daniel Blumenthal and the Catholic abbé Émile Wetterlé, 

embarked on creating a blueprint for a postwar French Alsace-Lorraine. The 

Committee on Alsace-Lorraine (Conférence d'Alsace-Lorraine) – a French 

government organ (1915-1919) in charge of providing policy suggestions about the 

administrative, economic, military, and educational issues of the region – was also one 

of the commissions that informed the actions of the French government at the peace 

conference on issues pertaining to Alsace-Lorraine. The background of the 

committee’s members assured its political importance. Its president was former Prime 

Minister Louis Barthou (1913), while the Committee’s members included Jules 
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Cambon, the head of the political section of the French foreign ministry, and other 

diplomats, politicians, and top-ranking military officers. The members met every 

Monday in the palace of the French foreign ministry on the Quai d’Orsay. 

From the onset of the World War, the French administration tried to introduce 

a differentiation between Alsace-Lorraine’s “German” and native populations. 

Everyone who had immigrated to the region from Germany and their descendants, 

counted as undesirables for the French government, while the rest of Alsatians and 

Lorrainers, the majority of the population, received privileges. These privileges 

affected POWs from Alsace-Lorraine, whom the French army had captured, the 

population on the sliver of land that France conquered from Alsace in fall 1914, as 

well as émigrés from the region who happened to find themselves in France when 

hostilities broke out. In addition, the property of Alsace-Lorrainers in France was also 

exempt from the sequester of German assets. Who counted as a native Alsace-

Lorrainer was the subject of discussions throughout the war. The Committee on 

Alsace-Lorraine decided as early as April 26, 1915, that the residents of Alsace-

Lorraine would receive French nationality automatically after the region’s “return” to 

France.182   

The minutes of the committee show that there were simultaneous endeavors on 

the part of the French government throughout the war to court Alsace-Lorraine elites, 

and to identify German elites and their descendants with the aim of expelling them. 

The Committee on Alsace-Lorraine, however, could not precisely define the 

boundaries between the two groups. While the members tried to cast the original 
                                                
182 27 AL 1152; Conférence d’Alsace Lorraine, Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, 
Volume 2, 25e-44e séances, 1e octobre 1917-6 janvier 1919 (Impr. Nationale: Paris, 1919). 
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population of Alsace-Lorraine as purely French, in contrast to Germans who 

immigrated to the region after 1871, as this differentiation did not match the region’s 

history of multifaceted connections with Germany and its population.183 

All members agreed that Germans who immigrated to the region after 1918 

were by default enemies of the French nation, yet the committee sharply distinguished 

between the “elite” and the “proletariat” of Alsace-Lorraine Germans. French 

discrimination against Germans was thus not a primarily “racially” motivated issue: 

German descent by itself would not automatically inflict harsh discrimination or 

expulsion, unless it went hand in hand with wealth, high social status, or nationalist 

activism. Still, distinctions were difficult to establish and even more difficult to carry 

out.  

As much as French discussions were about ethnicity, they were also about 

property rights. One overlooked aspect of wartime and postwar policies is the extent to 

which concerns with German economic influence were central to French policy-

making regarding Alsace-Lorraine. A week after the French army marched into 

Alsace-Lorraine, the committee was still debating the fate of Germans and their 

property. 

In a report on military duties, a French expert made it explicit that the German 

“elites” were personae non gratae, while the “proletariat” would be allowed to find a 

place in postwar France as a class of unskilled laborers. “There is a large contingent of 

Germans [in Alsace-Lorraine] with whom we need to deal by limiting its Germanic 

                                                
183 The presence of an interpreter at the Committee’s sessions, who likely translated the interventions of 
those emigrés who spoke no French but only the Germanic dialect of the region, added a layer of irony 
to the attempts at drawing strict boundaries within Alsace-Lorraine’s population. 
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action (elite), and by using its manual labor for the purposes of postwar reconstruction 

(proletariat).”184 Georges Weill, a prewar socialist Alsace-Lorraine politician, pointed 

to the contradictions between the French policy directed against the German 

population, and the region’s need for German workers. “On the one hand, we are 

interested in keeping the German workers, on the other hand, we want the German 

industrialists and businessmen, who have a significant influence, to leave.”185 Thus, 

the primary target of French discrimination would not be German culture or German 

language, but the German property-owning class of the region. 

As for marginalizing the influence of German elites, the members of the 

committee articulated multiple solutions. One option would be the expulsion of the 

upper strata of the German population. The German citizenship of the elite served as a 

possible ground for expelling the “hostile” elements of the local population. Yet 

expulsion did not fully solve the problem of elites. Given that the distinguishing 

feature of the elite was that it was not simply composed of easily movable human 

bodies, but a complex network of moveable and immovable property, such as mines, 

buildings, stocks, bonds, and land, the committee realized that expulsion in itself 

would not solve the question of German elites. Accordingly, Auguste Souchon, a law 

professor at the Sorbonne and an expert on economic law argued that “the personal 

situation” of Germans and the “future of [their] assets”186 were two different issues: he 

deemed the expulsion of Germans a facile administrative move, while the liquidation 

of property required special attention and posed complex questions. He thus saw 

                                                
184 Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, Volume 2, 297. 
185 Procès-verbaux, 297. 
186 Procès-verbaux, 296. 



 

 203 

expulsion as a catalyst and a first step on the path to the total expropriation of the 

assets of the region’s German elite.187 

Georges Weill suggested that France treat the question of German elites as a 

domestic issue. He proposed that France grant Alsace-Lorraine Germans limited 

citizenship rights, thus creating what he called a “subaltern class,” devoid of “political 

rights.” Weill argued that the presence of over 300,000 German citizens in France 

would create constant tensions with Germany and might provoke their government to 

come to their aid.188  

Souchon acknowledged the “force” in Weill’s argumentation, yet he raised his 

objections claiming that “[i]t would be difficult, one has to admit, to grant them 

diminished citizenship rights. This would entail making them similar to indigenous 

populations, such as Algerians or the Congolese, even inferior to the Senegalese, who 

are French citizens. Neither international public opinion nor our Allies would tolerate 

this.” This was not the first instance in which members of the committee made 

comparisons between Alsace-Lorraine and the colonial world. Albert Thomas, for 

instance, drew parallels in 1917 between British empire-building and French territorial 

aspirations, “similar to how England and the Dominions cast their eyes on the German 

colonies, likewise the British understand that our intentions with Alsace-Lorraine are 

similar.”189 Souchon suggested that France not grant French citizenship rights to all 

Alsace-Lorraine Germans; naturalization, in his view, should be a reward and a tool to 
                                                
187 Souchon argued the “[expulsion] would imply, without a doubt, the obligation to sell all their 
property.” Session on November 18, 1918, Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, 
Volume 2, 296. 
188 Procès-verbaux, 290. 
189 Session on December 3, 1917. Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, Volume 2, 37. 
Alsace-Lorrainers also compared their wartime treatment by the Germany army and administration to 
that of an “African colony,” Das Elsass, vol. 1., 369. 
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keep Germans loyal.190  

The committee was still discussing the fate of enemy elites and their assets 

when the French army marched into Alsace and Lorraine, less than two weeks after 

the armistice. Although the Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine had prepared studies for 

both minor and major issues that the French occupiers might encounter in the region, 

the army disregarded many of these suggestions and instead implemented more radical 

policies, such as the immediate sequester of German companies, and the hasty 

currency exchange, the subject of chapters 7 and 8.  

 

Conclusions 

The actions of the German army and governments in Alsace-Lorraine during 

the First World War caused disruptions in the region’s economy and diminished the 

status of both native and “Old German” economic elites. Nonetheless, the French 

government engaged in comparable measures soon after it occupied the region in 

November 1918. One lesson of the war was that it was harmful for the economy to 

                                                
190 While French legislation and court practice provided both guidelines and legitimacy to the expulsion 
of Germans, as for the expropriation of assets, French law was not as straightforward. This explains why 
Souchon admitted during a November 1918 session of the committee, that the legal grounds for 
expropriating expelled Germans were few and far between: “If it was not for the complete domination of 
Germans over Alsace-Lorraine’s economy, the most legal solution would be to leave them the property 
rights over their assets, no matter what these assets are.” He estimated that Germans owned half of all 
moveable property in the city of Metz, and a quarter in Strasbourg. Furthermore, in his estimates, 
Germans owned half of Alsace-Lorraine’s mines and two-thirds of its potash reserves. Souchon claimed 
that the hegemony of Germans over Alsace-Lorraine’s economy prevented the French government from 
following a legal path. Instead, he argued: “it is important to make steps for the expropriation of 
Germans or the liquidation of their assets, when these are a source of an overwhelming wealth.” Souchon 
proposed two solutions, both were more lenient than the measures the French government ended up 
taking. He suggested that either the German government confiscate the shares of German mining 
companies, and render it to the French administration; or else, he proposed that the French government 
leave some time for the German mine owners to liquidate their assets and keep the selling price for 
themselves. (Session on November 18, 1918, Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, 
Volume 2, 297.) 
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transfer the national categorization system from people to companies: the nationality 

of companies proved difficult to determine, and the sequesters initiated by the German 

army harmed native and German-owned business alike. The ensuing decline in 

production, in turn, impacted the war economy negatively.  

Despite the persistent differences between Alsatian and “Old German” 

economic elites, the two groups were more united at the end of the war than ever 

before, this instance of cooperation was buried under the rhetoric of “return” to France 

after 1918. In addition, the profitability of many Alsatian firms contributing to the 

Reich’s war effort was similarly stymied by the rhetoric of German oppression. The 

war also showed that business elites, such as the germanophile Eugene Jacobi or the 

francophile De Dietrichs, had strong political opinions, but these views did not 

interfere with the business practices of their firms. Regardless of the political views of 

the management, who were critical of at least some German actions, business elites 

cooperated with the German army. 

Although usually studied separately, wartime French and German plans of 

social engineering showed remarkably similarities. Both governments aimed at 

dismantling Alsace-Lorraine, absorbing it administratively into the nation-state, 

initiating measures of large-scale ethnic discrimination, including expulsion and 

resettlement, and placing undesirable minorities at an economic disadvantage. During 

the war, the German army and government embarked on fulfilling its visions, under 

the serious limitations of wartime shortages, the proximity of the frontline, ineffective 

administration, and pushback from Reichstag politicians. Whereas the French 

government successfully recruited a large section of Alsace-Lorraine’s political elites 
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and populations to its side by 1918, the German army and government alienated even 

the region’s Germans with economic and administrative centralization, the formation 

of war companies, and unnecessary clashes with the mostly “Old German” civilian 

administration. Whereas the Adler and Oppenheimer and Wolff, Netter, and Jacobi 

firms reaped the rewards of the war economy by furnishing the German army, they 

could not influence the policies of the German government, which filled them with 

uncertainty about the future. The Verband that “Old German” and Alsatian 

industrialists formed to protest against the government’s plans on Alsace-Lorraine was 

a symptom of this sense of insecurity. Offering wartime profits without a degree of 

political autonomy, on the other hand, did not suffice to win over Alsatian elites such 

as the De Dietrichs to the German side.  
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CHAPTER 4 

ELITES AT WAR: STATE-LED INDUSTRIALIZATION, ETHNIC 

DISCRIMINATION, AND THE PROSPERITY OF ELITES DURING THE “LONG 

FIRST WORLD WAR” IN TRANSYLVANIA (1914-1920) 

 
In his widely acclaimed Capital in the Twenty-First Century, Thomas Piketty 

has pointed out the significance of the First World War in reducing wealth and thus 

economic inequality between the elites and the rest of the population by the 

destruction of assets and capital in Europe.1 Building on the work of Charles Maier, 

David Landes, Michel Hau, and others, I explore how economic elites and family 

firms managed to retain their social status amidst the destruction of capital and rise of 

inflation that Piketty has described.2 I will continue the story of the Renner tannery in 

Transylvania, and explore why the First World War brought about rapid import 

substitution industrialization in the Central Powers, which was deeply connected to the 

destruction on the front lines.  

Wartime destruction was thus geographically and temporally uneven: while 

regions around the front lines and occupied territories – such as northeastern France, 

Galicia, Romania, or Serbia – suffered from the devastation of private and public 
                                                
1 Thomas Piketty, Capital in the Twenty-First Century (Cambdridge: Harvard U.P., 2015), 241. 
2Charles S. Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe: Stabilization in France, Germany, and Italy in the 
Decade after World War I (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1975), 1-75; David S. Landes, 
Dynasties: Fortunes and Misfortunes of the World’s Great Family Businesses (New York: Viking, 
2006), 261-289; Michel Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, de 1684 à nos jours (Strasbourg: Oberlin, 1998); 
Youssef Cassis, “Business History in France,” in Business History around the World, 192-214, edited 
by Franco Amatori and Geoffrey Jones, (Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2003). 
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wealth, industrialists that supplied armies remained prosperous, especially if their 

assets were located far from belligerent armies, like in the case of the Renner firm.3 

Furthermore, the First World War produced different outcomes for industries based on 

their access to raw materials. Even thought I will focus below on one company, the 

Renner tannery, it is important to keep in mind that there were many other “war 

millionaires” in Austria-Hungary and Germany as well.4 Owners of large banks, steel 

plants, coal mines, paper factories, tanneries, and food processing businesses raked in 

enormous profits, especially in the first period of the war, when raw materials were 

still readily available.5 By contrast, companies in construction, textiles, iron mining, 

oil refining, electric engineering, and many other branches of the industry declined or 

stagnated due to the shortage of raw materials and labor.6 

The First World War brought about fast-paced industrialization and the 

escalation of discriminatory ethnic policies in Transylvania, both of which 

substantially shaped the political and economic debates of the interwar period. 

Transylvania was among the least industrialized regions of the Hungarian Kingdom on 

the eve of the First World War, which made the wartime boom seem even more 

spectacular.7 The modernization of this formerly agrarian and economically peripheral 

                                                
3 Hull, Absolute Destruction, 119-262. 
4 Kozma, Hadimilliomosok, 1-114; Feldman, Army, Industry, Labor in Germany 1914-1918, 59-61. 
5 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1914, 183-235; As Schulze has demonstrated, shortages 
affected all industrie by the end of the war. (“Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I,” 86-91). 
6 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1914, 183-235. 
7 The region’s per capita production was less than two-thirds that of the central areas of Hungary. 
Frigyes Fellner, Die Verteilung des Volksvermögens und Volkseinkommens der Länder der 
Ungarischen Heiligen Krone Zwischen dem Heutigen Ungarn und den Successions-Staaten. (Ferrara: 
Taddei, 1924); Max-Stephan Schulze, “Regional Income Dispersion and Market Potential in the Late 
Nineteenth Century Hapsburg Empire.” LSE Working Paper in Economic History, 106 November 
(2007): 25-28; Hungarian National Archives (MNL- OL), Z 58 93. cs. 415-419. t. ”Magyar földgáz rt. 
1916-28.”  
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region of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy strengthened the region’s mostly Magyar 

and German business elites, which profited most from the First World War.8  

I will show how economic elites became increasingly dependent on the state 

and large war corporations. I will also trace how the World War pushed economic 

means of ethnic discrimination by the Hungarian state to the foreground, and how 

policies initially aimed at the Romanian minority of Transylvania had also 

repercussions for Magyar populations and other parts of Hungary. Hungarian policies 

were similar to anti-French measures by the German government in Alsace-Lorraine, 

pointing to the radicalization of minority politics among the Central Powers by 1917. 

In 1916, the Kingdom of Romania formed an alliance with the Entente, declared war 

on Austria-Hungary and Germany and launched an unsuccessful attack against 

Transylvania. The Budapest government used the attack as a pretext to nip the 

formation of Romanian elites and middle classes in the bud.  

Even though the ratio of Romanians in key administrative positions remained 

considerably lower than their share of Transylvania’s population, it is remarkable that 

by 1914, a considerable portion of the Romanian intelligentsia was loyal to the 

Hungarian state and well-networked among Magyar intellectuals, civil servants, and 

gentries.9 Some ethnic Romanian landowners and civil servants backed the Magyar 

prime minister István Tisza’s Party of National Work (1910-1917).10 

                                                
8 Philipp Ther, “Pre-negotiated Violence: Ethnic Cleansing in the ‘Long First World War’” in Jochen 
Böhler, Włodzimierz Borodziej, and Joachim von Puttkamer, eds., Legacies of Violence: Eastern 
Europe’s First World War, (Munich: Oldenbourg Verlag, 2014), 259. 
9Nándor Bárdi, Otthon és haza: tanulmányok a romániai magyar kisebbség történetéről, (Csíkszereda: 
Pro-Print, 2013), 66-86.; Gábor Egry, e-mail message to author, March 2, 2016. 
10 Egry, e-mail message. 
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Whereas in 1912, the Renner company was highly profitable, problems started 

in the following year and the Renner tannery was unable to recover until the outbreak 

of the war. After registering 264,000 crowns of profit in 1912, profits dropped to 

27,000 crowns the following year, and the company was unable to attract shareholders 

to raise its paid-up capital to 500,000 crowns.11 As the economic crisis set in, orders 

dried up. The annual report from year 1914 asserted, “we worked with strong faith and 

will, and we believed in the value of self-conscious, careful work. Instead of pursuing 

instantaneous profit, we made our business more economical and our products more 

refined.”12 The audience of the annual report, however, was the distressed 

shareholders of the firm, which explains why the management used an optimistic 

language that covered up a sharp decrease in profits. 

The crisis of the Renner tannery was not unique to the company. The year 

1913 ushered in a period of economic decline in Hungary, the Monarchy, and 

Europe.13 The economic crisis and fears from an upcoming war manifested themselves 

through the withdrawal of foreign capital from Hungary in the wake of the Balkan 

Wars; the shortage of capital, in turn, propelled an increase in the cost of borrowing 

and living.14 Available pools of state-owned capital and the reserves of large banks fed 

into ratcheting up the output of heavy industries such as weapon production.15 

The First World War ended the economic crisis and proved a boon to many 

industrial companies in both Germany and Austria-Hungary. Capitalists with 
                                                
11 ”Jegyzőkönyv 1913, 1914.” Clujana 1/1914, RNA Cluj-Napoca. 
12 Minutes of the assembly of the Renner Brothers and Partners Tannery. April 11, 1915. DJAN, 
Clujana, 1915/1. 
13 Béla Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága. Pénzügyi és közgazdasági évko̤nyv 1913.- évről. 
(Budapest: Benkő Gyula cs. és kir. udvari könyvkereskedése, 1914), 11-14. 
14 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1913, 11-14. 
15 Ibid.  
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investments in tanning were especially fortunate as the Central Powers possessed 

sizeable cattle stocks and leather reserves, unlike textile industrialists and glassmakers, 

most of whom had to shut down their factories in Transylvania and elsewhere in the 

Central Powers.16 Tanneries were key for the war economy, as soldiers’ boots, straps, 

belts, helmets, bullet containers, and backpacks were partially or fully made of leather.  

The outbreak of the war thus immediately put the Renner company on an 

upward trajectory. As early as the fall of 1914, the Renner tannery switched to 

exclusively catering to the Austro-Hungarian military’s demands. Between 1914 and 

1915, the company’s yearly profits increased from 27,000 crowns to 189,000 crowns, 

while in 1918, they reached one million crowns.17 In 1917, the tannery raised its 

capital to two million crowns, and in the economically most difficult war year, 1918, 

the company managed to raise another 3 million crowns, ratcheting up its paid-up 

capital, the equity it received from shareholders, to 5 million. Five million crowns 

represented around $500,000 or 120,000 Swiss francs at the time.18 Inflation and the 

rise in the provisioning of raw materials, nonetheless, undercut this profit, as Max 

Schulze has pointed out, since inflation was slower in Hungary than in Austria.19 

Wartime profits enabled the construction of new factory units and workers’ housing 

on a 12-acre plot, which the firm received free of charge from the Kolozsvár 

municipality in 1917.20  

                                                
16 Carl Ludwig Becker, Die Wirtschaftliche Entwickelung Der Deutschen Lederindustrie bis zur 
Gegenwart, (Strasbourg: Strassburger Drückerei, 1918), 71-75. 
17 Clujana, 1/1917, 1/1919, DJAN Cluj. 
18 Popovics, Das Geldwesen im Kriege; Schulze, “Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I,” 100-
107; For the crown/$ conversion I used Rodney Edvinsson’s “Portal for Historical Statistics” database, 
at http://www.historicalstatistics.org/Currencyconverter.html. 
19 Popovics, Das  Geldwesen im Kriege . Schulze, “Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I,” 107. 
20 Erdélyi Közgazdaság, September 27 (1917): 261. 
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The effective naval blockade of the Central Powers by Great Britain 

contributed to the expansion of the Renner tannery: the resulting import-substitution 

industrialization and the minimal taxation of war profits in Hungary enabled the firm’s 

ascent to the ranks of the largest tannery in the country. According to political 

economist Stephan Haggard, import substitution is “the economic process through 

which local production displaces, or substitutes for, previously imported goods.”21 

Import substitution was not a common practice in prewar Hungary, as most industrial 

goods were available from Austria, or from abroad.  

 The price paid for war profits included the increasing subordination of the 

management to large war corporations, along with the takeover of the firm by 

Budapest banks and companies. The depletion of Hungary’s animal stocks and the 

massive slaughter of cattle, calves, and sheep was yet another, often overlooked cost 

of the wartime prosperity of tanneries. The lack of resources and the blockade forced 

both Germany and the Dual Monarchy to embark on import substitution 

industrialization; it was especially crucial for Hungary, as Austrian industrial products 

became increasingly less available in Hungary between 1914 and 1918. The World 

War brought about economic competition for increasingly scarce resources between 

Austria and Hungary and the occasional reintroduction of customs tariffs between the 

two components of the Dual Monarchy. A contemporary Hungarian economist 

lamented, “the so-called ‘unified customs zone’ of the Monarchy has to be understood 

in a restricted sense. The transport of a variety of food products, goods of primary 

                                                
21 Stephan Haggard, “Import Substitution Industrialization” in Joel Krieger and Margaret E. Crahan, 
eds. The Oxford Companion to Politics of the World (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001), 385. 



 

 213 

necessity, and those needed for the military was not free at all between Austria and 

Hungary.”22  

In some cases, the Hungarian state and Hungarian companies bypassed Austria 

and exported minerals such as aluminum, grains, cattle, and other goods directly to the 

war corporations of the German Reich, which paid higher prices.23 Austria, on the 

other hand, banned the export of certain industrial products to Hungary, including 

finished leather, and it also introduced a tax on a variety of Hungarian export items.24  

Regardless of Austrian-Hungarian internal economic competition, the 

enormous needs of the joint army necessitated an intensification of Hungarian 

industrial production. The least effective production facility and the last scrap of 

leather, metal, and timber began to matter greatly amidst enormous shortages of 

finished products.25 The Budapest war ministry attempted to maximize production, 

and channeled commissions to regions like Transylvania, which used to produce less 

efficiently than the central areas of Hungary or Austria. Still, the primary beneficiaries 

of the war were Budapest- and Vienna-based industrial concerns, which soon turned 

into behemoths. The Renner tannery’s new facilities and capacity to attract investors 

through the issue of new shares made it an ideal partner for the war corporations. 

By the second year of the war, the Monarchy’s capacity to borrow radically 

                                                
22 Géza Lengyel, “A külkereskedelmi forgalom mai szabályozása Mo-on és a szomszéd államokban” 
(The regulation of foreign trade in Hungary and in neighboring states), Közgazdasági Szemle XLIV 62 
(1920): 587. 
23 The request of the management of the Jádvölgy Aluminum Mines Company (Jádvölgyi Alumínium 
Bányatársaság) and Károly Kornis to Hungarian Minister of Commerce and Industry János Harkányi, c. 
1917. Hungarian National Archives (MNL-OL) Z 323/ 2, item 52, 12); “A Német Birodalomhoz való 
gazdasági közeledés iránti tárgyalások ismertetése”, MNL-OL K 69, 16. cs. 
24 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága. Pénzügyi és közgazdasági évko̤nyv az 1917.  évről. (Budapest: 
Benkő Gyula cs. és kir. udvari könyvkereskedése, 1917),  377. 
25 Gusztáv Gratz and Richard Schüller, The Economic Policy of Austria-Hungary during the War in Its 
External Relations, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1928), 91-102. 
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decreased, and its export and import markets closed down due to the blockade as well. 

As Max-Stephan Schulze has noted, “[t]o the extent that Austria-Hungary did fight 

this war on the cheap, that was not an outcome of choice, but of necessity in light of 

inadequate resources.”26 

Still, war spending was moderate only when compared to Germany, France, 

and the United Kingdom.27 The Hungarian government borrowed substantially, and 

together with the 38 percent decrease in agricultural production, and the loss of export 

markets, the debts decreased the value of the crown by 23 percent after the first year of 

the war, and over 40 percent by 1916. In order to make up for the trade deficit, the 

Austro-Hungarian Bank lost three quarters of its metallic reserves by 1916, as national 

debt soared from over 6 billion to 23 billion crowns by the end of the second war 

year.28  Yet the ratio of national debt to gross domestic production increased from 62 

percent in 1913, to 73 percent in 1916, attesting to the limited borrowing capacity of 

the Dual Monarchy. During the last two years of the war, as credit sources dried up, so 

did the ratio of national debt readjust to prewar levels. In 1918, it was close to 62 

percent again. The capacity of Germany’s banks to extend credit to the Reich’s main 

ally were limited: German banks provided only a little over 4 billion crowns of credit 

during the war, which amounted to 4 percent of the Monarchy’s 1918 debt, the rest 

                                                
26 Max-Stephan Schulze, “Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I,” in Stephen N. Broadberry and 
Mark Harrison, eds. The Economics of World War I (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2005), 107. 
27 Schulze, “Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I.” 
28 The Hungarian government carried out the mobilization from a 350 million-crown loan from the 
Austro-Hungarian Bank through the Rothschild consortium of the Creditanstalt – extended at a fifteen 
percent interest rate. This loan was the first in a series of German and Austro-Hungarian loans through 
which the Hungarian state became indebted by 1918. Hungary financed over 36 percent of the Austro-
Hungarian military’s costs, and it also contributed accordingly to the 200 million Swiss frank loan 
extended to Bulgaria and Turkey in 1916. Council of Min. August 17, 1914; October 13, 1916, Iványi, 
Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 79-80, 236-237. 
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came from the reserves of domestic banks, as well as from war bonds of the 

population, mostly the bourgeoisie.29 

The Hungarian government’s reaction to the extension of the war was similar 

to that of the German and Austrian administration: in early 1915, Prime Minister 

Tisza’s government started to set up war corporations, which gradually became the 

sole buyers and distributers of all raw materials and finished products. The Central 

Leather Corporation (Bőrközpont) (CLC) bought up all raw leather in Hungary and 

redistributed it to tanneries with instructions for finishing that corresponded to the 

military’s needs.30 The CLC was placed under the ministers of commerce and war, as 

well as Hungary’s so called honvéd army, and it made sure that tanners, businessmen, 

and traders observed the 44 decrees and regulations that the government issued 

pertaining to the leather industry between 1914 and 1917.31 Industrialists who tried to 

fly under the radar of the CLC stopped receiving raw materials, which led to their 

shutdown.32 Only leather rejected by the ministry of war could be transferred from the 

CLC to a separate corporation, the Leather Supply Company (LSC) (Bőrbeszerzési 

Rt.), which catered for civilian populations.33  

                                                
29 Max-Stephan Schulze, “Austria-Hungary’s Economy in World War I,” in The Economics of World 
War I, eds. Stephen N. Broadberry and Mark Harrison (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2005), 107; Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága, 1917, 69;  
30 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága, 1917, 69. 
31 Béla Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága. Pénzügyi és közgazdasági évko̤nyv 1914.- évről. 
(Budapest: Benkő Gyula cs. és kir. udvari könyvkereskedése, 1917), 377. 
32 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1917, 377. 
33 Ibid. 
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The tannery lobby often complained about the maximum prices that the two 

war corporations established.34 In fact, the maximum prices were extraordinarily high, 

and assured that even industrialists who produced lesser-quality finished leather 

pocketed considerably more kronen or crowns than before the war.35 The Renners 

were not the only industrialists that profited from the war effort. Despite shortages, 

factory owners, military suppliers, skilled workers, and land-owning peasants 

managed to amass fortunes by 1918. Even contemporary observers who did not 

sympathize with the working class movement noticed that the bourgeoisie and 

economic elites did especially well. A contemporary Transylvanian economic writer 

observed, “Capital has become an enormous lord. Wartime prosperity has placed it on 

a pedestal. It grew up and developed huge muscles. Capital lives in a twinkling palace, 

sits on a purple throne, claims royal prerogatives, rules, and commands.”36 

Unlike Great Britain and France, Austria-Hungary and Germany introduced 

only minimal taxes on war profits.37 In Hungary, war profit taxes were calculated on 

the basis of the ratio of the firm’s paid-up capital and profits. Thus, through raising the 

company’s paid-up capital by issuing new shares, as the Renner tannery did, the 

management was able to substantially decrease the firm’s tax obligations: with every 

increase of the paid-up capital, the ratio of the firm’s capital to its profits became 

                                                
34 The Leather Supply Company often decreed that the price of shoes, belts, coats and other leather 
products destined for civilian population be reduced, resulting in discontent among industrialists. 
Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága, 1917, 70. 
35 The paper industry was a case in point. While it had to radically reduce both the quality and quantity 
of its products, and limit production to a select few kind of papers, it still managed to achieve 
extraordinary profits due to high demand for paper. Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága, 1917, 379. 
36 “Transylvanian Hungarian National Bank,” Erdélyi Közgazdaság, August 2, 1917. 
37 Gerald D. Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany, 1914-1918, (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1966), 45-48, 61-63 
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smaller.38 Anger against “war millionaires” easily morphed into frustrations with 

“Germans” in Alsace-Lorraine, “Jews” in Vienna and Budapest, and with enriched 

Romanian land owners in Transylvania.39 The Antisemitism of such figures as the 

Hungarian Roman Catholic Bishop Ottokár Prohászka and anti-Romanian agitation 

among Hungarian political elites showed remarkable similarities: both Jews and 

Romanians were cast as unreliable and disloyal soldiers and war profiteers, who used 

the First World War as an occasion to acquire wealth to the detriment of non-Jewish 

Magyars.40 

The price that the tannery paid for increasing production figures and stellar 

profits was to become heavily dependent on Budapest-based companies and banks one 

year before the takeover of the region by the Romanian army. Still, the company 

needed Budapest banks for expansion, since not even the extra profits were sufficient 

to finance its expansion.  Transylvanian banks did not possess enough capital to 

bankroll the company, either. The Renners also needed to establish direct connections 

with the two Budapest war corporations that distributed raw leather and other 

                                                
38 No wonder that the Renner tannery and other companies frequently raised their capital during the 
war. See Law XXIX of 1916 in Artur Székely, Háborus gazdasági törvények és rendeletek, (Budapest: 
M. Vámpolitikai Kp., 1916), 382-396. 
39 Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor, 45-48; Nándor Kozma, Hadimilliomosok [War millionaries], 
(Budapest: A Táltos kiadása, 1918); Borsszem Jankó, October 8, 1916; Péter Bihari, A Forgotten Home 
Front: The Middle Classes and the 'Jewish Question' in Hungary during the First World War, 
Dissertation defended at the History Department of CEU, 2005. 
40 Paul Hanebrink, “Transnational Culture War: Christianity, Nation, and the Judeo-Bolshevik Myth in 
Hungary, 1890–1920,” The Journal of Modern History 80, no. 1 (2008): 68-74; A zsidókérdés 
Magyarországon. A Huszadik Század körkérdése (Budapest, 1917); János Gyurgyák, A zsidókérdés 
Magyarországon: politikai eszmetörténet (Budapest: Osiris, 2001); Péter Bihari, Lövészárkok a 
hátországban: középosztály, zsidókérdés, antiszemitizmus az első világháború Magyarországán 
(Budapest: Napvilág, 2008); Egry, e-mail message. 
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materials, mediated army commissions, and lobbied for state support; partnership with 

Budapest banks and companies served this purpose.41  

The original founders of the Renner firm as well as other Transylvanian 

capitalists retained less than one-third of the firm’s shares (see figure 24 and table 7). 

One of the influential slaughterhouse owners and grain merchants of Budapest, József 

Löbl acquired one-third of the company’s shares; it is likely that the Löbl and Son 

Company channeled part of the raw leather it acquired to the Kolozsvár-based 

tannery.42 The Vienna and Budapest-based Anglo-Austrian Bank and the Hungarian 

Bank and Commercial Company, the latter of which was presided over by one of the 

most influential bankers and businessmen of the capital city, Simon Krausz, both 

acquired 18 percent of the shares. 

 

Fig. 24.  Budapest-based vs. Transylvanian Capital at the Renner Tannery in 
November 1917  

 

Source: Clujana 1/1918, DJAN Cluj. 

                                                
41 There was a Budapest-based firm that received a token amount of shares in the Renner company in 
exchange for assuring that  
42 Löbl’s firm had become an established cattle slaughter in the Hungarian capital by the time the war 
broke out. Budapest székesfőváros költségvétése, (Budapest: Bp. Sz. Házinyomdája, 1907), 388. 
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Table 7. The shareholders of the Renner Tannery in 1917. 

All Shares (n=3,891) 
 

Percentage of 
All Shares (%) 
(1917) 

Budapest Shareholders (2,700 shares)                                                                 69% 
              Hungarian Bank& Commercial Company (Simon Krausz) 18% 
              József Löbl and Son Company 33% 
              Anglo-Austrian Bank, Budapest 18% 
Transylvanian Shareholders (1,191 shares)                                                        31% 
              Renner Family 9% 
              Farkas Group - Civic Savings Bank, Kolozsvár  11% 
              Hecht Family 9% 
              Other Transylvanian Capitalists 

 
2% 

Source: Clujana 1/1918, DJAN Cluj. 

 

The wartime expansion of the Renner tannery was predicated upon the 

slaughter of hundreds of thousands of animals. As the death toll of soldiers increased, 

so did the number of cattle, calf, and sheep slaughtered, pointing to yet another 

unsettling process which connected the two fronts. In September 1914 alone, the 

Renner tannery processed the skin and fur of 233,000 lambs and 40,000 sheep and 

made them into military waistcoats and fur coats in preparation for fighting on the 

cold, windy eastern front.43  

In 1913, Hungary imported 81 million crowns worth of raw leather and leather 

products, and exported similar goods worth 31 million crowns.44 By 1915, imports 

increased to 121 million crowns, and exports to 82 million crowns. The increase in 

exports of more than 50 million crowns was primarily enabled by the massive 

slaughter of an increasingly broader range and larger quantity of animals. In the record 

year of 1914, when the leather industry’s production skyrocketed, more than 177,000 
                                                
43 DJAN Cluj, Clujana 1/1914 
44 Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények (Budapest: Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, 1921), 379. 
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cattle were slaughtered; in 1917, this figure increased to 235,000.45 Furthermore, given 

the joint Austrian-Hungarian customs union, the leather exported from Hungary to 

Austria and vice versa did not even show up in contemporary statistics. Thus, the 

amount of leather in circulation was higher than import and export figures suggest. 

Until 1915, the army demanded only leather made of cattle, calf, and horse.46 

The following year, it began demanding sheepskin, and in 1917, lambskin.47 While 

there were shortages of almost everything by 1917, the amount of raw leather at the 

disposal of the Hungarian government increased as compared to 1914. Due to the lack 

of forage, peasants and land owners sold their cattle, sheep, and lambs to war 

corporations, which directed these animals to slaughterhouses.48 By the end of the war, 

Hungary and Transylvania had substantially depleted their cattle stocks. 

 

Radicalization in Transylvania (1916-1920) 

 Fighting between Russian and Austro-Hungarian troops in the Transylvanian 

Carpathians and the arrival of around 25,000 Galician Jewish immigrants made the 

region’s population conscious of the ongoing war ever since August 1914, casting a 

shadow over sharp distinctions in the historiography between the home front and the 

war front.49 Another major impact of the war was the increasing political influence of 

Transylvanian Magyar nationalists who wanted to subjugate the region’s Romanian 

                                                
45 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1917, 69-70. 
46 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1914, 378. 
47 Ibid., 378. 
48 Katona, Magyarország közgazdasága 1917, 69-70. 
49 David Rechter, “Galicia in Vienna: Jewish Refugees in the First World War,” Austrian History 
Yearbook 28 (1997): 113–30; Hanebrink, “Transnational Culture War,” 68; Maureen Healy, 
“Homefront, Civilians and the Everyday in World War I” key note presentation at Habsburg 
Homefronts Workshop, October 27, 2015, Reichenau an der Rax. 
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middle class economically and the rest of the Romanian population culturally and 

politically. 

The Balkan Wars and the outbreak of World War I pushed the minority rights 

issues of Transylvania, that were on the margins of national politics, onto center stage, 

as the region became a major theme of diplomatic bargaining in Paris, St. Petersburg, 

Berlin, Vienna, and Bucharest.50 The relations between the Hungarian administration 

and the Romanian political elite in Transylvania passed through 5 phases during 

World War I. From July 1914 till October 1915, when Bulgaria joined the war on the 

side of the Central Powers, Tisza pursued a policy of appeasement with the region’s 

Romanian elites. From October 1915 until August 1916, the Hungarian government 

reverted back to the repression of the Romanian national movement. Romania’s 

ambush attack on Austria-Hungary ushered in a brief period of war in the region, from 

August 27 until mid-October 1916 (fig. 25).51 After the successful counterattack of the 

Central Powers on the Romanian army, the Hungarian administration embarked on 

repraisals against Tranyslvania’s ethnic Romanian elites between November 1916 and 

October 1918. Finally, the period between the Belgrade armistice of November 1918 

and the signing of the Treaty of Trianon in 1920 ushered in Romanian sovereignty 

over Transylvania. 

  

                                                
50 Sherman David Spector, Rumania at the Paris Peace Conference; a Study of the Diplomacy of Ioan 
I.C. Brătianu. (New York: Bookman Associates, 1962). 
51 The Russian army burst briefly into a few Slovak-populated villages in northeastern Hungary in 1914 
and 1915, but unlike the attack on Transylvania, these previous invasions did shatter the population’s 
belief in its own security. Glenn E Torrey, The Romanian Battlefront in World War I (Lawrence: 
University Press of Kansas, 2011), 45-74. 
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Fig 25 The “Rumanian campaign,” of 1916  

 

Sources:Thomas E. Griess, Atlas for the Great War (Square One Publishers, Inc., 
2003), 36. 

 

The Romanian attack had two major consequences for the rest of the war and 

for the interwar period: first, Hungarian governments radicalized their policies against 

the ethnic Romanian elites of Transylvania, conflating them with the Romanian 

Kingdom that had attacked the Monarchy. Second, the attack and brief occupation 
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brought about a small social revolution following the complete breakdown of the 

Hungarian state apparatus, not unlike the situation in the fall of 1918, during the 

dissolution of Austria-Hungary.  

The experience of 1916 also pointed to the fragility of the social position of the 

mostly Magyar landowners living among angry peasant masses in Transylvania, and 

showed how dependent elites were on the state apparatus to defend their security and 

their property. The Transylvanian Romanian writer Liviu Rebreanu’s 1920 novel, Ion, 

captured the frustration of peasants with Hungarian Jewish village notaries, who acted 

as tax collectors.52 The novel was set in the prewar years and showed that anger with 

landowners and the state transferred easily to the lower middle class, which acted as 

the state’s agent, and it also demonstrated how peasant frustrations with elites could 

easily be transformed into ethnic Romanian mobilization against Magyars and Jews.  

The 1916 war in Transylvania was more of a short-lived spontaneous class war 

than the ethnic mobilization of Magyars and Romanians against each other. During the 

breakdowns of the state apparatus in 1916 and in fall 1918, destitute Romanian and 

Hungarian peasant masses plundered the homes of the rural nobility. The behavior of 

populations in Transylvania showed that wartime destitution forged ties between the 

Magyar, Romanian and Gypsy lower classes, despite Hungarian and Romanian 

nationalist agitation to group along ethnic lines. Following the attack of the Romanian 

army, Magyars, Romanians and Gypsies all participated in this modern-day 

                                                
52 Liviu Rebreanu, Ion (New York: Twayne Publishers, 1967). 



 

 224 

Jacquerie.53 In the Szekler village of Barátos, the Hungarian peasants Mária Simon 

and Miklós Fekete reportedly shouted, ”the rule of the Wallachians [Romanians] is 

much better than the Hungarians, as poor folks have so far been treated as slaves.”54  

The breakdown of social order and the state apparatus in both 1916 and 1918 

pointed to the dependency of elites and even the bourgeoisie on the state. The 

Romanian attack on Transylvania not only revealed the weakness of the joint army, 

but it also made Transylvania the region where Hungary first tumbled, setting an 

example for both the Budapest government and the general population of Hungary of 

what might follow in case the war was lost.  

The attack did not produce a massive mobilization among Transylvanian 

Romanians, most of whom fled from the invaders along with Magyar and German 

populations.55 Many Jiu valley miners, half of whom were ethnic Romanians, joined a 

hastily assembled pro-Austro-Hungarian battalion that perished fighting the 

invaders.56 The rest of southern Transylvania’s population, including ethnic 

Romanians, fled as they could, because the government did not make preparations for 

the rapid evacuation of around 200,000 people.57 The lack of ethnic Romanian 

mobilization in Transylvania in favor of the Romanian Kingdom is not surprising in 
                                                
53 Romanians constituted the majority of those convicted for plundering. Hungarian courts might have 
been biased against ethnic Romanians, who nevertheless constituted the majority on occupied 
territories. Still, many Hungarian Szeklers, plundered along with the Romanian army. 
54 Schmidt Tibolt papers, MNL-OL, P 2287, d. 1. 
55 The Romanian attack revealed the numerous differences between ethnic Romanians in Transylvania 
and the Kingdom of Romania. The Romanian army even suspected Transylvanian Romanians who 
remained in the region to be Hungarian spies. Ion Agărbiceanu, “Zvonuri ce trebuie să înceteze,” 
Universul, October 17, 1916. 
56 “A Zsil-völgyében lévő bányák,” A Bánya, 34, October 22, 1916, 2; Ion Aldescu, Armata română în 
Valea Jiului: repere istorice : (1916-1999) (Bucureşti: Ed. Militară, 2001); Dumitru Cioflinǎ, Marele 
Cartier General al armatei române: documente, 1916-1920 (București: Editura Machiavelli, 1996). 
57 Lajos Pilisi, A megrohant és felszabadított Erdély (Budapest: Auktor, 2005); Vilmos Nagybaczoni 
Nagy, A Románia elleni hadjárat, 1916-1917 (Budapest: M. Kir. Honvédelmi Ministerium Kiadása, 
1919); “Registry of refugees,” MNL-OL, P 2287, 2. doboz, 1917/1-10. d.   
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light of the prewar apathy of the majority of Romanian peasants on both sides of the 

border as regards nationality issues or foreign policy.  

As historian Lucian Boia has pointed out, Transylvania aroused few nationalist 

emotions or solidarity in 1914 among ordinary Romanians in Romania.58 When, for 

instance, Transylvanian Romanian poet Octavian Goga, who had emigrated to 

Romania before 1914, campaigned in the Old Kingdom about the suffering of the 

“brothers across the borders,” the journalist of the Seara, a Romanian newspaper, 

reproached him for not addressing the issues of Romania proper.59 The conservative 

party in Romania decisively opposed the attack on Austria-Hungary, while 

Transylvanian Romanian politicians expressed no desire for unification with Romania 

until 1918.60  

Whereas the behavior of populations during the Romanian occupation and the 

immediate collapse of Hungarian administration in Transylvania could have served as 

a warning to the Budapest government on the limits of its sovereignty over 

Transylvania, the administration embarked on a large-scale program of discrimination 
                                                
58 Lucian Boia, “Germanofilii,” Elită intelectuală românească în anii primului război mondial 
(Bucharest: Humanitas, 2010), 1-35. 
59 A bloody peasant riot shook Romania in 1907, resulting from the subjugation of the landless peasants 
by the large landowning boyars. The revolt pushed the peasant question to the forefront of national 
politics, while the problem of Transylvania remained marginalized. The majority of the Romanian 
public supported the entente, but long-standing Russophobic sentiments were also salient. Though 
marginalized after 1918, Lucian Boia has recently called attention to the importance of the country’s 
germanophile intellectual elites, who received their education in the Reich and admired Germany. 
Nagyvárad, January 15, 1916. Marin Badea and Ion Ilincioiu, The Great Romanian Peasant Revolt of 
1907 (Bucharest: Editura Academiei Române, 1991); Boia, Germanofilii. 
60 Even the most radical Romanians, such as Aurel Popovici and other members of Francis Ferdinand’s 
Belvedere Circle only hoped for the federative transformation of the Monarchy. Unification was 
unrealistic until 1918, and Transylvanian Romanian elites also harbored a sense of cultural and 
economic superiority towards the population of the Old Kingdom (Regat); Vermes, Tisza, 141; 
Arguments on the “superiority of Transylvanian Romanians” reached as far as the German political 
elite. In 1916, Friedrich Naumann wrote, “[t]he three million Roumanians are certainly better off in a 
material sense in Hungary than they would have been in Roumania, for the Hungarian State, in spite of 
many defects in administration, is in a higher stage of development.” Friedrich Naumann, Central 
Europe (London: P.S. King&Son, 1916), 98. 
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against the Romanian population. From a legal standpoint, the 1917 and 1918 

discrimination against ethnic Romanians originated from the 1912 exceptional war 

measures passed at the onset of the Balkan Wars. The Hungarian legislature passed a 

series of “laws of exception:” Law 63 provided for censorship, banned protests, 

increased the power of the gendarmerie, and provided for the nomination of 

government commissioners, who had special powers to instruct the local 

administration.61 Already two days before the declaration of war on Serbia, on July 26, 

1914, the government ordered the inspection of postal traffic, enforced stricter 

censorship of newspapers, and granted “special powers” (kivételes hatalom) to the 

government ministers.62  

The trend was apparent already in July and August 1914 that exceptional 

measures originally designed for the Serbian and Romanian-populated borderlands 

were soon to be enforced throughout the entire country.63 For instance, the 

government introduced martial law, limited the right of assembly and granted the 

gendarmerie the right to intervene in Transylvanian and southern Hungarian cities 

starting July 26, 1914.64 In addition, the government received the right to inspect 

banks and companies on these territories.65 Less than one week later, these measures 

were in force throughout the entire country.66 Between 1914 and 1918, the 

                                                
61 Law LXIII of 1912. 1000 év törvényei database, CompLex Kiadó. Accessed on April 29, 2015, at 
http://www.1000ev.hu/index.php?a=3&param=7188 
62 Council of Min. July 30, 1914; Iványi, Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 63-64;  
63 Council of Min. August 1, 1914; Iványi, Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 68; Galántai, 
Világháború, 154. 
64 Council of Min. July 30, 1914; Iványi, Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 65. 
65 Council of Min. July 30, 1914; Iványi, Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 65, Section C. 
66 Council of Min. August 1, 1914; Iványi, Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 68. 
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government extended its “special powers” 8 times.67 

As with many other measures of the Monarchy, bureaucratic efficiency looked 

considerably better on paper than in real life. Neither the army, nor the bureaucracy 

was ready for a war in 1914: there was a shortage of capital and personnel to carry out 

the laws of exception and the wartime decrees, while the government could obtain 

only limited credits to refashion its bureaucracy to meet the needs of total war.68  

The peculiarity of the Transylvanian measures between 1916 and 1918 was 

that they focused on economic assets, particularly land, and they explicitly and openly 

targeted ethnic Romanian elites. The focus on economic discrimination was not a 

Hungarian invention: after 1916, both the Entente states and Germany initiated the 

liquidation of enemy assets on their territories and increased economic warfare against 

each other: the Allied Economic Conference and the peace treaty of Brest-Litovsk 

were two examples of this increasing concern with economic resources.69  

The war with Romania precipitated the fall of the moderate Tisza government, 

and enabled the outspoken anti-Romanian opposition to take power. It was the Magyar 
                                                
67 Galántai, Világháború, 154. 
68 István Deák, Beyond Nationalism: A Social and Political History of the Habsburg Officer Corps, 
1848-1918 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), 190-194. 
69 Economic problems that Germany and Austria-Hungary faced gave rise to conceptions, popular in the 
interwar period, too, according to which the First World War was primarily an economic 
Vernichtungskrieg or war of extermination led by the United Kingdom against Germany and Austria-
Hungary. Daniela L. Caglioti, “Aliens and Internal Enemies: Internment Practices, Economic Exclusion 
and Property Rights during the First World War. Introduction,” Journal of Modern European History 
12, no. 4 (2014): 448–59; D. L. Caglioti, “Property Rights in Time of War: Sequestration and 
Liquidation of Enemy Aliensʼ Assets in Western Europe during the First World War,” Journal of 
Modern European History 12, no. 4 (2014): 523–45; Soutou, L’Or et le sang; Eugen Jacobi, 
Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen: Vortrag gehalten in der Strassburger Gesellschaft für 
deutsche Kultur, am 14 März 1918 (Dumont Schauberg, 1918); Isabel V. Hull, A Scrap of Paper: 
Breaking and Making International Law during the Great War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014), 
1-16; John Maynard Keynes’s monograph on the Paris peace terms helped to cement views according to 
which the First World War was primarily fought for economic reasons (The Economic Consequences of 
the Peace, New York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 1920); Étienne Mantoux, The Carthaginian Peace; 
Or, The Economic Consequences of Mr. Keynes (London, New York [etc.]: G. Cumberlege, Oxford 
University Press, 1946). 
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nationalist Transylvanian Alliance that informed the policies of the incoming Móric 

Esterházy (1917) and Sándor Wekerle (1917-1918) administrations.70 The Alliance’s 

informal leader, the Transylvanian aristocrat István Bethlen, attempted to realize 

Magyar “national supremacy” in the region.71 The incoming governments passed a 

series of decrees against Romanian landowners, priests, school teachers, and 

intelligentsia, which pushed Hungarian-Romanian relations in Transylvania to an all-

time low since the bloody civil war of 1848-1849.  

The Hungarian government imprisoned and interned over 1,700 ethnic 

Romanian intellectuals, priests, politicians, and even an ethnic Romanian general.72 

Minister of Religion and Culture Albert Apponyi placed the Greek Catholic and 

Orthodox Churches under state supervision, and also embarked on establishing a 

“culture zone” in the ethnically mixed or majority Romanian areas of Transylvania. 

According to Apponyi’s plan, only 15 to 18 Romanian schools were allowed to remain 

on the territory of the “culture zone,” which comprised the majority-Romanian areas 

of Transylvania.73 Apponyi’s successor, the Catholic People’s Party’s János Zichy 

cancelled state support for the 477 teachers of 311 Romanian church schools in June 

1918.74   

                                                
70 Gábor Egry, “Regionalizmus, erdélyiség, szupremácia, Az Erdélyi Szövetség és Erdély jövője, 1913-
1918” Századok 147/1 (2013): 1-5. 
71 Meeting of the Hungarian Council of Ministers, December 13, 1917, in Iványi, Minisztertanácsi, 370. 
72 Teodor V. Păcăţian, Jertfele românilor din Ardeal, Banat, Crişana, Sătmar şi Maramureş, aduse în 
războiul mondial din anii 1914-1918 (Sibiu: Editura “Asociațiunii,” 1923), 25; Irina Marin, “World 
War I and Internal Repression: The Case of Major General Nikolaus Cena,” Austrian History Yearbook 
44 (April 2013): 195–208. 
73 Bárdi,”Az Erdélyi Szövetség.” 
74 Bárdi,”Az Erdélyi Szövetség,” 100; Nándor Bárdi, Otthon és haza, Tanulmányok a romániai Magyar 
kisebbség történetéről, (Csíkszereda: Pro-Pront, 2013), 103-105; Erdély története, Vol. 3, 1698. 
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In 1917 and 1918, the Hungarian government was also looking for ways in 

which Romanians used economic means to undermine Hungarian sovereignty. The 

Brassó border police chief Sándor Pietsch received a commission to investigate “the 

connections between the [Romanian] intelligentsia and [Romanian] banks,”75 while 

the government also launched an investigation into Romanian land purchases in 

Transylvania. 

 Pietsch’s mission turned out to be a failure: after poring over documents in 

German-occupied Bucharest, the commissioner exposed that the economic elites in the 

Old Kingdom of Romania regarded Transylvanian Romanian elites as rivals.76 He 

discovered that the major bank the Budapest government suspected of bankrolling 

Transylvanian Romanians, the Banca Carpaților, was “poorely managed” and did not 

provide significant support for the Romanian national movement.77  

The Transylvanian Land Relief Action (birtokpolitikai akció) was a project 

that combined generous support for the Magyar landowners at the expense of enriched 

Romanian peasants, fusing negative ethnic discrimination with positive class-based 

discrimination.78 The policy reflected many parallels to contemporary German 

attempts to restrict French-speakers in Alsace-Lorraine through the Westmark 

corporation, which aimed to bring German colonists to French-speaking Western 

Lorraine to buy up French mines, land, and industrial property in the region.79 

                                                
75 Iványi, Minisztertanácsi, 252. 
76 Memorandum of Counselor of Border Police Pietsch to Minister of Interior, June 9, 1917. Romanian 
National Archives (DJAN) Cluj, 1426/1172, Primul Război Mondial, III/23 „Rapoarte ale poliției 
politice.”  
77 Memorandum of Counselor of Border Police Pietsch. 
78 Council of Min., November 28, 1913 in Iványi, Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek, 119. 
79 Twenty-four Prussian industrialists and mine owners founded the Westmark corporation on December 
14, 1917 in Berlin with initial capital of 7,500,000 marks. The Westmark worked under the supervision 
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Whereas there were no direct connections between the two policies, they attest to the 

increasingly economic aspects of ethnic discrimination in German and Austro-

Hungarian domestic and foreign policies.  

The Transylvanian “Land Relief Action” had been in the making since 1911, 

when István Bethlen lobbied for the creation of a state-funded bank (the so-called 

Altrusitic Bank) that defended Magyar gentries from Romanian land buyers. This 

policy was modeled on Prussian discriminatory policies against Poles in Posen.80 The 

methods and purposes of the Land Relief Action were kept secret and even sidelined 

until 1917, when the project became official government policy.81  

Minister of Agriculture Béla Mezőssy received 47 million crowns for the 

project, which represented more than half of what Apponyi got for magyarizing 

Transylvania’s public education system.82  The sum was exorbitantly high: the 

Monarchy lost three quarters of its metallic reserves by 1916 and its capacity to 

borrow from Germany radically decreased.83 Sparking debates within the government, 

the minister proposed financing the project by channeling funds devoted to feeding the 

increasingly destitute urban populations, and from revenues coming from the forced 

labor of POWs.84 Furthermore, decree 4000/1917 set up the Transylvanian Estate 

                                                                                                                                       
of the chancellor. Paul Matter, “Les tentatives de colonization allemande en Alsace-Lorraine,” Revue 
des Sciences Politiques, vol. 43/2, April 15 (1920): 184-196. 
80 Law XV of 1911 established the National Alliance of Land Credit Institutes (Földhitelintézetek 
Országos Szövetsége). Egry, Regionalizmus, 26; Stenographische Berichte über die Verhandlungen, 
Preussischen Hause der Abgeordneten, (Berlin: W. Buchdruckerei, 1908), 1591; István Bethlen, 
Bethlen István gróf beszédei és írásai (Budapest: Géniusz R.t., 1933), 68. 
81 Gábor Egry, “National economy vs. economic efficiency? Economic nationalism, nationalizing 
state(s) 
and transitory effects in interwar Transylvania,” paper presented at the Society for Romanian Studies 
International Conference, Bucharest, June 2015. 
82 Council of Min. October 12, 1917, 303-304. 
83 Council of Min. August 17, 1914; October 13, 1916, 79-80, 236-237. 
84 Ibid., 303-304. 
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Transactions Committee in November 1917, which vetted land transactions from a 

“national perspective,” and repulsed attempts by ethnic Romanian citizens to acquire 

land in Transylvania. Despite its initial anti-Romanian focus, the restrictions on 

buying and selling land negatively affected some Magyar land owners, too, especially 

after the government extended the policy to the entire Kingdom. The “land relief 

action” showed that radicalization that started in Transylvania could not be contained 

there by 1918, the government extended restrictions on property transactions to the 

entire country, with the exception of Budapest and Fiume.85 

While discrimination against Romanian landowners ended up affecting the 

entire landowning class, it did not lead to measures against industrial elites, other 

minorities, or Jews. While some sections of the opposition, the politically insignificant 

peasantry, and the petit-bourgeoisie increasingly regarded Jews as parasitical during 

the war, the wartime governments depended upon the Jewish business elites who ran 

the war economy. Apart from economic constraints, Tisza, Wekerle, and Apponyi 

retained their liberal convictions regarding Jewish participation in Hungarian society, 

and antisemitism remained alien to their Weltanschauung. As a result, Hungarian 

governments even granted aristocratic titles to the most prominent and hated members 

of the Jewish grand bourgeoisie,86 and minister of religion and education Albert 

                                                
85 Iványi, Minisztertanácsi, 512. 
86 Manfréd Weiss and the staunchest advocate of Mitteleuropa plans, József Szterényi, as well as the co-
founder of the Association of Industrialists Tivadar Wolfner received baronial titles. (Bihari, 
Lövészárkok, 312) 
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Apponyi proposed the increase of the meager state support for Jewish congregations 

from 250,000 to one million crowns in December 1917.87  

In the meantime, the occupation of Serbia and Romania also enabled the 

previously marginal plans regarding Hungarian economic conquest in the Balkans to 

come to the fore. Simon Krausz was one of the Hungarian Jewish industrialists who 

supported Hungarian economic expansion in the Balkans.88 It is likely that Krausz 

invested in the Renner tannery in 1917, and established a specifically Transylvanian 

war supply company to reorient his Magyar Bank’s portfolio to Transylvania, which 

he believed would become the springboard of Hungarian economic expansion into the 

Balkans.89Krausz maintained, “gravitating towards westerns countries is not healthy 

for the national interests of Hungarians. We can only strive towards conquering the 

East. Transylvania’s geographic location suggests that the region might very well 

become the center of our [Hungary’s] future industrial development.”90  

Paradoxically, at the height of Hungarian imperialist rhetoric, Transylvania 

itself became subject to a German economic expansion as Hungarian capital fell short 

of financing the industrialization projects during the wartime economic boom. One 

manifestation of Hungary’s increasing economic dependency on Germany was that the 

Deutsche Bank received exclusive rights of extraction in the recently discovered 

                                                
87 The Council of Ministers supported Apponyi’s motion. Council of Ministers, December 13, 1917; 
Iványi, Minisztertanácsi, 371. 
88 Simon Krausz, Életem: Krausz Simon emlékiratai, (Budapest: Cserépfalvi, 1937). 
89 The Magyar Bank established the Erdélyrészi Áruraktárak Rt. to centralize provisioning from 
Transylvania. Erdélyi Közgazdaság January 3, 1918. 
90 “A Magyar Bank erdélyi tervei” Erdélyi Közgazdaság, May 31, 1917. 
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natural gas fields in the vicinity of Kolozsvár.91 

Despite shortages, the government also allocated resources to the previously 

marginal Turanian society, which sponsored the trip of an ethnographer to occupied 

Ukraine, and trips by count Pál Teleki and Miklós Bánffy to Bulgaria.92 The 

association also organized the study of around 100 Turkish, Albanian, and Bosnian 

students in Hungary, with Temesvár/ Timișoara’s commercial high school in the Banat 

as one of the participating Hungarian institutions.93 Proving the common concerns of 

the Trasylvanian Alliance and the Turanian Society, István Bethlen commissioned one 

of the senior Turanists, educational policy expert Benedek Jancsó, with a research trip 

to occupied Bucharest to gather materials for a monograph on Transylvanian 

Romanian nationalism.94 

  Due to lack of time, expertise, resources, and the monopolization of key 

resources on conquered territories by the German army, the Hungarian economy 

neither profited from the occupation of the Balkans, nor did it manage to establish 

commercial footholds in Serbia and Romania.95 Nonetheless, the occupation of 

Romania by the Central Powers had important repercussions for economic elites in 

Hungary, as Romania took revenge on the former Central Powers for wartime 

                                                
91 A Bánya-Das Bergwerk, X/48 (1915): 1. Képviselőházi Napló [Minutes of the House of 
Representatives], January 21 1916, p. 350-377. Retrieved from http://mpgy.ogyk.hu/ on October 16, 
2013. 
92 Jelentés a Magyar Keleti Kulturközpont (Turáni Társaság) két évi működéséről (Budapest: M. K. K. 
(T. T.), 1918), 1-32. 
93 Ibid. 
94 Benedek Jancsó, A román irredentista mozgalmak története (Budapest: Bocskay Szövetség, 1920), v. 
Jancsó was fiercly anti-Romanian in words, but he cooperated with the Romanian occupying authorities 
of Budapest in 1919. He handed over the entire collection of documents he had assembled in Romania 
to the Romanian army. After the war, he became one of the major informants of the Budapest 
governments on Transylvanian issues. 
95 Österreichisches Staatsarchiv (ÖeStA), Kriegsarchiv, Feldakten, (FA) (1323 - 1918), 
Armeeoberkommando (AOK), Quartiermeisterabteilung (QuAbt) (1914-1918), 2583/ Rumänien. 
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occupation in 1919 by systematically plundering Hungary, including its capital, 

Budapest.96 

During the occupation of Romania, almost 90 percent of all oil production, the 

key Romanian natural resource, went to the German troops on the eastern front and to 

Germany proper, which reflected the unequal relations between Austria-Hungary and 

Germany during the First World War.97 As for the export of produce, grain, and raw 

materials from Romania to the Central Powers, the balance between Austria-Hungary 

and Germany was more equal; nonetheless, most food items were destined to go to the 

armies and did not benefit the Hungarian or Austrian “home fronts.”98  

 

 
Mineral oil export from occupied Romania in tons, between December 1 
1916 and November 30 1917  

Germany 240,770 
Austria-Hungary 25,964 
Turkey 2,747 
Bulgaria 2,693 
Total 272,174 

Source: Österreichisch-Ungarischer Tätigkeitsbericht, 23. 

 

In the meantime, numerous conflicts erupted in occupied Romania among 

Hungarian guest workers and capitalists who wanted compensation for losses suffered 

during the war with Romania. Hungarians complained that the German-run 

                                                
96 The reparation commission dealt with the issue of Romanian occupation of Hungary in 1919 (Treaty 
of Trianon, art. 181. b.); Ede Ormos, ”Uj politika,” Pesti Élet, September 5, 1919; Imre Roboz, “A 
magyar-román szövetkezés lehetősége,” Pesti Élet, September 5, 1919. 
97 ÖeStA, 136 F 36 Krieg 1914-1918 Dep. 16. Abt. 57- Rumänien, folder 7. 
98 “Monatsbericht des Wirtschaftsstaabes” in Rumänien, folder 7. 
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Reimbursement Office (Entschädigungsamt für Rumänien) 99 did not compensate them 

adequately for the confiscation of their assets by the Romanian state, and that the 

German agency employed no officials who could communicate with Hungarians. Half 

a year after the occupation of Romania, the joint War Ministry demanded the 

Hungarian Minister of Justice to appoint Romanian and German-speaking judges to 

solve the language issues at stake in occupied Romania.100 Although almost 3 million 

Romanians and 2 million Germans lived in the Hungarian Kingdom in 1917, it was 

difficult for minister of justice Vilmos Vázsonyi to find judges who spoke both 

Romanian and German, showcasing the inability of the Magyar administration to meet 

the needs of Balkan occupation.101  

Unlike in occupied France or the Russian Empire, the German army found 

eager collaborators in Romania, recruited largely from what Lucian Boia has called 

the German-educated or “germanophile” elite around the prewar conservative party of 

Alexandru Marghiloman.102 Since Germany did not plan to annex territories from 

Romania after the war, as in the Ober-Ost  the Lithuanian and Estonian territories of 

                                                
99 Occupying authorities encountered some 15,000 Hungarian subjects, mostly craftsmen, workers and 
other emigrants, who had left for Romania before the outbreak of the war, mostly from Transylvania. 
Many of them turned to local authorities with a German staff for the restitution of their small properties 
that Romanian authorities confiscated from them due to their “enemy citizen” status. Initially, the 
Reimbursement Office (Entschädigungsamt für Rumänien) within the Economic Staff dealt with such 
issues, yet this office came to be relocated to the Administrative Staff, which had no Austro-Hungarian 
members. The Hungarian official who received the petition reiterated the problem that there was no 
Austro-Hungarian representation in Reimbursement Offices, yet the Hungarian government took no 
action to support the petitioners. In addition, many Hungarian business who were active in exporting 
enormous quantities of grain from Romania to Austria-Hungary after 1914 suffered economic losses as 
well. 
100 MNL-OL, K 578, 51. Csomó, 1917/461/1. 
101 Ibid. 
102 Boia, “Germanofilii,” 1-35; Grigore Antipa, L’occupation ennemie de la Roumanie et ses 
conséquences économiques et sociales (Paris; New Haven: Les Presses universitaires de France ; Yale 
University Press, 1929); Constantin Bacalbașa, Capitala sub ocupația dușmanului 1916-1918 ([Braila: 
Alcalay & Calafateanu, 1921). 
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the Russian empire  it left the Romanian local administration in place. The 

Marghiloman government signed the peace treaty of Bucharest in May 1918, which 

provided advantageous economic and territorial concessions for Hungary as well; 

these were never carried out.103  

The ambitious projects of Balkan economic expansion, or the economic 

modernization of Transylvania through new railway lines or the industrial use of 

natural gas, did not come to fruition by the time the war had ended. These plans, 

nonetheless, show the unrealistic expectations that the war had unleashed among the 

Magyar and German elites of Transylvania. The region’s companies, including the 

Renners, contracted enormous credits to expand production in 1917 and 1918, 

suggesting optimism about the future. In light of unrealistic reliance on the Central 

Powers’ victory, even if 1918 did not prove to be decisive in the composition of 

Transylvania’s economic elites, the collapse of the Monarchy was likely an enormous 

shock for the region’s Magyar and German elites. 

 

Conclusions 

The Hungarian administration gradually lost control over Transylvania by the 

fall of 1918. The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy tumbled in November the same year, 

and plans for a “culture zone” and other anti-Romanian initiatives remained largely on 

                                                
103 Although neither German nor Austrian diplomats were in favor of it, Hungarian government circles 
managed to acquire a sliver of land from Romania, largely to assure border defense. The Hungarian 
diplomatic elites were less successful in lobbying for a train connection between Transylvania and the 
Black Sea through Romanian territory, although it could have benefitted a Hungarian steamship 
company already in operation between the Romanian port of Galați and Istanbul.Constantin Kiritzesco, 
La Roumanie dans la Guerre Mondiale (1916-1919) (Bucharest: Cartea Românească, 1927), 75; Bill 
CCIV of the Hungarian Parliament on the Hungarian Eastern Shipping Company. Képviselőházi 
irományok, 1910, Volume XXXVII, 968-972. 
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paper. By December 1918, the Romanian army occupied Kolozsvár, along with the 

majority of Transylvania. The period until the ratification of the peace treaty (1920) 

constitutes the last phase of the wartime period. Hungary remained legally at war with 

Romania, which took up arms against the Central Powers once again before the 

armistice. The spring and summer of 1919 brought about the outbreak of a four-month 

war between Béla Kun’s Soviet Republic and the Romanian army over Transylvanian 

sovereignty.104 No wonder that the Renner tannery’s accountants did not see 1918 as 

marking the end of the World War. Remarkably, even in 1919, they channeled 1.5 

million crowns, almost two years’ worth of profits, into various savings accounts, 

including a “war fund.”105  

The First World War substantially altered the economy of Transylvania: 

import-substitution, army commissions, and low taxes boosted the region’s 

industrialization and also strengthened Magyar, Hungarian-Jewish, and German 

business elites, like the Renner and Farkas families. Political transition from Austria-

Hungary to Greater Romania took almost two years, and prewar economic elites 

navigated successfully the pitfalls of sovereignty change. Even though both Magyar 

and Romanian nationalism and politics radicalized after the outbreak of the First 

World War, and especially after 1916, hostilities did not completely sever prewar ties 

among the elites and middle classes of various ethnic backgrounds in Transylvania. 

Neither 1918, nor 1920 were sharp temporal divisions in the composition of 

Transylvania’s economic elites. Despite the rapid collapse of the Austro-Hungarian 

                                                
104 Ther, “Pre-negotiated Violence,” 259. 
105 Folder 1919/1, Fond Clujana, DJAN Cluj. 
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Monarchy, the business elites that became prosperous during the empire held on to 

their positions well into the interwar period, as chapter 8 will show.
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CHAPTER 5 

THE MAKING OF THE VERSAILLES SYSTEM AND THE FATE OF 

BUSINESS ELITES IN ALSACE AND LORRAINE 

 
 
Introduction 
 

The First World War brought about intensive cooperation between economic 

elites and the state administrations and armies of the Central Powers in both Alsace-

Lorraine and Transylvania. Regardless of the political opinions or wealth of economic 

elites, they could not afford the luxury of refusing state and army commissions: 

economic collaboration with the increasingly radicalizing wartime administrations was 

inevitable. In light of wartime collaboration between elites of all stripes and the 

respective states of France and Romania, the accommodation of the majority of 

economic elites to these administrations after 1918 is remarkable. While in the fall of 

1918, the Hungarian-owned Renner tannery was still furnishing leather to the Austro-

Hungarian army, in July 1919, the incoming Romanian administration commissioned 

the company to organize Transylvania’s provisioning with tannin, a substance used for 

leather production.1 The De Dietrichs in Alsace, on the other hand, sold trench 

construction materials to the German army during the First World War, while after 

                                                
1 The company received a commission from the Romanian administration to import 150 wagons of 
tannin. “Visa petition of Adolf Renner,” ANR Bucharest, Fond Consiliul Dirigent, 1920/9. 
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1918, they participated intensively in the “gallicization,” or taking into French 

ownership of formerly German-owned companies. 

Accommodation, compromises, and collaboration characterized the actions of 

business elites in both regions during and after the war. Economic elites refrained 

from using their wealth to directly intervene in political life and posed no threat to 

political regimes, which makes their expulsion from Alsace-Lorraine by the French 

government worthy of an explanation. This chapter will investigate the background of 

this exceptional measure, the expulsion of Germans from Alsace and Lorraine, since it 

had a far-reaching impact on the composition of the region’s elite and economic life. 

The history of Alsace-Lorraine’s German and Transylvania’s Hungarian and 

German economic elites diverged sharply after the 1918 armistices. The continued 

influence and prosperity of native Alsatian elites in France is comparable to the fate of 

Transylvania’s ethnic Romanian, German, and Hungarian businessmen in Greater 

Romania. In Transylvania, the only partial parallel to the expropriation of Alsace’s 

German elites is the fate of Hungarian landowners expropriated by the Romanian 

regime during the 1921 Transylvanian land reform.2 

Through following the histories of industrialist families that owned tanneries, 

the Adlers and Oppenheimers in Alsace, and the Renners in Transylvania throughout 

this chapter and the next, I will show how and why the change in sovereignty in 1918 

resulted in the expulsion of the German Adlers and Oppenheimers from Alsace, while 
                                                
2 Antal Berkes, “L’affaire des optants - les enjeux nationaux et internationaux d’un différend roumano-
hongrois,” (Ph.D. diss., Université Paris 3 – ELTE, forthcoming); Antal Berkes, “Les aristocrates 
« optants » émigrés des États de la Petite Entente en Hongrie pendant l’entre-deux-guerres”, conference 
paper presented at the Fourth Conférence Arenberg Pour L’histoire, Noblesse et Pouvoir en Europe 
centrale de 1918 à aujourd'hui, Budapest, Sept. 18, 2015; Jenő Markó, A Nemzetek Szövetsége és a 
magyar-roman optáns-per (Budapest, Grill Károly könyvkiadóvállalata, 1928). 
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the Hungarian-German Renners thrived in Greater Romania. The expropriation of 

German goods and their distribution among French and native Alsatian and Lorrainer 

elites requires separate analysis, which I will undertake in chapter 7. 

Heather Jones, Philip Ther, and other historians have recently pointed to 

continuities between the wartime period and the immediate postwar years, and they 

have suggested the concept of the “long First World War” (1912-1923) for East-

Central and Eastern Europe as well as the Balkans.3 Revolutions broke out, borders 

became fuzzy, and violence continued to shape the region until the early 1920s, 

according to their arguments. But the “long First World War” thesis also has some 

applicability to Alsace-Lorraine as well, given the social and economic disruption that 

the expulsion of Germans precipitated in the region.  

Nevertheless, for at least the majority of native economic elites in Alsace and 

Lorraine, the French administration successfully provided a smooth and rapid 

transition. The massive celebrations of the French army that entered the region in 

November 1918 were also a celebration of the end of the war for most of the 

population in Alsace, which corresponded to the experience of most Western 

Europeans. The historian Victor Demiaux has recently argued that victory celebrations 

in Western European capitals in July 1919 marked a “rite of passage” from war to 

peace in England, Belgium, and France.4 At the same time, Romania was engaged in a 

full-fledged war with Hungary. The war overshadowed the July 1919 visit of the 
                                                
3 Heather Jones et al. “Introduction: Untold War,” in  New Perspectives in First World War Studies 
(Brill, 2008); Philipp Ther, “Pre-negotiated Violence: Ethnic Cleansing in the ‘Long First World War,’” 
in Jochen Böhler, Włodzimierz Borodziej, and Joachim von Puttkamer, eds., Legacies of Violence: 
Eastern Europe’s First World War (München, Germany: Oldenbourg Verlag, 2014), 259. 
4 Victor Demiaux, “La construction rituelle de la victoire dans les capitales européennes après la Grande 
Guerre (Bruxelles, Bucarest, Londres, Paris, Rome)” (Ph.D. diss., École des Hautes Études en Sciences 
Sociales, 2013), 205-264.  
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Romanian royal couple to Transylvania, which the Bucharest government had 

unsuccessfully intended to cast as a victory celebration. The coronation ceremony of 

the royal couple and the celebration of Transylvania’s annexation by Romania had to 

wait until October 1922.5  

To understand the different yet comparable histories of the elites and 

economies of the two regions, we need to rely on different foci of analysis. When 

examining Alsace-Lorraine, I will focus on the emergence of a wartime consensus 

among French political and economic elites and leading industrialists on the future of 

the “lost provinces,” which determined the rapid implementation of anti-German 

purges between 1918 and 1920. Wartime French deliberations also had a direct impact 

on the Alsace-Lorraine section of the Treaty of Versailles, which regulated 

commercial and economic questions between France and Germany in favor of Alsace-

Lorraine and France. I will conclude the chapter with the analysis of peace terms 

relating to the region and its economy.  

 

The Making of Peace Terms for Alsace-Lorraine 

 

Despite wartime and postwar German, Austrian, and Hungarian interpretations 

of the war and the Versailles Settlement as an economic Vernichtungskrieg, or war of 

extermination against German commercial interests in Europe and the world, 

economic issues and the problem of private property in particular were secondary 

during peace negotiations, even if critics in Entente states, most notably John Maynard 

                                                
5 Demiaux, “La construction rituelle de la victoire,” 385-425. 
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Keynes, argued otherwise.6 The Versailles and Trianon treaties emerged as a 

compromise between American, British, and French strategic and political interests. 

Concerns with drawing borders and reestablishing the political and military balance of 

Europe overrode economic concerns in the final treaties. Even the delegations of 

vanquished Hungary and Germany were more interested in the territories they lost 

than the economic discrimination the two states and their citizens would suffer. Both 

Germany and Hungary were willing to give economic concessions in exchange for 

border rectification.7  Within the discussion of economic peace, the prominence of the 

reparation question overshadowed the regulation of international trade and issues of 

private property, which affected economic elites most directly.8   It was the League of 

Nations and the International Labor Office that were left to find solutions for the new 

states’ economic problems. 

Both Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania were key for French peacemaking 

efforts, while British and American diplomats exerted less influence as regards the two 

regions. The Italian government was concerned with the final borders of Romania and 

Yugoslavia, but it did not intervene in the formulation of the Alsace-Lorraine clauses 

of the Treaty of Versailles.9 The priority of Paris diplomats was to keep Germany in 

check both at its western and eastern borders: the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine to 

France, the demilitarization of the Rhineland, and the generous territorial provisions 
                                                
6 Although the problem of reparations preoccupied decision-makers, it concerned interstate finances, 
and public debt, as opposed to private property. 
7 Gläser, “The Making of the Economic Peace,” in The Treaty of Versailles: A Reassessment after 75 
Years, eds. Manfred F. Boemeke, Gerald D. Feldman, and Elisabeth Gläser, (Cambridge, U.K. ; New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 392-393; Ignác Romsics, A trianoni békeszerződés 
(Budapest: Osiris, 2001); Francis Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace: The Diplomatic History of the 
Treaty of Trianon (New York: Columbia University Press, 1942), 330-336. 
8 Gläser, “The Making of the Economic Peace,” 370-377. 
9 Romsics, A trianoni békeszerződés. 
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extended to Romania served this purpose.10 France was the most active Entente power 

both politically and economically in East-Central Europe after the war.The chapter 

below will touch only on the economic aspect of French policies, insofar as they relate 

to Transylvania. Still, these attempts were part of a broader policy to create in East-

Central Europe aimed at overtaking Germany’s and Austria-Hungary’s economic 

positions in the region.11   

France emerged triumphant from the negotiations at Versailles, even if, as 

Georges Henri-Soutou and others pointed out, the peace treaty did not prove to be 

lasting.12 Georges Clemenceau, the chief architect of the peace, managed to convince 

British, Italian, and American diplomats to demilitarize the Rhineland. In addition, he 

succeeded in keeping the Anglo-American-French alliance together and also won 

military guarantees to secure his country’s western borders.13  

                                                
10 The denial from Germany of the most favored nation status was to prevent the country’s favorable 
access to European and world markets. The inclusion of the industrialized Rhineland in French customs 
territory and the annexation of the Saar served the purpose of Germany’s economic pushback. 
Stevenson, French War Aims, 11-28, 23-53. 
11 Georges-Henri Soutou, “Imperialism du pauvre,” Relations Internationales (1976): 219-239; Piotr 
Stefan Wandycz, France and Her Eastern Allies, 1919-1925 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 1962), 3-23; Gläser, “The Making of the Economic Peace,” 374. 
12 The British delegation counted with a unified and strong Germany as a potential counterbalance to 
French or Russian hegemony on the continent. Great Britain planned the reintegration of Germany in 
world trade through the acceptance of the Weimar republic into the League of Nations and granting it 
most favored nation status five years after the armistice. The United States had no immediate economic 
or political interests in Alsace-Lorraine. During most of the war, the US opposed postwar economic 
discrimination against Germany and advocated an open door policy as a major exporting power. 
Assuring American economic interests through confiscating sizeable German industrial property in the 
United States and catering to US agrarian interests through provisioning Germany and Eastern Europe 
with food emerged as major economic concerns, too. Gläser, “The Making of the Economic Peace,” 
375-383. 
13 While France was successful at influencing treaty provisions, it was less so enforcing them. Whereas 
the peace in Western Europe began to fall apart almost immediately, its provisions regarding Alsace-
Lorraine remained stable until 1940. Nevertheless, French politicians were unable to persuade their 
allies to use German property in Entente states to offset the destruction and deindustrialization of 
northeastern France, as Great Britain and the United States insisted on nationalizing liquidated German 
assets. The French government also failed to convince its allies and the United States on the separation 
of the Rhineland from Germany and on the need to adopt radical economic and military measures 
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France had the upper hand in determining the clauses concerning Alsace and 

Lorraine: André Tardieu, Lloyd George, and Clemenceau insisted on treating Alsace-

Lorraine as a unique case, necessitating unique solutions.14 Yet the Poles, Czechs, and 

Romanians argued that there were many “Alsace-Lorraines” in East-Central Europe, 

and regretted not receiving the same privileges as the French. Tardieu complained that 

“every country in Europe - not without abuses of analogy -professed to have its own 

Alsace-Lorraine; […] It was at the Alsatian firesides that all oppressed nationalities 

kindled their hopes of redemption or rebirth.”15 

Major differences between the Versailles and Trianon treaties included the 

French dismissal of both the Wilsonian principle of self-determination and the 

wartime British and American demand for a plebiscite in Alsace and Lorraine. France 

also retained full control over the regulation of citizenship rights in the former 

Reichsland, and it was not obliged to sign minority protection clauses. As French 

diplomat, Henry de Jouvenel explained in 1923 during a League of Nations debate, 

“France has not signed any Minorities Treaty because she has no minorities.”16 

                                                                                                                                       
preventing German revisionism. Gläser, “The Making of the Economic Peace,” 392-393; Stevenson, 
French War Aims, 171-187. 
14 André Tardieu, The Truth about the Treaty (Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill, 1921), 238-246; On 
Tardieu’s role, Alan Sharp, Consequences of Peace the Versailles Settlement: Aftermath and Legacy, 
(London: Haus, 2010), 116; Jules Laroche, Jules Laroche, Au Quai d’Orsay avec Briand et Poincaré , 
1913-1926 (Paris, Hachette, 1957), 57-59. 
15 André Tardieu, The Truth about the Treaty (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1921), 239; 249. 
16 Quoted in Tara Zahra, “The ‘Minority Problem’ and National Classification in the French and 
Czechoslovak Borderlands.” Contemporary European History 17, no. 2 (2008): 137. Whereas the 
creation of the League of Nations attested to the Versailles Treaty’s progressive politics, the section on 
Alsace-Lorraine amounted to nothing less than a conservative revolution inspired by the attempt to roll 
back (revolver) the wheel of history to 1871. Darrin M. McMahon, Enemies of the Enlightenment: The 
French Counter-Enlightenment and the Making of Modernity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 
155. 
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There were thus few limitations on French policies regarding the German 

minority in Alsace-Lorraine. The manner in which Germany fought the war and 

administered Alsace-Lorraine between 1914 and 1918 gave rise to a wave of popular 

and state violence against the former Reichsland’s German population, which included 

expropriations, expulsions, and other forms of discrimination. As the anti-German 

discriminatory measures profoundly influenced the fate of the Adlers and 

Oppenheimers – German Jews who owned a large tannery near Strasbourg –  as well 

as the region’s economic elites in general, I will discuss the making of these policies 

in detail.  

In Transylvania, the period up to the signing of the Treaty of Trianon lasted 

considerably longer, and it was also filled with more uncertainties regarding to the 

future of minority Hungarian and German economic elites. I will analyze the 

diplomatic limitations France put on Romania and how these measures prevented 

large-scale expulsions and expropriations of Hungarian and German minorities, 

despite the implementation of comparable French policies in Alsace-Lorraine. 

Romanian diplomats were not satisfied with the outcome of the Versailles 

negotiations, even though the country more than doubled its territory. The country’s 

representatives primarily resented what they perceived as the intervention of the “Big 

Four” in Romanian domestic politics through the minority rights treaties and Jewish 

emancipation.17 In the minority rights treaties Greater Romania, Poland, 

Czechoslovakia, the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, as well as Greece vowed 

to observe the rights of ethnic minorities on newly acquired territories. 
                                                
17 Carole Fink, Defending the Rights of Others: The Great Powers, the Jews, and International Minority 
Protection, 1878-1938, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006). 
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 Prime Minister Ion Brătianu also resented the fact that Romania did not 

receive an invitation to the discussion of the treaty stipulations. Although Romania 

remained a pillar of the Versailles System throughout the 1920s, the country’s 

successive governments tried to correct what they perceived to be the violation of 

Romania’s sovereignty by the Entente. Interwar Romanian administrations thus 

pursued many domestic policies that negatively affected minorities. The following 

chapter will discuss why these measures were ultimately unsuccessful in Transylvania, 

and why the Hungarian, Jewish, and German owners of the Renner tannery were able 

to retain their socioeconomic status and even expand their business in interwar Greater 

Romania. 

 

Alsace-Lorraine’s Economic Elites and French Plans for Postwar Alsace 

 

The French government was determined from the beginning of the First World 

War to reincorporate Alsace-Lorraine into France.18 The Allies and the United States 

did not support the unconditional return of the region to the mère patrie until the 

armistice made it a fait accompli.19  As the war dragged on, the Paris government’s 

                                                
18 David Stevenson, French War Aims against Germany, 1914-1919 (Oxford ; New York: Clarendon 
Press, 1982), 38-43; Harold William V. Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference of Paris 
(London: H. Frowde, and Hodder & Stoughton, 1920), 10-11; David Lloyd George, Memoirs of the 
Peace Conference (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1939), 252. 
19 French War Aims, 79-80; Walter A. McDougall, France’s Rhineland Diplomacy, 1914-1924: The 
Last Bid for a Balance of Power in Europe (Princeton, N.J. : Princeton University Press, 1978), 19-20; 
On the armistice and the return of Alsace-Lorraine without a plebiscite see Sally Marks, The Illusion of 
Peace: International Relations in Europe, 1918-1933 (New York : Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), 5; 
MacMillan, Paris 1919, 12- 22. 
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war aims radicalized.20 By 1916, French military and economic elites jumped to 

similar conclusions that the radical right around Maurrice Barrès had advocated in 

1914, and called for pushing Germany’s borders back to the Rhine. Industrialists in the 

Comité des forges, which was the major pressure group of French heavy industrialists, 

and the wartime consultative organ, the Committee for the Study of the Economy and 

Administration of Alsace-Lorraine (Comité d'études économiques et administratives 

relatives à l'Alsace-Lorraine), also called the “Siegfried Committee,”21 both played a 

key role in convincing the government that the annexation of the Reichsland to France 

without the coal mines of the Saar would wreak havoc on the French economy.22 

Nonetheless, as the army and administration of the war economy never had such a 

strong grip on government in France as in Germany, French industrialists such as 

François de Wendel were far less influential politically than Walter Rathenau or Hugo 

Stinnes.23  

                                                
20 The French president Raymond Poincaré (1913-1920) and Prime Minister René Viviani (1914-1915) 
made explicit to a small circle of Entente diplomats on August 5, 1914 that France only supported the 
Russian war effort on condition that the Tsar back French claims to “the lost provinces.” Viviani made 
the aim to annex Alsace-Lorraine public in a speech at the French Chamber of Deputies on November 
22, 1914. Rightist organizations such as the royalist Action français advocated the destruction of unified 
Germany, while Maurice Barrès’s Ligue des patriotes propagated the creation of small buffer states in 
the Rhineland along with the “return” of Alsace-Lorraine. French socialist parties the SFIO (Section 
Française de l'Internationale Ouvrière, or the French Section of the Workers' International) called for a 
plebiscite in Alsace-Lorraine in the early stages of the war. French War Aims, 12,  17-20, 38-43; Robert 
Gildea, The Past in French History (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1996), 194-196; 
21 Comité d'études économiques et administratives relatives à l'Alsace-Lorraine, or the “Siegfried 
Committee,” named after Alsace-born industrialist and politician Jules Siegfried. Alan R. H. Baker, Iain 
S. Black, and Robin Alan Butlin, Place, Culture, and Identity: Essays in Historical Geography in 
Honour of Alan R.H. Baker (Presses Université Laval, 2001), 209. 
22 François de Wendel, the owner of a large iron and steel corporation with interests in both French and 
German Lorraine emerged as a key member of both the Siegfried Committee and the Group Lorraine. 
23 Georges-Henri Soutou et al. “Introduction” in Eliten in Deutschland und Frankreich im 19. und 20. 
Jahrhundert: Strukturen und Beziehungen, vol. 1., (München: R. Oldenbourg, 1994), 8-10; Gerald D. 
Feldman, Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany, 1914-1918 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1966); Gerald D Feldman, Hugo Stinnes: Biographie eines Industriellen, 1870-1924 (München: 
C.H. Beck, 1998); George Grosz, The Secret Emperor, (the Industrialist Hugo Stinnes), ink on 
paper, 25 x 19 inch, New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
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By 1916, French iron and steel industrialists managed to convince the 

commander-in-chief of the French Army, Joseph Joffre, of the close connection 

between the prosperity of their industries and that of France as a whole:24 both needed 

the annexation of Alsace and the Rhineland to prosper. The aim of occupying the 

Rhineland followed logically from the economic arguments in favor of the occupation 

of Alsace-Lorraine and the Saar: without coking coal from the demilitarized 

Rhineland, French heavy industry would lack an adequate quantity of raw materials 

and markets for its products.25 The desires of French heavy industrialists also matched 

the goal of the French army’s general headquarters that aimed to reorganize the 

Rhineland as a buffer state between Germany and France.26 Although the radical plans 

of industrialists and generals failed due to the lack of Entente consensus on this issue, 

they contributed to the articulation of detailed French plans for the economic 

reorganization of the Franco-German borderland. 

The increasingly popular language of national self-determination among the 

Allies undercut the legitimacy of French economic and geostrategic interests in 

Alsace-Lorraine, and especially the Rhineland, which had only been incorporated into 

France briefly during Napoleon I’s conquests. A confidential instruction sheet for 

French propaganda in England and the United States thus advised limiting the use of 

economic arguments: “only in certain milieus and after careful testing of opinions can 

one argue about the contribution of the resources of Alsace-Lorraine to French 

                                                
24 Stevenson, French War Aims, 39. 
25 Stevenson, French War Aims. 
26 Stevenson, French War Aims, 39-43. 
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national wealth.”27 The annexation was not a fait accompli until November 1918. The 

American president’s fourteen points also used a deliberately general language when 

describing the desired postwar fate of the Reichsland, and did not specify that the 

region would be returned to France without a plebiscite. Wilson maintained, “the 

wrong done to France by Prussia in 1871 in the matter of Alsace-Lorraine […] should 

be righted.”28 

 The Compiègne armistice, signed on November 11, 1918 between the Entente 

and Germany, also did not allow for the integration of Alsace-Lorraine into France. It 

ordered the “[i]mmediate evacuation of invaded countries,” including Alsace-

Lorraine, and announced the “occupation by the allied and United States forces […] in 

these areas.”29 Section VI of the armistice maintained that occupation was to be 

provisional and occupiers were to refrain from interfering with the economy and 

society of evacuated territories. The armistice thus stipulated, “evacuation of 

inhabitants shall be forbidden; no damage or harm shall be done to the persons or 

property of the inhabitants.  No person shall be prosecuted for having taken part in any 

military measures previous to the signing of the armistice.  No destruction of any kind 

shall be committed. […][N]o official order shall be given which would have as a 

consequence the depreciation of industrial establishments or a reduction of their 

                                                
27 Although the French government sent the Alsatian Daniel Blumenthal on a propaganda tour to 
America in 1917, he was not able to win over Wilson to the French view. “Memorandum” c. 1918, 
Services Géographique, Section spéciale d'Études d’Alsace-Lorraine ANF 30 AJ 103. 
28 President Woodrow Wilson's Message to Congress, January 8, 1918; Records of the United States 
Senate; Record Group 46; Records of the United States Senate, National Archives. The Avalon Project, 
Yale Law School Lilian Goldman Library, accessed August 19, 2015, at 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/wilson14.asp. 
29 Harold William Vazeille Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol. 2 (London: H. 
Frowde, and Hodder & Stoughton, 1920), 459. 
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personnel.”30  The French army and government did not abide by these armistice 

terms, however. Rather, they embarked on the economic and political integration of 

Alsace-Lorraine into France, and encountered no resistance from the allies or the 

United States.31  

One day before the signing of the armistice, on November 10, 1918, Alsatian 

and German soldiers, as well as Alsatian socialists, declared the formation of an 

Alsatian republic on Strasbourg’s Kléber square.32 The revolution in Alsace was part 

of the wave of revolutions that swept through German cities at the time, but it was 

more moderate and short-lived than revolutions across the Rhine. The revolutionary 

period lasted only twelve days, but it provided opportunities for the social-democratic 

Alsatian political elite to seize positions that they ended up preserving in local politics 

and administration even after the French takeover.33 The francophile social-democratic 

Jacques Peirotes became the mayor of Strasbourg; Jules Lévy, an Alsatian court judge 

promoted himself to the head of the city’s police department; while artist and 

politician Richard Heitz became the director of the city’s hospital.34 Many Alsatians 

thus collaborated intensely with revolutionary German soldiers in ousting the German 

government’s officials from their positions in Alsace, which is not surprising, since 

both the soldiers and the region’s political left was against the conservative rule of the 

Kaiser.35   

                                                
30 Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference, vol. 2, 461. 
31 Marks, The Illusion of Peace, 5. 
32 Jacques Granier, Novembre 18 en Alsace, album du cinquantenaire. (Strasbourg: Éditions des 
“Dernières nouvelles de Strasbourg,” 1969), 9-74. 
33 Granier, Novembre 18 en Alsace, 33-41; Robert Heitz, Souvenirs de jadis et de naguère, Strasbourg: 
Chez l’auteur- Imp. de Woerth, 1964), 59-66. 
34 Heitz, Souvenirs de jadis et de naguère, 59-61; Granier, Novembre 18 en Alsace, 41. 
35 Granier, Novembre 18 en Alsace, 33-41. 
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  The region’s legislature, the Landtag, transformed itself into a Nationalrat, or 

national council.36 While soldiers who were also supported by Alsatians returning 

from the front and marines from Kiel would have preferred an autonomous Alsatian 

republic between France and Germany, Peirotes paved the way for a French 

takeover.37 Even if contemporaries referred to the mid-November 1918 regime in 

Alsace as a “soviet,” its leaders did not practice the ideology of Bolshevism and they 

did not turn against the clergy or the bourgeoisie; the practical tasks of organizing the 

transition to peace kept this interim government from trying to transform Alsatian 

society.38 Peirotes and the approaching French troops also acted as forces of 

moderation. The French army occupied Strasbourg on November 22, 1918.39 

Subsequently, the Nationalrat voted unanimously to transfer its powers to the French 

government.40  

The political solidarity that had surfaced in 1917 and 1918 among both native 

and “Old German” elites against the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine by Prussia 

vanished immediately in November 1918. As a reaction to German military 

dictatorship and the violations of Alsace-Lorraine’s constitution, economic interests, 

and civic liberties, nearly the entire political spectrum rallied behind the approval of 

                                                
36 The two bodies formed an interim local administration, which prevented a Bolshevik takeover and 
fostered handing over sovereignty to the French army. Dreyfus, Histoire de l’Alsace, 32. 
37 Granier, Novembre 18 en Alsace, 40. 
38 Richard Heitz remembered in the 1960s that he had interpreted the red flag on Strasbourg’s cathedral 
primarily as an anti-German and not as a Bolshevik or anti-clerical symbol at the time. Heitz, Souvenirs 
de jadis et de naguère, 63. 
39 Dreyfus, La vie politique, 33. 
40 Following the vote, the head of the assembly, the Catholic Center Party’s abbé Delsor declared, “a 
plebiscite no longer has a raison d’être, it has been done.”40 French president Poincare used the same 
expression in a December 9 speech later that year, after witnessing the enthusiastic crowds in 
Strasbourg. Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians, 128. 
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French sovereignty over the entire region.41 In addition, within the native political 

elites of Alsace and Lorraine, those who had emigrated to France in 1914, or had been 

subject to internment in Germany during the war emerged as the most powerful groups  

after the French takeover. These were also the politicians who had the least sympathy 

for the region’s German minority. Whereas some liberal, conservative, and socialist 

politicians were critical of French centralization measures after 1920, there was 

remarkably little resistance on the part of the native Alsatian and Lorrainer population 

to the discrimination and eventual expulsion of the “Old German” populations.  

The fate of the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery illustrates how easy it was for 

the French administration to eliminate German economic elites, despite their wealth, 

social connections, and decade-long history in the Reichsland. The firm’s shareholders 

assembled for a meeting three days after the French takeover of Strasbourg, without 

knowing it was their ultimate session in Alsace. After a three-year hiatus, the next 

business report from 1921 tried to capture the intensity of November 1918; and 

explain the impact of sovereignty change: “A few days later [in late November], the 

French military administration requisitioned our entire leather stock. We were forced 

to transport huge quantities of leather into Northern France. Then, on January 2, 1919, 

the French army placed our entire Alsatian property under forced administration [….] 

In January of the following year the French justice administration sold our factory to a 

group of French investors.”42 After the deal had been concluded, the Adlers and 

Oppenheimers received a notice of expulsion from the French administration and had 

                                                
41 Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians, 128. 
42 Geschäftsbericht für das 20., 21. und 22. Geschäftsjahr, umfassend die Zeit von 1. Juli 1918 bis 30 
Juni 1921 zur ordentlichen Generalversammlung am 19. Dezember 1921. (Berlin: Adolf Fürst 
Oppenheimer), 1922. 
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to load their movable property onto train carriages, leaving the factory and their 

Strasbourg villas behind.43 

But did the Adlers and Oppenheimers lose their wealth and social status 

following their expulsion from Alsace and their expropriation? The yearly reports of 

the company show that this was hardly the case. By relying on credits from German 

banks, the reimbursement received from the German government, and prewar shares 

in tanneries in Germany, the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery became one of the most 

significant companies of Weimar Germany by as early as the mid-1920s.44 Even 

before the war, the firm had owned all shares of the Emil Köster tannery in 

Neumünster and the Neustadt Tanning Company.45 In 1919, the Adler and 

Oppenheimer formally acquired the two firms and invested in their expansion, and 

broadened its distribution network to include stores in Frankfurt, Pirmasens, and 

Cologne.46  

Reimbursement from the government was not the primary tool for 

reconstruction: the Adlers and Oppenheimers relied more on the tannery’s savings, its 

assets in Germany, and credits.47 Even before receiving reparations from the German 

government, the extension of the firm’s factories had been underway.48 The prosperity 

of the Adlers and Oppenheimers became clear when they managed to prevent outside 

                                                
43 A 1913 acquarelle portrait of the Oppenheimer villa in Strasbourg (40 rue de Verdun/ 
Mannheimerstrasse) can be found at Archive de la Ville et de la Communauté Urbaine, Strasbourg, 709 
W 105 “Dossier de la Police du bâtiment.”  
44 Bericht des Vorstandes über das 23. Geschäftsjahr umfassend die Zeit vom 1. Juli 1921 bis 30. Juni 
1922 zur ordentlichen General-Versammlung am 29. Januar 1923 (Berlin: Adolf Fürst u. Sohn). 
45 Geschäftsbericht für das 20., 21. und 22. Geschäftsjahr, 2. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Geschäftsbericht für das 20., 21. und 22. Geschäftsjahr, 1-4; Bericht des Vorstandes über das 23. 
Geschäftsjahr, 1-3. 
48 Geschäftsbericht für das 20., 21. und 22. Geschäftsjahr, 1-4; Bericht des Vorstandes über das 23. 
Geschäftsjahr, 1-3. 
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shareholders from taking over the firm: the family raised the capital of the company to 

100 million paper marks and allowed only the firm’s shareholders to purchase the new 

shares, in the value of 40 million paper marks.49 Citing the need to celebrate the firm’s 

50-year anniversary in 1922, the Adler and Oppenheimer company also embarked on 

building workers’ and officials’ housing units in both Neumünster and Neustadt, in the 

value of four million paper marks.50 Both the raising of the paid-up capital and the 

committment to long-term and not immediately profit-yielding investment such as 

workers’ housing shows that the firm was on an upward trajectory as early as one year 

after its expropriation in Strasbourg.51 The annnual report from 1920 boasted that “The 

products of the Neustadt and Neumünster tanneries enjoy widespread popularity and 

do not at all fall behind our Strasbourg products.”52 

In the meantime, the liquidation of German assets was proceding full steam 

ahead in Alsace and Lorraine. Exuberance about the French takeover among Alsatians 

and Lorrainers enabled French economic elites to seize German assets on the cheap 

and cover up this action with the rhetoric of patriotism and the need for compensating 

the French for the destruction of northeastern France. Economics was an alien concept 

for both ordinary people and the region’s political elites, and in 1919 and 1920, neither 

the contemporary press nor local politicians focused on French economic policies, 

even though they substantially altered the region’s economy and helped the powerful 

business elite in the French interior to become even more rich. Political elites focused 

                                                
49 Bericht des Vorstandes über das 23. Geschäftsjahr, 2. 
50 Ibid. 
51 The Adler and Oppenheimer had become so significant in German light industry by the late 1930s 
that the firm emerged as an target of Nazi aryanization. Harold James, The Nazi Dictatorship and the 
Deutsche Bank (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 75-77.  
52 Geschäftsbericht für das 20., 21. und 22. Geschäftsjahr, 2. 
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instead on the Bolshevik threat, strikes, and maintaining the region’s ecclesiastical and 

educational particularities.53  

In the fall of 1918 and throughout 1919, Alsace-Lorraine populations and 

political elites were decisively in favor of establishing French sovereignty over the 

region, which suggests that a plebiscite would not have made any difference with 

respect to the region’s sovereignty.54 Furthermore, a French propaganda pamphlet 

claimed, the “400,000” German immigrants made “a sincere plebiscite impossible”55 

(fig. 26). Still, the fact that both the Entente and the United States had discussed a 

possible plebiscite during the war, provoked the French to act quickly on the expulsion 

of the German minority.  

 

                                                
53 See Bauer, special police commissioner of Strasbourg, “La Propagande separatiste et la Question des 
Minorites Nationales,” 1928, ANF F 7 13390. 
54 François G. Dreyfus, Histoire de l’Alsace (Paris: Hachette, 1979), 291-292. 
55 In actuality, there were less than 300,000 German immigrants in Alsace-Lorraine before the war.  
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Fig. 26.  Zislin, “Those who want a plebiscite: the pseudo Alsatians” c. 1918  

  

Source: Zislin, “Those who want a plebiscite” c. 1918 (Inscription above: A sincere 

plebiscite is practically impossible). BDIC, 4 D/ 1510. 

 

The consolidation of French sovereignty enabled the rapid reconstitution of 

prewar and wartime political parties. As the November 1919 elections showed, the 

overwhelming majority of native populations continued to support parties in favor of 

the French takeover. The socialist candidates, who received over one-third of the vote, 

were among the most fervent supporters of French centralization measures: the 

region’s socialists immediately joined the French Socialist Party (S.F.I.O.), and they 

were the least invested in preserving the regional semi-autonomy Alsace-Lorraine had 
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gradually acquired under German sovereignty.56 Socialist anti-elitism blended easily 

with anti-German French nationalism in the postwar years; both were partially a 

reaction to the brutal German military dictatorship during the war.  

Whereas the socialist party remained francophile, the majority of Alsatian 

trade unions, especially those representing workers in heavy industry, moved to the 

communist direction, adopted a critical line towards administrative centralization and 

the French government, and they also criticized the manner in which German assets 

were liquidated in Alsace and Lorraine. As David Allen Harvey has pointed out, the 

split between communists and social-democrats was sharper in Alsace and Lorraine 

than in the rest of France; the fragmentation of leftist vote allowed the center right and 

autonomists to dominate political life in the 1920s.57 Communists, such as Charles 

Huber, opposed Peirotes’s Francophile politics and even lobbied to remove him from 

the socialist party’s leadership.58  

Peirotes attempted to exploit the French takeover by cementing Alsace-

Lorraine’s and Strasbourg’s hegemony in the Rhineland and beyond.59 Interned in 

Hannover between 1914 and 1918, the prewar typesetter and socialist Reichstag 

deputy drafted a memorandum on the “essential conditions for the development of the 

city of Strasbourg” a few days before the French army marched into Alsace-Lorraine.  

                                                
56 Dreyfus, Histoire de l’Alsace, 290. 
57 David Allen Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality in Alsace, 1830-1945 (DeKalb: Northern 
Illinois University Press, 2001), 150-151. 
58 It was Peirotes’ distinction with the Legion of Honor that propelled some socialist politicians to call 
for his removal from the party, since they claimed that Peirotes’ loyalty to the new regime compromised 
the socialists’ critical stance towards the French government. In the early 1920s, communists and 
moderate socialists did not form separate parties and many communist sympathizers remained in the 
socialist party. Memorandum of the Administrator of the territory of Mulhouse to the Commissary of 
the Republic, May 13, 1919, SB ADBR 121AL 864. 
59 Jacques Peirotes, “The essential conditions for the development of the city of Strasbourg,” November 
17, 1918, ANF, F 12, 8044. 
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The socialist politician’s views on the region’s postwar economic development 

revealed many similarities to the wartime visions of the Reichsland’s economic 

reconstruction advanced by the liberal “Old German” Eugene Jacobi and the “Old 

German” engineer Ernst Zander.60 Both Francophile socialists and “Old Germans” in 

Alsace-Lorraine saw federal states in southern Germany as competitors. All three of 

these men, especially Peirotes and  Zander, the founder of the Association for the 

Industrial Reconstruction of Alsace-Lorraine, hoped that Alsace-Lorraine would 

continue to be a dominant force in the economy of the southern German region after 

the conclusion of the peace.61  

Even though Peirotes wanted the incorporation of Alsace into France, he 

envisioned the development of Strasbourg into a postwar economic hegemon of 

southern Germany. In order to elevate the economic potential of the city, he advocated 

the annexation of the port of Kehl from Baden to Alsace.62 Kehl served as a rival port 

to Strasbourg in the pre-war period and its annexation was aimed at transforming 

Alsace’s capital into the most important hub of Rhine trade.63  Furthermore, Peirotes 

cast French loyalty as a tool with which the Reichsland could achieve prosperity 

within the economic space of south-western Germany, much as Zander advocated 

loyalty to “German Kultur” as a guarantee of the Reich’s support of the development 

                                                
60 Eugen Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen: Vortrag gehalten in der Strassburger 
Gesellschaft für deutsche Kultur, am 14 März 1918 (Dumont Schauberg, 1918); Ernst Zander, Der 
Wirtschaftliche Wiederaufbau von Elass-Lothringen Nach Dem Kriege. (Strassburg: Karl Trübner 
1917). 
61 Peirotes, “The essential conditions.” 
62 Peirotes, “The essential conditions.” 
63 Silverman, Reluctant Union, 188; Ernst Zander, Der Wirtschaftliche Wiederaufbau von Elass-
Lothringen nach dem Kriege (Strassburg i. Els., 1917), 21. 
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of Alsace-Lorraine.64  Peirotes also demanded that the peace conference limit the 

capacity of German railways to compete with Strasbourg’s Rhine trade.65  

Peirotes’s view did not differ substantially from that of the conservative-

Catholic mayor of Metz, Charles Victor Prével. German authorities had interned both 

Peirotes and Prével during the war, which explains their adamant anti-German 

sentiments by 1918. Prével’s suggestions were more radical than Peirotes’. He went so 

far as to advocate depriving Germany of the Rhineland.66  

The party to which Prével belonged, the Catholic Center Party resurfaced as 

the Republican People’s Party in 1918.67 It was francophile, but its minority section 

also embraced the legal, ecclesiastic, and educational particularisms of Alsace and 

Lorraine, including bilingualism and regionalism, and in some cases, even 

autonomism after 1924.68 Abbé Xavier Haegy, Jean Keppi, Karl Hauss, and Eugène 

Ricklin were among the autonomist sympathizers who feared the incorporation of 

Catholic Alsace-Lorrainers into a secular French state.69 The regionalists and 

autonomists also opposed the transfer of German assets to French and native economic 
                                                
64 Zander, Der Wirtschaftliche Wiederaufbau, 23. 
65 Furthermore, he demanded the regulation of the Rhine and the construction of canals, while the 
postwar peace settlement was also expected to assure Strasbourg’s connection to the southern German 
railway network. 
66 Prével endorsed the radical proposals of the Anti-Austro-German National League for the Defense of 
French Economic Interests. On April 9, 1919 in the name of the League and “all disannexed 
Lorrainers,” Prével addressed an open letter to President Raymond Poincaré, Prime Minister 
Clemenceau and other dignitaries. He demanded that “Germany be pushed back politically, militarily 
and economically to the left bank of the Rhine.” Comité de la Rive Gauche du Rhin, “Appel des 
Lorrains désannexés,” April 9, 1919, p. 3, BDIC, F.D. 1. 223 Res (37). The manifesto envisioned the 
creation of independent states or protectorates on the right bank of the Rhine, serving as a buffer 
between France and Germany, assuring that the future war would not be fought on Lorraine’s territory. 
Born in 1860 to a banker who opted for France in 1871, Prével returned to German-ruled Lorraine 
where he founded a credit cooperative in 1892 and organized pro-French lecture series in the decade 
preceding World War I. L’Alsace republicaine, June (1919): 307. 
67 Elsässer Volkspartei or Union populaire et republicaine d’Alsace; Dreyfus, Histoire de l’Alsace, 289. 
68 Dreyfus, Histoire de l’Alsace, 289. 
69 Christian Baechler, Le parti catholique alsacien, 1890-1939: du Reichsland à la république Jacobine 
(Paris: Éditions Ophrys, 1982), 296-298; Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 137-138. 
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elites, and advocated their nationalization to further the region’s interests.70 The native 

liberal, mostly Protestant and Jewish bourgeoisie grouped around Charles Frey’s 

Republican Democratic Party, which advocated similar skepticism towards 

centralization as the People’s Party.71 The two parties formed the National Bloc that 

won an absolute majority during the 1919 elections.72 

The alienation from Germany during the war and the hegemony of francophile 

political elites blocked the development of a large-scale, regionalist or autonomist 

movement in Alsace-Lorraine in the immediate aftermath of the war. It was the 

region’s “Old German” elites – including two university professors, two priests, and 

one of Colmar’s municipal counselors – who approached President Wilson on 

November 3, 1918, and later the Council of the League of Nations demanding full-

scale autonomy for the former Reichsland within France, as well as a plebiscite.73  

The authors of this petition were three “Old Germans:” René Ley, Henri Muth, 

and Charles Rapp, who founded the Executive Committee of the Free Republic of 

Alsace-Lorraine after having taken up residence in Baden-Baden, across the border 

from Alsace in Weimar Germany. This committee was at least initially bankrolled by 

the German government. Although Ley, Muth, and Rapp enjoyed marginal support in 

Alsace-Lorraine, this did not prevent the wary French administration from putting the 

committee’s members on trial during the “Neutralist Affair,”74 when French 

                                                
70 Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality in Alsace, 138-140; 147-148; Baechler, Le parti 
catholique alsacien, 296-298. 
71 Dreyfus, Histoire de l’Alsace, 291-294. 
72 Results available for Alsace, excluding Lorraine. Dreyfus, Histoire, 292. 
73 Memorandum of Bauer, special police commissioner, La propagande separatiste et la question des 
minorités nationales, November 15, 1928, in ANF F 7 13390. 
74 Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 137. 
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authorities tried to eliminate all autonomists and their sympathizers from the region’s 

political life in the mid-1920s.75  

The overwhelming support that native Alsatians and Lorrainers extended to the 

French administration was predicated upon widespread ignorance about the new 

sovereign’s vision for the recovered territories. Despite the patriotic rhetoric of the 

“return” of Alsace-Lorraine, the French government trusted neither Alsatians and 

Lorrainers, nor the “Old Germans” in the region.76 The new French administration 

immediately disbanded the national council and appointed three government 

commissaries to Metz, Strasbourg, and Colmar, who reported directly to the prime 

minister.77 Municipal councils were disbanded as well.78 The “General Service of 

Alsace-Lorraine” – charged with the task of administering the region – came into 

being in Paris on November 26, 1918.  

The government vested local power in the high commissioner, based in 

Strasbourg. The government handpicked the members of the Superior Council of 

Alsace-Lorraine, the consultative organ of the high commissioner, from the ranks of 

native social and political elites.79 Alsace-Lorraine members of the Council insisted 

                                                
75 Ibid., 138. 
76 Carolyn Grohmann, “From Lotharingen to Lorraine: Expulsion and Voluntary Repatriation,” in After 
the Versailles Treaty, Enforcement, Compliance, Contested Identities, eds. Conan Fischer and Alan 
Sharp (London and New York: Routledge, 2008), 153-166. 
77 The three commissaries were appointed before the national council was disbanded, on November 15, 
1918. Dreyfus, 33. 
78 Tensions on centralization policies between Francophile Alsace-Lorraine elites and the Paris 
government appeared as early as November 1918, and were to accompany the entire interwar period. 
The Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, especially Blumenthal would have been in favor of retaining the 
region’s prewar units of administration, or at least recreate its internal autonomy in some other form. 
Dreyfus, La vie politique, 33-35. 
79 This Council included a few notables from the region as well as French functionaries. Dreyfus, La vie 
politique, 34-35. 
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that the entire administration of the region be transferred from Paris to Strasbourg.80 

Subordinated to the Paris cabinet, the first high commissioner, Alexandre Millerand 

(1919-1920) soon formed his regional administration, with a department of internal 

affairs and a department devoted to economy and commerce.81 In internal affairs, this 

Commissariat Général (1918-1925) had considerable autonomy until 1923-24. This 

autonomy, however, did not mean the empowerment of local officials: bureaucrats 

from the French interior filled the Commissariat’s key positions.82  

Propaganda tracts and  novels like The Conversion of Jacob Burckhardt, The 

Alsatian School Teacher, written by Belfort socialist and former French soldier Marcel 

Edmond Naegelen, attempted to explain why France’s radical measures after the war 

were justified.83 The novel narrated the story of the peasant boy Georges Burckhardt 

from Alsace, who grew up in a Francophile family, but his schooling in Germany had 

turned him into a German nationalist. His fiancé Berthe Kessner, who received an 

education from the Catholic and francophile sisters in Ribeauvillé/Rappoltsweiler in 

Alsace, tried to convince Georges to come back from Germany and settle in Alsace-

Lorraine, despite his service in the enemy army. Georges feared retribution as a 

German soldier and former elementary school teacher, and was reluctant to return. 

                                                
80 Dreyfus, La vie politique, 35. 
81 Jean-Louis Rizzo, Alexandre Millerand: Socialiste Discuté, Ministre Contesté et Président Déchu : 
1859-1943 (Paris : Harmattan, 2013), 293-295; Alexandre Millerand, Le retour de l’Alsace-Lorraine à 
la France (Paris: E. Fasquelle, 1923). 
82 Guy de Lavareille and François Jacques Himly, Répertoire numérique détaillé du fonds du 
Commissariat général de la République: 1918-1925. Strasbourg: Archives du Bas-Rhin, 1983), i-v; 
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83 Marcel Edmond Naegelen, La conversion de Georges Burckhardt, instituteur alsacien, (Strasbourg: 
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Georges’s fear was grounded in the discrimination of the French 

administration against Germans and those Alsatians who had collaborated with 

Germany. One of the first and most controversial measures of the French army was 

handing out four different identity cards to the Alsace-Lorraine population in 

December 1918, based on wartime practices in occupied Alsace and France.84 The four 

cards corresponded to four different legal categories and emerged from the wartime 

card system developed for exiled Alsace-Lorrainers. 

 

Table. 8. The system of identity cards in Alsace-Lorraine (1918-1919)  
 
Type of Card Number of Alsatians and Lorrainers in possession of each card (1919) 

Card A 1,082,000 
Card B 183,000 
Card C 53,000 
Card D 513,000 
  

Source: Grohmann, “From Lotharingen to Lorraine,” 153-154. 

 

Approximately 59 percent of Alsace-Lorrainers above the age of 15, or around 

one million people, received identity card A (table. 8).85 Holders of this privileged 

card could vote in elections, find employment in local and regional administration, 

exchange their marks at an artificially advantageous rate, and travel freely within the 

                                                
84 The French gave out “tricolor” cards and other identity cards to Alsatians and Lorrainer émigrés 
during the war. Papers of Charles Risler, mayor of the 6th arrondissement of Paris, president of the 
Association générale d’Alsace-Lorraine (1914-1917), ANF, AJ 30 348; Fischer, Alsace, 113; Decree of 
the Général Commandant du L’Armée on December 14, 1918, Vincennes, Services Historique de la 
Défense (SHD) 19 N 673; Laird Boswell, “From Liberation to Purge Trials in the ‘Mythic Provinces’: 
Recasting French Identities in Alsace and Lorraine, 1918-1920.” French Historical Studies 23, no. 1 
(2000): 129–62. 
85 Rossé et al., Das Elsass (Colmar-Verlag Alsatia, 1936), 529. 
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region.86 Whereas the exchange rate of the mark hovered around 0.7-0.83 francs, 

Alsace-Lorrainers with card A could receive as much as 1.25 francs for their mark.87 

“Old Germans,” citizens of enemy states, and POWs, who numbered more than 

500,000, received the least desirable card D.88 All the rest of the foreigners had to 

make do with card C.89 People who only had one Alsatian or Lorrainer parent – 

approximately 10 percent of the population – received card B.90  

The introduction of the card system resulted in widespread discontent among 

the local population since many families had relatives who received an inferior card, 

yet felt pro-French. Discontent was evident even in Naegelen’s propaganda novel, 

when one character maintained that people cannot be categorized like “insects in the 

museum.”91 Still, references to the generosity of the French administration 

overshadowed discontent, while Naegelen portrayed the “malaise” of the region as a 

result of whispering propaganda by former Alsatian officers in the German army. 

Accordingly, when Georges’s father informs a low-level French clerk about his son in 

Germany, the Frenchman assures the father that the new French administration will 

not persecute Georges; “France will welcome [former soldiers in the German army] 

with so much friendliness that they will all be won over to her side. The former 

enemies of yesterday will soon find themselves united in France’s embrace.”92  

                                                
86 Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 1., 529. 
87 Decree of Georges Clemenceau, President of the Council of Ministers and, Minister of War on 
November 30, 1918. Journal Officiel de la République Français, December 7, (1918): 10544. 
88 Grohmann, “From Lotharingen,” 156-157. 
89 Ibid. 
90 Ibid. 
91 Naegelen, La conversion, 44. 
92 Ibid., 76. 
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Historians have often portrayed the postwar categorizations and expulsions in 

Alsace-Lorraine as manifestations of the French government’s “racist” policies, 

originating from late-nineteenth-century French domestic and colonial politics.93 Race, 

however, is not an appropriate term to describe French policies, as discriminatory 

measures were tied to citizenship and ethnicity rather than racial origin. French 

policies were aimed at numerous German-Jewish families, like the Adlers, 

Oppenheimers, Netters, and Jacobis, too, as well as ethnic Poles who moved to the 

Reichsland from other parts of Germany after 1870.94 By the same token, the French 

state had no problem with Germans who had moved to Alsace-Lorraine before 1870. 

In sum, problematic as they were, French policies had no racial component to them: 

they aimed at expelling populations likely to support a return of German rule. 

It was not France’s colonial experts or Parisian nationalists, but the 

Francophile émigrés from Alsace-Lorraine, the members of the wartime Conférence 

d’Alsace-Lorraine who acted as the primary architects of the categorization system: 

the Center Party spokesman abbé Wetterlé and the liberal Daniel Blumenthal were key 

to the elaboration of anti-German discrimination measures.95 The postwar card system 

also originated from the different wartime identity cards handed out to various groups 

of Alsatians and Lorrainers in France, based on consultations with the Conférence. 

                                                
93 Boswell, “From Liberation to Purge Trials,” 131; Zahra, “The ‘Minority Problem,’” 137, 144, 167;  
94 See the cases of “Hosanski (Neumann)” (folder 69), “Raabe” (f. 70) in AVES 614 MW 1, and the 
expulsion of Stanislas Gasirowski in ADBR 121 AL 629. 
95 Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, vol. 2. (Paris: Impr. nationale, 1917). 
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Wetterlé was among the first to propose, in 1915, the vetting (triage) of even the local 

population on the basis on national loyalty.96 

The liberal Blumenthal, the center right Wetterlé, and the socialist Georges 

Weill were among the proponents of the most radical measures against Germans, 

while the Parisian Auguste Souchon and Albert Thomas were the voices of 

moderation.97 Ultimately, the Conférence categorically rejected a plebiscite, refused to 

grant citizenship automatically to the region’s Germans, and demanded the expulsion 

of German elites.98 In one of the last sessions on December 2, 1918, abbé Wetterlé 

urged the committee to demand the “expulsion of German civil servants as soon as 

possible.”99 He furthermore presumed that the peace treaty would grant France the 

right to expel the region’s Germans whenever convenient.100 The Catholic leader 

proposed these draconian measures even with regard to autochthonous civil 

servants.101 He demanded that all Alsace-Lorraine civil servants be fired, and rehired 

individually on condition that “they provide the government of the republic all the 

required guarantees proving that they accept the new conditions.”102 Wetterlé also 

proposed that the French administration purge Alsace-Lorraine of “troublemakers” 

and “pan-Germanists.”103 

                                                
96 Quoted in David Allen Harvey, “Lost Children or Enemy Aliens? Classifying the Population of 
Alsace after the First World War,” Journal of Contemporary History 34, no. 4 (October 1, 1999): 540. 
97 Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, vol. 2., 296. 
98 The Conférence decided on April 26, 1915, that the residents of Alsace-Lorraine would receive 
French nationality automatically after the region’s “return” to France,98 while subsequent negotiations 
specified that Germans could become French “only through naturalization.” Procès-verbaux de la 
Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, vol. 2., 296. 
99 Ibid., 300-301. 
100 Ibid., 301. 
101 Ibid. 
102 Ibid., 300. 
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 268 

By 1918, this consensus on taking radical measures against the ethnic Germans 

elites was a given. The French army, police, and local administration participated in 

both the vetting of local populations and the expulsion of Germans, and could count 

on denunciations from local populations and native elites who had emigrated to France 

in 1914, such as Wetterlé himself.104  

The so-called triage commissions were in charge of vetting non-German 

Alsatians and Lorrainers, while the mission of the Committee for the Examination of 

Foreigners dealt with the expulsion of Germans and Austro-Hungarians.105 Both 

functioned on the basis of an August 9, 1849 French martial law, which was now 

extended into the newly reannexed Alsace-Lorraine, even before the official 

incorporation of the region into France.106 A few months after the French takeover, the 

triage commissions embarked on handling numerous accusations against Germans, 

while tens of thousands of Germans were expelled or pressured to leave without the 

intervention of the Committee.  

Three French officers, one soldier and two French government appointees 

made up each of the six triage commissions that processed around 11,000 cases prior 

to October 1919.107 Punishments included expulsion to Germany and forced 

                                                
104 By December 19, 1918, merely three weeks after the establishment of triage commissions, so many 
denunciations flooded the commissions that a police chief admitted they had no capacity to verify them. 
Memorandum on December 19, 1918, SB ADBR 121 AL 899.Wetterlé and other local politicians 
influenced triage commissions by denouncing anti-French elements, such as the former prosecutor of 
Colmar. December 2, 1918, Letter of Abbé Wetterlé, SB ADBR 121 AL 899. The cooperation with the 
French rulers gave considerable power and distinctions to the Francophile elites of Alsace and Lorraine. 
Metz’s mayor Prével received the Legion of Honor along with Daniel Blumenthal, Émile Wetterlé and 
members of the Dollfuss and Mieg industrialist families. The most surprising honoree was the socialist 
Jacques Peirotes.  
105 Shannon Monaghan, “Republican Population Engineering on the Rhine: The French State in Alsace, 
1918 – 1925,” article submitted to French Historical Studies. 
106 Law of August 9, 1849, art. 2, par. 9. SB ADBR 157 AL 117. 
107 Harvey, “Lost Children or Enemy Aliens?,” 541; Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 132. 
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retirement. As historian David Harvey has observed, Alsace-Lorraine notables, 

industrialists and descendants of post-1871 émigrés were overrepresented among 

civilian members, which played a part in the persecution of communist labor 

organizers, many of whom were sharply critical of the French government.108 The 

unlikely combination of pro-German economic and administrative elites, such as the 

director of the Landesgewerbe Bank, and marginal individuals such as prostitutes, 

women who had had affairs with German soldiers, delinquents, and socialist 

organizers were the primary targets of the triage commissions. The commissions were 

put together hastily, and despite initial instructions, many of their members did not 

speak the local dialect.109  

Initially, as the abbé Wetterlé had suggested, only top “Old German” 

functionaries, industrialists, and other prominent personalities were removed, often on 

the basis of lists provided by the local police.110 The Committee was presided over by 

an appointee of the General Commissary, and its members were delegated by the 

chambers of commerce, trade unions, municipalities, and the army.111 The process did 

not allow for an elaborate defense by the accused, and the committees handed out 

“repatriation” orders on the sole basis of ones’ German origin. The local French police 

carried out the orders of the Committee promptly. 

                                                
108 Harvey, “Lost Children or Enemy Aliens?,” 541-542. 
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As time went on, however, more and more Germans received expulsion orders 

from the French military and civilian administration, and many of them were expelled 

by the French army directly, without the intervention of the Committee. One of the 

French generals stationed in Alsace, Antoine Baucheron de Boissoudy, instructed his 

soldiers to use the expulsion of Germans as a means of propaganda to demonstrate 

what would happen to the enemies of France.112 Given that the French army expelled 

many people without proper trial and registration, it is difficult to give a precise 

number of Germans expelled. Both the  French and German estimates on the number 

of expellees are approximate. A memorandum of the Commissariat Général prepared 

for the Quai d’Orsay for the purposes of a propaganda article in the New York-based 

World magazine estimated that only 76,000 Germans had been expelled by April 

1921. According to the memorandum, 48,000 of the expellees came from Lorraine, 

while Bas-Rhine around Strasbourg accounted for 19,000.113  

The numbers furnished by the Weimar republic’s archives are the most 

detailed and likely more reliable than French estimates, as the Berlin Interior 

Ministry’s Department for Alsace-Lorraine needed precise information in order to 

cater to the needs of expellees.114 The ministry estimated that the French 

administration expelled 40,000 Germans by the time the Versailles Treaty was signed, 

and another 47,000 by December 15, 1919. The ministry estimated that between 1,500 

and 10,000 Germans left the Reichsland before the armistice or evaded registration in 

                                                
112 Instructions on the evacuation and expulsion of German subjects, General Commandant Boissoudy, 
December 16, 1918, SHD 19 N 673. 
113 Memorandum of the Commissariat Général to the Chef du Service d’Alsace et du Lorraine at the 
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114 “Statistik der aus Elsass-Lotharingen Vertriebenen,” Bundesarchiv (BArch, R 901/ 35566). At least 
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Germany. The German official estimate for the total number of expellees was thus at 

least 97,000.115  Robert Ernst, functionary of the German revisionist organization, the 

German Protective League for Germans in Borderlands and Foreign Countries 

(Deutschen Schutzbund für das Grenz- und Auslandsdeutschtum), reached similar 

conclusions (Table. 9).116 Ernst very likely had access to studies prepared by the 

German interior ministry’s Department for Alsace-Lorraine, since his numbers 

overlapped with government memos that predated the publication of his volume on 

expelled Alsatians and Lorrainers.117 He estimated that the French had expelled 95,000 

Germans by September 1920. According to Ernst’s estimate, another 8,000  Germans 

were expelled after the Versailles Treaty came into effect on January 10, 1920.118 

  

                                                
115 Ibid. 
116 More on the organization, in Celia Applegate, A Nation of Provincials: The German Idea of Heimat 
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Table. 9. The number of expelled Germans from Alsace-Lorraine. 
 

Date of Expulsion Men Women Children Total 
December 1918 - August 

31, 1919 20,685 18,944 23,743 62,872 
September 1919 1,545 2,899 3,863 9,307 

October 1-15, 1919 1,720 2,241 2,878 7,049 
November 1919 994 1,543 1,705 4,242 
December 1919 601 699 874 2,174 

January 1920 298 330 474 1,102 
February 1920 231 313 339 883 

March 1920 389 433 454 1,376 
April 1920 282 348 399 1,029 
May 1920 293 332 385 1,010 
June 1920 225 333 273 831 
July 1920 191 283 312 786 

August 1920 297 347 582 1,226 
September 1920 232 347 459 1,038 

Total 27,983 29,392 36,740 94,925 
 
Source: Ernst, Die Eingliederung der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lothringer, 20.  
 

 

Through expulsions, the French government made naturalization impossible 

for around one third of the region’s German population, as the prerequisite for 

naturalization was uninterrupted residence in the region for three years after the 

armistice. Only the German spouses of Alsace-Lorrainers received French citizenship 

with relative ease; the rest had to go through the long and burdensome process of 

individual naturalization.119  

                                                
119 VT Art. 53, Annex, and VT Art. 54. 
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The precise socioeconomic composition of expellees is even more difficult to 

assess. Catholic regionalist historians in the mid-1930s estimated that around 12,000 

civil servants, 3,000 railway employees, and 1,000 pensioners had been expelled.120 

The number of autochthonous Alsatians and Lorrainers either expelled or who 

voluntarily departed for Germany numbered around 2,000. Many of these individuals, 

like the fictitious character Georges Burckhardt, had fought for the Reich and returned 

to Germany after the armistice.121  

Expulsions changed the demographics of Alsace-Lorraine’s German society 

and effectively wiped out Germans from the ranks of elite occupations. Still, even 

seven years after the conclusion of the Versailles Treaty, there were over 50,000 

German citizens residing in the three departments of Alsace and Lorraine, with 25,000 

of them formally employed.122 The majority of adult Germans who were allowed to 

remain in the region had married an Alsatian or Lorrainer before 1914. The marriage 

bond prevented expulsions, and even enabled 47,000 Germans to receive French 

citizenship by 1921.123 

 In the early 1920s, 16,000 Germans who were allowed to remain in Alsace 

and Lorraine still worked in industry and mining, while farmers continued to 

constitute a minority, numbering 1,300.124 Notably, as late as 1926, some 2,000 

German doctors, lawyers, accountants, bookkeepers, veterinarians, and other liberal 

professionals still lived and practiced in Alsace-Lorraine, and their number remained 

                                                
120 Ernst, Die Eingliederung der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lotharinger, 58-65. 
121 Ibid., 55. 
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constant throughout the interwar period.125 It is likely that there were many liberal 

professionals and even industrialists among the tens of thousands of Germans who 

received French citizenship through naturalization, but did not show up in the 

statistics. Still, when compared to the more than 10,000 German-born liberal 

professionals in 1907 – who made up one-third of this professional category – the 

huge impact of expulsions becomes clear.126 

The number of Germans engaged in these bourgeois elite professions 

decreased substantially from one-third to one-tenth of all liberal professionals – not 

counting the doctors, lawyers, and liberal professionals who received French 

citizenship through marriage or other means.127 French measures thus purged Alsace-

Lorraine of its German business elites and ousted the majority of Germans from 

lucrative middle-class jobs.128 It was up to the peace conference to decide on the fate 

of the German-owned private property that the French administration seized following 

these expulsions. 

Expelled Germans could take a few suitcases and a maximum of 2,000 paper 

marks with them, but they had to leave their furniture and other assets behind.129 Nor 

did Alsace-Lorraine politicians raise their voice in defense of the expelled. Even 

francophile socialists – such as Jacques Peirotes, who witnessed the expulsion of many 

workers, party members, and organizers, – were reluctant to intervene. Peirotes, who 

by that time was member of the Legion of Honor, explained at a party forum that the 

                                                
125 In 1931, there were 1,700 Germans employed in the liberal professions in Alsace-Lorraine. Das 
Elsass, vol. 4, 58. 
126 Rossé et al., Das Elsass, vol. 4, 56-57. 
127 Not counting the naturalized Germans who did not show up in these statistics. Das Elsass, ibid, 56. 
128 BArch 1501/125452; BArch 3301/ 277. 
129 Ernst, Die Eingliederung der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lotharinger, , 15. 
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expulsions were a state policy over which he had no influence as the mayor of 

Strasbourg.130 While he refused to directly confront the French government on this 

issue, he nevertheless boasted of allowing German to continue to be one of the official 

languages of the municipality.131 

The relatives of German foreign minister Ulrich von Brockdorff-Rantzau were 

also among the expelled, and the German Foreign Office had first-hand information on 

the brutal circumstances of the expulsions.132 Still, the Weimar government lacked 

resources and was unprepared to resettle the immigrants from Alsace-Lorraine, which 

led to enormous despair and disillusionment. By the 1930s, many of the Germans who 

had returned from Alsace-Lorraine had become politically radicalized and joined the 

Nazi party.133 Similar to the wartime proliferation of the German bureaucracy, four ad 

hoc offices with overlapping jurisdictions came into being to support the expelled 

Alsatians and Lorrainers. Former Reichsland bureaucrats with top positions in the 

Weimar administration personally intervened for the transfer of federal aid to 

refugees.134  

                                                
130 Police report on socialist party meeting on August 17, 1919, ADBR 121AL 864. 
131 “Police report,” ibid. 
132 January 14, 1919, Memorandum to the German foreign minister, BArch, R 901/35566. 
133 Some of them, including the major emigré organizer Robert Ernst (1898-1980) became Nazis or 
Nazi sympathizers. Fond Ernst, Box 35, in Archives of the Wissenschaftliches Institut der Elsass-
Lothringer im Reich, Frankfurt-am-Main; Albert Ehrhard, ”Ziel und Aufgabe des Wissenschaftlichen 
Institutes der Elsass-Lotharinger in Reiche” in Elsass-Lotharingisches Jahrbuch, vol. 1, 1922 (Berlin, 
Leipzig: Walter de Grunter and Co.); Médard Jules Brogly, La grande épreuve; l’Alsace sous 
l’occupation allemande, 1940-1944, (Paris: Les Éditions du Cerf, 1945). 
134 The Central Aid Office for Alsace-Lorraine Civil Servants (Reichszentralstelle für die Übernahme 
der Flüchtlinge) was formed within the Interior Ministry on November 28, 1918, but it proved to be 
ineffective. The former Metz police chief was key to organizing another unit, the Reich’s Central Office 
for the Transfer of Refugees. The self-help Aid Society for Alsatians and Lorrainers in the Reich 
(Hilfsbund für die Elsass-Lotharinger im Reich) received only 20,000 marks of government support, 
and even that was due to the lobbying of an Alsatian bureaucrat at the finance ministry. (Ernst, Die 
Eingliederung der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lotharinger, 75). The non-governmental Red Cross proved to 
be the most effective aid organization. 
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The Berlin government depoliticized the problem of expellees and treated it as 

an issue of charity instead of a national political problem. As a result, federal states 

such as Bavaria were also reluctant to integrate “Old German”	civil servants or 

systematically support those who had been forced out by the French. Many Alsace-

Lorraine refugees transitioned abruptly from a comfortable bourgeois life in the 

Reichsland, straight into lives of poverty in Germany. In Karslruhe, for instance, the 

expellees were put up in wooden barracks in the middle of a noisy city square. Some 

German towns and cities addressed warning signs to expellees, such as “Beware of 

Moving Here” (Vor Zuzug wird gewarnt).135 Expellees formed and joined en masse 

self-help societies based on professions, which published news bulletins and 

newspapers. These activities created, fostered, and perpetuated a specific Vertriebene 

(expellee) identity. “Old German” businessmen  founded their own self-help 

organization in September 1919 in Frankfurt, the Defensive Association of Tradesmen 

and Businessmen ousted from Alsace-Lorraine. This organization soon became one of 

the centers of expellee activity.136  

The expellees cultivated an identity of victimhood, partially as a result of 

German “disinterest” in their fate.137 Moreover, they continued to interpret the First 

World War as an economic war by the Entente against Germany, which fostered a 

culture of victimhood. Just like the industrialist Eugen Jacobi or the engineer Rudolph 

Zander, Robert Ernst believed that the “Old Germans” had fallen victim to the 

continued economic war by the Entente, aimed at destroying the German elite and 

                                                
135 Mitteilungen des Ausschusses vertriebener Elsass-Lotharinger, Organ des Hilfsbundes für die 
Elsass-Lotharinger im Reich, August 14, (1919): 199. 
136 Ernst, Die Eingliederung der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lotharinger, 89. 
137 Ibid, 13. 
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replacing it with a French elite in Alsace-Lorraine.138 Ernst regarded the Versailles 

Treaty as a means for the destruction of Germany’s economy and its position in world 

trade.139  

 

Alsace-Lorraine’s Economy and the Outcome of the Versailles Conference 
 

Alsace-Lorraine’s native economic elites and the region in general were the 

beneficiaries of the economic clauses of the Versailles Treaty, attesting to France’s 

decisive role in shaping the outcome of the peace conference. Trading and customs 

provisions provided more and longer-lasting advantages than those stipulated in the 

Treaty of Frankfurt in 1871. Article 68 maintained that companies from Alsace-

Lorraine were allowed to import raw materials from and export finished products to 

Germany duty free “up to the amounts sent annually” before the war.140 The specifics 

of the article emerged from the Baden-Baden negotiations between Germany and 

France on May 19 and November 17, 1920, and customs privileges were in force until 

January 10, 1925.141 Alsace-Lorraine was reintegrated into the French customs regime 

as early as January 30, 1919; therefore no distinction differentiated companies and 

products from the former Reichsland from those from the rest of France.142 As a result, 

firms from the French interior were also able to reap the fruits of customs privileges, 

                                                
138 Ibid., 13-14; Jacobi, Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen; Zander, Der Wirtschaftliche 
Wiederaufbau von Elass-Lothringen.  
139 Accordingly, the economic and cultural Romanisierungspolitik or Latinization policies in Alsace-
Lorraine served this purpose, too. Ernst, Die Eingliederung der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lotharinger, 14. 
140 The Treaty of Versailles and After, Annotations of the Text of the Treaty. (Washington,: U. S. Govt. 
Print. Off., 1947), 190. 
141 The French delegation initially proposed ten years, but the representatives of the United States and 
Great Britain turned down this proposal. Glaser; Annotations of the Text of the Treaty, 191. 
142 Annotations of the Text of the Treaty, 191. 
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which had initially been designed to prop up the Alsatian textile industry.143 

Advocates in France of trading with Germany claimed that it was “even France’s 

interest to reestablish commercial relations with Germany and turn towards 

yesterday’s enemies as opposed to the Allies. […] The English sell their products to us 

at a high price.”144 

The reintegration of the former Reichsland into the French economy thus 

posed no immediate economic competition for French industrialists, as Alsatian and 

Lorrainer firms could continue to direct their commerce towards Germany. As 

renowned French economist and economic historian Henri Hauser noted in 1919, “The 

Alsatian market is a favored market if one compares it with the rest of France. The 

tendency to work as soon as possible with Germans has become more and more 

noticeable.”145  

Whereas Weimar Germany had to accept Alsatian and Lorrainer goods duty 

free, article 70 of the Treaty of Versailles banned German participation in heavy 

industries, railways, water, gas, electric works, “metallurgical establishments,” and 

mines in Alsace-Lorraine.146 Article 74 enabled the French government “to retain and 

liquidate all the property, rights, and interests which German nationals and societies 

                                                
143 The May 7, 1919 version of the treaty explicitly mentioned the textile industry. Annotations of the 
Text of the Treaty, 190-191. 
144 The economic orientation of Alsace-Lorraine towards Germany and its dependence on German 
shipments of both raw materials and finished products both played a part in attempts to renegotiate the 
economic relationship with the Weimar Republic. Not surprisingly, Alsace-Lorraine economic elites, as 
opposed to French nationalists, wanted to resume economic activity with Germany immediately after 
the war, and the lifting of the Entente blockade of the Reich. The region’s firms received the right to 
trade with Germany soon after the French takeover. Prewar and wartime business partnerships and the 
relative cheapness of German products due to the inflation of the paper mark and moderate 
transportation costs both prompted Alsace-Lorraine’s businesses to trade with Germany.  
ANF F 12, 8044, ibid. 
145 Memorandum on Alsace-Lorraine commercial companies, c. May 1919, ANF F 12, 8044. 
146 VT, Art. 70. 
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controlled.” This measure therefore retroactively legitimated French liquidations in 

Alsace-Lorraine after the armistice. It was Germany that had to reimburse its citizens 

for the loss of their assets.147 The French government organized the Service industriel 

d’Alsace et de Lorraine as early as November 1918, to seize and manage impounded 

German property until liquidation.148 By July 1, 1920, the value of liquidated German 

assets, including that of the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery, amounted to 700 million 

French francs.149 This was more than double all the yearly revenues the French state 

was collecting in the annexed provinces, and it amounted to 45 times the value of all 

income tax levied on native Alsace-Lorrainers.150 Given the minimal intervention into 

the composition of economic elites by the French state through taxation after the war, 

these liquidation measures were extremely radical. The German government had to 

compensate its citizens for expropriations and was able to deduct these sums from the 

country’s reparation payments.151  

The German state also had to return Entente assets that it had liquidated during 

the war to their prewar owners.152 Article 60 of the Versailles Treaty maintained that 

the German government had “to restore to Alsace-Lorrainers […] all property, rights 

and interests” in Germany, reversing wartime measures of liquidation against 

Francophile Alsatians or partially French businesses in the Reichsland.153 Fulfilling a 

long-standing demand of Alsatian and Lorrainer elites, including the socialist Peirotes, 
                                                
147 VT, Art. 74. and paragraph (h) / 2/ (i) of Art. 297.  
148 The Service operated under the Direction général du Commerce, de l’Industrie et des Mines, a Paris-
based government bureau. 
149 Annotations of the Text of the Treaty, 194. 
150 Projet de budget extraordinaire d’Alsace et de Lorraine (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1920), 7-9. 
ANF AJ 30 176. 
151 Annotations of the Text of the Treaty, 194. 
152 VT, Art. 74; VT, Art. 60, 73, and Section IV of Part X. 
153 VT, Art. 60. 
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article 68 ordered the joint administration of the Rhine ports of Strasbourg and Kehl 

under French direction. This stipulation privileged Strasbourg’s trade over that of 

Mannheim and other German rival cities.154  

Whereas the Treaty of Frankfurt had automatically granted German citizenship 

to all Alsace-Lorraine residents, the Versailles Treaty did not acknowledge the 

automatic rights of the region’s Germans to French citizenship. Germans had to 

petition for individual naturalization and prove “unbroken residence” for three years 

after the armistice, which disqualified expelled “Old Germans” from returning to 

France.155 

As for state property, France received all public buildings, roads, railroads, and 

other assets that the Reich or the Reichsland owned in 1918. Whereas Poland, 

Belgium and Denmark had to credit Germany’s reparations account in exchange for 

German state property on annexed territories, France received all German state 

property in Alsace-Lorraine for free, even the buildings and roads built after 1871.156 

Furthermore, France received an exemption from paying the Reichsland’s public 

debt.157 Germany was also liable to repay France the “exceptional war expenditures,” 

                                                
154 The treaty also assured the transfer of “railway and other bridges” on the Rhine into the ownership of 
the French state.  
155 The wording of the minutes of the Conférence of Alsace-Lorraine was inserted verbatim to the 
Treaty of Versailles, which suggests that Alsatian émigré elites had direct impact on the making of 
sections on Alsace-Lorraine. Annex 3 to Section V of VT, art. 79. 
156 VT, Art. 256. Germany’s reparations account could only be credited if the final balance of 
obligations and claims on Alsace-Lorraine was in favor of Germany. VT Art. 243; The value of mines 
that the French state acquired in the Saarland, nevertheless, counted as German reparation to France. 
See Annex to Article 50 of the VT, Chapter 1. 
157 VT, Art 55; Art. 256 of Part IX (Financial Clauses). 
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such as war taxes, that the Reichsland had to contribute to the German war effort, and 

it also had to pay pensions for its former civil servants in Alsace-Lorraine.158 

The Versailles Treaty internationalized the issue of private debts between 

Germans and Entente citizens by setting up Mixed Arbitral Tribunals (MAT).159 

Presided over by citizens of neutral states, Germany and France could both nominate a 

lawyer to the French-German MAT, which relied on the work of special offices, the 

so-called clearing offices, that were in charge of calculating the amount of 

international claims.160 Since the Treaty forbade direct negotiations and the settling of 

accounts between companies and individuals in vanquished and victorious states, the 

compensation of creditors depended on the rulings of the tribunals; in the meantime, 

the MATs could not override the decisions of Entente courts, either.161 On the other 

hand, the establishment of Tribunals also provided guarantees for the recovery of 

prewar and wartime debts and enabled both French and German citizens to raise 

claims against their own states, as well.162 The rulings of the court were mandatory for 

both France and Germany, and the two states were also in charge of enforcing the 

implementation of the tribunal’s decision.163 

The tactics of German and Hungarian delegations were similar in their 

response to the treaty provisions. Dignified aristocrats led the delegation of both 

governments at the Versailles conference, composed of wartime political elites. 

Neither the German Ulrich von Brockdorff-Rantzau nor the Hungarian Albert 

                                                
158 VT Art. 58. 
159 VT Art. 304. 
160 VT Section VI, Art. 304/a. 
161 Annotations of the Text of the Treaty, 626-627. 
162 VT Section VI, Art. 304. 
163 VT Section VI, Art. 304/ h. 
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Apponyi were aware of negotiations and major fault lines between the allies, which 

led them to a misguided defense strategy. Both of of them clung to the ethnic principle 

of national self-determination articulated in Wilson’s Fourteen Points and adopted a 

position of victimhood in the face of perceived allied hypocrisy.164 This strategy 

yielded no results, as even the armistice has shown that the Entente did not subscribe 

to Wilson’s diplomacy. Whereas both Brockdorff-Rantzau and Apponyi trusted the 

Americans to revise the initial peace terms, the United States was less and less 

involved in peace negotiations, which were dominated by Clemenceau and Lloyd 

George by spring 1919.  

In his response speech, instead of asking for smaller concessions, Brockdorff-

Rantzau wasted considerable effort on attacking the “war guilt” clause, and blamed 

prewar “imperialism” for the outbreak of the war.165 He did not mention Alsace-

Lorraine, nor other territories Germany was to lose. While the complete integration of 

Alsace-Lorraine into France was a fait accompli by summer 1919, in the written 

response to the peace terms, Brockdorff-Rantzau demanded a plebiscite in the region. 

The conference refused all the German counterproposals, including the 

plebiscite. Despite Brockdorff-Rantzau’s intervention, Alsace-Lorraine’s fate was 

secondary for the Weimar Republic.166 The annexation relieved the region’s 

autochthonous economic elites from the pressures of the German army, its war offices, 

and competition from larger firms in the Reich. By 1924, economic gallicization and 

                                                
164 McMillan, Paris 1919, 466. 
165 Temperely, A History of the Peace Conference, vol. 2, 2-3. 
166 François Roth, “Die Rückkehr Elsass-Lotharingens zu Frankreich” in Versailles 1919: Ziele, 
Wirkung, Wahrnehmung, eds. Gerd Krumeich and Silke Fehlemann (Essen: Klartext, 2001), 126-144. 
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centralization in Alsace and Lorraine, however, created its own problems, while the 

lack of a minority rights treaty and other checks and balances in the Versailles Treaty 

provided few opportunities for Alsatians and Lorrainers to contest French measures.  

 

Conclusions 

 

French experts, politicians, and generals marched into Alsace-Lorraine in 1918 

with well-developed plans for remaking  the region’s economy and society,  and they 

managed to codify most of these visions as peace terms at Versailles. There was an 

intricate web of diplomatic, military, and administrative processes behind the 

expulsion of “Old German” families. Its privileged diplomatic position enabled France 

to remake the society of the region without any interference from other Entente states, 

whereas Weimar Germany renounced the former Reichsland and had an uneasy 

relationship with “Old German” refugees. The stipulations of the peace treaty also 

explained the privileged commercial situation of businesses owned by native Alsace-

Lorrainers and French entrepreneurs in the region. 

Expulsions affected over 20,000 families, which made up around 5 percent of 

Alsace’s and Lorraine’s population, but expellees amounted to around one-fourth of 

the bourgeoisie and a considerable portion of the business elite, as I will show in 

chapter 7. The French state made the entire German population in Alsace and Lorraine 

collectively guilty for the over four decades of German rule, while mostly looking the 

other way when judging the pre-1918 cooperation of native populations with the 

German administration. The exemption of Alsace and Lorraine and its Germans from 
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the postwar minority rights regime was a success for French diplomats, but a failure 

for the Versailles system, since it undermined the very principles that the Entente 

enforced in East-Central Europe. On the other hand, the example of the Adlers and 

Oppenheimers showed that at least some members of the economic elite had no 

trouble in reestablishing their firms in Germany and turning a profit soon after their 

expulsion. While 1919 marked a sharp cesura in Alsace’s and Lorraine’s business 

history, as the region witnessed the loss of a significant portion of its entrepreneurial 

class,  the postwar  transition neither precipitated the ruin of the Adlers and 

Oppenheimers nor of the Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi families. Despite the tribulations 

that the expulsion and forced liquidation of their factories brought about, the most 

significant “Old German” family businesses of Alsace  survived the postwar 

sovereignty change.
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CHAPTER 6 

THE LONG WAY TO THE TREATY OF TRIANON: ECONOMIC ELITES IN 

TRANSYLVANIA AND THE MAKING OF THE POSTWAR ORDER 

 
In Transylvania, the contours of the postwar order were far less clear for 

business elites than they were in Alsace and Lorraine when the First World War 

ended. Both regions were occupied by Entente armies by late 1918. Nonetheless, in 

Transylvania, local economic and political elites, the occupying Romanian and French 

armies, the Entente diplomats in Paris, and the Romanian and Hungarian governments 

were all able to exert an influence on the specifics of the postwar transfer of 

sovereignty. By the spring of 1919, it was clear for most observers within and outside 

Transylvania that the region would be annexed by Romania. Nonetheless, the borders, 

laws, administrative institutions, and currencies of Greater Romania were all in a state 

of flux until the early 1920s, which contributed to the success of Magyar business 

elites in maneuvering to save their fortunes.  

This chapter details the gradual political transition to Romanian rule and the 

discussions on Transylvanian sovereignty among the Entente’s and Hungary’s 

diplomats at the Paris peace conference. I will argue that the Trianon Treaty left most 

economic and commercial issues with respect to Transylvania, as opposed to the 

detailed stipulations on Alsace-Lorraine’s economy in the Versailles Treaty. The 

scarcity of regulations, in turn, allowed economic elites and protectionist states 

(Hungary and Romania) to insert themselves in the process of defining Transylvania’s 
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role in interwar Central Europe’s commerce and economy. I also argue that Hungarian 

economic elites provided a more viable alternative to the Entente’s peace plans than 

the highly nationalist visions that the Hungarian peace delegation had to offer. I will 

discuss the activity of a group of businessmen who argued for the preservation of the 

Hungarian Kingdom as a customs union, while acknowledging the majority of the 

territorial losses that Hungary had to endure with the Treaty of Trianon. 

In Transylvania, stable political and economic structures comparable to those 

the French administration put in place in Alsace and Lorraine after 1918 never 

emerged. The archives of the Directing Council, the interim administration of 

Transylvania between 1918 and 1920, corroborate historian Gábor Egry’s assertion 

that “the establishment of the new state, with its rules and practices, was a slow 

process that left considerable room for local groups and individuals to negotiate their 

positions vis-à-vis  the nationalizing [Romanianizing] efforts.”1  

Due to a variety of diplomatic and military factors and maneuvering by 

minority elites,  a period of relative stability and consolidation started in Transylvania 

only in the early 1920s. Still, property and citizenship rights, the legal system and 

commercial life remained subject to local negotiations between prewar minorities and 

postwar sovereigns throughout the 1920s. The inability of the Romanian 

administration to completely subdue prewar elites provides crucial background, since 

it enabled minority business elites to maneuver  successfully. 

I will also discuss in detail attempts by the Hungarian peace delegation and 

Magyar business elites to recover Transylvania through diplomatic means in 1920. As 
                                                
1 Gábor Egry, “Navigating the Straits. Changing Borders, Changing Rules and Practices of Ethnicity 
and Loyalty in Romania after 1918,” Hungarian Historical Review, 2:3 (2013): 449. 
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the Romanian delegation took the annexation of Transylvania for granted by the time 

the peace conference started, it did not prepare detailed memoranda on the region’s 

demography and economy, unlike the Hungarian delegation. As the focus of this 

dissertation is on Hungarian economic elites, it is relevant to investigate why the 

Budapest government regarded Transylvania and its Magyar populations as a 

quintessential part of the nation. In the meantime, as the last chapter will argue, 

Hungarian economic elites in Transylvania were ready to compromise with Romanian 

politicians, bankers, and businessmen, and resented being controlled by the Budapest 

government and banks. 

 

From a Hungarian to a Romanian Company: The Renner Firm in Revolution 

 

The divergent postwar histories of the Renner tannery in Transylvania and the 

the Adler and Oppenheimer firm in Alsace represent more general differences between 

the two regions’ elites. The Renner tannery managed to retain its wartime ownership 

structure after WWI, and even the board of trustees remained entirely in the hands of 

Budapest banks and companies. Transylvania’s overwhelmingly Hungarian-Jewish 

and German business elites were also able to retain their positions. The company 

raised its capital from 2 two to 5 million crowns in 1918, and by as much as 22.5 

million lei (45 million crowns) in 1921.2 Inflation played a part in the increase of 

capital, but the tannery also raked in considerable profits. Whereas the total value of 

                                                
2 DJAN Cluj, Clujana, 6/1924; Markus A. Denzel, Handbook of World Exchange Rates, 1590-1914 
(Ashgate Publishing, Ltd., 2010). 
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the company was over 16 million crowns in 1918, its profits totaled more than one 

million crowns in 1918 and 1919, when the company paid out 8 percent dividends to 

its shareholders. Remarkably, in 1919, the Renner tannery also channeled 1.5 million 

crowns, almost two years’ worth of profits, into various savings accounts, such as a 

fund devoted to compensating for the inflation of the crown and a “war fund.” Thus, 

the company’s board, headed by the Hungarian Jewish lawyer and entrepreneur Mózes 

Farkas, created a large financial pad in the aftermath of the Austro-Hungarian 

Monarchy’s collapse. This cushion helped insulate the tannery from the financial 

fallout of the transition period. It is remarkable that as late as August 1919, 9 months 

after the Romanian takeover of Cluj and Transylvania, the company’s board remained 

convinced that the transitional years would entail some economic adjustments, but no 

major change in the ownership of the company. 

One reason for the cautious financial policies of the firm was the prolonged 

transition period in Transylvania. The transition years, between 1918 and 1920, can 

not be neatly separated from either the wartime or the interwar periods. The 

exacerbation of friction between Hungary and Romania culminated in a full-scale war 

in 1919 between the two states. The fight for Transylvania took place outside of 

Transylvania, in Hungary proper, and it ended with the occupation of Budapest by the 

Romanian army in August 1919. The Hungarian elites of Transylvania were thus 

caught in between Romanian and Hungarian attempts to conquer the region. 

No indication of Romanian sovereignty over Transylvania showed up in the 

Renner company’s records until the early 1920s. The Anglo-Austrian Bank’s Budapest 

branch had a firm grip on the management of the tannery even in 1920, two years after 
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the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy and Romania’s occupation of 

Transylvania. As the bank’s director Pál Engel explained to the management from his 

Budapest office, “we do not think that any change in the composition of the directorial 

and supervisory boards is necessary. If the political situation in Cluj makes it pressing, 

however, we do not object to filling the directorial position with an adequate [ethnic 

Romanian] person.”3  The “Budapest group” of Hungarian shareholders continued to 

possess two-thirds of the shares of the tannery, with Transylvanian Magyars retaining 

the rest.4 

Not only did the shareholders remain the same as during the wartime period, 

but the first ethnic Romanians joined the tannery’s administrative board only in 1921, 

one year after the Treaty of Trianon came into effect.5 The company’s managers never 

contemplated leaving Transylvania; on the contrary, they expanded their firm between 

1918 and 1920 with new factory units, including a chrome leather manufacturing 

factory, engine rooms, a water tower, a locksmith and carpenter’s workshop, and a 

series of storage buildings.6 The company ratcheted up production and started to 

organize distribution of products throughout Greater Romania.7  

 

 

 
                                                
3 Memorandum of Pál Engel, director of the Austro-Hungarian Bank, August 23, 1919. DJAN Cluj, 
Fond Clujana 1/1919. 
4 Chapter 7 contains a detailed description of how the tannery’s shareholders changed between 1918 
and 1924. 
5 At that time, a few, token Romanian members joined the board, along with Hungarian and German 
businessmen from Oradea-Mare, Timișoara, and Bukovina, as explained in the following chapter. 
6 DJAN Cluj, Clujana, 6/1924, “Gyártörténet.” 
7 In Chapter 7, expand on why the Renner tannery was able to become the largest factory in Cluj. Here I 
show that by 1925, it occupyed a a considerable portion of the city’s northern suburb. 
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Fig. 27, 28, and 29. The ethnic distribution of the population in Transylvania, the Jiu 
valley and Cluj-Napoca 

 

   
Source:  Teleki, “Ethnographical Map of Hungary.” 
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Although there were sporadic attempts at armed resistance against Romanian 

rule in the Banat and the Szekler Land, the Hungarian government was unable to 

provide assistance for anti-Romanian resistance.8 The period between 1918 and 1920 

is key for the following chapter as well, since it shows that Hungarian economic and 

even political elites began to develop agendas that were distinct from that of the 

Budapest government. The last phase of the “Long First World War” cut the region off 

from central Hungary, while the Bucharest government and its regional representative, 

the Directing Council, implemented import and export restrictions between 

Transylvania and the Old Kingdom of Romania.9 Separation fostered the onset of 

economic regionalism. As both the Budapest and Bucharest governments lacked the 

goods, resources, and administrative authority to assist industrialists and businessmen, 

cooperation between Transylvania’s regional politicians and prewar economic elites of 

various ethnicities started as early as 1919. The prevalence of regional economic 

partnerships among Hungarian, Romanian, and Jewish members of the bourgeoisie in 

the 1920s, as we will see in chapter 7, also contributed to the survival of 

Transylvania’s prewar economic elites.  

The disintegration of the Hungarian administration in Transylvania started in 

early October 1918, with frequent plundering and low-level violence against shop 

owners, village notaries, and other state officials, similar to the situation during the 

1916 Romanian attack on Hungary. Shortages of coal plagued industrial production, 

transportation and commerce. At the end of October, the Slovak, Romanian, Serbian, 

                                                
8 Béla Borsi-Kálmán, Öt nemzedék, és ami előtte következik: a temesvári Levente-pör 1919-1920 
(Budapest: Noran, 2006); Nándor Bárdi, Otthon és haza, Tanulmányok a romániai magyar kisebbség 
történetéről, (Csíkszereda: Pro-Pront, 2013), 21-46. 
9 Decree of Victor Bontescu, February 2, 1919. DJAN Bucharest, Fond Consiliul Dirigent, 4/1919. 
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and other nationalities declared their secession from Hungary, while Entente armies 

occupied the peripheries of the Hungarian Kingdom.10 By the fall of 1918, the 

Romanian independence movement of Transylvania enjoyed the backing of Entente 

states, and Romanian émigré politicians in France and Italy also pushed for 

Transylvania’s “liberation from the Hungarian yoke.”11  

Reflecting the dissipation of the Hungarian government’s authority, by mid-

October 1918, Alexandru Vaida-Voevod, the deputy of Transylvania’s Romanian 

National Party, was able to demand the “national organization” of Transylvanian 

Romanians in the Budapest Parliament.12 Similar to the Czech, Slovak, and Hungarian 

National Councils, the first of the many Romanian National Councils was formed on 

October 27, and it claimed administrative authority over territories populated by 

Romanians.13 In the following weeks Romanian national councils and national guards 

sprung up in all the major towns of Transylvania,14  

The obvious loss of the war tilted the political balance inside Hungary towards 

the pro-Entente opposition, who had  an agenda of liberalizing nationalities policies, 

                                                
10 By the winter holidays in 1918, all of Transylvania was under the control of the Romanian army, 
while French and Serbian troops occupied the Banat region. The diplomatic, military and economic 
situation of the former Hungarian Kingdom was uncertain, and the country found itself in a full-blown 
crisis. The Hungarian Bolshevik party took over the government from March to July 1919 and 
immediately initiated nationalizations and interned industrialists and bankers, including the owners of 
many Transylvanian mines and factories who happened to live in Budapest. The Bolsheviks around 
Béla Kun engaged in warfare with the Romanian army for sovereignty over Transylvania, and as a 
result, commercial, economic, and administrative ties between the central areas of Hungary and 
Transylvania were reduced to a minimum.10  
11 Telegram of Paris Romanians to King Ferdinand I, March 4, 1918. In Ion Popescu-Puțuri and Ștefan 
Pascu, ed., 1918 La Români, Documentele Unirii, Unirea Transilvaniei cu România, 1 Decembrie 
1918, vol. 7, (Bucharest: Editura Stiințifica, 1989), 9-10. The April 5, 1918 declaration of “oppressed 
nationalities” of Austria-Hungary also proclaimed the right of Romanians for a “unified national state” 
and complete “political and economic independence.” The US and Italy immediately endorsed the 
declaration. “Principal Resulutions” in 1918 La Români, vol. 7, 11-12. 22-29. 
12 1918 La Români, 39-44. 
13 Leuștean, România, 25. 
14 1918 La Români, vol. 7, 91-136. 
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land reform, and pacifism. On October 24, 1918, the leader of the parliamentary 

opposition, the notoriously pro-Entente Count Mihály Károlyi, formed a Hungarian 

National Council.15  The liberal and moderate nationalist politicians of the Károlyi 

government that took power following the October 30-31 “Aster Revolution” aimed at 

concluding a peace on the basis of Wilsonian principles.16 The victorious powers 

nevertheless mistakenly regarded Károlyi as one of the many nationalist politicians in 

the Hungarian parliament, as if he also had advocated the oppression of the Romanian, 

Slovak, and other minorities. Another aggravating circumstance was that Károlyi’s 

regime had to negotiate with French military authorities and the Paris government, 

neither of which subscribed to Wilson’s doctrines. 

The fall of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy inaugurated a period of rapidly 

changing sovereignties for Transylvania’s population. The Renner tannery’s board of 

trustees noted laconically in its 1918 report to shareholders, “December 31, 1918,” the 

official end of the business year, “does not constitute a milestone. Events have been 

changing at a rapid pace ever since October 31, 1918.”  In Timișoara, a short-lived 

pro-Hungarian Banat Republic was declared to fend off Romanian and Serbian claims 

to the region, while in villages around Cluj-Napoca and other parts of Transylvania, 

the cooperation of Saxon, Hungarian, and Romanian national councils maintained at 

least minimal order, in the face of disintegration and peasant unrest.  

                                                
15 Károlyi seized power following the pro-democracy Aster Revolution on October 31, 1918, and 
received formal appointment as prime minister from the Habsburg archduke Joseph IV.Miklós Zeidler, 
Ideas on territorial revision in Hungary, 1920-1945 (Boulder, Colo. : Social Science Monographs), 6-7. 
16 The Aster Revolution is also called the or Chrysanthemum Revolution, as rebelling soldiers decorated 
their uniforms with asters. 
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Even though the Entente did not formally recognize the Károlyi government, 

the new Hungarian administration managed to receive armistice terms. The presence 

of the French Balkans army on the Hungarian border enabled Károlyi to negotiate 

directly with representatives of the Paris government. The Belgrade Convention 

between the Magyar delegation and the commanding generals of the French and 

Serbian armies on November 13, 1918, designated the southern half of Transylvania 

for allied occupation. The zone of Entente occupation excluded the city of Cluj-

Napoca (see figure 30.). The convention stipulated that Transylvania’s population, 

administration and economic life was to remain unaffected by the end of the World 

War, while it also allowed the Hungarian government to retain its administration of 

these territories.17  

  

                                                
17 The Convention’s first article maintained that “[c]ivil administration will remain in the hands of the 
present [Hungarian] Government. […] [T]he police and gendarmerie will be retained in the evacuated 
zone, being indispensable to the maintenance of order, and also such men as are required to insure the 
safety of the railways.” Occupiers were allowed to take control over the post, the telegraph, telephone 
and railway networks. The agreement permitted requisitioning by Entente armies on condition that the 
army paid compensation for goods and assets it seized. Charles I. Bevans ed., Treaties and Other 
International Agreements of the United States of America 1776-1949 (Washington, D.C., Department of 
State, 1969), 20-22. 
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Fig. 30. The demarcation lines of the Entente between November 1918 (black line) 
and March 1919 (light line) 

  

 

 

The Hungarian delegation and delegation composed of French and Serbian 

military personnel agreed with these terms, following the Entente’s practice at the 

Compiègne and Villa Giusti armistices, namely, that the “Allies shall not interfere 

with the internal administration of affairs in Hungary.”18  Whereas the armistice on the 

Western front reflected careful planning and coordination between Allied interests, the 

                                                
18 Bevans ed., Treaties and Other International Agreements, 22. 
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Belgrade Convention was an ad hoc agreement, and as such it failed to end hostilities 

in East-Central Europe.19  

Despite the lack of a large French military contingent in Hungary, the authority 

and influence of French diplomats and generals in East-Central Europe was 

considerable. Both Romanians and Hungarians believed that France would have a key 

role in determining peace terms for East-Central Europe. The Károlyi government 

would even have preferred a French occupation of the whole of Hungary to prevent 

Czech and Romanian incursions into Hungarian territories.20 French diplomats and 

generals in Hungary and Romania never adopted a unified view on military and 

political issues, and often acted contrary to the intentions of the Clemenceau 

government, which could only pursue a reactive policy.21  

Romania was not at war with Austria-Hungary when the Austro-Hungarian 

Monarchy capitulated in Padova, Italy, on November 3, 1918. Whereas Romania took 

up arms against Germany in extremis, only one day before the Compiègne armistice 

came into effect on November 11, 1918, the news of this declaration, as the Romanian 
                                                
19 The representatives of minorities in Hungary attacked the armistice from the outset. They argued that 
the convention only reflected Serbian and French aspirations, and disregarded Romanian, Czech and 
Slovak claims on Hungarian territories. Given that massive political, military and diplomatic changes 
took place in the months following the convention, and given the multiplicity and ever changing ideas 
on territorial revision in the Allied camp, the Belgrade Convention was soon rendered obsolete. 
Questioning the legitimacy of the convention, that of the Károlyi regime, or Franchet D’Esperey all 
served as a pretexts to avoid observing the convention once states found it constraining. The French 
general at the convention, Franchet D’Esperey did not possess detailed guidelines from the French 
government when he started negotiating with the Hungarian delegation. Still, France was not interested 
in limiting its scope of military and diplomatic action in Hungary, and it was even less interested in 
recognizing Károlyi’s government, which it eventually disavowed in December 1918. Lucian Leuștean, 
România, Ungaria și Tratatul de la Trianon 1918-1920 (Iași: Polirom, 2002), 16-19, 35-37. 
20 Leuștean, România, 21. 
21 General Henri Mathis Berthelot, the commander of the Army of the Danube dedicated to fight 
Bolsheviks, and the French minister in Bucharest Beaupoil de Saint-Aulaire, were decisively pro-
Romanian, whereas D’Esperey, and generals Paul Henrys and Paul de Lobit expressed some sympathies 
for Károlyi’s demand to observe of the Belgrade Convention. Lieutenant colonel Ferdinand Vix served 
as a liason between the French generals, the Parisian government, and the Hungarian administration. 
 Leuștean, România, 34. 
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historian Lucian Leuștean has suggested, likely neither reached Paris nor Belgrade.22 

As a result, the Romanian delegation did not receive an invitation to the Serbian 

capital by Franchet d’Espèrey, the commander of the French Balkans army. 23 The 

armistice line left around one million Romanians under the control of the Hungarian 

army and administration, which led to considerable tension in the months to come. 

The presence of largely pro-Romanian French generals, the violation of armistice 

terms by the Romanian army, and the lack of a comparable Hungarian armed force in 

Transylvania, coupled with the collapse of the Hungarian administration, resulted in a 

gradual Romanian takeover of the region by December 1918. The Romanian army 

took over the rest of Hungarian territories demanded by Romanian diplomats in Paris 

– such as Eastern Bánát a Partium/Crișana – in spring and summer of 1919, 

respectively.24 

                                                
22 Leuștean, România, 23-24; Constantin Hlihor, “Romania and the Geopolitics of the Great Powers of 
Europe between 1918-1919” in Romania during the World War I Era =: România în Epoca Primului 
Război Mondial, ed. Kurt W. Treptow (Iași ; Portland: Center for Romanian Studies, 1999), 143-150. 
23 Leuștean, România, 27. 
24 Despite its exclusion from the armistice negotiations, it was the Romanian army that occupied 
Southern Transylvania in the name of the Entente, due to lack of adequate number of French troops. 
The presence of the Romanian army on Hungarian territory gave additional leverage to the Romanian 
National Council, whose delegate along the Hungarian government, Ioan Erdélyi, declared on 
November 18 that ethnic Romanians refused to live under Hungarian administration. The chief of the 
Romanian General Staff, Constantin Prezan justified violating the Belgrade armistice line by the 
Romanian army by resorting to the arguments of the Brațianu diplomacy on the sidelining of Romania 
by the Entente; he reminded the Entente generals that “the sacrifices rendered to by us to the Allies 
gives us the right to be treated as other nations are treated.” In November and December 1918, the 
Romanian general staff sent out a series of telegrams and memoranda to the French army that charged 
the ”Hungarian hords” with committing a ”massacre,” ”terrorizing” Romanian populations, spreading 
Bolshevism and fostering ”anarchy.” These accusations had no basis and were meant to convince the 
Entente to retroactively sanction the breach of the Belgrade Convention. Gábor Egry, “Regionalizmus, 
Erdélyiség, szupremácia. Az Erdélyi Szövetség és Erdély jövője, 1913-1918,” Századok 1 (2013): 3-6; 
László Szarka, “Keleti Svájc – Illúzió vagy utópia? A Károlyi-kormány Nemzetiségi minisztériumának 
mûködése” in László Szarka, ed., Duna-táji dilemmák. Nemzeti kisebbségek – kisebbségi politika a 20. 
századi Kelet-Közép-Európában (Budapest: Ister,1998), 113–125; Leuștean, România, 28, 79-83, 111-
151; General Prezan of the General Headquarters of the Romanian Army to the Romanian Prime 
Minuster and Colonels Yates, Générale Peano, Ballard, Grinley. Annex 11. Telegram 1667. In 
Délégation Roumaine a la Commission de Répartition du Materiel Roulantt de l’Ancienne Monarchie 
Austro-Hongroise, Exposé des Opérations de l’Armée Roumaine en Hongrie (après le 3 Novembre 
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The collapse of the Monarchy and the potentiality to solve at once the political, 

educational, and economic issues of Transylvanian Romanians created a unified 

political and diplomatic front between the region’s Romanian nationalist politicians in 

Hungary and the Romanian government. Despite its liberal nationality policies, the 

Károlyi government inherited the predicament of prewar and wartime Hungarian-

Romanian relations: it refused to abandon the principle of the territorial integrity of 

Hungary, whereas the Romanian National Party (RNP) aimed at complete political 

and military control over Transylvania and rejected the idea of autonomy.  

Under these circumstances, Károlyi’s minister Oscar Jászi could not reach an 

agreement with representatives of the Romanian National Party Iuliu Maniu, Stefan 

Cicio-Pop, and Vasile Goldiș during his negotiations in the city of Arad in mid-

November 1918.25 Whereas Jászi proposed to transform Transylvania into an “Eastern 

Switzerland” in which the Romanian National Council took control over Romanian-

populated areas, the Romanian delegates refused to remain within the Kingdom of 

Hungary and demanded full independence immediately. The liberal Károlyi 

government also lacked a negotiator or politician whom the Romanian politicians of 

Transylvania could trust. The government’s nominees for key Transylvanian 

administrative positions, such as István Apáthy and Elemér Horváth, had both been 

deeply involved in the anti-Romanian discriminatory measures of 1917 and 1918, and 

                                                                                                                                       
1918 (Guerre de 1919) et des Evénements qui en ont été la cause (Paris: Imp. de l’Encyclopédie 
Nationale, 1922), 9-10; Romanian Grand Quartier General to Colonel Dumitrescu, December 19, 1918. 
Exposé des Opérations, 8-11; Nagyvárad, December 30, 1918, January 5, 1919. 
25 Egry, “Regionalizmus, 3-6;” Leuștean, România, 28. 



 

 299 

Apáthy had also played a prominent role in the anti-Romanian Transylvanian 

Alliance.26  

Berthelot had a key role in encouraging the Romanian army to cross over the 

armistice line and occupy Transylvania’s capital, Cluj-Napoca, on December 24, 

1918. He did not notify his rival d’Espèrey about allowing the Romanians to cross the 

armistice line, which created tensions between the two generals. Despite Romanian 

claims to the whole of Transylvania, Clemenceau did not allow for the region’s 

immediate occupation by the Romanian army in 1918. In January 1919, he decided to 

sideline the excessively ambitious Berthelot, who was then preparing the march of 

Romanian troops into the Crișana region. As a result of interventions from the peace 

conference and repeated protests by the Károlyi government, Romanian troops 

stopped temporarily, occupying around two-thirds of Transylvania and leaving the 

industrial centers of Timișoara under Serbian, Arad under French, and Oradea-Mare 

under Hungarian rule.  

The Béla Kun regime’s major goal was to remain in power. In order to achieve 

this goal, Kun turned to Entente representatives, assured the protection of foreigners’ 

private property and the property of Entente states, and shored up support from the 

home front by preparing for a war to win back historical Hungary. In the territory 

under its control, the Kun regime nationalized apartments, mines, and factories, and 

interned Ferenc Chorin, Henrik Fellner, and other leaders of Hungarian industry and 

banking. Eventually it was the Romanian army that attacked Kun’s troops in mid-

April 1919, and it subsequently conquered Hungarian territories east of the Tisza river, 

                                                
26 Egry, “Regionalizmus,” 3-6. 
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where it stopped in early May the same year. The few French troops observed the war 

but did not intervene. On July 20, 1919, the Red Army initiated a failed attack on 

Romanian army, which utterly destroyed the Republic of Councils. Under the pretext 

of fighting Bolshevism, Romanian troops marched forward into the heartland of 

Hungary, and kept Budapest under occupation until November 1919, and eastern 

Hungary until March 1920.27 When the Entente forced the Romanian troops to 

withdraw, they systematically deindustrialized occupied territories and transported 

factories, train carriages and other equipment to Romania, reminiscent of the actions 

of the German army in Romania between 1916 and 1918. 

On December 1, 1918 in Alba Iulia, leaders of the Romanian National Party, 

the prewar political organization of ethnic Romanians in Transylvania, convoked a 

"national assembly” of ethnic Romanians of Hungary. This assembly declared the 

unification of Transylvania with Romania. Like the Károlyi regime, the Alba Iulia 

assembly had no formal recognition by the Entente. The over 10,000, but potentially 

as many as 100,000 “delegates” were never formally elected to represent ethnic 

Romanians, while Saxons, Germans, and Hungarians of the region were not even 

invited.28  On December 18, the Alba Iulia assembly of Romanians nominated a 

regional government for Transylvania, the Directing Council (Consiliul Dirigent), 

composed of the leaders of the Romanian National Party and three Transylvanian 

Romanian social democrats.29 Three of its members, Vaida, Cicio-Pop and Goldiș, 

                                                
27 Exposé des Opérations, 11-20. 
28 Still, the Romanian delegation in Paris and Romanian politicians subsequently referred to the 
assembly as an expression of the will of “Transylvanians” to join Romania. Leuștean, România, 29; 
Spector, Romania, 64-97. 
29 Leuștean, România, 31. 
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also became part of the Romanian government of Bucharest, too.30 The Romanian 

army crossed the Belgrade armistice line on December 1, and occupied almost all of 

Transylvania by the end of the month.31 

Despite its exclusion from the armistice negotiations, it was the Romanian 

army that occupied Southern Transylvania in the name of the Entente, due to a lack of 

sufficient French troops in November and December 1918. As a result of interventions 

from the peace conference and repeated protests by the Károlyi government, 

Romanian troops stopped temporarily around the border of historical Transylvania and 

the Crișana region, occupying around two-thirds of Transylvania, leaving the 

industrial centers of Timișoara under Serbian, Arad under French, and Oradea-Mare 

under Hungarian rule.32  

The unrecognized Károlyi regime was isolated from the peace conference, and 

unaware of its recent deliberations and the enormous territorial losses Hungary was to 

endure, and it also mistakenly identified Wilson’s peace plans with those of the 

Entente . When Vix handed over the Entente ultimatum on the new demarcation line 

on March 20, 1919, Károlyi resigned in protest, and the communists around Béla Kun 

took control of the government with a coup.  

Under the pretext of fighting Bolshevism, Romanian troops marched forward 

into the heartland of Hungary, and kept Budapest under occupation until November 

                                                
30 Károlyi tried to strike back by nominating Apáthy as government commissary of “Eastern Hungary” 
on December 8, yet the advance of Romanian troops and the collapse of transportation, communication 
lines and lower-level bureaucracy severely limited his authority. Leuștean, România, 29-31. 
31 Leuștean, România, 29-31. 
32 Nagyvárad, December 30, 1918, January 5, 1919; 
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1919, and eastern Hungary until March 1920.33 When the Entente forced the 

Romanian troops to withdraw, they systematically deindustrialized occupied territories 

and transported factories, train carriages, and other equipment to Romania, 

reminiscent of the actions of the German army in Romania between 1916 and 1918.34  

In the meantime, the Directing Council started to operate as a de facto 

governmental authority of Transylvania, issuing decrees on land and electoral reform 

in August 1919, and a series of decrees regulating industrial production, commercial 

life, and the press.35 On May 13, 1919, the Romanian Minister of Industry and 

Commerce ordered the nationalization of all foreign stock-exchange companies, a 

decision which prompted even the French government to protest.36 The government’s 

representatives also put pressure on chambers of commerce in the newly occupied 

territories to rethink their prewar orientation towards Budapest, and to turn instead 

toward the east and the Romanian capital. Ioan Conciatu was one of the Romanian 

government commissaries who used Romanianization as a cover for his personal 

enrichment and empowerment.37 As commissary to the Timișoara Chamber of 

Commerce, he soon promoted himself to the board of a regional bank. He then lobbied 

                                                
33 Leuștean, România, 111-151. 
34 Grigore Antipa, L’occupation ennemie de la Roumanie et ses conséquences économiques et sociales 
(Paris; New Haven: Les Presses universitaires de France ; Yale University Press, 1929); Constantin 
Bacalbașa, Capitala sub ocupația dușmanului 1916-1918. ([Braila: Alcalay & Calafateanu, 1921); C. I 
Baicoianu, La Banque nationale de Roumanie pendant l’occupation, novembre 1916--novembre 1918: 
l’émission de la Banque générale roumaine : contribution à la politique financière des Allemands dans 
la Roumanie occupée (Paris: Librairie de la Société du Recueil Sirey, 1921);   
35 Dumitru Ogășanu, Consiliul Dirigent al Transilvaniei, Activitatea legislativă 1918-1920 (Oradea: 
Editura Universității din Oradea, 2002), 13-29, 59-68; Alexandru Babos,’ Consiliul Dirigent al 
Transilvaniei si apărarea Marii Uniri din 1 Decembrie 1918 (Sibiu: Editura Academiei Trupelor de 
Uscat, 1997), 8-28. 
36 Monitorul Oficial, No. 16, du 6 Mai 1919, p. 902; AAE 110CPCOM/98 P/17444 – Roumanie, 
Commerce. p. 42. 
37 Board meeting of the Economic Bank (Közgazdasági Bank), March 29, 1920. ANR, DJAN Timiș, 
Prefectura Jud. Timiș-Torontal 80/1920, p. 67-70. 



 

 303 

the Romanian local administrator (prefect) on the bank’s behalf for authorization to 

raise the bank’s capital by issuing shares.38 Yet, apart from such acts of corruption, the 

Romanian regime had neither the power nor the diplomatic authorization of the 

Entente to carry out nationalizations or the Romanianization of Transyvania’s 

economy. 

Although the Bucharest government suspended the Directing Council in 1920, 

the Romanian politicians around the National Party continued to dominate  regional 

and local politics in Transylvania, and they served as mediators between Hungarian 

economic elites and the Bucharest government throughout the 1920s and 1930s.39 

Shortages of coal, train carriages, clothes, food, and housing were enormous, and the 

sheer challenge of organizing the region’s administration and provisioning the civilian 

population required a reliance on prewar elites. Making use of their prewar ties to 

Hungarian lawyers, businessmen, and bankers, the Directing Council involved 

minority-owned companies, such as the Renner tannery, in the organization of 

provisioning civilian populations, and also in the supply chain of the Romanian army 

and administration in Transylvania.  

The major contours and paradoxes of Romanian rhetoric on economic life that 

would emerge during the interwar years were already apparent during this transition 

period. There was strong pressure among both the lower classes and elites of 

Romanian society, both inside and outside of Transylvania, to push minorities off  

                                                
38 Lawyer Móric Rosenthal to Prefect Cosma, April 16, 2016. ANR, Timiș, Prefectura Jud. Timiș-
Torontal 80/1920, p. 65. 
39 Dumitru Ogășanu, Consiliul Dirigent al Transilvaniei, Activitatea legislativă 1918-1920 (Oradea: 
Editura Universității din Oradea, 2002), 13-29, 59-68; Alexandru Baboș, Consiliul Dirigent al 
Transilvaniei si apărarea Marii Uniri din 1 Decembrie 1918 (Sibiu: Editura Academiei Trupelor de 
Uscat, 1997), 8-28. 
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managerial boards and boards of directors of banks and corporations. Diplomatic 

limitations, inadequate resources, and the scarcity of Romanian capitalists and capital 

ultimately made the achievement of these nationalist goals impossible, however, 

which resulted in a growing gap between nationalist rhetoric and local realities. Both 

the government’s attempt to nationalize foreign-owned companies and to block the 

emancipation of Jews failed as a result of Entente interventions.40 As the following 

chapter will show, the romanianization of key companies like the Renner tannery 

amounted to little more than a window dressing exercise.41 Leading Romanian 

politicians of the Directing Council received board memberships and financial 

allowances from Hungarian and German companies, in exchange for access to the 

local bureaucracy, and lobbying efforts in favor of the company.42 

 Another tactic that Hungarian property-owning elites with holdings in 

Transylvania resorted to was direct negotiations with Entente companies, bypassing 

the Romanian administration. The majority of Budapest bankers and industrialists of 

large mines used this method, which aimed at transferring part of their assets to 

Entente investors, thus preventing nationalization or “romanianization.” Companies 

most threatened by expropriation were large corporations and mines located in 

majority-Romanian regions of Transylvania, such as the Jiu valley mines of the 

Budapest-based Salgótarjáni Coal Mining Corporation (SCMC). Fluctuations in the 

                                                
40 I treat the issue of minority treaties in more detail below. Monitorul Oficial, No. 16, du 6 Mai 1919, 
p. 902; AAE 110CPCOM/98 P/17444 – Roumanie, Commerce. p. 42. 
41 Board meeting of the Economic Bank (Közgazdasági Bank), March 29, 1920. DJAN, Timis, 
Prefectura Jud Timis-Torontal 80/1920, p. 67-70; Lawyer Móric Rosenthal to Prefect Cosma, April 16, 
2016. DJAN, Timiș, Prefectura Jud Timis-Torontal 80/1920, p. 65;  
42 “Jegyzőkönyv,” DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, 1/1921. 
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value of the Austro-Hungarian crown43 and the Romanian lei gave rise to “arbitrage 

trading,” which enabled this maneuvering effort. Arbitrage deals exploited the gap 

between the prices of similar assets in Western and Eastern Europe. In the postwar 

years, factories, mines, and other assets were considerably cheaper in East-Central 

Europe than in Western Europe, especially for those who had Western European 

currencies, such as Swiss francs, US dollars or British pounds.44  

The efforts surrounding the sale of the Petroșani mines in southern 

Transylvania’s Jiu valley show well the limitations of western help to Hungarian 

minority elites, and the power of the Romanian administration to put pressure on 

Magyar industrialists, despite the provisions of the Treaty of Trianon regarding the 

protection of the property rights of minorities. The situation of the Petroșani mines in 

the Jiu valley near the former Austro-Hungarian – Romanian border was more 

precarious than that of the Renner factory in central Transylvania. The mines 

employed around 4,000 Romanian and around 4,000 ethnic Hungarian, German, and 

other non-Romanian workers, and they were at the center of labor unrest following the 

collapse of the Monarchy; coal from these mines was crucial to assure the 

provisioning of Budapest, Bucharest, and the cities of Transylvania for the winter 

heating season. The approximate worth of these mines was over 100 million crowns in 

                                                
43 The Austro-Hungarian paper crown was a legal tender in Transylvania until September 1920. 
44 Investors were able to acquire goods and assets, such as mines and factories at a lower price in 
Eastern Europe due to the massive inflation and need for capital in the region. According to a finance 
textbook from the immediate postwar period, for currencies, “arbitrage is the contemporaneous 
purchase of exchange in one market at one price and the sale in another at a higher price.”  Ray Bert 
Westerfield, Banking Principles and Practice (New York,: The Ronald press company, 1921), 1191. 
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1917; they annually produced 21 million tons of coal in 1914, which made them one 

of the most contested assets of Transylvania.45 

             The SCMC corporation was financed by one of the largest banks of Hungary, 

the Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank (PHCB). The interests of the SCMC and the 

PHCB thus coincided in defending the Jiu valley mines from nationalization or 

liquidation. One of the PHCB’s directors, the Hungarian banker Henrik Fellner, 

arrived in the Swiss banking capital in September 1919. He publicized his trip 

broadly, and Budapest newspapers wrote openly about the aim of his trip: to prevent 

Romanian nationalization by involving Entente capital in the mines.46 Immediately 

after his arrival, Fellner started corresponding with businessmen and bankers in 

London, Paris, Vienna - and Budapest. He faced three interrelated issues that limited 

his maneuvering potential and ultimately hindered the sale of the SCMC’s mines. 

First, the arbitrary actions of the Romanian army and administration made the 

political and legal status of Transylvania’s businesses uncertain. Amidst postwar 

disruption of traffic and communication between Budapest and Petrosani, Fellner was 

only able to obtain a rudimentary portfolio on the mineral reserves, output, and 

                                                
45 The mines in Petroșani belonged to the Budapest-based Salgótarjáni Corporation (SCMC), presided 
over by Ferenc Chorin. The Salgó owned mines all over the former Kingdom of Hungary, whereas one 
of Austria-Hungary’s largest banks, the Pest Hungarian Mercantile Bank, financed the corporation. The 
SCMC and the Mercantile Bank’s leadership overlapped; two among the most influential Hungarian-
Jewish businessmen of the time, Ferenc Chorin and Henrik Fellner served on the directorial boards of 
both the Salgó and the Mercantile Bank. MNL-OL. 71/1 t. 24. Cs. Z 223. Ludovic Báthory, Societățile 
carbonifere și sistemul economic și politic al României: 1919-1929 (Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitară 
Clujeană, 1999). 
46 Magyar Tőzsde, February 21, (1920): 2. 
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statistics on the turnover and profits of the mines, and he thus lacked detailed 

documentation for potential investors.47  

The Entente’s peace terms with Germany at Versailles in May 1919 allowed 

for the expropriation of German assets on lost territories, including Alsace-Lorraine 

and Posen. This trend  did not bode well for Hungarian capitalists with investments in 

Transylvania, who could not know that they would not be lumped together with 

Germans in the Treaty of Trianon.48 In the end, however, it was difficult to determine 

the value of the mines, due to massive inflation. Fellner’s associate during 

negotiations was Ferenc Chorin, one of the Budapest-based directors of the SCMC, 

who had previously been interned by the Hungarian Soviet Republic. 

Fluctuations in the value of the Hungarian crown prompted Chorin and 

Fellner to disassociate from Hungary and call for Romanian rule over the region.49 

Fellner explained to Chorin, “in order to get a good price, it would be advantageous if 

I could tell my business partners that the new currency of Transylvania will be the 

Romanian lei.”50 Fellner also circulated a memorandum among the company’s Swiss 

and Entente negotiating partners that emphasized the economic advantages of 

Transylvania’s annexation by Romania. The memo argued that the annexation was 

                                                
47 When meeting with the agent of the British investors, Fellner could not present a convincing case as 
he had not received the detailed statistical data and reports on the company’s activity that he had 
repeatedly demanded from Chorin through letters. It is possible that these letters never reached the 
addressee. All that Fellner had at hand was a note of just a few pages on the company’s investments in 
Petroșani, for which he solicited millions from the future buyer. 
48 VT. Art. 92; Art. 252, Art. 297. 
49 When compared to the inflated French franc, the Romanian leu had lost over two-thirds of its value 
by early 1919. The French franc, the Romanian leu and the Hungarian crown were heavily inflated 
when compared to the Swiss franc. Costin C. Kirițescu, Sistemul bănesc al leului și precursorii lui 
([București: Editura Academiei Republicii Populare Romîne, 1964), 255-271.. 
50 “Memorandum” [n.d.], MNL-OL, Z 223, 24 cs, 71/1; Magyar Tőzsde (Hungarian Stock-Exchange 
Gazette), February 28 (1921): 1. 
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highly advantageous for Entente investors, since “Romania will develop its 

agriculture, along with the expansion of the industries. Both agriculture and industry 

will need the Jiu valley’s coal in large quantities; the valley is Romania’s only coal 

reserve.”51  

Fellner’s and Chorin’s attempt to attract Entente investors showed that 

Budapest-based business elites were able to move beyond casting the loss of 

Transylvania as a national tragedy, a theme that permeated mainstream rhetoric in 

Hungary. Fellner also realized that, at least temporarily, Romanian sovereignty over 

Transylvania served the company’s interests to a greater extent than Hungarian rule 

due to massive inflation in post-war Hungary. 

Fellner managed to engage in promising negotiations with agents of 

Newcastle-based mine owners, and he was close to concluding a deal with the Swiss 

insurance company Darier in January 1920, when the Romanian administration 

threatened the SCMC with the nationalization of its Jiu valley mines.52 Transylvania’s 

inspector of mines warned that unless the Petroșani mines were transformed into a 

Romanian company, they would be nationalized.53 Chorin had no other choice, and 

started negotiations with the Banca Româneasca, the bank close to the most dominant 

postwar political force, the national liberals.54 Romanian investors, headed by the 

                                                
51 “Memorandum über die Steinkohlengruben,” MNL-OL, Z 223, 24 cs. 
52 The directors of Salgó received a menacing, four-line note written in Hungarian from the new 
inspector of mines in Transylvania on January 11, 1920. MNL-OL, Z 223, 24. cs. 71/1. 
53 MNL-OL  Z 223, 24 cs, 71/2 t. 
54 MNL-OL  Z 223, 24 cs, 71/2 t. The bad reputation of the Banca Româneasca (BR) is apparent, as 
even the French government, which was eager to acquire Romanian investments, warned investors to 
stay away from the Banca Româneasca as a corrupt, shaky institution. “This is a bank tied to politics, 
very badly administered, which could not survive were it not for the support it gets from the National 
Bank [of Romania] and by the government; it is in the state of virtual bankruptcy (faillite virtuelle),” 
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Banca Româneasca, acquired 50 percent of the shares, even though they had no 

capital to invest in the company. Nevertheless, they pledged to pay millions of Swiss 

francs to the owners within ten years in exchange for half of the company’s shares.55  

The SCMC and the Banca Româneasca transformed the Petroșani mines into 

a nominally Romanian corporation, with Romanian directors and a mixed, Hungarian-

Romanian board of directors. Even if Fellner did not succeed in selling the SCMC’s 

Jiu valley mines to Entente companies, both the Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank 

and the SCMC could continue to play a part in Transylvania’s economic life in the 

interwar period. Fellner’s negotiations in Switzerland, the publicity around them, and 

the implementation of the Treaty of Trianon in 1920 all played a role in preventing 

the complete romanianization of the Jiu valley mines. The Treaty of Trianon not only 

prevented Romania from expropriating the assets of Hungarian citizens and 

corporations, but it also defined the Hungarian-Romanian borders, and stipulated 

basic minority rights for Hungarians and Germans in Greater Romania.  

 

The Peace Terms and Transylvania’s Economy and Elites 

The final border between Hungary and Romania was the result of deliberations 

of the Commission for the Study of Territorial Questions relating to Romania, a body 

of eight diplomats, who were American, British, French, and Italian experts nominated 

                                                                                                                                       
wrote a French expert in January 1919. “Note to the director,” Paris, January 13, 1919. MAE, Direction 
des Affaires politiques et commerciales, 110CPCOM/98 P/17444, 15-16. 
55 Romanian shareholders attempted to buy their way into the company by voting for artificially high 
dividends for themselves, which they believed would amount to the selling price within ten years. 
MNL-OL Z 223, 24 cs, 71/2 t. 
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by the Supreme Council of the Paris peace conference.56 The Commission agreed that 

the Entente’s 1916 territorial promises to Romania were not binding, yet the delegates 

also consented that Romania was to receive Transylvania.57 Debates erupted only on 

delineating the Western borders of Romania, and the sovereignty over the 

economically and strategically most important Banat and Crișana regions. The 

annexation of industrially developed, and majority Hungarian cities to Romania 

profoundly shaped the economic life of interwar Transylvania, and influenced the 

business strategy of the Renner tannery, as well. The majority populations of 

Timișoara, Arad, and Oradea were Magyars, while the countryside around them was 

overwhelmingly Romanian.58 

                                                
56 Spector, Rumania, 98. The delegates relied on previous studies of peace planning organizations such 
as the American Inquiry, the French Comité d’Études and the British Department of Political 
Intelligence. 
57 Spector, Rumania, 98-101. 
58 Whereas the American and British delegations pressed for a border respecting ethnic boundaries, the 
French delegates André Tardieu and Jules Laroche advocated for awarding the majority Magyar cities 
and the railway line connecting them to Romania. Italy’s delegates oscillated between an ethnic and a 
strategic border, depending on the changing political situation. Tardieu’s position was further 
strengthened by his nomination as chairman of the Central Territorial Commission, through which he 
was able to revise the recommendations of various frontier commissions according to the plans of the 
French government. Tardieu used the temporary absence of the Big Four from the conference in 
February 1919 to enable the Romanian army to move its troops to the contested areas of Banat and 
Crișana by referring to the need to create a buffer zone between the hostile Hungarian and Romanian 
armies; this measure eventually triggered the Bolshevik coup in Hungary. At first Clemenceau, then the 
other leaders endorsed Tardieu’s plan.  The French Prime Minister, who had initially taken a stance 
against the advance of the Romanian army into Eastern Hungary, was of the conviction by late February 
that extirpating Bolshevik Russia was only possible with the assistance of a strong Romania. The Arad-
Oradea railway line then controlled by the Hungarians was believed to be crucial for the Entente 
military to supply interventionist troops in Russia, and it also bolstered the postwar economic position 
and defense potential of Romania that Clemenceau regarded as a key future ally of France. Although 
the communique from the peace conference insisted that the new demarcation line had no bearing on 
final borders, both Romanians and Hungarians believed otherwise. Partially as a result of Tardieu’s 
intervention in both the territorial committee and the decision on the buffer zone, the suggested border 
line and the demarcation line of March 1919 showed remarkable similarities. Miklós Zeidler, Ideas on 
Territorial Revision in Hungary, 14-15; Zeidler, Ibid., Spector, 100-101, 109-110; Peter Pastor, 
Hungary between Wilson and Lenin: The Hungarian Revolution of 1918-1919 and the Big Three 
(Boulder, Co.: East European Quarterly, 1976), 87-88. 
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The March 1919 Entente demarcation line (fig. 30) between the Hungarian and 

Romanian armies and the final border displayed remarkable similarities. The 

unofficial conditions of peace became known in June 1919. The stipulations entailed 

the loss of two-thirds of the territory of the pre-war Hungarian Kingdom, including all 

of Transylvania. Majority-Hungarian cities and regions adjacent to the border 

(Oradea-Mare, Arad, Satu-Mare) were given to Romania, and the treaty left over 3 

million ethnic Magyars in successor states, where they constituted as much as one-

third of the total population. 

Whereas the Versailles Treaty was generous with Germany insofar as only a 

small percentage of German territories were detached, it treated the German minorities 

in France and Poland harshly. The Treaty of Trianon between the Entente and 

Hungary, on the other hand, punished Hungary with harsh territorial stipulations, but it 

gave generous minority and property rights to ethnic Hungarians in the successor 

states.59 Hungarians and Germans on annexed territories, at least on paper, received 

minority rights, and immunity from expulsion, and expropriation. Hungarian state 

property, on the other hand, was automatically transferred to Romania, similar to 

German state property in Alsace-Lorraine and East-Central Europe. The value of the 

expropriated assets of the Hungarian state could be deducted from Hungarian 

reparation obligations.60 Unlike Germany, however, Hungary did not have to pay the 

pensions of its former citizens.61   

                                                
59 Romsics, Dismantling, 169-170. 
60 TT. Art. 191. 
61 TT. Art. 199. 



 

 312 

The Romanian state was obliged to give citizenship rights for ethnic 

Hungarians and Germans who had lived in Transylvania in 1914, and due to 

diplomatic pressure from the Entente, it also had to grant full citizenship rights for 

Jews, for the first time in Romanian history.62 As citizenship granted to ethnic 

minorities automatically entailed the right to own property in Romania, the 

consequence of this clause was to shield ethnic Hungarian industrialists in Greater 

Romania from complete expropriation. The citizenship of most Transylvanians, 

however, was fluid in the aftermath of the war: people migrated back and forth across 

the new borders, and even key figures in Transylvania’s economic life did not 

consider it pressing to have any specific citizenship. The Renner’s director, Mózes 

Farkas, for instance, was able to function and prosper in Greater Romania without any 

formal attachment to the country until the mid-1920s. Prior to that date, he had only an 

expired Austro-Hungarian citizenship.63 

Both ethnic Hungarians who relocated from Transylvania to Hungary – the so 

called “optants,” – and Hungarian citizens who had never resided in Transylvania but 

had investments in the region, were able to retain them. The Trianon Treaty also 

                                                
62 Even though the great powers forced Romania to emancipate its Jews in the 1878 Treaty of Berlin, 
the country’s governments sabotaged Jewish emancipation and pegged it to individual petitioning, 
which took 10 years to process; only those Jews were granted citizenship who proved their usefulness 
to Romania. Keith Hitchins has argued, the number of Jews who received Romanian citizenship before 
1919 was “exceedingly small.” Keith Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 
53; TT, Art 61; Spector, Rumania, 201-218; Ezra Mendelsohn, The Jews of East Central Europe 
between the World Wars (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1983), 171-178. 
63 Farkas was born in Huszt, which belonged to Czechoslovakia after 1920. As a result he had no right 
to receive a Romanian passport automatically. Appealing to Article 61 to the Treaty of Trianon would 
likely have granted him Romanian citizenship, since he had lived in Transylvania before the war, even 
though he was not born there. The incident proves that for a wealthy industrialist like Farkas it was not 
pressing to formally acquire Romanian citizenship in the immediate aftermath of 1920. DJAN Cluj, 
Fond Clujana “Dovada” 1924, 6/1924. 
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banned Romania from sequestering or liquidating these factories, mines, stores and 

other assets after June 1920.64  

The Treaty of Trianon granted the right of minorities to opt for Hungarian or 

Austrian citizenship within one year.65 Many of the émigrés from Transylvania failed 

to exercise their option rights, but they still left Romania for Hungary. As the 

Romanian government prolonged the deadline to announce the option until July 1922, 

the clarification of citizenship and property rights in Transylvania suffered further 

delays.66  

Many people were able to leave without proper passports or registration, while 

during the economic crisis in Hungary in the early 1920s, Transylvania was an 

attractive destination for workers and tradesmen from Hungary, who resettled in the 

region or traveled back and forth between the two countries, obtaining neither 

Romanian nor Hungarian citizenship.67 The papers of the Hungarian embassy in 

Bucharest suggest that statelessness and unclear citizenship status was common 

among Transylvanians in the 1920s, likely affecting tens of thousands of people.68  

                                                
64 This provision served as a modification to article 232, copied from the Treaty of Versailles.  That 
article maintained that on condition that liquidations happened before the peace treaty came into effect, 
Hungary had to reimburse industrialists expropriated by Romania. There were, however, no major 
expropriations initiated by the Romanian state between 1918 and 1920. See TT. Art. 250. 
65 In case someone was a registered resident of Austria-Hungary in 1914. Most Transylvanian optants 
opted for Hungary, as the overwhelming majority was Hungarian citizen in 1914. Optants could opt for 
a state in which the “majority of the population of the State selected is of the same race and language as 
the person exercising the right to opt.” for Treaty of Trianon (TT) Art. 64. The deadline to opt was 
extended until July 25, 1922 for Transylvanians. 
66 Moreover, optants had an additional year to relocate to Hungary after announcing their resignation of 
Romanian citizenship. 
67 MNL-OL K 610 82. cs., papers of Benedek Jancsó. 
68 Romanian regional and municipal police authorities could thus easily resort to expulsions of disloyal 
populations during sensitive political moments, such as the 1923 coronation of King Ferdinand I, when 
they delivered 80 people to the Hungarian border. At least until the mid-1920s, citizenship and property 
rights were subject to negotiation by Romania, Hungary, the various police and military authorities of 
the two states, as well as individual citizens who exploited the loopholes. DJAN Arad, Prefectura Jud. 
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As a result of migratory flows back and forth, and the lack of a thorough 

population census until 1930, the exact number of Transylvanians who relocated to 

Hungary is difficult to ascertain. Hungarian state publications inflated the refugee 

problem by exaggerating the numbers, estimating that 200,000 out of 1.6 million 

Magyars, mostly state employees, left Transylvania between 1918 and 1924, three-

fourths of them prior to 1920.69 This number, however, surpassed the total number of 

Magyar civil servants, railway employees, and commercial and banking officials in 

Transylvania, whereas peasants were reluctant to leave, especially after the Romanian 

land reform granted many of them smaller plots.70  

The Trianon Treaty did not regulate in detail commercial relations in East-

Central Europe, in contrast to the detailed stipulations of the “Alsace-Lorraine” 

section of the Versailles Treaty. Article 207 maintained, “in regard to products 

hitherto exchanged between the territories of these States, which are indispensable to 

their industry or trade, negotiations shall be undertaken within six months from the 

coming into force of the present Treaty.”71 The treaty, however, did not oblige the 

parties to undertake negotiations, and due to the hostile diplomatic relations between 

Hungary and Romania, no Hungarian-Romanian trade agreement was signed until the 

late 1920s. In Transylvania, the lack of such a trade agreement was especially 

detrimental to Hungarian business interests, since the Treaty of Trianon forbade the 

                                                                                                                                       
Arad, 20/1922; Hungarian Minister of Interior to Hungarian Foreign Minister, MNL-OL K 87, 
112289/1923-VII, d. 1928, p. 184-194. 
69 Emil Petrichevich Horváth, Jelentés az Országos Menekültügyi Hivatal négy évi működéséről 
(Budapest: Pesti Könyvnyomda Rt., 1924), 37;  
70 A Magyar béketárgyalások, III/a, 111. 
71  TT Art. 207. 
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Budapest government to deploy protective tariffs against Entente states at a time when 

all of Hungary’s neighbors were turning to economic protectionism.72 

 

 Hungarian Elites and the Prosperity of Eastern Europe: Hungarian Views on the 
Economic Consequences of Peace 
 
 

As Holly Case has pointed out, Transylvania occupied a central place in both 

Hungarian and Romanian “national metanarratives” and “imaginaries” as the region’s 

centrality “became more entrenched over the first half of the twentieth [century].”73 

The emphasis on the centrality of the “Transylvanian question” for Hungarian politics 

during the interwar period is linked to the new right-wing regime that seized power 

following the collapse of the Hungarian Republic of Soviets. This right-wing 

government and its team charged with preparing the Hungarian delegation for the 

peace conference consciously raised the profile of the Transylvanian question after 

November 1919, partially because members of the wartime lobby group, the 

Transylvanian Alliance, successfully seized government positions in Budapest.74  

The ties of the peace preparation department and the key figures of this new 

Hungarian regime to Transylvania, together with the problem of tens of thousands of 

Transylvanian refugees housed in train carriages in the railway stations of Budapest, 

and the region’s sheer size and large population served to elevate the Transylvanian 

question in Hungarian politics. In the meantime, the annexation of Transylvania by 

Romania became the most important achievement and cornerstone of the “great 

                                                
72 TT Art. 200. 
73 Holly Case, Between States: The Transylvanian Question and the European Idea during World War 
II (Stanford, Calif: Stanford University Press, 2009), 9. 
74 Petrichevich Horváth, Jelentés, 1-6. 
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union” of ethnic Romanians. The centrality of Transylvania for both Hungarian and 

Romanian political elites explains the persistent lobbying efforts of diplomats of the 

two states in Versailles.75 As the following chapter will show, both Budapest and 

Bucharest political elites became increasingly distant from political realities in 

Transylvania itself, which were was based on local compromises and political and 

economic regionalism.76 

After the liberal Károlyi regime and the communist regime of Béla Kun, the 

conservative right, led by Admiral Miklós Horthy, seized power in Hungary in 

November 1919, with the approval of the Entente. The solidification of the regime of 

Admiral Miklós Horthy was predicated upon the possibility of future territorial 

revisions. The most dominant figures of the political elite around Horthy, such as 

prime ministers Pál Teleki (1920-1921),  István Bethlen (1921-1931), and foreign 

minister Miklós Bánffy (1921-1922), either hailed from Transylvania or owned landed 

estates there.77 Horthy’s wife, Magdolna Purgly, grew up in the countryside around 

Arad, too, and some members of her family allegedly had left Romania under pressure 

in 1920.78 This Hungarian political elite had lost sizeable assets, generally in the form 

of castles, forests, and arable land, after the Romanian takeover of Transylvania. This 

fact, also played a role in placing the Transylvanian Question at center stage in 

interwar Hungarian politics. 

                                                
75 Note 8, Appendix 3 of the Hungarian delegation, in Hungarian Foreign Ministry, The Hungarian 
Peace Negotiations, an Account of the Work of the Hungarian Peace Delegation at Neuilly s/S, from 
January to March, 1920. Vol. 1. (Budapest: Külügyminisztérium, 1921), 163 . 
76 The issue of regionalism and interethnic cooperation is treated in more detail in the following chapter. 
77 Prime minister Bethlen himself was the most prominent member of the Hungarian supremacist 
Transylvanian Alliance and active in regional and national politics during the war, as well. 
78 Romanian Minister of Interior to the Secretary of Interior, Cluj-Napoca, August 25 1920; DJAN 
Bucharest, Consiliul Dirigent, 1920/12. 
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The origins of Hungarian efforts to prepare for negotiations at the peace 

conference originated from the administrative crisis caused by the need to cater to the 

Hungarian refugees from Transylvania. The Transylvanian Committee within the 

government’s Peace Preparation Bureau at first dealt with both the refugees from the 

region and peace preparations.79 The first phase of the Hungarian peace delegation’s 

efforts lasted from January to March 1920, when the delegation arrived in Paris and 

received the peace terms. At this point, a group of Hungarian businessmen and some 

members of the delegation started informal negotiations – with French industrialists 

and Maurice Paléologue, the general secretary of the foreign ministry under the 

government of Alexandre Millerand – about treaty revisions in exchange for economic 

concessions for French industrialists. 

The Hungarian delegation’s chief mission in Paris was similar to the German 

delegation’s aim: the recovery of territories annexed by neighboring states annexed or 

took precedence over all other concerns, with the primacy of Transylvania. The 

studies that the Hungarian delegation handed over to the Entente oscillated between 

claiming the entirety of the region on the grounds of organic principles of statehood, 

and leaving the door open for partial territorial concessions based on national self-

determination. 80 The thrust of the delegation’s revisionist arguments, aimed at 

                                                
79 Strongmen of the prewar and wartime eras, such as former minister of education Albert Apponyi, the 
geographer Pál Teleki and István Bethlen, set out to assemble a hefty collection of maps, statistics and 
memoranda intended to influence the peace conference. Petrichevich Horváth, Jelentés, 1-6. 
80 That is likely the reason why the memorandum of the Hungarian peace delegation divided the region 
into “indisputable territories,” with a Hungarian majority, and “nationalities territories,” with a 
preponderance of Romanians and other ethnicities, suggesting that some Hungarian claims were more 
justified than others, even though the delegation never renounced the territorial integrity of Greater 
Hungary. Note VII, signed by Apponyi on “The Transylvanian question” even stressed that an 
independent Transylvania would be a viable economic formation. Hungarian Peace Negotiations, 148-
150. 
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radically revising the terms of the treaty, unfolded through a mixture of arguments on 

the economic viability of East-Central Europe and the leadership potential of 

Hungarian elites.   

Albert Apponyi, the leader of the Hungarian delegation, warned the Entente 

that its security system in East-Central Europe would not be stable unless the victors 

found a proper solution for the problem of Transylvanian Hungarians.81 As Apponyi 

noted, “The Transylvanian question is seemingly a matter lying between Hungary and 

Romania alone. However…[it] may easily become a European question of first rate 

importance and in case of an unhappy ordering [sic], may cause an upheaval of the 

peace of the neighboring states, and therewith the peace of Europe.”82  

The Hungarian delegation, like their German counterparts, mistakenly believed 

that economic profiteering was among the preeminent motives driving the Entente war 

aims and peace making. It thus set out to dismantle the treaty by threatening the great 

powers with the decline of prosperity in East-Central Europe if the peacemakers 

eliminated historical Hungary from the map.83 During his first address to the Entente 

prime ministers at the Quai d’Orsay in January 1920, Apponyi warned that “Europe is 

in need of economic reconstruction. Economic development, however, will certainly 

be certainly frustrated by the new formations.”84  

                                                
81 Both Hungarian and Romanian diplomats referred often to the Bolshevik threat as an argument in 
favor of their respective territorial demands. The Hungarian delegation pointed to the inadequacy of the 
new states of East-Central Europe to defend Europe from the Bolshevik incursion from the “East.” 
82 Apponyi’s Note VIII to the Supreme Council, titled “On the Transylvanian question,” Hungarian 
Peace Negotiations, 130; Case, Between States, 9-13. 
83 Apponyi and Teleki were aware of the Entente’s economic losses and the interest of France, the 
United Kingdom, and Italy in a speedy recovery of European commercial life, which might have 
motivated their choice to focus on economics as a means to criticize the Trianon Treaty. Apponyi “On 
the Transylvanian question.” 
84 Apponyi “On the Transylvanian question.” 
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For Apponyi and other Hungarian revisionists of the interwar period the 

economic prosperity of Transylvania and other former Hungarian territories were 

deeply connected to the fate of the Magyar and German elites of these regions. “The 

vitality and economic progress of Transylvania evinced in the recent past is, according 

to infallible signs, inextricably bound up with this leading class,”85 stated a 

memorandum of the Hungarian delegation. It thus tried to convince the Entente that 

Magyar elites and their German political allies were superior to the surrounding 

peasant populations both culturally and economically, and that they were predestined 

by historical tradition, merit, and economic status to rule over the Carpathian Basin. 

Magyar economic and business elites were “the class of the greatest worth” and the 

“organic” rulers of Transylvania, by dint of their economic and “civilizational” 

superiority, argued Apponyi.86   

              Romanians were allegedly not in a position to offer an alternative to the 

Hungarian and German ruling elites. Apponyi maintained that “The distribution of the 

Roumanian [sic] population according to occupation and social standing is primitive 

and undeveloped […] [Among Romanians], only the framework of the intellectual, 

industrial, and commercial classes exist as yet [sic]. So that it is quite impossible that 

this people should have either the moral or the material force to assume the leadership 

in the higher fields of activity.”87  

The economy of Transylvania and rump Hungary formed an “organic unity,” 

claimed Apponyi. They faced economic decline if the two parts were severed from 

                                                
85 Note VIII, Annex 8, “The situation of the intellectual class in Transylvania,” Hungarian Peace 
Negotiations, 233. 
86 Ibid. 
87 Ibid. 
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one another. The incorporation of Transylvania into Greater Romania would produce 

an economic disaster, as the two sides of the Carpathian Mountains had meager 

commercial ties. Furthermore, Apponyi stated that “if Transylvania were to be 

assigned to Roumania by the peace conference, a deadly blow would be dealt not only 

to the civilization of that country [Transylvania], but also to its economic 

prosperity.”88 Even though Hungarians were a minority in Transylvania, only Magyar 

leadership assured the prosperity of the Romanian populations, according to the 

Hungarian delegation’s view.89  

The Hungarian position at the peace conference was vexed by the contradiction 

of proving that Romanians were too underdeveloped to administer Transylvania, while 

having to counter the argument that the Hungarian regime was the cause of this 

underdevelopment. Hungarian delegates also negated the reality of a small but 

Hungarian-educated middle class among Romanians in Transylvania, which became 

the politically most powerful strata of the region during the interwar period.90 

The cultural supremacy of Hungarians, which the delegation advocated, stood 

in sharp contrast to the reality of the Transylvanian bourgeoisie, which was 

multiethnic, even if predominantly Hungarian. Apponyi wrongly implied that 

                                                
88 According to Apponyi, the proper solution of Transylvania’s postwar plight involved reuniting the 
region with its “organic” counterparts, the rest of Hungary, by its “organic” leaders, the Hungarian 
political and economic elites. Organic meant a combination of historical, racial and economic 
arguments that enabled Magyar elites (and their German allies) to be the ruling peoples of the 
Carpathian Basin. 
89 The conservative Apponyi and his entourage, just like their arch nemesis, the “red count” Mihály 
Károlyi, mistakenly conflated the Entente’s peace plans with that of the American President, and 
repeatedly called on the winners to abide by the Wilsonian principles of self-determination. 
90 The Hungarian delegates claimed that Romania would not even have the means to maintain a state 
apparatus in Transylvania. The majority of Greater Romania’s annual budget would be consumed by 
military expenditures to defending it from hostile neighbors on all sides. Note VIII, Appendix 3, 
Hungarian Peace Negotiations, 164-166; Note II, Annex 11, Hungarian Peace Negotiations, 56. 
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Romanian and Hungarian societies in Transylvania were completely separate. He was 

right in predicting that the Romanian government would try to discriminate against the 

Magyar and German minorities in Transylvania. He even concluded that the economic 

decline of Magyar and German elites in the region would precipitate the economic 

stagnation of all of East-Central Europe. As Apponyi stated, 

 

Roumania [sic] could only maintain its unnatural dominion by using every 

means in her power to hinder the economic development of the Magyar and 

German elements and thereby of the country [Transylvania] as a whole. The 

inauguration of every new railway line, the establishment of each new 

industrial concern would mean, in the future, as it has meant in the past, an 

advance in the economic superiority of Magyar and German elements hardly to 

be countenanced by the Romanian rulers, so that Roumanian dominion would 

infallibly carry in its train the decadence of the economic life of Transylvania. 

 

As the former Hungarian minister of economics (1917-1918), Béla Földes explained, 

“[t]his fear of strengthening the Hungarian race, […] will tend to lower the standard of 

culture already existing. What use would the Orient express, an electric power-station, 

rationalization, etc. be to the Roumanian [sic] peasants in the mountains?”91  

                                                
91  As Földes states, “In Roumania the valuable arable land is passing into the hands of primitive 
herdsmen. It is no shallow phrase to say that the Balkans are spreading into Central Europe.” Béla 
Földes, “The Pernicious Effects of the Treaty of Trianon upon Hungarian Economics,” in Justice for 
Hungary, Review and Criticism of the Effect of the Treaty of Trianon eds. Albert Apponyi et al. 
(Budapest: Longman’s, Green and Co. [Budapesti Hirlap], 1928), 265.  
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The Hungarian delegation’s insistence on retaining the entirety of Transylvania 

as part of Hungary also stood in sharp contrast to the diplomatic possibilities of the 

Horthy regime. Hungarian economic elites in Budapest, in the meantime, were 

preparing a secret and more realistic modification to the peace terms. According to 

this plan, Hungary would renounce part of its national wealth to France in exchange 

for regaining some of its former territories with majority Magyar populations.  

 “Gallicization” had two aspects to it: the transfer of Hungarian state-owned assets into 

the hands of French corporations in exchange for territorial concessions, and the 

transfer of private companies to French hands in order to prevent their nationalization 

by Romania. 

 Hungarian plans to offer concessions for French corporations fit well with 

contemporary French econonomic expansion plans. Before the war, the French state 

and French companies had invested around 30 billion francs in the Russian empire, 

and the annual interest on this sum filled the gap between imports and exports.92  

In 1919, the entire income of the French state corresponded to only around 

two-thirds of prewar French investments in Russia, due to the economic crisis that 

reached the country in the aftermath of the war.93 With the Russian Bolshevik’s 

refusal to compensate for the nationalization of French property after the Russian 

                                                
92 Magyar Tőzsde (Hungarian Stock Exchange), March 13, 1920, p. 10. 
93 Benjamin F. Martin, France and the Après Guerre, 1918-1924 : Illusions and Disillusionment. 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1999). 34. 
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Revolution, France had to write off its enormous prewar investments as bad debt, and 

to look for markets elsewhere in East-Central Europe.94 

The French economy needed export markets and profit-yielding assets after the 

war, since exports only made up one third of imports in 1919. 

 

Table. 10. French imports and exports in 1913 and 1919 (in billions of French francs) 
                                 Year Value of Imports 

(Million French 
francs) 

Value of Exports 
(Million French 
francs) 

1913 8,421 6,880 
1919 29,778 8,713 

 

Source: The Minister of Commerce and Industry, Auguste Isaac, to President 

Alexandre Millerand on December 10, 1920. ANF F 12 9174.  

 

French corporations were actively using the political leverage of Paris over Central 

and Eastern Europe to seize German property in Alsace-Lorraine and elsewhere. 

German firms were banned from investing in East-Central Europe after the Versailles 

Treaty and even subject to expropriation.95 English firms did not scramble for 

investments in Hungary, Greater Romania, and the rest of East-Central and South-

Eastern Europe. Some Italian companies invested in Hungarian banks as well as the 

timber and aluminum industries in Transylvania, but these were sporadic attempts that 

                                                
94 Francis Delaisi, René Cassin, and Stéphane Lauzanne. Les Soviets et la Dette Russe en France, 
(Paris: Publications de la Concilation Internationale, 1930); Georges-Henri Soutou, “L’Imperialism du 
pauvre,” Relations Internationales, (1976): 219-239.  
95 Bouchet 
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amounted to only a fraction of the economy.96 As a result, there was an investment 

vacuum in East-Central Europe after the First World War, and the French acquired an 

almost complete monopoly in Hungary and Romania. French dominance over East-

Central Europe at the peace conference and the presence of the French army in the 

region further amplified the leverage of French companies.97  

	

Secret Negotiations and the Failed Modification of the Treaty of Trianon 

 

The alternative to Apponyi’s strategy that focused on Hungarian cultural and 

economic supremacy was the secret negotiation of Hungarian businessmen with 

Maurice Paléologue.98 Although the negotiations yielded only minor modifications to 

the Treaty of Trianon, they showed that the Entente was more open to discussing 

tangible economic concessions than arguments about Hungarian cultural and 

economic superiority. They also attested to the transnational interests of a few large 

                                                
96 Magyar Tőzsde, Feburary 7, April 24, 1920; Memorandum of Béla Grósz, Director of the Grosz Béla, 
Standard Hungarian Timber Company to the Prime Minster’s office of Hungary, 1919, MNL-OL, K 69, 
6. cs. 
97 Due to the domination of Austrian and German banks in the Balkans and East-Central Europe before 
1914, Entente foreign investment only represented a fraction in the region. As for Hungary, including 
Transylvania, the proportion of capital investment coming from Switzerland, France, England, the US 
and other Entente countries had been 11 percent when the war broke out. Rump Hungary remained a 
transportation hub in East-Central Europe with considerable resources of interest for French capitalists 
and sizeable Austrian and German investments. Furthermore, as the Polish-Soviet war peaked, France 
counted on the potential help of Hungary to defend the young Polish republic, which was another 
reason in favor of reaching a modus vivendi with the Budapest regime. Seizing some of Hungary’s and 
Romania’s national wealth and receiving multi-million dollar concessions and access to markets was 
especially important in the aftermath of World War I, when French exports hardly totaled one-third of 
all imports, creating enormous trade deficits and inflation. The minister of commerce and industry, 
Auguste Isaac warned Millerand that “this situation cannot persist without leading to extremely grave 
consequence for our commerce and finances.” Minister Isaac to the President, December 10, 1920. 
ANF F 12 9174; Piotr Stefan Wandycz, France and Her Eastern Allies, 1919-1925 (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1962), 1-23. 
98 Rizzo, Alexandre Millerand, 337-348. 
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French corporations, which were planning to expand in Alsace-Lorraine, rump 

Hungary, and Transylvania.99  

The Millerand administration in France wanted to involve Hungary in the 

French anti-Bolshevik and anti-German alliance system being formed in East-Central 

Europe, as opposed to the policy advocated by former president Raymond Poincaré, 

Philippe Berthelot, and Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau, all of whom based their 

East European policy exclusively on the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 

Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Poland.100 Despite his Romanian ancestry, Paléologue 

was open to offering concessions to Hungary to the detriment of Romania in exchange 

for furthering French economic interests in Hungary. 

 By March 1920, Apponyi’s line had failed. Geographer Pál Teleki and his 

fellow aristocrats, as well as a group of Budapest-based Hungarian businessmen, led by 

the Hungarian businessman and negotiator Károly Halmos, became the unofficial yet 

primary negotiating partners of the Entente.101  On the French side, the key figures 

behind the negotiations were none other than the French minister of industrial 

reconstruction Louis Loucheur and the count Armand de Saint-Souveur, the director of 

                                                
99 Still, the negotiations also showed that there was a common ground between the Horthy regime, 
which just emerged from the anti-Semitic pogroms of the “White Terror,” and the mostly Jewish 
business elites of Budapest. Both parties were interested in the recovery of formerly Hungarian 
territories: whereas industrialists wanted to avoid expropriation, the government attempted to mitigate 
the political and economic shock of the peace treaty before it was signed. 
 
100 The beginning of the Hungarian lobbying coincided with the fall of the decisively anti-Hungarian 
and pro-Romanian Clemenceau government and its foreign policy chief, Philippe Berthelot, and the 
coming to power of Alexandre Millerand and  Maurice Paléologue. Although Clemenceau’s son-in-law 
was a Hungarian gentry, he had no sympathy for the territorial integrity of Greater Hungary. Balázs 
Ablonczy, Trianon-legendák (Budapest: Jaffa, 2010); Wandycz, France and Her Eastern Allies, 21-23; 
Rizzo, Alexandre Millerand, 337-355. 
101 Prompted by Teleki, it was a Budapest-based lawyer and businessman Károly (Charles) Halmos who 
first approached the French military mission in Kassa/Kosice about economic negotiations between 
France and Hungary.Francis Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1942), 256. 
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the Schneider-Creusot metallurgy firm. Both Loucheur and Saint-Souveur were also 

active in gallicizing German steel plants in Lorraine, suggesting that French economic 

elites connected the various parts of Mitteleuropa when planning the future of the 

French economy.102 Halmos likely knew of Louis Loucheur from prewar Istanbul 

where they had collaborated on a street car exportation project.103 Loucheur and Saint-

Souveur introduced Halmos and the director of one of the largest Hungarian banks, or 

the General Credit Bank, Adolf Ullmann, to Paléologue.104 

French economic demands included transferring the Hungarian State Railways 

in a long-term lease to the Schneider-Creuzot firm, as well as handing over 75 percent 

of the shares of the Credit Bank to a group of French investors. Paléologue argued that 

the French government would be able to defend more effectively Hungarian industrial 

companies in successor states if it owned the bank that financed these companies.105 

On April 13, 1920, Halmos handed over Hungary’s demands for the 

rectification of the Entente’s peace terms. 106 Halmos’s memorandum demanded border 

rectifications based on the ethnic principle, and it requested autonomy for the 

remaining ethnic Hungarian, German, and Saxon settlements in Romania. Halmos 

relied on Apponyi’s claim to win back all of Hungary’s former territories only in the 

economic sense. He demanded the “preservation of the economic unity of the former 

                                                
102 Loucheur to the French Minister of Foreign Affairs, December 21, 1918. MAE, Courneuve, 
microfilm 90CPCOM28. 
103 Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference, 256. 
104 Adolf Ullmann (1857-1925) was one of the directors of the Hungarian General Credit Bank.  
105 Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference, 272. 
106 Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference, 264-265. 
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kingdom, irrespective of the new political frontiers.”107 He also requested the 

redistribution of war debts among all the successor states of the Kingdom of Hungary. 

 Paléologue endorsed the suggestions of Halmos insofar as Transylvania was 

concerned. He admitted that the region required “the most delicate and most difficult 

solution of all problems.”108 The French proposal suggested that Hungary and Romania 

conclude an agreement on the basis of the memorandum. It also requested that a 

solution be reached for the problem of Hungarian middle classes, civil servants and 

railway workers who continued to reside in Transylania.  

Similar to the French seizure of the Saar mines, Paléologue proposed that rump 

Hungary take control of the Maramureș salt mines situated in territory annexed by 

Romania. Echoing Halmos’s note, the French proposal suggested a free-trade 

agreement between Hungary and Romania, similar to the French solution for assuring 

the prosperity of Alsace-Lorraine through the customs-free trade arrangements between 

France and Germany.109  

Paléologue, however, was unable to make his proposals official French policy, 

as both the president and the army opposed upsetting the alliance with the Little 

Entente – the alliance of Czechoslovakia, Romania, and the Kingdom of Serbs, 

Slovenes, and Croats – in favor of economic concessions for Hungary.  Paléologue thus 

kept Hungarian negotiations secret from marshal Ferdinand Foch as well. In the 

meantime, on May 5, 1920, the Hungarian delegation received the final peace terms 

                                                
107 Halmos’s memorandum also requested the annexation of Eastern Slovakia, the Subcarpathian Rus 
and part of Maramures to Hungary to assure the economic viability of rump Hungary, along with the 
restitution of the rolling stock and equipment taken by the Romanian army. 
108 Quoted in Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference, 267. 
109 Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference, 267-268. 
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accompanied by a cover letter from Millerand that vaguely alluded to possible 

modifications of the treaty.110 

The final treaty provisions contained some modifications of the original terms, 

based on the suggestions of the official delegation; these modifications pertained to the 

economic, commercial, and military clauses. Article 47 was amended with a paragraph 

that oddly combined Romania’s obligation to protect its minorities with the 

requirement to “protect [the] freedom of transit and equitable treatment for the 

commerce of other nations.”111 Romania also had to assume financial responsibility for 

a proportionate share of prewar Hungarian state debt that fell on Transylvania, echoing 

the demands of Halmos’s memorandum.112  

For Hungarian industrialists, landowners, and businessmen, the most 

significant modification was the one that affected the fate of their property on former 

Austro-Hungarian territory. Not only did article 250 order the restoration to Hungarian 

hands of assets nationalized or expropriated by Romania between the 1918 armistice 

and the peace treaty, but it also provided for a so-called Mixed Arbitral Tribunal that 

served as an international court of appeal for these cases. These courts were entitled to 

involve legal experts from neutral states, the Council of the League of Nations, and the 

conference of ambassadors.113 The issue of prewar Hungarian industrialists and 

landowners thus ceased to be the problem of the Hungarian state, but it became a 
                                                
110 The French government offered to “lend its good offices” to “facilitate all conversations” among 
East-Central European countries to promote stability, free trade, and to “correct certain economic or 
ethnic injustices” of the treaty. 
111 TT, Art. 47. 
112 Ibid. 
113 Document no. 13733, Dossier no. 12885, 1920/1921, R 1661-1663, Archives of the League of 
Nations;” Francis Deak, “The Rumanian-Hungarian Dispute before the Council of the League of 
Nations,  California Law Review, 120: 16 (1928): 120-133; Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace 
Conference, 281. 
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fixture of interwar international law.114 These courts provided a forum to continue 

wartime hostilities between the Entente and the Central Powers through legal means, 

with the involvement of judges and experts from Japan, Latin America and other 

states. 

Not surprisingly, the Hungarian government was upset with these peace terms. 

The official delegation resigned, and the political elite’s only hope was the conclusion 

of an agreement with the French government, based on the secret negotiations. By 

September 1920, however, these negotiations had completely collapsed. The reasons 

were manifold: the negotiations started too late, nearly half year after the Entente 

communicated the final borders to its East-Central European allies. Both the Little 

Entente being formed and the British representative in Hungary protested against 

treaty revisions, while Hungary’s role as a potential ally in fighting the Bolsheviks in 

Poland became secondary, since Poland had carried out a successful counteroffensive 

against Soviet troops in the meantime.115 Most importantly, however, the resignation 

of Paléologue at end of Septemer 1920 ended any possibility of Franco-Hungarian 

rapprochement. Left without no other options, Miklós Horthy signed the ratified 

Treaty of Trianon on November 15, 1920.116 The fall of 1920 also marked the end of 

lobbying efforts by Hungarian economic elites. The failure of these efforts made 

Budapest industrialists aware that retaining their properties in Romania and other 

successor states of the Monarchy depended on negotiating local deals with the new 

political and economic elites, which will be the subject of the following chapter. 

                                                
114 Deák, Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference, 281. 
115 Ibid., 320-336. 
116 Ibid., 337. 
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Conclusions 

Shortly after the conclusion of the Treaty of Trianon, geographer Emmanuel de 

Martonne, the French member of the territorial commission that established the 

Hungarian-Romanian border, toured Transylvania. He concluded: “the Great War that 

rendered us Alsace-Lorraine, gave Transylvania to Romania. The political and 

economic problems that the much-desired union [of these territories with their 

motherlands] gave rise to are of the same order.”117 Still, the protracted political 

stabilization process in Transylvania, the uncertainty of postwar borders, the lack of 

large-scale purges and expulsions, among other differences, pointed to a substantial 

divergence between Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania. While East-Central Europe has 

often been cast as a “problem child” of the Versailles Settlement, this chapter reveals 

that insofar as minority elites were concerned, the transition was more radical in 

Alsace-Lorraine than in Transylvania.118  

Peace was in the making for almost two years in Transylvania (1918-1920), 

and even after the signing of the Treaty of Trianon, it seemed as if hostilities had not 

ended over the region. Whereas the Versailles Treaty contained detailed stipulations 

on the future of Alsace-Lorraine’s economy and commercial status after the war, the 

articles of the Treaty of Trianon were not specific regarding the economic relationship 

between Hungary and Romania. As a result, the two states had to continue to search 
                                                
117 Emmanuel de Martonne, La Transylvanie (Résumé), extract from the Bulletin de la Société de 
Géographie de Lille (Lille: Danel, 1922), 1. 
118 This argument goes back to John Maynard Keynes’s The Economic Consequences of the Peace, 
which warned about destabilization in the former Mitteleuropa (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 
1920). See also Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919: Six Months that Changed the World, (New York: 
Random House, 2002); Mark Mazower, Dark Continent: Europe’s Twentieth Century, 1st American ed 
(New York: A.A. Knopf, 1999). 
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for a solution to joint economic problems after 1920.  

Neither of the two states took an interest in resolving these issues: Romanians 

questioned the legitimacy of Hungary intervening in Transylvanian affairs, while the 

Hungarian government questioned the legitimacy of Romanian sovereignty over 

Transylvania. The result was a series of protracted international litigations and the rise 

of economic protectionism in both states in the 1920s. In addition, as the weak 

governments of Greater Romania were unable to follow up their rhetoric of economic 

romanianization with actual practice, it was up to the Hungarian and Romanian elites 

of Transylvania to work out solutions to assure their own economic prosperity. The 

following chapter traces how the Renner’s Hungarian-Jewish manager and co-owner, 

Mózes Farkas, managed to become a key figure of the Kolozsvár/ Cluj-Napoca’s 

Chamber of Commerce by the mid-1920s and why the tannery continued to prosper in 

Greater Romania.
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CHAPTER 7 

ALSACE-LORRAINE’S ECONOMY AND ELITES IN THE AFTERMATH OF 

THE FIRST WORLD WAR 

 
Introduction: Economic Elites as Actors in Postwar Europe (1918-1928) 
 

This chapter looks at how the French takeover of Alsace-Lorraine reshaped the 

economic elites of the region: what happened to the assets of German elites and how  

one might be able to explain the remarkable continuities of elites, among native 

Alsatians and Lorrainers. The method I employ is social historical: I follow the 

evolution of French economic policies and the actions of native and French economic 

elites who tried to exploit them for their own advantage.  

The study of economic elites in the aftermath of the war speaks to broader 

themes of European reconstruction, including the continuity of the prewar social order 

and the importance of economic actors during political transition and stabilization. I 

will show how the French state and its economic elites mutually relied on one another 

after 1918. This special relationship cost the French budget dearly, but it helped 

cement French rule and smoothen the economic transition in Alsace-Lorraine.  

More specifically, I will look at how the state facilitated the takeover of 

German assets by French and Alsace-Lorraine elites, and how it bolstered the position 

of native elites of the region through a controversial currency exchange. The chapter 

shows how Alsace-Lorrainers, especially industrialists and bankers, played a key role 

in the “gallicization” of German property. It was thus not only the French army and 
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administrators from the interior of France who were responsible for this transition, as 

historians have sometimes argued.1  

I will also argue that concerns with making profits from liquidations of 

German-owned property were secondary to the goal of eradicating Germany’s 

political influence in Alsace-Lorraine. The expropriation of German assets served 

political purposes. French politicians failed to appreciate the enormous worth of 

German assets in Alsace-Lorraine and regarded them as pawns in the Franco-German 

rivalry, which led to enormous losses for the French national economy. Thus, the 

French administration subordinated economic issues in Alsace-Lorraine to the broader 

goal of making Germany unable to attack again, and preventing it from posing as the 

major political power and economic hegemon on the continent. 

Contemporary historians have so far investigated the expropriation of German 

property and the economic transition by turning to the concepts of “racism” and 

“colonialism.”2 Contemporary German observers, including the expellees and the 

Nazis in the 1930s, viewed the liquidation of German property in Alsace-Lorraine as 

part of a systematic French effort to continue the economic war the Entente had 

                                                
1 Laird Boswell, “From Liberation to Purge Trials in the ‘Mythic Provinces’: Recasting French 
Identities in Alsace and Lorraine, 1918-1920,” French Historical Studies 23, no. 1 (2000): 129–62; 
Christopher J Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?: Visions and Divisions of Alsatian Regionalism, 1870-
1939 (New York: Berghahn Books, 2010), 128-151. 
2 When discussing the immediate postwar period, the focus of these historians was on the emergence of 
a regional identity of Alsace-Lorraine’s population and tracing the genesis of a malaise or discontent 
among the region’s cultural and political elites, as well as the broader populations. Boswell, Fischer and 
Tara Zahra have also stressed that the anti-German measures by the French government were radical 
even in a European comparison; Tara Zahra, “The ‘Minority Problem’ and National Classification in 
the French and Czechoslovak Borderlands,” Contemporary European History 17, no. 2 (2008): 137–65; 
Boswell, “From Liberation to Purge Trials,”129–62; Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?, 138. 
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pursued between 1914 and 1918.3 Autonomist critics in Alsace-Lorraine, such as 

Joseph Rossé or Albert Bleicher, excoriated the liquidation of German holdings as 

“squandering” (Verschleuderung), or even “plunder” (Plünderung).4 “Our homeland 

has become the venue for the ‘greatest plunder’ that ‘has ever been committed,” wrote 

Rossé in 1928.5 Other autonomists viewed French actions as signs of colonialism. 

Their viewpoint offered a racist critique of French “colonialism” and ethnic 

discrimination. They lamented that the Paris government nominated officials from 

“Tonkin” and “Madagascar” to govern Alsace.6 Francophile socialists, like 

Strasbourg’s mayor Jacques Peirotes, were no less critical of liquidations.7 

The framework of “racism” and colonialism can shed light on the motivations 

of certain marginal French actors. The suggestion of the Alsatian socialist Alfred 

Weill at the Conference of Alsace-Lorraine, for instance, to integrate Germans with 

diminished citizenship rights as an “indigenous population” could be seen as reflecting 

a colonial attitude. Nonetheless, this view was sidelined by 1917.8  “Racism” or 

“colonialism” thus prove inadequate conceptual tools for explaining the underlying 

motives of the French administration, even if Alsatian “autonomists,” trade union 

                                                
3 Karl Roos, Politik und Gewaltpolitik in Elsaß-Lothringen: zur elsaß-lothringischen Heimatbewegung; 
eine Schrift zur Lehr und Wehr (Zürich: Fricke, 1928); Lothar Kettenacker, Nationalsozialistische 
Volkstumspolitik im Elsass (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1973). 
4 Albert Bleicher, Die einträglichste Plünderung, die je begangen wurde: die Verschleuderung der 
elsaß-lothringischen Industrien und Bodenschätze, nach offiziellen Berichten (Kolmar: Alsatia, 1940), 
6-94. 
5 Joseph Rossé, “Vorwort” in Bleicher, Die einträglichste Plünderung, 6. 
6 “La jeune Alsace” memorandum, attached to letter by Erik Colban to secretary general of the League 
of Nations James Eric Drummond, September 8, 1919, League of Nations Archives (LoNa), Geneva, 
Box R 1613. 
7 Irmgard Grünewald, Die Elsass-Lothringer im Reich, 1918-1933: ihre Organisationen zwischen 
Integration und “Kampf um die Seele der Heimat” (Frankfurt am Main; New York: P. Lang, 1984), 38; 
David Allen Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality in Alsace, 1830-1945 (DeKalb: Northern 
Illinois University Press, 2001), 136. 
8 “Session on December 3, 1917,” Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, vol. 2. (Paris: 
Impr. nationale, 1917), 37. 
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leaders, and communists invoked the “colonial” framework in the 1920s. Even Alfred 

Weill, a decidedly anti-German member of the Conference of Alsace-Lorraine, 

concluded that there was no racial difference between natives and German 

immigrants, while those French psychologists and politicians who had a racist view of 

Germans in Alsace-Lorraine had no impact on French policies.9 

Consequently, in addition to the insights of cultural history or the postcolonial 

turn in French studies, the assertions of a more traditional trend in European 

historiography should not be shunted to the wayside in an effort to make sense of the 

economic transformation of postwar Alsace-Lorraine. Namely, diplomatic history still 

needs to be taken seriously as important background in the maneuvering of economic 

elites. 

Historians Walter McDougall, David Stevenson, Marc Trachtenberg, and 

Conan Fischer all agree that concerns over France’s security and ‘fears’ of German 

rearmament were the primary driving forces behind French politicians’ Versailles 

diplomacy, as well as postwar foreign and even domestic policy.10 As Stevenson has 

put it, “it was always the foreign danger which was uppermost in the French leaders’ 

minds,” and he adds that “economic aims were subsidiary to the strategic purpose.”11 

The United States’ withdrawal as guarantor of the peace treaty and Lloyd George’s 

reluctance to radically weaken Germany’s military-industrial potential further 

radicalized the policies of right-wing president Raymond Poincaré. But whether it was 

                                                
9 “Session on December 3, 1917,” Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, vol. 2 (Paris: 
Impr. nationale, 1917), 37. 
10 David Stevenson, French War Aims against Germany, 1914-1919 (Oxford ; New York: Clarendon 
Press, 1982); Conan Fischer, The Ruhr Crisis, 1923-1924 / (Oxford ; Oxford University Press, 2003). 
11 Stevenson, French War Aims, 200-201. 
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the issue of German property in Alsace-Lorraine and the rest of France, the Entente-

occupied Rhineland, or reparations, French administrations were not open to 

compromise.12   

The dissolution of tight economic cooperation between France, the rest of the 

Entente, and the United States led to attempts by successive French administrations to 

create a French economic empire in Central Europe, although these plans were never 

independent of diplomatic and military defense plans against Germany. Georges 

Henri-Soutou has labeled this project “impérialism du pauvre,” the imperialism of the 

weak; nonetheless, the opportunities that this new eastern policy created for 

industrialists in Alsace, Lorraine, and France in general cannot be overlooked.13  

The aftermath of the Great War ushered in the heyday of French economic 

elites. The radical depletion of the French state’s resources between 1914 and 1918 

                                                
12 French diplomacy thus pursued a radically anti-German line, which aimed at forcing Germany to 
abide by the disarmament clauses of the treaty. For both presidents Clemenceau and Poincaré, the 
enforcement of the reparation clauses of the Versailles Treaty served the primary purpose of preventing 
Germany’s rise as an industrial cum military superpower of the continent once again. Historian Jon 
Jacobson has argued that increasingly aggressive French policies towards Germany also served the 
purpose of “limiting German sovereignty over the economic-political potential of the Rhineland.” (Jon 
Jacobson, “Strategies of French Foreign Policy after World War I,” The Journal of Modern History 55, 
no. 1 (March 1, 1983): 79). After Keynes’s sharp critique of the allegedly excessive reparations the 
Entente forced on Germany, the pendulum has swung back in historiography since the 1940s. Most 
historians, including Étienne Mantoux, or more recently, Sally Marks, Conan Fischer, Walter 
MacDougall and Marc Trachtenberg agree that Germany was (or would have been able to) pay 
reparations. Instead of blaming France for the failure of the Versailles Treaty, these historians are 
critical of Great Britain, Germany and to a lesser extent, the United States for undermining the 
principles of the Versailles settlement with their actions in the 1920s. (Conan Fischer, The Ruhr Crisis, 
1923-1924 (Oxford ; Oxford University Press, 2003), 6-9; Marc Trachtenberg, Reparation in World 
Politics: France and European Economic Diplomacy, 1916-1923 (New York : Columbia University 
Press, 1980), viii-ix, 1-45; Étienne Mantoux, The Carthaginian Peace, Or, The Economic 
Consequences of Mr. Keynes (London, New York: Oxford University Press, 1946); Sally Marks, 
“Mistakes and Myths: The Allies, Germany, and the Versailles Treaty, 1918-1921,” The Journal of 
Modern History The Journal of Modern History 85, no. 3 (2013): 632–59. As for the revival of a pro-
German and anti-French stance on reparations and the Versailles system, see Leonard Gomes’s German 
Reparations, 1919-1932: A Historical Survey (Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).  
13 Georges-Henri Soutou, “La France et Les Marches de l’Est 1914-1919,” Revue Historique 260: 528, 
no. 2  (1978): 341–88. 
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compelled the Paris government to rely heavily on private capital to realize its 

domestic and foreign policy aims, not unlike situations in Greater Romania, Hungary, 

and Weimar Germany.14 In exchange for their cooperation, the government rewarded 

French industrialists with the lifting of strict state control over production and 

distribution. French industrialists could also count on generous rewards during the 

liquidation of German assets in Alsace and Lorraine,15 

The main goal behind the expulsion of 95,000 Germans was the stabilization of 

France’s western borders and the prevention of Germany from laying claim to the 

former Reichsland. The approximately 60,000 Germans that remained in the region, in 

turn, served as tools to pressure Weimar Germany to comply with the stipulations of 

the Versailles Treaty on reparations.16 Still, the assets that Germans had to leave 

behind served the purpose of cementing the French government’s relationship with 

French, Alsatian, and Lorrainer economic elites. While the government wanted to 

compensate corporations, reconstruction minister Louis Loucheur also attempted to 

control and limit their enrichment, albeit with moderate success. 

In contrast to the situation in Transylvania, where the Bucharest government 

appeared as a rival and even opponent of the region’s ethnic Romanian and Hungarian 

economic elites (since it supported Bucharest-based financiers), in Alsace and 

Lorraine, the French administration made a real effort to satisfy native industrialists 
                                                
14 Jon Jacobson has noted “France lacked military, financial and industrial self-sufficiency” in the 
aftermath of the First World War. Jacobson, “Strategies of French Foreign Policy:” 78–95. 
15 Postwar Entente governments gradually loosened their grip on big corporations. Not only British, 
German and American political and business elites, but also French heavy industrialists were reluctant 
to accept the authority of economic planners after the war had ended and they managed to influence 
postwar Paris governments to decrease state supervision. 
16 Foreign minister Poincaré to Commissaire général Alapetite, Paris, August 5, 1922, Documents 
Diplomatiques Francais 1922, vol. 2 (Bruxelles: Peter Lang, 2008), 131. 
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and bankers. Consequently, the overwhelming majority of the region’s elites stood 

firmly behind the Paris government. The loyalty of native economic elites also 

explains the lack of an anti-establishment regionalist movement or political party like 

the Romanian National Party (RNP) or the National Hungarian Party in Transylvania. 

The support, that economic elites extended to the French regime, however,  also 

generated criticism from autonomost anti-French movements emerging in the mid-

1920s.17 Radical socialist, communist and some strands of right-wing regionalist 

groups attacked economic elites; nonetheless, these movements were marginal and 

weak in the aftermath of the First World War.18  

 

Austro-Hungarian Economic Elites and French Policies in Alsace-Lorraine 
 

Not all former enemy elites were created equal in postwar Europe. While it 

was a disadvantage to be a German property owner anywhere from Transylvania to 

Eastern Prussia and Alsace-Lorraine, in France, Hungarian and Austrian elites found 

themselves in a better position than Germans almost immediately after the war had 

ended. Austrians and Hungarians received preferential treatment, primarily due to the 

two countries’ position as potential French allies in the immediate postwar period, as 

well as to the scarcity of Austro-Hungarian investment in the Reichsland. In addition,  

French diplomats wanted to prevent an Anschluss, and were thus committed to 

                                                
17 Even francophile, right-wing, Catholic politicians criticized the new owners of formerly German-
owned mines, and along with radical socialists and communists, would have preferred the 
nationalization of key German assets. Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 138; Christian 
Baechler, Le parti catholique alsacien, 1890-1939: du Reichsland à la république Jacobine (Paris: 
Éditions Ophrys, 1982), 257-280. 
18 Christopher J. Fischer, Alsace to the Alsatians?: Visions and Divisions of Alsatian Regionalism, 
1870-1939 (New York: Berghahn Books, 2010), 136-151; Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 
138-139. 



 

 339 

assuring the economic viability of Austria, a country whose urban population was 

starving in the years following the armistice.19 Hungary also received a stabilization 

loan that the League of Nations brokered, and witnessed the substantial reduction of 

its reparation payments by the Reparation Commission in 1924.20 In light of the 

changing diplomatic relationship of the Austrian, Hungarian, and French governments, 

it is no wonder that Austrian and Hungarian business elites received better treatment 

as compared to German ones in both Alsace and Lorraine and the rest of France.21  

Although Austro-Hungarian capitalists, banks, and companies had fewer assets 

in France than did their German counterparts, it is still remarkable that the French 

administration renounced the unilateral liquidation of these assets. Instead, the Paris 

and Vienna governments regulated the issue of Austrian property in France with a 

separate convention on August 3, 1920, which allowed for direct negotiations between 

the interested parties in the two states, and even maintained the possibility of 

exempting Austrian companies from liquidation.22 The French government concluded 

a similar convention with István Bethlen’s Budapest government in January 1921, 
                                                
19 A French diplomat noted, “Austria is incapable of finding its livelihood on its own territory,” while a 
League of Nations report predicted an impending Austrian bankruptcy. In late 1921, the conference of 
ambassadors warned the allied governments to step up financial aid to Austria “if they wanted to save 
Central Europe from a catastrophe, the repercussions of which are impossible to predict.” The French 
government extended a 16-million dollar credit to the Vienna administration, and along with the British 
and Italian governments, it authorized the reparation commission to lift the sequester of Austrian goods 
abroad, which served as collateral for the credits received, along with tobacco and salt monopolies. 
Altogether, the French, Italian, and British governments extended 48 million dollars through the J.P. 
Morgan bank to Austria in 1922. Note of the deputy director of commercial affairs at the French foreign 
ministry, January 24, 1922 in Documents diplomatiques français, vol. 1 (Bruxelles; Bern; Berlin [etc.]: 
PIE-P. Lang, 2007), 147; Patricia Clavin, Securing the World Economy: The Reinvention of the League 
of Nations, 1920-1946 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 26. 
20 Clavin, Securing the World Economy, 30-32. 
21 Versailles Treaty (VT), Art. 74. 
22 Louis Cluzel, Rapport fait au nom de la Commission des Marchés et les Spéculations sur les 
séquestres des biens des ressortissants anciens ennemis en France et dans les départements recouvrés et 
sur la liquidation des usines métallurgiques de Lorraine,” 27. Chamber of Deputies. Thirteenth 
Legislative session of 1928. Annex to the procès-verbal of the second session,  January 19, 1928, no. 
5357. Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amts (PAAA), Paris embassy, box 762 
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which came into effect on November 4, 1922. German industrialists, on the other 

hand, had to wait until 1927 until the two governments concluded a similar agreement: 

France kept the issue unresolved until the Entente and the Weimar government found 

an adequate solution to the reparation question.23 

The growing influence of French industrialists had an impact on the liquidation 

of German assets in Alsace and Lorraine. The father of wartime economic planning in 

the Clemenceau government, minister of commerce Étienne Clémentel, soon became 

persona non grata since he wanted to maintain the system of state-run distribution of 

raw materials and price fixing. In 1919, the incoming right-wing coalition 

government, the Bloc National, dismissed him and appointed Louis Dubois, an 

advocate of minimal state intervention, into economic life.24 In fact, Clémentel’s 

views – and the trade union Confédération générale du travail’s plan for a 

reconstruction controlled by trade-unions – had already been rejected by the left-wing 

Clemenceau government soon after the armistice, which was good news for large 

industrialists.25  

In Alsace and Lorraine, the most important government authority on economic 

life was the reconstruction minister Louis Loucheur, who took over Clémentel’s 

wartime position as the key figure behind economic policy planning. Richard Kluisel 

has recently characterized the prewar industrialist and wartime munitions minister as a 

                                                
23 The sequestration of German assets in France was lifted on January 8, 1927, based on the October 30, 
1926 agreement of the French and German governments. Cluzel report; Constantin Buchet, Romania si 
Republica de la Weimar 1919-1933: economie, diplomatie si geopolitica (Bucuresti: All, 2001). 
24 Clémentel’s wartime associate, the socialist minister of munitions Albert Thomas was also dismissed 
in France, but he continued his economic planning as director of the International Labor Office in 
Geneva. Fischer, The Ruhr Crisis, 8-9. 
25 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism and the State in Modern France: Renovation and Economic 
Management in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge: CUP, 1983). 
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“modernizing neo-liberal.”26 Writing a decade earlier, Charles Maier stressed 

Loucheur’s corporatist side: although he did not aim to cluster the entire economy into 

syndicates, as did Clémentel, Loucheur wanted  to subject French big business to 

economic planning to boost its international competitiveness.27 Corporatism and neo-

liberalism may not be mutually exclusive concepts when evaluating Loucheur’s 

postwar actions.28 His innovation was to turn the legacy of wartime economic 

planning and corporatism to benefit large industrialists like himself, who continued to 

enjoy a special relationship with the state after 1918. 

Loucheur intended German assets to serve as props for strengthening the 

positions and competitiveness of French elites on the continent. The Paris government 

primarily regarded the property of its former enemies as bargaining chips in political 

struggles and economic competition. A note from foreign minister Poincaré to general 

commissioner Georges Alapetite in August 1922, shows that the government regarded 

German assets as collateral for achieving France’s foreign political aims. It held 

German assets, POWs, and even the remaining German citizens in Alsace-Lorraine 

hostage in order to force the Berlin government to transfer reparation payments, 

comply with disarmament terms, and generally abide by the terms of the peace 

treaty.29 When Germany refused to fulfill French demands for reparations a few 

                                                
26 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism and the State in Modern France: Renovation and Economic 
Management in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge: CUP, 1983), 58. 
27 Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe, 73-75. 
28 As David Harvey his pointed out, neoliberals are not against all regulations and all state intervention 
into the economy, they expect the state to maintain a strong “institutional framework” that sustains 
private property rights, freedom of trade and stability of money. In sum, they favor state intervention in 
favor of businessmen, usually owners of larger corporations. David Harvey, A Brief History of 
Neoliberalism  (New York : Oxford University Press, 2005), 1-3. 
29 Fischer, The Ruhr Crisis, 29-40; Walter A. McDougall, France’s Rhineland Diplomacy, 1914-1924: 
The Last Bid for a Balance of Power in Europe (Princeton, NJ : Princeton University Press, 1978). 
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months before the eventual occupation of the Ruhr, Poincaré instructed Alapetite to 

freeze all “proceeds from liquidations,” even those that the mixed arbitral tribunal 

accorded to Germans.30 Normally, French authorities deducted German debts to 

French citizens from the proceeds from liquidations and transferred the positive 

balance to Germany’s reparations account.  

Even local Alsatian and Lorrainer officials treated German property in the 

region as a means to put pressure on Germany, and some used this argument to 

prevent treating any Germans as exceptions. As a captain and official of the General 

Commissariat, the former Alsace-Lorraine’s interim administrative body (1918-1926)  

reprimanded the government commissary intervening on behalf of a German who had 

apparently raised his children in the French spirit: “I would have thought that 

sequestering takes place not on the basis of the mindset, character, or opinions of 

someone, but only as a result of his nationality. No matter what the attitude of the 

German is, he is no less of an enemy citizen and his assets constitute collateral for 

France.” That is, sequestration was a means to enforce France’s peace terms.31  

The treatment of Alsace-Lorraine Germans as “collateral” assuring reparation 

payments and disarmament was also manifested in other French policies of the early 

1920s. Notably, despite the warning of general commissioner Alapetite, Prime 

Minister Poincaré ordered the round-up of several German citizens still living in 

                                                
30 Foreign minister Poincaré to Commissaire général Alapetite, Paris, August 5, 1922, 131. 
31 Captain Meyer to the Government Commissary at the Regional Court of Strasbourg, March 1, 1919, 
SB ADBR, 121AL 1448. 
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Alsace and Lorraine in August 1922, and proceeded with their expulsion.32  Out of the 

prewar “Old German” population of 270,000, some 50 - 60,000 still remained in the 

region by 1922, mostly as a result of prewar marriages to Alsatians and Lorrainers.33 

The commissioner general warned the French prime minister that these Germans had 

“close ties to the native population” and that their expulsion would ”stir up 

reactions.”34 The French ambassador of France in Berlin noted that even the moderate 

German press described these expulsions as an act of “defiance of civilization” and a 

“crime against humanity.”35  

In the meantime, a comparable “expulsion and deportation of Ottoman 

Christians (mostly Greeks) took place from Kemalist Turkey in the fall of 1922. 

Poincaré and local French diplomats fiercely condemned the practice, including the 

“sequestration of [Ottoman Christian] assets, the searches of banks, and [...] arbitrary 

arrests and actions. The allied governments cannot allow such a regime to develop 

[...],” wrote general Maurice Pellé, the French high commissioner in Constantinople to 

Poincaré.36  

Poincaré and the French diplomatic corps at the League of Nations, 

nonetheless, maintained the position adopted at the Paris peace conference regarding 

the exceptionality of Alsace-Lorraine. As Alsace-Lorraine’s Germans were not 

considered an ethnic minority, German expellees petitioned the League of Nations in 

                                                
32 Général Pelle, High Commissioner of France in Constantinople to foreign  minister Poincaré,. T. nos 
1770-1772, “Extrême urgence,” November 7, 1922, in Documents Diplomatiques Francais 1922, vol. 2 
(Bruxelles: Peter Lang, 2008), 480. 
33 According to the Versailles Treaty, they were only able to receive naturalization as French citizens 
after individual petitioning, which took several years. 
34 Général Pelle to foreign  minister Poincaré, 480. 
35 Ibid., 480. 
36 Ibid., 480. 
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vain: there was no international minority treaty that defended their interests, unlike the 

case of Germans and Hungarians from Transylvania.37  

The director of the League of Nation’s minorities section, Erik Colban 

informed the secretary general about the petitions to the League by pro-German 

“autonomists” Charles Rapp, René C. Ley, and Henri Muth, claiming that they “speak 

for themselves.”38 These spokesmen criticized the triage commissions, the 

categorization of the population into four groups based on German descent, and the 

economic downturn ushered in by the French takeover.39 Still, Colban argued, neither 

of their manifestos “can lead to any steps on the part of the League of Nations.”40  

 The  French government’s foreign-policy-driven approach to Alsace and 

Lorraine highlighted a double standard given France’s commitment to minority rights 

in East-Central Europe and in the former Ottoman empire. The marginalization of 

concerns regarding effective use of German-owned assets to the benefit the region’s 

economy was also problematic. The obsession of the Paris government – and 

especially of the reconstruction minister Louis Loucheur – with technocracy and 

dirigisme did not translate into effective or profitable economic administration. The 

government had no overall plan as to how to best make use of enemy companies on its 

territory, or how to use the income and profits received from liquidations. The only 

declared goal was to compensate German industrialists whose companies had suffered 
                                                
37 Tara Zahra, “The ‘Minority Problem’ and National Classification in the French and Czechoslovak 
Borderlands.” Contemporary European History 17, no. 2 (2008): 137. 
38 Erik Colban to secretary general James Eric Drummond, September 8, 1919. LoNa, Box R 1613. 
39 Memorandum no. 2. an den Volkerbund, Basel, August 25, 1919, in LoNa, Box R 1613. 
40 “However, as the manifestos have been addressed to the League, it will be necessary to submit them 
to the members of the Council,” maintained Colban. Colban to secretary general James Eric 
Drummond; See also Charles Rapp, René C Ley, and Heinrich Muth, The Protest of Young Alsace: 
1919 in LoNa, Box R 1613. 
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damages during German occupation, but it was not specified how these companies 

were to receive advantages.  

During sequesters and liquidations in Alsace-Lorraine, French tribunals and 

liquidation agents transferred several billion francs worth of assets from German 

economic elites into French, Alsatian, and Lorrainer hands. Walter Rathenau, the 

mastermind of the German war economy and postwar foreign minister of Weimar 

Germany, estimated the value of expropriated German assets in all neighboring states 

at 11 billion gold marks.41 In the absence of a rigorous study, it is impossible to 

establish the proceeds from liquidated German assets. Surprisingly, neither the Paris 

government nor the regional administration in Alsace made an attempt to evaluate the 

net worth of German assets in Alsace and Lorraine. What is even more intriguing is 

that the government issued no such estimates even after liquidations had been carried 

out.  

Even the Metz based historian Jacques Bariéty, who has devoted his entire 

oeuvre to researching Franco-German relations after the First World War, admitted 

that “it was impossible to find out the amount of money that entered the French state 

treasury as a result of liquidations.”42 Bariéty nonetheless did not study the French 

socialist deputy Jean Cluzel’s report, which provided at least a minimal estimate as of 

1928.43 By then, the treasury’s net balance from the liquidation of German assets near 

Paris  (carried out based on the stipulations of article 297 of the Versailles Treaty) 

                                                
41 Bruno Weil, “Wer zahlt die Schulden der Auslandsdeutschen?” Vossische Zeitung, August 30, 1926 
in Archives of the Wissenschaftliches Instititut der Elsass-Lothringer im Reich, box 61. 
42 Jacques Bariéty, Les relations franco-allemandes après la Première-Guerre Mondiale: 10 novembre 
1918-10 janvier 1925: de l’exécution à la négociation, Publications de La Sorbonne: Série 
Internationale 8 (Paris: Éditions Pedone, 1977), 147. 
43 Cluzel report. 
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amounted to 1.2 billion francs.44 The numbers, however, did not include all German 

assets expropriated in France: in Lorraine alone, the proceeds from the liquidation of 

large steel plants amounted to over 1.15 billion francs by 1923, and there were several 

smaller companies, bank deposits, buildings and other assets subject to liquidation.45  

The statistics available on the net worth of liquidated assets are thus 

approximate and say little about the value of the companies themselves. Rather, these 

conflicting numbers are proofs of the French treasury’s shabby postwar housekeeping, 

well-documented by Dan Silverman,  and indicate that the government’s intention was 

not to profit through the liquidation of German assets. The seizure of German assets 

forged ties between French political and economic elites, rather than creating profits 

for the state. Instead of measuring the objective value of German goods at a time of 

inflation, economic transition and instability, French governments in the 1920s 

regarded them as expensive gifts to French economic elites whose loyalty they hoped 

to secure. They achieved this goal through the purge of German political and 

economic influence from the region. 

 
  
Blueprint for Enriching Loyal Elites? (Dis)organizing the Liquidation of Enemy 
Property 
 

The seizure of German private property in Alsace-Lorraine constituted the 

largest “success” of French capitalists and the state in the aftermath of the war. If one 

discounts the land reforms and the expropriation of Austro-Hungarian and German 

state property in East-Central Europe, the liquidation of German interests constituted 

                                                
44 Cluzel report. 
45 Cluzel report. 
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the largest transfer of wealth among continental European elites after 1918.46 East-

Central European land reforms took the wealth of economic, political, and social elites 

and distributed it to non-elites, largely destitute peasants: in this regard, land reforms 

are not comparable to the transfer of positions between elite groups in Alsace and 

Lorraine. Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of expropriated landowners in 

East-Central Europe were not capitalists, but were gentry, aristocrats, or church 

dignitaries. Many estates, especially in Hungary, had been transformed into 

inalienable trusts in the late 19th century, which withdrew them from the market.47 In 

sum, land was an asset that substantially differed from industrial or banking capital, 

and it had primarily served to underpin the social positions of political and ecclesiastic 

elites rather than that of the economic elites, the focus of this dissertation.  

A group of French socialist politicians only began to assemble the details of 

the expropriations during the right-wing Bloc national coalition one year after the 

French government concluded a political and commercial agreement with Weimar 

Germany in 1926.48 As the strategic concerns with the security of France became 

secondary, economic considerations came to the fore. By then, however, it was 

already too late to make changes and decrease the losses to the French budget.  

                                                
46 David Mitrany, The Land & the Peasant in Rumania; the War and Agrarian Reform (1917-21). 
(London; New Haven: H. Milford, Oxford University Press; Yale University Press, 1930); David 
Mitrany, The Effect of the War in Southeastern Europe (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1936). The 
organization of the German property’s liquidation in Alsace and Lorraine revealed well the double 
intentions of the French government to please loyal elites and put pressure on German reparation 
payments and treaty compliance. The non-transparent and chaotic bureaucracy that surrounded 
liquidations prevented accountability and allowed for the French government to channel billions of 
francs worth of assets to loyal elites.  
47 Andrew C. Janos, The Politics of Backwardness in Hungary, 1825-1945 (Princeton, N.J: Princeton 
University Press, 1982), 131. 
 
48 Cluzel report. 
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The commission of markets and speculation – linked to the chamber of 

deputies that launched the investigation – was chaired by the socialist deputy and 

lawyer Louis Cluzel.49 Cluzel’s lengthy report stated the obvious when it accused 

postwar French governments of “grave miscalculations,” noting that “the supervision 

and surveillance of liquidations lacked a thorough organization from the beginning.”50 

 The report contrasted the well-executed liquidations that took place between 

1914 and 1918 in France with the French administration’s practice in Alsace-Lorraine. 

It also tried to quantify the proceeds from liquidations, which proved to be a difficult 

task since the immediate postwar Alsace-Lorraine administrations did not 

systematically gather data. The report stated that, until the armistice, regional tribunals 

had ordered the sequester and liquidation of more than 11,000 German companies in 

the French interior (excluding Alsace and Lorraine), and the national budget gained 

one billion francs in the process.51  

By August 1924, 17,000 German companies were under sequestration in 

France, and 14,000 of them had already been liquidated.52 Eighty-four percent of the 

liquidations that took place after the war were in Alsace-Lorraine, where sequesters 

affected more than 5,000 German assets, including firms, banks, shares, bank deposits, 

and buildings.53 The remaining 16 percent represented liquidations in the French 

interior, primarily in northeastern France. The most important, yet often overlooked 

liquidations took place before the first decree regarding liquidations was issued. 
                                                
49 Both left-wing (1917-1920, 1921-1922) and center-right (1920-1921, 1922-1924) governments were 
in power during the liquidation of German companies in Alsace and Lorraine, which suggests that the 
primary purpose of Cluzel’s highly critical report was not to run down political opponents. 
50 Cluzel report. 
51 Ibid. 
52 Ibid. 
53 Ibid. 
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Cluzel, who did not have access to the administrative correspondence of the region’s 

Commissariat Général, did not even mention that many companies had changed hands 

without any legal mandate, despite the 1918 decree on sequesters that forbade 

liquidations. Law followed practice in postwar Alsace-Lorraine. The lack of a decree 

regulating liquidations, and the lack of an institutional protocol enabled corruption, 

and made it difficult to trace what had actually happened to these companies between 

November 1918 and April 1919 (table 11.).54     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
54 Anatole Périer, Séquestres et liquidations des biens allemands en Alsace et Lorraine (Paris: Société 
Anonyme du Recueil Sirey, 1925), 76-97.  
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Table 11. The fate of German property in France, 1914-1927. 
 

Date Measure Focus 

October 8, 1914 Sequester of German companies 
French 
interior 

July 31, 1916 
The liquidation of German companies 
starts 

French 
interior 

November 30, 1918 
Decree of Prime Minister Clemenceau on 
Sequester of German companies 

Alsace-
Lorraine 

April 17, 1919 
Decree of the Strasbourg Commissioner 
General on liquidation of German property 

Alsace-
Lorraine 

February 23, 1923 
Administration of liquidation placed under 
the Minister of Justice, Paris 

Alsace-
Lorraine 

January 8, 1927 
Franco-German accord; Suspension of 
liquidations of German assets 

Entire 
France 

 

Cf. Georges Dazet, La liquidation des séquestres (Paris: Éditions et librairie, 1916), 
12-24; Cluzel report; Christian Dominicé, La notion du caractère ennemi des biens 
privés dans la guerre sur terre (Paris: Librairie Droz, 1961), 135. 

 
 

General commissioner Alexandre Millerand announced the first detailed 

decree on liquidations on April 17, 1919.55 He issued a series of further decrees that 

regulated expropriations on May 23 and June 19 the same year.56 These laws 

decentralized liquidations and spread responsibility for the process between the 

judiciary, the army, and the regional administration. No wonder that neither Millerand 

nor his successor as general commissioner, the career diplomat Gabriel Alapetite 

(1920-1924), managed to oversee liquidations.  

                                                
55 As general commissioner, Millerand vindicated the final decision on the liquidation of German assets 
and excluded even his consultative organ, the commission consultative d’Alsace et de Lorraine  from 
the process. This commission comprised Alsace-Lorraine’s native elites, who were formally excluded 
from the nomination of agents in charge of liquidations. Informally, however, several Alsatian and 
Lorrainer notables, civil servants and businessmen took part in the administration of liquidations. 
“Fonctionnement des séquesters et liquidations dans les départments du Haut-Rhin, du Bas-Rhin, et de 
la Moselle,” in Cluzel report,  31-33, PAAA, Box 762, Paris embassy files. 
56 “Fonctionnement des sequesters et liquidations” in Cluzel report. 
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The administrative chain of command surrounding German property was 

chaotic. The general commissioner, Alsace-Lorraine’s chief magistrate (1918-1925), 

was nominally in charge of liquidations. A “consultative commission on sequestered 

goods” came into being according to article three of the April 17, 1919 decree. The 

commission was a professional organ, composed of businessmen, lawyers, politicians, 

and a single representative of the labor movement.57 It attempted to serve as a 

mediator between various state organs and prospective buyers.58 The commission, 

however, was only obliged to provide an expert opinion to the general commissioner if 

the value of a sequestered asset surpassed 500,000 francs. Even then, the general 

commissioner did not have to follow the advice of this purely consultative organ.  

To further complicate the fate of enemy property, the final decision on 

liquidations, at least nominally, did not reside in the hands of the general 

commissioner, but in that of Alsace’s and Lorraine’s regional judges. It was thus the 

presiding judges of the regional tribunals who ordered the implementation of the 

general commissioner’s decrees on liquidations.  Presiding judges nominated the 

sequestering agents, who administered and liquidated the companies, and they 

endorsed, approved, or – in exceptional cases – cancelled liquidations. The 

consultative commission had no authorization to influence or report to these judges.59 

Nor was the ministry of industrial reconstruction officially involved in liquidations, 

                                                
57 After sequesters turned into liquidations in April 1917, the full name of the commission changed its 
name to “consultative commission on private goods and interests.” 
58 This commission was decisive in adjudicating between French industrialists who submitted their bids 
for Lorraine mines. H. Mornard, Mémoire sur la situation des sociétés acquéreurs des usines 
métallugiques allemandes en Lorraine (Paris, 1922), 3-4 in AAE C 24 Dossier 3, 1920. 
59 Presiding judges were not part of the government, but part of the judiciary, and they also acted on 
behalf of the attorney general (ministère public), which further complicated the process. 
“Fonctionnement des séquesters et liquidations,” in Cluzel report, 32. 
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even though Loucheur wielded the government prerogative to endorse or cancel any 

liquidation.60 

Even on paper, this hierarchy looked complicated. During its implementation 

in postwar Alsace-Lorraine, chaotic situations ensued as tribunals, the Paris 

government, and the general commissariat had overlapping responsibilities, giving rise 

to negligence and even competition.61 Then there were the French sinistrés and 

industrialists who asserted their agency by exploiting tensions among the ministry, the 

tribunals, and the regional government. Whereas in the secondary literature, Loucheur 

comes across as the most formidable economic policymaker of interwar France, the 

liquidation of German assets in Alsace-Lorraine showed that even he was unable to 

control the process, since he could only exercise his will in the region by cooperating 

with the nascent regional administration.62 The Parisian reconstruction ministry lagged 

behind fast-moving corporations that had sent their agents to assess the value of 

German-owned mines and factories in Alsace-Lorraine.  

Loucheur agreed that there was a need for French corporations to seize 

German assets, but he preferred stricter state control over the process and wanted 

French companies to pay higher prices for these firms. The minister complained to the 

under-secretary of state in charge of Alsace-Lorraine, Jules Jeanneney, that “Alsace-

Lorraine judicial authorities do not adhere to the instructions I have provided and on 

                                                
60 Loucheur to Jeanneney February 5, 1919. SB ADBR, 121AL 1448. 
61 The responsibilities of Loucheur’s reconstruction ministry partially overlapped with the regional 
administrative organ Commissariat Général’s department of mining affairs (Service des Mines) and 
industries (Service Industriel), fueling the conflict between the two. 
62 Stephen Douglas Carls, Louis Loucheur and the Shaping of Modern France, 1916-1931 (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1993); Louis Loucheur, Carnets secrets, 1908-1932 
(Bruxelles: Brepols, 1962); Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe, 70-83. 
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which we had agreed.”63 A week later, he added “from all sides I have learnt that 

foreign and French negotiators try to create rights [over German property]. I need to 

call your attention to the fact that I have forbidden all French industrialists who have 

consulted me from visiting factories in Alsace-Lorraine,”64 including even the 

representatives of the Schneiders, the largest steel manufacturer  in France..65 

Nevertheless, Loucheur’s letter constituted an unsuccessful reaction to the fact that the 

Commissariat Général had by then received numerous petitions from French firms 

announcing their intention to purchase particular German-owned companies, mines, 

and factories.66 

The decrees on liquidations resembled wartime French regulations, with a few 

notable exceptions. The commissioning of local tribunals to handle the process made 

sense during the war, since German companies were spread unevenly throughout 

France. Even so, the wartime overburdening of tribunals in the Seine department 

around Paris, where there was a high number of German assets, could have served as a 

warning sign.67  

 In Alsace-Lorraine there was an exponentially denser network of German 

companies than in the French interior. German companies clustered in a small area 

around the region’s four major cities. Still, the general commissioner did not set up an 

office to administer and oversee liquidations, but rather continued to charge 

overburdened regional tribunals with the supervision of the process. Not surprisingly, 

                                                
63 Loucheur to Jeanneney, February 5, 1919, SB ADBR, 121AL 1448. 
64 Loucheur to Jeanneney, February 13, 1919, SB ADBR, 121AL 1448. 
65 Loucheur to Jeanneney, February 5, 1919, SB ADBR, 121AL 1448. 
66 Loucheur to Jeanneney, February 13, 1919.  
67 Cluzel report. 
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judges assigned the task to sequestering agents, transforming their position into that of 

liquidation agents starting April 1919. Due to the lack of an adequate pool of 

professional sequestering agents and the lucrative nature of the job,  hundreds of 

German companies were often assigned to a single agent.  

During the First World War, there was a gap between the 1914 decree on 

sequestering enemy companies and the 1916 decree that ordered their liquidation 

(table 11), which allowed for a clear estimation of the company’s worth and effort to 

find the highest bidder. In Alsace-Lorraine, however, the liquidation of key enemy 

companies followed sequesters in a matter of weeks or months, preventing a careful 

assessment of their value. Nothing shows more clearly the French government’s 

intention to use German property to favor loyal elites than the ban on the general 

public’s right to bid on German assets, especially mines.68 Loucheur likely lost out or 

changed his mind on the issue, since in a February 1919 letter to under-secretary of 

state Jeanneney he still insisted on the necessity of public bidding. By the time the 

April 17, 1919 decree formally ordered the liquidation of enemy companies, French 

and Alsatian corporations had informally acquired many enemy-owned firms.69 As the 

case of the liquidation of German mines discussed below will show, companies that 

had the chance to buy German assets often financed their purchases from credit: thus, 

                                                
68 Cluzel report. 
69 Corruption was encoded in the very organization of liquidation. The rich secondary literature on 
institutionalized corruption - mostly centered on Africa - lists weak institutions as a reason for its 
development and the weakening of the state as a result. Jean-François Médard, “Les paradoxes de la 
corruption institutionnalisée,” Revue internationale de politique comparée 13, no. 4 (March 1, 2007): 
697–710; Dele Olowu and Paulos Chanie, ed. State Fragility and State Building in Africa: Cases from 
Eastern and Southern Africa (Basel: Springer, 2015), 39-43; Viktor Marsai, “Somalia: Security for 
Whom?” The Polish Quarterly of International Affairs. vol. 24, 4/2015, 35-58. 
Cluzel, ”Rapport fait au nom de la Commission des Marchés et les Spéculations,” ibid. 
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French policies did not necessarily result in locating big companies with capital to 

invest in Alsace and Lorraine.70 

While Loucheur, the general commissioner, and judges were busy channeling 

the most valuable assets to favored industrialists as quickly as possible, they neglected 

assets of a lesser value, or those in need of a complex assessment, such as 

multinational companies, or those co-owned by Belgians and Germans.71 Many of 

these companies only received their sequestering agents months after the armistice, 

which allowed the German management to make company profits vanish, sell 

remaining asset stocks, and engage in other activities that diminished the company’s 

value.72 The withdrawal of machines, equipment, and factory furnishings from Alsace-

Lorraine by the German army in 1918 further amerliorated the losses of German 

industrialists, although it remains impossible to assess the extent of this operation.73  

Loucheur and his associate, the industrialist-engineer Ernest Mercier, 

intervened in favor of accelerating sequesters when the ineptitude of the regional 

                                                
70 One positive outcome of a ban of public bidding could have been filtering out smaller firms with 
inadequate capital resources from the competition for German goods.  
71 One of the companies with multinational owners that generated protracted discussions in the French 
administration was the Société des Hauts-Fourneaux Lorraine in Aumetz-la-Paix. Memorandum, 
January 5, 1919, 121 AL 1448. 
72 Cluzel report. 
73 Civil servants also moved family members and furniture to the German interior, although there 
remained over 13,000 German furniture shipments in Alsace and Lorraine by 1919, which shows that 
the operation to withdraw German assets from the Reichsland was not systematic and did not reduce 
substantially German moveable property in the region. In the November 15, 1919 Baden Baden accord 
the French and German governments agreed to cancel the sequester of German furniture in Alsace-
Lorraine in exchange for a lump sum of 25 million francs, paid by Germany to France. The Paris 
administration pledged and did actually spend the money on compensating Alsatians and Lorrainers 
who suffered from wartime internment and other forms of discrimination by the German army. Anatole 
Périer, Séquestres et liquidations des biens allemands en Alsace et Lorraine (Paris: Société Anonyme 
du Recueil Sirey, 1925), 54. The compensation of those Alsatians whom the French army interned 
during the war was a more protracted and controversial process; the Association des internés civils 
d'Alsace et de Lorraine en France was chaired by an Alsatian businessman, Émile Nussbaum, and had 
1,100 members in the early 1920s. Nussbaum to commissaire général, March 22, 1920; ADBR 121 AL 
98. 
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administration and courts affected the mines and steel plants they were most 

concerned about. Mercier reprimanded the native Alsatian director of mining affairs at 

the General Commissariat, Conrad Schlumberger, in December 1918, stating that “I 

am informed that the sequestering of German interests in Alsace-Lorraine has 

witnessed delays that I cannot at all comprehend […] All the mines of Alsace-Lorraine 

should be placed under a sequestering official as soon as possible.”74  

While there were more than 5,000 fully or partially German-owned companies 

in Alsace-Lorraine in 1918, the most valuable assets were the potash mines in Upper 

Alsace, the Lorraine iron-ore mines and steel plants, as well as the Adler and 

Oppenheimer tannery and a few engineering companies like the Wolf, Netter, and 

Jacobi  steel sheet producing corporation.75  

Large companies were able to offer jobs to French engineers, managers, and 

even industrialists. There was also a tendency to solve the French elite’s “Russia 

problem” through the expulsion of Germans in Alsace-Lorraine. After the drastic 

eradication of French interests in the former Russian Empire following the Bolshevik 

revolution, the French government tried to compensate industrialists or engineers who 

had lost their positions in Russia with jobs in Alsace and Lorraine.76 Loucheur tried to 

promote military officials and colleagues graduating from the École Polytechnique, 

                                                
74 Mercier to Schlumberger on December 23, 1918, SB ADBR, 121 AL 1448. 
75 Cluzel report; Albert Bleicher, Elsass und Lothringen wirtschaftlich gesehen (Berlin: A.W. Hayns̕ 
erben, 1942); Denkschrift über die Verschleuderung der Deutschen Gruben und Hüttenwerke in 
Frankreich (Berlin: n/a, 1934), manuscript in PAAA Box 762. 
76 French financial losses in the Soviet Union due to the nationalization of French companies and 
renunciation of the Tsar’s pre-1918 state debt amounted to 26 billion francs, more than three-fourths of 
France’s entire 1913 national debt (33 billion francs). The management of French assets in Russia 
required hundreds, probably thousands of French professionals who had to leave after the Bolshevik 
revolution. Benjamin F. Martin, France and the Après Guerre, 1918-1924: Illusions and 
Disillusionment (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1999), 23. 



 

 357 

many of whom had worked in Russia before the outbreak of the war. In January 1919, 

the minister wrote a letter of recommendation, addressed to the general commissioner, 

in which he suggested the appointment of the French president of the former 

Metallurgy and Mining Union of Russia  (Union Minière et Métallurgique de Russie), 

by then a defunct organization, as director of a mine in Lorraine.77 

German-owned companies and assets (bonds, stocks, furniture, buildings, 

companies) of lesser importance were subject to “extreme negligence” by the Paris 

government, the regional courts, and administration.78 Judges either randomly 

designated army officers who happened to be in Alsace and Lorraine as sequestering 

agents, or assigned cases to notables or traditional elites of local society: lawyers, 

businessmen, and industrialists. These agents often took a business interest in the fate 

of specific German assets, which provided a blueprint for corruption. Conflicts of 

interests abounded. Sequesters often received their position as a sinecure, and had 

neither the time nor the competence to manage the companies. Many of them were 

also guilty of making the German firm’s sizeable profits or assets “vanish” by 

assigning them as honoraria for themselves.79  Despite French socialist deputy Ernest 

Lafont’s 1919 criticism of the process, noted in the Cluzel report, there were no 

investigations; supervisory authorities failed to check the activities of courts and 

                                                
77 Louis Loucheur to commandant Hausser, General Inspector of Industrial Services in Alsace-Lorraine, 
January 11, 1919, SB ADBR, 121 AL 1448.) 
78 Cluzel report, 37.  
79 Cluzel report. 
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sequestering agents.80 The report accused judges at the regional tribunal of Metz, for 

instance, with “culpable negligence and a complete ignorance of their duty.”81 

Some agents were in charge of the liquidation of many hundreds of assets, 

which “they completely neglected, leaving files in the drawer for years without ever 

opening them.”82 In certain cases, sequestering agents accepted the state’s financial 

compensation for their work, but tacitly allowed the pre-1918 company personnel to 

run sequestered firms. An army captain who acted as one of the French sequestering 

agents, for instance, left the German director of the Bouzenville engineering company 

“temporarily” in place and commissioned a French officer, a metal worker in civilian 

life, to supervise him.83  

After the Versailles Treaty came into effect in January 1920, article 33 treating 

the citizenship of Germans married to natives further slowed the process.84 Until 

French authorities decided on the naturalization applications of German residents of 

Alsace and Lorraine, liquidations could not proceed.85 Thus, due to corruption and 

mismanagement, as well as dilatory administrative techniques, the liquidation of 

remaining German companies proceeded slowly between 1919 and 1923. 

Acknowledging the numerous controversies surrounding the process, the French 

central government took liquidations in Alsace-Lorraine under its direct administration 

in 1923. 

                                                
80 Cluzel report, 32. 
81 Cluzel report, 35. 
82 Cluzel report, 34. 
83 Captain Forveille, “Rapport sur la gestion du séquester de la firme Peipers & Cie.,” February 2, 1920, 
SB ADBR, 121 AL 1448. 
84 Article 298 of the Versailles Treaty on prewar debts and credits intervened in the process of 
liquidations. Cluzel report,32. 
85 Cluzel report. 
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 By this time, expropriations had reshuffled Alsace-Lorraine’s economic elites, 

creating numerous tensions within local society and resentments among “Old 

Germans” in Germany. Not every Alsatian and Lorrainer was able to acquire German 

property, and many among the local bourgeoisie, industrialists, and bankers believed 

the administration prioritized Parisian over regional economic elites. Regardless of 

who acquired German property, the prolonged system of sequesters slowed down 

production and commerce and complicated the regulation of prewar and wartime 

debts. Even most companies owned by francophile Alsatians, such as the De Dietrich 

engineering firm or the Alsatian General Bank, were affected, since they had at least 

some German shareholders. These “enemy shares” were subject to sequester, while 

Alsatian owners were compelled to buy them, siphoning capital from productive 

investments. The sequester of German-owned companies also contributed to the short-

term decline of Alsace-Lorraine’s economy, since production stopped or was radically 

reduced under incompetent sequestering agents, who laid off many workers.86 

Since there was no centralized account of sequesters and liquidations, either 

before or after April 1919, case studies reveal best how key assets undergirding 

economic elite status changed hands after the First World War. Whereas it is difficult 

to account for the fate of the more than 5,000 enemy companies, I have included case 

studies on the fate of the most valuable and strategically important assets. The transfer 

of these companies caused the largest restructuring among the region’s economic 

elites, and their liquidation triggered public debates that were often linked to 

contemporary discussions on Bolshevism, German influence, or even antisemitism.   

                                                
86 Cluzel report. 
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In the Shadow of the Armistice: The Liquidation of the Wolf, Netter, Jacobi Firm  
 

Even if the French government cooperated with economic elites, primarily 

through Louis Loucheur, the state as well as industrialists from the French interior had 

divergent interests with regard to German property. Industrialists maneuvered to seize 

German goods as soon as possible, whereas Loucheur campaigned for rigorous state 

control over the process. The case of the Wolf, Netter, Jacobi engineering firm and the 

fate of Lorraine steel plants shows how the French administration and French 

industrialists were able to reach a compromise. The transfer of Strasbourg’s iconic 

Maison Rouge hotel, on the other hand, illustrates how French economic elites were 

able to outmaneuver the Paris government and purchase prominent assets on the 

cheap, bypassing the endorsement of the government by making deals with Alsace’s 

regional administration. without any resistance from courts or from local, regional, or 

national administrations. 

The Wolf, Netter, Jacobi firm was subject to liquidation before the April 1919 

decree on liquidations, and the process revealed tensions between Louis Loucheur, 

French industrialists, the French army and local administration.87 The liquidation of 

the firm’s foundry in Strasbourg was one of the cases that triggered Loucheur’s 

                                                
87 Notably, the issue of German property triggered several conflicts between Prime Minister 
Clemenceau’s team of politicians and experts who had worked closely together during the war. 
Clemenceau filled the key administrative positions relating to Alsace-Lorraine with loyal, radical 
socialist politicians starting in November 1918. Jules Jeanneney became under-secretary of state 
charged with administering Alsace and Lorraine, while Jeanneney’s brother-in-law, Georges Maringer, 
became high commissioner. Reflecting attempts by the French government to centralize the 
administration of Alsace-Lorraine, both Jeanneney and Maringer set up their offices in Paris. 
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personal intervention, lthough in general the reconstruction minister preferred policy 

planning over adjudicating individual petitions.  

As early as December 1918, the Firminy steel plant in central France sent its 

engineers to assess the value of the Wolf, Netter, and Jacobi firm and purchase the 

company.88 They even contacted the German co-owner, Eugen Jacobi, and the 

Alsatian engineer Edmund Schisselé, who acted as sequestering agent, and they 

concluded a deal.89 What is remarkable about the actions of the firm was that the steel 

plant had not suffered war damages and could not claim sinistré status: its main 

branch was tucked away in the French interior which had not been subject to German 

occupation. The company also had investments in Dunkerque, a city that was close to 

the frontline, but never subject to German occupation. In addition, Firminy lacked 

adequate capital resources to acquire such a large and valuable company.90  

Only after the deal had been concluded did Firminy’s general director Marcel 

Dumuis approach the local administration and courts which acted as supervisory 

authorities of sequestered goods.91 The Firminy steel plant was part of the powerful 

Comité des Forges, the main consortium of French heavy industrialists, which gave it 

additional leverage during negotiations.92 Dumuis first went to the director of the 

Commissariat General’s Service of Foundries; he then also met the prosecutor and 

                                                
88 Marcel Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat,” April 2, 1919. ADBR 121 AL 1448. 
89 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat;” American Mining and Metallurgical Manual (Chicago: The 
Mining Manual Company, 1919), 279. 
90 Firminy’s paid up capital amounted to four millions francs, less than the net worth of the Wolf, 
Netter, and Jacobi firm. American Mining and Metallurgical Manual, 279.;  Confédération générale du 
travail, Rapport de la Commission dʹenquête du Conseil économique du Travail dans les régions 
dévastées: une politique de reconstruction. (Villeneuve: St. Georges, 1921). 
91 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat.” 
92 Robert Pinot, Le Comité Des Forges de France Au Service de La Nation (Août 1914 - Novembre 
1918) (Paris : A. Colin, 1919), 253-254. 
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presiding judge of the Strasbourg tribunal.93 Jules Lévy, the newly appointed deputy 

of the presiding judge, was also present at this meeting . Loucheur did not know at the 

time that Lévy had by then accepted tens of thousands of francs of bribes from a 

Parisian industrialist who lobbied to acquire German real-estate and stores in 

downtown Strasbourg.94 It is also unclear whether Dumuis tried to bribe judge Lévy.  

Given the dubious nature of the purchase, Dumuis asked the two officials how 

to proceed without “exposing Firminy to any criticism.”95 He confirmed that both the 

sequestering agent and Jacobi were content with the deal.96 At least according to 

Dumuis, the presiding judge and the prosecutor endorsed the transaction “extremely 

clearly,” on condition that the government approve it, too. The owner, Jacobi, and 

sequestering agent, Schisselé, subsequently assisted Dumuis in preparing the 

liquidation.97 

On January 22, 1919, the sale was officially concluded.98 Firminy paid 7 

million francs for WNJ, and another 6.5 million for its installations.99 Given that the 

WNJ’s wartime profits amounted to 8 million marks (around 7 million prewar francs), 

the deal was very advantageous for the French buyer. About a week later, however, 

Loucheur delivered a fiery speech in the chamber of deputies in which he condemned 

premature liquidations and exploratory trips by French firms in Alsace-Lorraine as he 

realized that the French budget would have to write off enormous losses. After the 

                                                
93 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat.”; Loucheur to Jeanneney February 5, 1919. 
94 As explained in detail below, in connection with the Maison Rouge scandal. ADBR 157 AL 105. 
95 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat.” 
96 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat.” 
97 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat.” Loucheur, “Note pour Jeanneney” February 5, 1919, ADBR 
121 AL 1448. 
98 Dumuis, “Note sur le projet d’achat.” 
99 Ibid. 
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speech, Dumuis headed immediately to the minister’s Paris office and exposed the 

situation to him, including the endorsement he had received from regional officials.100 

The cooperation of the prosecutor, the judge, and the sequestering agent with Dumuis 

alarmed Loucheur, who immediately wrote to under-secretary Jeanneney, canceling 

the transaction. Dumuis, however, contested Loucheur’s assessment of the situation, 

and the affair took months to resolve.  

Finally, Firminy had to share ownership rights over WNJ with other French 

and Alsatian industrialists: WNJ was rebaptized as the Forges de Strasbourg, 

(Foundries of Strasbourg), in 1919. Still, Dumuis’s maneuvering suggested that it was 

relatively easy to acquire German assets in the immediate aftermath of the French 

takeover. Local actors of the regional administration initially had more power in the 

process than policymakers like Loucheur, who only intervened once the sale was 

underway. Also, Loucheur’s personal intervention in the liquidation process was an 

exception and his reluctance to intervene empowered French economic elites to 

maneuver to acquire German assets on the cheap soon after the armistice. Similar to 

the liquidation of the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery, the German owners had an 

active role in selling the WNJ. Either because they received threats from the French 

army and administration, or because they sought to minimize their losses through 

cooperation, they facilitated rather than obstructed the liquidations.  

Many businessmen, especially sinistrés, impatiently claimed immediate 

compensation for losses suffered during World War I by wartime German 

                                                
100 Loucheur to Dumuis, February 18, 1919. ADBR 121 AL 1448. 
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authorities.101 Imperiled owners, if they had connections, turned to government 

officials to cross their assets off the list of property to be sequestered, yet the effect of 

pulling strings was far from certain given the competition between authorities.  

While corruption was widespread, the primary reason why the general 

commissioner condoned the informal purchase of German firms by French 

corporations is that the incoming administration was unable to bankroll sequestered 

companies. Furthermore, the French administration needed the assistance of loyal 

economic elites to fend off working-class organizations, strikes, and to assure 

continued production.102  

Large German-owned companies, but especially mines, employed thousands of 

workers and were key to the stabilization of the region’s postwar economy. Due to the 

grip of Alsatian economic elites on the textile industry and the region’s traditional 

industries during the period of the annexation, German economic elites primarily 

concentrated in new industries, such as potash mining, and in capital-intensive steel 

production.103 

The mining of raw materials and the production of finished goods needed to 

continue in order to fight labor unrest, as well. The workers of Wolf, Netter, and 

Jacobi went on strike in 1919, blaming the French sequestering agent for decreasing 

production figures and engaging in layoffs.104 The forced administration of German 

companies by French authorities did in fact hinder production as it put a question mark 
                                                
101 Rapport de la Commission dʹenquête du Conseil économique du Travail dans les régions dévastées: 
une politique de reconstruction (Villeneuve: St. Georges, 1921), 3-4. 
102 Artillery squadron chief Hausser, General Inspector of the Bureau of Industries for Alsace-Lorraine 
(Service Industriel d’Alsace et de Lorraine) to the General Commissioner, March 28, 1919. SB ADBR 
121 AL 1448; Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 139-140. 
103 Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 139-146. 
104 Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 139-140. 
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over the ownership of the company, which made it an unreliable negotiating partner 

when obtaining commissions and, more importantly, credit. This problem became 

especially clear in the case of the Lorraine steel plants I will discuss below. 

Smaller German-owned manufacturing companies that were not strategically 

important, such as a chocolate factory, shut down first; Meanwhile, 45 to 50 workers 

were laid off daily from the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery, starting as early as 

December 1918.105 Even though only 83 out of the firm’s 2,000 workers were 

German, likely on account of its German owners, the tannery had stopped receiving 

raw materials since the armistice, which sharply decreased production and led to labor 

unrest.106 

Apart from fearing the workers’ movement, the poverty of France also fostered 

rapid liquidations as sequestering agents, the General Commissioner’s office, and the 

ministry of industrial reconstruction were unable to meet the operating costs of these 

companies. After four years of war, the resources of the French administration were 

depleted. Contradictions between the radical expulsion of Germans and the inability of 

the French government to assure a stable transition were glaring. Cut off from German 

markets, mother companies and banks, both large corporations and smaller companies 

were in desperate need of credit and raw materials to remain in operation.107 The other 

option, to leave these key companies in German hands and allow the free flow of 
                                                
105 “Memorandum” by the Industrial Service of Alsace and Lorraine, May 12, 1919. SB ADBR 121 AL 
1448. 
106 Squadron chief Hausser’s December 27, 1918 report to the high commissioner summarized in Jean 
Daltroff, “Les Adler et Oppenheimer,” Revue d’Alsace, no. 136 (October 1, 2010): 175–97. 
 
107 French economist Henri Hauser sent a series of alarming reports on Alsace-Lorraine’s economy to 
the French government. “Troisième rapport sur la mission du M. Henri Hauser auprès des Chambres de 
Commerce de l’Alsace et de Lorraine,” ANF, F 12 8044; Séverine-Antigone Marin and Georges-Henri 
Soutou, Henri Hauser (1866-1946): humaniste, historien, républicain (Paris: PUPS, 2006). 
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goods from occupied Rhineland and rump Germany to Alsace-Lorraine, was a 

politically unviable one.108 The lack of resources was especially apparent when it 

came to the German-owned mines of Lorraine, which were both highly valuable and 

expensive to maintain in operation.109 The liquidation of these mines shows how the 

state contributed to the strengthening of French, Alsatian, and Lorrainer economic 

elites at the expense of the treasury.  

 
“Conflict Minerals?” The Mines of Lorraine and the Making of the Postwar French 
Business Elite 
 

The expropriation of the Lorraine mines and steel plants constitutes a special 

case in the history of postwar property transfers, since the French government was 

heavily involved in the process from the beginning as an arbiter among industrialists. 

The mines also constituted an asset of strategic importance for the military potential of 

France, while the production potential of iron ore heavily influenced the entire French 

economy. Whereas companies like the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery and the Wolf, 

Netter and Jacobi firm were also important for the region’s economy, Lorraine’s steel 

plants had the potential to upset the entire French (and Western European) economy 

and remake the hierarchy between heavy industrialists in France. 

The former Reichsland had no natural place in the French economy; it was 

oriented towards Germany, and French elites feared that the windfall of industrial 

capacity would wreak havoc on the national economy, destroy heavy industries, and 

upset the balance between elites from different parts of France.  

                                                
108 Stevenson, French War Aims against Germany, 133-149. 
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The annexation of Alsace-Lorraine on its own, without bringing the coalfields 

of the Saar and the Rhineland into the French customs union, posed risks for French 

industrialists. The extensive mining and steel production capacity of Alsace-Lorraine 

meant competition for less modern French mines. Despite the nationalist rhetoric of 

“revanche,” many feared the region’s superior industrial capacity and the 

consequences of overproduction that the annexation of the “lost provinces” might 

precipitate.  

Robert Pinot, secretary general of the Comité des forges, the association of 

French heavy industrialists, pointed out that the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine would 

double France’s iron ore output, increase the production of cast iron by 75 percent and 

of steel by 50 percent, and aggravate the country’s prewar oil  and coke deficit (table 

12).110 The Comité des forges successfully lobbied for the gradual integration of 

Alsace and Lorraine into the French economy and the retention of German export 

markets for Alsatian products.111 Pinot warned that the “badly situated” and less 

efficient “factories of Central France, precisely those that allowed us to score a 

victory” would “disappear” if not protected from Lorraine’s competition.112 In the 

meantime, Jean Schneider, owner of the Schneider-Creuzot steel plant in Central 

France, unsuccessfully lobbied the government for a punitive export tax on Lorraine 

                                                
110 Robert Pinot, Le Comité des forges de France au service de la nation (août 1914 - novembre 1918) 
(Paris : A. Colin, 1919). 
111 Historian Jacques Bariéty even suggested that the Le Comité des Forges lobbied heavily for what 
became article 268 of the Versailles Treaty, which allowed for the duty free entry of Alsace-Lorraine 
products to Germany for five years. Jacques Bariéty, “Les conséquences pour l’économie française du 
retour de l’Alsace-Lorraine à la France en 1919,” in Francia: Forschungen zur Westeuropäischen 
Geschichte, vol. 3, (1975): 535-536. 
112 Pinot, Le Comité des forges, 232; Bariéty, “Les conséquences pour l’économie française,” 536. 
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exports to Germany in order to even out the competitiveness of steel manufacturing in 

various French regions.113 

 

Table. 12. French industrial potential and the annexation of Alsace-Lorrane. The 

production of key products (millions of tons).  

 
Production of 

  

1913 Oil Ore Cast Iron Steel  
Deficit in 
Oil 

France  40 22 5 5 22 

France+Alsace-Lorraine  44 43 9 7 50 

France+Alsace-Lorraine+ Sarre 
(1913) 57 43 10.5 9 22 

 
Robert Pinot, Le Comité Des Forges de France Au Service de La Nation (Août 1914 - 

Novembre 1918) (Paris : A. Colin, 1919), 229. 

 
Ultimately, the economic clauses of the Versailles Treaty, the allied occupation 

of the Rhineland, and the French takeover and partial nationalization of German 

potash mines benefitted both Alsace-Lorraine’s native industrialists and those from the 

interior of France. The Versailles settlement enabled France to substantially increase 

its economic potential as compared to Germany: although French coal production still 

made up less than one third of Germany’s, steel production superseded Great Britain’s 

and reached three-fourths of German output, while France emerged as the major 

producer of iron ore and cast iron.114 Due to the economic crisis of 1920 and 1921, 

                                                
113 Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe, 71-73. 
114 Still, German cast iron production capacity remained superior to that of France. Pinot, Le Comité des 
Forges,  230. 
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however, industrial production only reached 1913 levels again in 1924.115  Germany’s 

industry emerged more intact from the war than France’s, and German firms acted as a 

rival of French companies as early as the 1920s.116 

There were four large iron-ore mines in Lorraine, north of Metz, that were of 

special interest to the French administration: These were located in Knutange, 

Uckange, Rombas, and Hagondange, which was the most well-developed one. The 

plants and mines in Hayange had been in the hands of the French industrialist François 

de Wendel already before the war, and they thus posed no special problems. The four 

other sites were industrial complexes equipped with blast furnaces, rollings-mills, and 

steel producing units; they employed tens of thousands of workers.117   

The liquidation of iron ore mining companies and adjoining steel plants in 

Lorraine and potash mines of Alsace constituted the most valuable German assets 

sequestered by the French administration after World War I. The prewar net worth of 

three out of four major steel plants – the ones in Rombas, Hagondange, and Knutange 

– amounted to 1.4 billion gold marks, which was approximately 4 billion French 

francs in 1919, and around 10 billion US dollars as of 2015.118 French exports totaled 

                                                
115 Alfred Sauvy and Anita Hirsch, Histoire économique de la France entre les deux guerres, vol. 2 
(Paris: Economica, 1984), 84. 
116 Raymond Poidevin and Jacques Bariéty, Les relations franco-allemandes: 1815-1975 (Paris: Colin, 
1977), 236-238; Memorandum of the Groupement de Fabricants Français Sinistrés de Produits 
Réfractaires, June 24, 1919, ANF AJ 24 125. 
117 Pinot, Le Comité des Forges, 230-232; Bulletin No. 3707; “Les Mines de Fer de l’Alsace et de 
Lorraine en 1923,” Bulletin No. 3806, Le Comité des Forges,  8. AAE C 24/4.   
118 I rely on economic historian’s Rodney Edvinsson exchange rate estimates. Historical Currency 
Converter database accessed on June 3, 2016, at 
http://www.historicalstatistics.org/Currencyconverter.html. 
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less than 9 billion francs in 1919, which highlights the enormous value of these steel 

plants in reannexed Lorraine.119  

These steel plants had the potential to upset the hierarchies of France’s 

business elites, cause trouble for firms in the French interior, and meddle with 

industrial exports.120 In addition, the only guarantee for their prosperity was the 

diplomatic intervention of the French government at the peace conference and beyond, 

assuring German reparation shipments of coal and duty-free exports to their former 

German markets. These mines thus shaped France’s industrial and military potential. I 

will show below that the plants received more attention than the other German 

corporations in Alsace and Lorraine.  

These plants depended on shipments of coke from partner companies in 

Germany. Once the plants ran out of capital, they stopped paying their suppliers, 

resulting in a shortage of raw materials and sharp decreases in production. At first, the 

General Commissioner’s finance department tried to solve the problem by extending 

an emergency credit of less than 5 million francs, which covered only a fraction of the 

costs. Subsequently, the Alsatian General Bank, owned by native Alsace-Lorraine 

elites, provided another 30 million to the steel plants. These sums, however, still 

proved insufficient.  

Loucheur personally approved a 40-million franc credit to troubled steel 

corporations. While the budgetary commission of the chamber of deputies approved 

Loucheur’s credit offer, the senate’s corresponding commission “clearly refused” to 

                                                
119 The minister of commerce and industry, Auguste Isaac to president Alexandre Millerand on 
December 10, 1920. ANF F 12 9174. 
120 “Les Mines de Fer de l’Alsace et de Lorraine en 1921,” Bulletin No. 3707, Le Comité des Forges,  8. 
AAE C 24/4.   
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support the initiative: after all, it meant extending credits gained from French 

taxpayers to companies that were still technically German.121 The extension of credit 

thus never materialized. A squadron chief, a certain Hausser, who served as inspector 

general of the Alsace’s and Lorraine’s industries at the time,122 suggested stepping up 

pressure on Germany to furnish raw materials to the steel plants. Despite the radically 

anti-German proposals of Hausser and others in the French army, a military solution 

was nowhere in sight in 1919.  

The lack of capital explains why the local administration of Alsace-Lorraine 

was ready to make deals with German owners, and why the government accepted 

submarket offers by French corporations in exchange for the Lorraine mines. Apart 

from the scarcity of capital, shortage of time was also an important factor. Given the 

lack of resources, the French administration facilitated the takeover of German firms 

as soon as possible by large French corporations that were supposed to have the 

resources to ratchet up production quickly before the onset of a crisis of 

underproduction and unemployment. These expectations, however, failed to 

materialize. Loucheur and other technocrats did not take into consideration the fact 

that French economic elites had different interests than the state. Furthermore, the 

tribulations experienced by gallicized steel plants in the 1920s shows that French 

corporations were unable to stop the problem of undercapitalization. Nor could they 

                                                
121 Artillery squadron chief Hausser, General Inspector of the Bureau of Industries for Alsace-Lorraine 
(Service Industriel d’Alsace et de Lorraine), to the General Commissioner, March 28, 1919. SB ADBR 
121 AL 1448. 
122 Hausser to the General Commissioner, March 28, 1919. SB ADBR 121 AL 1448. 
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reach the production capacities of the plants. In addition, buyers ended up transferring 

only a fraction of the selling price to the state treasury by the late 1920s.123  

Loucheur’s only priority was to maintain a balance between various groups of 

French industrialists and to retain some state control over pricing and distribution. His 

moderate dirigisme tried to balance a laissez-faire attitude with the state’s active role 

in shaping heavy industry’s ownership structures as well as production and 

distribution. As for the steel plants, Loucheur supported a more economically liberal 

line than in the case of Alsace’s potash mines, which the government decided to 

nationalize excluding both French and Alsatian economic elites.124  German economic 

elites who had invested in the potash and mines or large steel plants had less capacity 

than the Adlers, Oppenheimers and Jacobis had to maneuver and make deals with 

French industrialists.  

As for the iron-ore mines and steel plants of Rombas, Knutange, and Uckange, 

Loucheur favored specific French and Alsatian and Lorrainer companies. His aim was 

to balance the interests of various corporations by limiting the Schneider-Creuzot firm 

from acquiring too large an interest, or by banning the completely destroyed Denain-

Anzin foundry from overtaking Knutange in exchange for its losses. Banks that were 

active in Romania and East-Central Europe in the takeover of enemy assets, such as 

the Banque de Paris et du Pays-Bas, also took part in the gallicization of some mines, 

                                                
123 Mornard, “Mémoire.”  
124 The nationalization of potash mines turned out to be one of the successful measures of the French 
administration. The state was a better owner in postwar Alsace-Lorraine than French industrialists. 
Following the French state’s takeover of the potash mines, production increased by 900 percent as 
opposed to prewar figures, which enabled France to be the second largest potash producer in the world, 
after Germany. Harvey, Constructing Class and Nationality, 138. 
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which points to connections between Western and East-Central Europe in the 

aftermath of the war. 

The Lorraine foundry of the Prussian Thyssen corporation in Hagondange was 

an exception. Hagondange was among the most valuable and modern steel plants of 

Europe at the time, with six modern blast furnaces on 1,250 acres of land and 

adjoining iron-ore concessions on 14,000 acres.125 In order to avoid the concentration 

of power and wealth in the hands of a few French foundries, the administration 

decided to allow the transfer of Hangondange to business elites representing another 

sector of the economy: companies that relied on steel to produce finished products 

such as cars, machines, or train carriages. As a mixture of dirigisme and industrial 

centralization, the French administration lumped Peugeot, Renault, the Alsatian De 

Dietrich, and other companies into a Union des Consommateurs de Produits 

Métallurgiques et Industriels (Union of Consumers of Metal Products and 

Industrialists), and in turn extended a favorable offer to the Union to purchase the 

Hagondange shares.126  

Whereas the 1914 value of the Thyssen complex was 850 million gold marks, 

the Union of Consumers had the option of purchasing the company for 150 million 

francs in 1919, even though 850 million gold marks amounted to approximately 2.5 

billion francs in 1919.127 Thus, the Union of Consumers purchased the company for 

                                                
125 The Journal of the Iron and Steel Institute, vol. 104, no. 2 (London: The Institute, 1921), 311-312. 
126 “Report on Hagondange firm,” AAE, 45RC20 Relations Commerciales (1919-1940) C 24, Alsace 
Lorraine; “Tableau synoptique des operations” annex to the Cluzel report, PAAA, box 762. 
127 I rely on economic historian’s Rodney Edvinsson exchange rate estimates; the comparison of the 
value of 1914 and 1919 currencies is based on the value of gold mark and the French franc as compared 
to the value of gold and silver. “850,000,000 German [gold] mark in year 1913 could buy 304,385,450 
gramms of gold. The price of 304,385,450 gram gold in year 1919 was 1,398,545,711 French franc. 
850,000,000 German mark in year 1913 could buy 10,406,938,548 gramms of silver. The price of 
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approximately 6 percent of its actual value. What is more, similar to the Romanian 

group of investors who bought up the Hungarian-owned Petroșani mines in 

Transylvania, the Union des Consommateurs paid only a fraction of the purchase 

value, 37 million francs to the French state (about 1.5 percent of the plant’s prewar 

value), while it intended to raise the remaining 113 million francs from the annual 

profits of the newly acquired company.128 The French state thus enabled a group of 

pro-government business elites to purchase one of the major industrial establishments 

in Europe for a fraction of its value, while enabling the restructuring of production to 

serve the interests of automakers, which led to the exploitation and inadequate 

utilization of the company. 

That preferential treatment extended to certain industrialists over others was 

not the only problem with selling the Hagondange plants. Allowing engineering 

companies to seize a steel plant was like letting a wolf mind the sheep. Before the war, 

the companies of the Thyssen group were able to provide markets for the products of 

the Hagondange plant. Even though other members of the Thyssen group also 

provided credits for the plant’s extension, they were unable to influence pricing and 

production at the plant.129  

 This situation changed radically after the French takeover: the Union des 

Consommateurs de Produits Métallurgiques et Industriels kept the prices of 

Hagondange products at an artificially low level, so that their own, mostly 

                                                                                                                                       
10406938548.082125 gramms of silver in year 1919 was 2,593,073,637 French francs.” Historical 
Currency Converter database accessed on June 3, 2016, at 
http://www.historicalstatistics.org/Currencyconverter.html. 
128 “Report on Hagondange firm,” AAE, 45RC20 Relations Commerciales (1919-1940) C 24. 
129 Michel Prosic, L’usine créatrice: l’usine de Hagondange, naissance de la vie ouvrière, 1910-1938 
(Hagondange: Ville de Hagondange, 1996), 34. 
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autoproducing companies were able to supply themselves on the cheap. The lowering 

of prices was especially pronounced, since even under normal circumstances, the 

Hagondange plant produced steel 50 percent cheaper than foundries in central 

France.130  

 Louis Renault, the key automaker behind the formation of the Union of 

Consumers, explained frankly to members of the group in an internal corporate memo, 

“We have chosen to acquire the Hagondange plant because under normal 

circumstances this foundry can produce at the lowest possible price.”131 As a 

consequence, he added, “we will be able to fix the price tag of our own products so 

low as to defy all competition (which will allow us to recuperate the capital we have 

invested).”132 This practice was not uncommon or unique to the Union des 

Consommateurs de Produits Métallurgiques et Industriels. The De Dietrich 

engineering company—a former supplier of the German army—borrowed 5 million 

francs to buy one of their technologically more superior competitors and suppliers, the 

Dingler-Karcher steel plant in the Saar.133 The transaction would not have been 

possible without the support of the French state.134 The De Dietrich company 

subsequently used the purchase to force lower prices and corner the market.135  

                                                
130 Senator Henri Marguerie, Memorandum “Au sujet des usines d’Hagondange,” AAE, 45RC20 
Relations Commerciales (1919-1940) C 22-24, Alsace Lorraine. 
131 Louis Renault to the Union of Consumers, November 5, 1919. Cited by Gilbert Hatry, Louis 
Renault, patron absolu (Paris: Éditions JCM, 1990), 206. 
132 Renault to the Union of Consumers, 206 . 
133 As of the early 20th century, the Dingler-Karcher, which employed 1,000 workers and produced 200 
tons of steel a day, was even superior to the capacity of the De Dietrich when measured in the capacity 
of its open hearth furnaces. Gemeinfassliche Darstellung des Eisenhüttenwesens (Düsseldorf: Bagel, 
1903), 146; “Germany’s Mineral Losses Under the Treaty,” The Iron Age, vol. 104., July 24 (1919):. 
253. 
134 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 155. 
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 Apart from lowering prices, the Union des Consommateurs de Produits 

Métallurgiques et Industriels also transformed the former Thyssen plant according to 

the needs of Renault and other automakers, causing further losses. Thyssen had 

initially developed the Hagondange plant to service its factories in the Ruhr: the 

Union, on the other hand, only supported certain production capacities of the plant, 

those centered on smaller and mid-size steel products, while leaving others unused; 

Hagondange used only 30 percent of its production capacity after the French 

takeover.136 

The Union des Consommateurs de Produits Métallurgiques et Industriels ’s 

pricing policy was favorable to Renault, Peugot, and De Dietrich, as they received raw 

materials from Hagondange at an artificially low price, keeping the production costs of 

their finished products down. On the other hand, this pricing policy undercut the 

position of small shareholders in the Union of Consumers, who were expecting yearly 

dividends after their investment, and instead experienced losses. By 1921 and 1922, 

the losses of Hagondange skyrocketed and reached 25 million francs in both years.137 

Between 1918 and 1926, the Union issued no dividends to shareholders, as there were 

sizeable losses or minimal gains.138  

The falling productivity and declining profits of gallicized steel plants enabled 

the management of the plants to pressure the government for concessions on the 

remaining payments. In order to give political relevance to their claim of debt 

                                                
136 H. Mornard, Mémoire sur la situation des sociétés acquéreurs des usines métallugiques allemandes 
en Lorraine (Paris: n/a, 1922). 8. AAE C 24 Dossier 3, 1920. 
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reduction, the patrons resorted to the anti-German rhetoric of the postwar years and 

blamed the German nonfulfillment of reparation provisions for their companies’ 

losses.139 On February 9, 1922, the French owners of the steel plants in Rombas 

submitted a memorandum to the government in the name of the new Lorraine foundry 

owners, which detailed the plight of the steel plants.140 This memorandum was first in 

a series of petitions that the new mine owners in Lorraine submitted throughout the 

1920s to alleviate their debt to the state. The memorandum requested nothing less than 

being allowed to stop paying the remaining installments on the Rombas foundry’s 

selling price. The consortium of industrialists, 85 percent of whom were sinistrés, 

acquired the Rombas plant for the below-the-market price of 125 million francs, but 

paid only 63 million up front, with the remainder due in March 1922.141  

The company’s lawyer argued that the metal industry in Lorraine was 

experiencing a crisis because Germany did not fulfill its treaty obligations by shipping 

coal. Plants were also cut off from their German mother companies, while potential 

suppliers in northeastern France had been destroyed during the war. Although the 

Rombas plant and other steel plants produced less iron ore and steel than they were 

capable of, the troubled commercial relations between France and Germany prevented 

the management from selling these products. The memorandum stated, “The 

nonfulfillment of the peace treaty brought about an unprecedented crisis in the history 

of industry. The repercussions of this crisis for Lorraine’s metalworking industries 

were so great that maintaining the payment obligations that had been determined 
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previously would constitute an insurmountable obstacle for the development and even 

existence of the societies that had acquired these plants.”142  The memorandum’s 

author argued that it was “absolutely unheard of” that the government had behaved 

more leniently toward Germany, which had received extensions on reparations 

payments, than toward its own citizens, who were attempting to pay their debts 

promptly.143  

The petition was successful, and these Lorraine steel plants witnessed 

substantial reductions of their payments. In addition to the 33 million francs in bonds 

for sinistrés, a 1924 arbitration between the state and French investors reduced the 

debt owed by the Rombas plant to the state by more than 42 million francs, and that of 

the Knutange and Hagondange plants by 42 and 75 million francs, respectively.144 It is 

also remarkable that the French buyers of the Rombas and Hagondange plants had 

financed the purchase of the plants with long-term loans when they had initially 

acquired them in 1919. The Union des Consommateurs de Produits Métallurgiques et 

Industriels received a credit of 115 million francs eventually due in 1974, while the 

Rombas’s owners received a credit of 100 million francs, due in 1952.145  

Moreover, shareholders only had to pay half of the nominal value of their 

shares to the company, automatically doubling their investments. In the case of the 

Rombas plants, for every share with a nominal value of 500 francs, shareholders only 

had to pay 250 francs, and even then, they received generous extensions, lasting well 
                                                
142 Ibid., 7. 
143 Ibid., 1-2. 
144 “Tableau synoptique des operations” in Cluzel report. 
145 The Union of Consumers successfully refinanced its 1920 loan of 115 million francs in 1930, with 
the new 150 million franc loan due in 1974. (Denkschrift über die Verschleuderung der Deutschen 
Gruben und Hüttenwerke in Frankreich (Berlin: n/a, 1934), 38-41). All these debts were cancelled after 
1940, when the plants returned to German ownership.  
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into the 1930s.146 Thus, in practical terms, French industrialists did not risk their own 

capital and paid only a fraction of the nominal purchase price of the plants.  

Altogether, Cluzel’s report estimated that the state had lost 315 million francs 

on the liquidation of these three mines.147 This sum included the substantial reduction 

of the sales price, the fees of sequestering agents and various honoraria and court fees, 

but it did not include the multi-million-franc differences between the reduced sales 

price and the net worth of the plants. If the inflation of the French franc as compared 

to the German gold mark is taken into consideration for the period between 1914 and 

1927, the 165 million francs that the buyers of the Hagondange, Rombas, and 

Knutange steel plants transferred to the French treasury in 1927 amounted to 2 percent 

of the plants’ prewar net worth, which had been estimated at 1.4 billion German gold 

marks.  The prewar value of the company thus amounted to as much as 8.6 billion 

French francs in 1927, considerably more than the 165 million francs that French 

industrialists ended up paying.148 In sum, the economic elites of France turned 

enormous profits from the liquidation of German heavy industries in Lorraine.149 

Blaming Germany for the plight of French economic elites in Alsace-Lorraine 

remained a recurrent theme in the regional press and in negotiations between 

industrialists and the state. While industrialists overstated their plight, the state had no 

means to alleviate their financial, supply-related and labor problems, which led to a 

slow recovery and even stagnation of the plants in the 1920s. Lorraine’s iron-ore 

                                                
146 In 1932, the company still waited on its shareholders to pay as much as 65,490,000 francs in 
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extraction declined from over 21 million tons in 1913, to 8 million tons in 1920, to 7.8 

million tons in 1921.150  

 Germany did indeed ship less coal than needed for the steel plants,  

but the claim of the new French owners that the production costs of their competitors 

in the Rhineland were 72 percent cheaper was an exaggeration, which served the 

purpose of lowering their own tax payments, cutting concessions to trade unions, and 

obtaining an extension or cancellation of debt payments.151 French industrialists were 

deeply involved in the extraction of reparation payments in the occupied Rhineland, 

and they cooperated with the French administration to block competing firms on the 

occupied territory.152 

 The French policy of expelling “Old German” miners hurt the steel plants just 

as much as German obstruction to reparation shipments, although neither the foreign 

ministry, nor Loucheur ever addressed this issue or tried to intervene in favor of 

retaining German workers key for French recovery. The Comité des Forges, however, 

pointed out that the number of workers in mines and steel plants had dropped from the 

prewar 17,500 to 10,000 by January 1921, and to 8,000 by August of that year, due to 

the expulsion of Germans, who had made up around one-third of the prewar labor 

force. There had also been a massive firing of French workers.153 Initially, the French 

army expelled German miners at slower rates than former civil servants, since the 

miners’ labor was in demand. Finally, however, not even miners could escape the 
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consequences of Franco-German political hostility. Even one year after the ratification 

of the Versailles Treaty, there were over 2,200 German miners, about 22 percent of all 

mine and steel workers employed in Lorraine. Their number, however, dropped to 

1,100, or 13 percent, by December 1921.154 

In the short run, the expulsion of German miners served the interests of both 

French economic elites and the socialist trade unions, which formally opposed the 

expulsion of  “Old Germans,” since many of them were union members along with 

native workers. Still, firing German workers protected their French, Alsatian, and 

Lorrainer colleagues from layoffs during the frequent busts of the early 1920s. The 

economic crisis in Lorraine, however, was so grave that the patrons soon had to resort 

to firing French and native Alsatian and Lorrainer workers, as well. In order to avoid 

massive unemployment, the managements of the various steel plants reduced salaries 

for workers by 14 percent in 1921. Over the summer, plants shut down for multiple 

days to decrease output and costs. When production picked up in September, however, 

the patrons had a hard time finding workers: by then the army had expelled most 

Germans. Furthermore, half of the Italian and Polish workers, who made up 31 and 10 

percent of the prewar labor force respectively, returned to their home countries. 

Industrialists were thus compelled to invest in a campaign to recruit workers from 

Italy, with only moderate success in the immediate aftermath of the war. 

 The expulsion of the Germans thus contributed to the depletion of Lorraine’s 

long-term industrial potential and also put French elites in a difficult spot. The 

socialist Georges Weill’s moderate suggestion at the Conference of Alsace-Lorraine 
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in November 1918 to retain German workers was not followed after the French 

takeover of the region due to anti-German mobilization after four years of deadly 

war.155 The Alsatian and Lorrainer population was less hostile and more pragmatic as 

regards “Old Germans,” even if many resented the actions of German military 

commanders and the administration during the First World War. A local police 

commissioner noticed that “at last, it is evident that the expulsion of a great number of 

enemy citizens, who occupied important social positions, such as directors of large 

commercial companies, could not have been implemented without taking a toll on 

Lorraine’s economy.”156  

Why then the dogged pursuit of expulsions? The answer lay in the anti-

German political mobilization in the region that arose from wartime conflicts, and, to 

a lesser extent from prewar hostilities between the native population and the German 

army and administration. As a result, the French administration noticed malignant 

German influence even where it did not exist, such as the workers’ movement: the 

socialist party in Alsace-Lorraine was firmly francophile, and only a minority of the 

trade union organizers sympathized with Bolshevism. Anti-German political 

mobilization also masked the boiling discontent of local industrialists and 

businessmen with the activities of French industrialists in the region.157 
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Anti-German and anti-Bolshevik Mobilization and the Consolidation of Elites in 
Postwar Alsace and Lorraine 
 

 The two major threats that the French regional administration perceived to its 

sovereignty over Alsace and Lorraine after 1918 were autonomism and left-wing 

radicalism. Autonomism was a prewar anti-German regionalist movement that the 

French administration had helped to create to uphold the Reichsland’s separation from 

the rest of Germany. After 1918, it resurfaced as an anti-French, right-wing 

movement, that had no formal representatives in regional assemblies and no ties to 

Charles Rapp, René C, Ley, and Heinrich Muth, the anti-French autonomist leaders of 

1918 and 1919.158 Until the rise of political regionalism following the 1924 electoral 

victory of Edouard Herriot’s leftist and Cartel des Gauches; that advocated the 

complete administrative reincorporation of Alsace and Lorraine, workers’ unrest 

caused considerably more trouble for the French administration and the economic elite 

than autonomism or regionalism.159 

 In the aftermath of the war, the communist and radically leftist labor 

movement was the only political force that contested the social position of Alsatian, 

Lorrainer, and French economic elites in the three recovered departments. Unions 

organized a general strike in 1920 that caused considerable economic loss for the 

patrons, and they criticized both mainstream Alsatian political parties and the French 

government for low wages and increasing prices. It is no wonder that a broad “anti- 

Bolshevik” coalition emerged immediately after 1918 that included adherents of the 
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prewar Catholic party, Protestant liberals, and Francophile moderate socialists. The 

rhetorical strategy of this coalition was to create and sustain a sharp distinction 

between Germans and Alsatians, and present the two groups as inherently 

oppositional. Bolsheviks were depicted as German agents in disguise.160  

I will argue below that francophile and regionalist newspapers, politicians, and 

activists engaged in sustaining the myth of continued German subversion in the 

recovered territories helped to discredit the radical left. In addition, instead of 

questioning the non-transparent processes that transferred German mines, steel plants, 

and other assets into French hands, anti-German mobilization fostered a campaign 

against continued German influence in Lorraine’s mines and steel plants. In the 

meantime, both the radical left and germanophiles were marginal forces in the 

aftermath of the First World War. 

A manifesto that a native Alsatian liberal member of the Strasbourg chamber 

of commerce circulated on the eve of the French takeover warned the population that 

“a German remains a German, even if he is a Bolshevik communard (communard-

bolschewiste [sic]).”161 The nomenclature of the poster conflated the Paris commune 

with the Russian revolution and German imperialism. The manifesto also bypassed the 

                                                
160 One example for the conflation of Germans and Bolsheviks comes from the reports of the Strasbourg 
police: “Rapport mensuel sur l’état des  esprits en Lorraine,” October 17, 1919. The report conflated the 
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1918, while the region’s communist trade union, the Confédération générale du travail unitaire (United 
General Confederation of Labor) condemned the occupation of the Rhineland and the system of 
sequesters while pointing to similarities between French occupation practices in Alsace and Lorraine 
and Germany. French commentators also noticed that frequent strikes that socialist and radical socialist 
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internationally. 
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fact that the German soldiers’s council of Strasbourg had numerous Alsatian members, 

not to speak of the multiple acts of collaboration between “natives” and “Old 

Germans” before 1918, which undermined the sharp divisions the French 

administration artificially introduced between the two groups with the card system.162 

As we have seen in November 1918, the French administration embarked on undoing 

the ties between Alsatian and Germans by defining the two groups through descent, 

and assigning four different types of identity cards (A, B, C, and D) corresponding to 

the degree of German ancestry.163 

 The French government gave important concessions to moderate francophile 

trade unions in Alsace and Lorraine, and managed to restrict the popularity of radical 

communist unions to heavy industry.164 Whereas the law of April 23, 1919 introduced 

the 8-hour workday in France (including Alsace and Lorraine),165 the March 25, 1919 

French labor law empowered workers’ organizations by allowing unionization at every 

factory, including the De Dietrich firm, which previously had tried to prevented 

unionization by relying on industrial paternalism.166 The formation of the union was 

conditional upon the consent of the owners, and the De Dietrichs resisted, inciting the 

                                                
162 Carolyn Grohmann, “From Lotharingen to Lorraine: Expulsion and Voluntary Repatriation,” in 
Conan Fischer and Alan Sharp (ed.), After the Versailles Treaty, Enforcement, Compliance, Contested 
Identities (Routledge: London and New York, 2008), 154-157. 
163 On the disruptive effects of the card system on Alsatian society, see the naturalization petitions in 
AVES 614 MW 1; Shannon Monaghan, “Relighting the Lamps, Population Politics and the 
Development of Democracy in the New Europe” (Ph.D. diss., Boston College, 2016), 175-212; Laird 
Boswell, “From Liberation to Purge Trials in the ‘Mythic Provinces’: Recasting French Identities in 
Alsace and Lorraine, 1918-1920,” French Historical Studies 23, no. 1 (2000): 129–162. 
164 As Charles Maier has pointed out, however, since bourgeois parties dominated French national, 
regional and local politics in the 1920s, the suppression of the working class movement posed no small 
task, especially in heavily industrialized regions like Alsace-Lorraine. Maier, Recasting Bourgeois 
Europe, 153-158. 
165 Jean Beaudemoulin, Loi de huit heures, (23 Avril 1919) (Paris: Dalloz, 1924); Hau, La Maison De 
Dietrich, 151-172. 
166 The law was enforced immediately in Alsace-Lorraine, as well, even before the peace treaty was 
handed over to Germany. 
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ire of the communist labor organizer Charles Huber, who organized a 2-month strike 

at the factory.167     

Whereas communist trade unions had little actual political power and were 

marginal within the labor movement, moderate socialist politicians and trade unions 

witnessed an increase in their influence compared to their pre-war status in the 

Reichsland. They filled many key administrative positions and ruled over the town 

hall of Strasbourg. The francophile mayor, Jacques Peirotes (1918-1929), emerged as 

one of the most important social democrats in postwar Alsace. In exchange for 

political power at the municipal and regional level, moderate socialists renounced any 

major criticism of the liquidation of German property and accepted the the distribution 

of German assets among French industrialists by the right-wing coalition government. 

Another consequence of anti-Bolshevik and anti-German fear mongering was 

the possibility of industrialists and bankers posing as defenders of both the social order 

and French rule in the region. Loucher’s associate, the technocrat and economic 

planner Ernest Mercier, cast industrial elites and businessmen as the pillars of interwar 

French society, contrasting them to sluggish, treacherous intellectual elites.168  

As Mercier declared “We turn our spirits towards the intellectual elite. […] 

Unfortunately, these days we are knocking on their door in vain. […] But then, where 

do we find that assembly of men, which merits to don the title of elite […]? Nowhere 

else but here, Gentlemen, among you, directors of private companies.”169  

                                                
167 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 147-154. 
168 Ernest Mercier, La crise et l’élite (allocution prononcée le vendredi 17 février 1933). (Paris: Impr. 
de Vaugirard, 1933), 10-11. 
169 Ibid. 
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If there was any broader public discussion about the takeover of German-

owned assets, it centered on the alleged German influence on Lorraine’s steel plants. 

Especially in light of the expulsion and expropriation of Germans – and the failed 

attempts by French and German industrialists after the war to negotiate economic 

cooperation – the campaign against German influence in the labor movement seems 

exaggerated. Even though France was among the countries that suffered the most from 

systematic German exploitation of its occupied territories during the First World War, 

the geopolitical and economic threat that Germany posed in the aftermath of the war 

was negligable.  Instead of solving some of the underlying issues with steel 

production, Lorraine’s Francophile political elites started a campaign against the 

supposedly germanophile plant director of Hagondange, the Luxemburg-born engineer 

Léon Kugener.170 The campaign reflected the dominant Catholic Republican People’s 

Party’s strongly anti-German foreign policy agenda.171 

Kugener’s case demonstrates how anti-German mobilization served as a 

weapon in the hands of rival elites. As we have seen, almost every section of Alsace’s 

and Lorraine’s business elites and middle classes had cooperated to some degree with 

the German administration. Lustration affected only “Old Germans” who were 

deemed collectively guilty and expelled, as well as a few thousand among the local 

populations that the triage commissions had expelled. The only narrative available for 

native populations centered on their victimization by Germans, even if in reality 

Alsatians and Lorrainers had been deeply integrated into Germany’s economic and 

                                                
170 Koechlin, administrator of public mines in the Saar to the president of the republic, October 28, 
1922. AAE 45RC20, C 24-3. 
171 Baechler, Le parti catholique alsacien, 298-312. 
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political life, and even participated in the regional administration.172 As a result, any 

allegation of having served in a higher public office or important economic position in 

the Reich could be used as a weapon to blackmail someone or to take him down. This 

is what Kugener’s enemies tried to do. 

Kugener’s nomination as general manager of Hagondange in 1922 followed a 

bomb attack by supposedly “anarchist-Bolshevik” workers against the first French 

director’s home, which forced the previous manager’s resignation.173 The local 

francophile paper, the L’Est Républicain, suggested that Bolshevism and German 

efforts to undermine France were interrelated, when it noted that one of the four 

workers staging the failed attack had served as a mechanic (artificier) in the “boche” 

(German) army.174 Orfila, the first director, had coordinated the metal imports of 

France from the USA during the First World War. Apart from the shock of the failed 

bomb attack, he was also disillusioned with the pricing policy that the Union of 

Consumers had forced on Hagondange, which led him to resign.  

While business historians have usually focused on “shareholder activism” 

against directors who mismanaged companies or failed to pay high dividends, 

“workers’ activism” against bosses was also common. Not just Orfila, but also the 

sequestering agent of WNJ was subjected to heavy criticism by workers. The workers 

believed that the agent had caused a decrease in production and subsequent layoffs: 

                                                
172 As demonstrated in chapters 1 and 3. 
173 Four workers attempted to explode an engine,  “L’attentat d’Hagondange,” L’Est Republicain, 
March 30, 1920, p. 2.  
174 Ibid. 
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the message was that the firm had functioned much better under its German 

owners.175  

After a brief interim period under a Belgian director, Hagondange came under 

the directorship of Léon Kugener in 1922. The son of an elementary school teacher, 

Kugener left his native Luxembourg to receive his higher education in Prussia. By 

1914, he had become the head of a large industrial plant in the Saar, and in March 

1918 he became director of one in the Rhineland.176 A denunciator claimed that he 

even received the precious Verdienstkreuz (Cross of the Order of Merit) distinction of 

the Reich during the war. Nevertheless, others maintained that Kugener and his wife 

had also supported French POWs during the war in the Saarland, for which he 

received decorations after the armistice from the French government.177 

Just as some historians have identified antisemitism as a “cultural code” in 

Imperial Germany, one might say that anti-German rhetoric became a cultural code in 

postwar Alsace and Lorraine.178 It pervaded all political groups, the press, and official 

correspondence. As a result, during the Kugener affair, it was difficult to separate the 

various viewpoints, as all parties expressed their divergent interests by resorting to 

anti-German rhetoric. 

                                                
 
 
176 "Les bons et les mauvais serviteurs de la France," Etoile de l’Est, December 1922, in  AAE 45RC20, 
C 24-3. 
177 Koechlin to the president of the republic, October 28, 1922.  
178 According this historiography, whereas anti-Semitic parties in Germany became marginal by the 
1890s, civil society and the mainstream right picked up their rhetoric, which pervaded Imperial 
Germany. Shulamit Volkov, “Antisemitism as a Cultural Code: Reflections on the History and 
Historiography of Antisemitism in Imperial Germany,” The Leo Baeck Institute Yearbook 23, no. 1 
(January 1, 1978): 25–46; Shulamit Volkov, “Readjusting Cultural Codes: Reflections on Antisemitism 
and Anti-Zionism,” Journal of Israeli History 25, no. 1 (March 1, 2006): 51–62; Peter Jelavich, 
“Antisemitism in Imperial Germany: Cultural Code or Pervasive Prejudice?,” The Jewish Quarterly 
Review 99, no. 4 (Fall 2009): 584–593, 
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Lorraine’s senator, the Bloc national’s marquis Henri de Marguerie, wielded 

the language of anti-Germanism to criticize the policies of the Union of Consumers 

that led to the economic decline of the region and the near bankruptcy of 

Hagondange.179 Lorraine-born army general Auguste Hirschauer also supported 

Marguerie’s initiative, calling for the prime minister to initiate an investigation into 

the management of the Hagondange. 

 The former sequestration agent, a certain Bourgoin, who had been the first to 

signal his doubts about the nomination of Kugener, was likely motivated by personal 

rivalry, since  Bourgoin had also served as interim director of the plant before its 

liquidation. Bourgoin claimed that the German industrialist Hugo Stinnes had 

managed to acquire part of the company’s shares, although he gave no proof to back 

this assertion.180  

By 1923, the Kugener affair was a matter of public discussion in the French 

press, which saw it as a sign of the reentry of German capital into Alsace and 

Lorraine. One Lorraine priest, a certain abbé Thilmont, even sent a hand-written letter 

to the French President, in which he reiterated Bourgoin’s unfounded argument that 

German capitalists were returning to Alsace-Lorraine in disguise; this, according to 

Thilmont, helped only  communists during upcoming elections.181 

Thilmont’s anti-German invective masked his negative views of the Union of 

Consumers and other French industrialists active in the region. As he stated, “The 
                                                
179 Foreign Minister to President, October 9, 1922, Memorandum “Au sujet des usines d’Hagondange,” 
AAE, 45RC20, Relations Commerciales (1919-1940), C 22-24, Alsace Lorraine. 
180 Gerald D. Feldman, Hugo Stinnes: Biographie eines Industriellen, 1870-1924 (München: C.H. Beck, 
1998); Gerald D. Feldman and Heidrun Homburg, Industrie und Inflation: Studien und Dokumente zur 
Politik der deutschen Unternehmer 1916-1923 (Hamburg: Hoffmann und Campe, 1977). 
181 PC to MAE, (DAPC) Paris 1922 dec 21; Thilmont to President, October 10, 1922 in AAE, 45RC20 
Relations Commerciales (1919-1940) C 22-24, Alsace Lorraine. 
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French government has deceived itself when it admitted the chief [French] 

industrialists to the Sarre, thinking that they would gallicize (franciser) the region.”182 

As historian Christian Baechler has pointed out, such criticism of French industrialists 

was not uncommon among the region’s right-wing politicians. As a sign of increasing 

regionalism, even some francophile Catholic politicians thought that the mines should 

have been nationalized instead of being handed over to private industrialists.183 

As a response to allegations of German infiltration, the French prime minister 

commissioned the Strasbourg chief mining engineer, a certain Weil, to interrogate the 

sequestration official. Weil concluded that it was impossible to prove the connection 

between alleged German investment in Hagondange and Kugener’s nomination as 

director. He also refuted accusations that Germans had purchased any shares in the 

Hagondange plants. Weil suggested that accusations against Kugener stemmed from 

jealousy and personal rivalry.184  

The French press saw the question in a more nationalistic and less technocratic 

light, and regarded the alleged German takeover of the firm as an affront to French 

sensibilities.185 When leaving the firm, the German experts, according to one paper, 

had claimed that “no French engineers would be able to last long.”186 Reflecting on 

abbé Thilmont’s letters as well as three press articles that treated German involvement 

in the Hagondange company in detail, the prime minister in October 1922 ordered the 

minister of justice to launch an investigation into German influence at Hagondange. 

                                                
182 Thilmont to president of the French republic. 
183 Baechler, La parti catholique alsacien, 257-312. 
184 PC to MAE, (DAPC) Paris 1922, December 21. 
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 392 

This investigation, however, remained inconclusive, and Kugener remained in his 

position throughout the 1920s.187  

Kugener’s case exemplified not only the exceptional elite continuities in the 

management of former German steel plants, but also the ongoing political 

mobilization against German influence in the 1920s, even if the French government 

did not take every accusation at face value. In the meantime, there was no serious 

discussion about the low selling price, controversial pricing policies, or French 

responsibility for the decline of the Hagondange and other plants. 

 Apart from the solidarity of French and native Alsace-Lorraine elites against 

the Germans, fear of Bolshevik subversion was the other reason why the controversial 

role of economic elites in the gallicization of German property did not trigger more 

criticism. It was almost impossible to criticize economic elites without invoking 

charges of germanophilia and bolshevism.188 Fear of bolshevism ran especially high 

among the lower levels of the police, military, and regional administration, since these 

                                                
187 Prime minister to minister of justice, October 22, 1922. AAE 45RC20 Relations Commerciales 
(1919-1940) C 22-24. Documents suggest that even as late as 1927, Kugener served as Hangondange’s 
director. Annales de la Société scientifique de Bruxelles, Series A, 47 (1927): xx. 
188 Anti-German liberals, such as the native Alsatian Adolph Schleiffer, attempted to alert the 
population to the dangers of a new German conquest of Alsace-Lorraine after 1918. This time, he 
suggested, Germans would abandon their Prussian military uniforms and take on the leather garb of the 
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documents. Police report, February 16, 1919. ANF F 7, 13377, p. 148. 



 

 393 

authorities were in charge of monitoring potential bolshevik subversion, and to prove 

their own importance, they often exaggerated the potential danger.189  

The “scandal” around the controversial purchase of a Strasbourg hotel by 

Parisian businessman showed how the rhetoric of regionalism and even antisemitism 

often served as vehicles to criticize the nouveaux riches of Alsace and Lorraine. The 

transfer of mines and companies like WNJ into French hands before the formal 

ordering of liquidations made some French investors rich, but it also assured the 

continuity of production. There were, however, many instances when property 

transfers were not justified by any economic rationale. On the contrary, these transfers 

resulted from the corruption of the new administration and the successful lobbying of 

French economic elites to the detriment of both the interests of Alsace and Lorraine 

and the regional and French national interest in general. I will discuss below the 

selling of the Maison Rouge luxury hotel since this case resulted in considerable 

backlash against the French administration both in Alsace-Lorraine and Germany.  

 

The Neuste Nachrichten and Maison Rouge Scandals: Corruption, the Seizure of 
German Property, and Antisemitism 
 

The failure of the French administration to come up with strictly enforced 

decrees on enemy companies prior to April 1919 facilitated the rise of unfair and 

corrupt business practices in Alsace and Lorraine. The case of the most prominent 

Strasbourg hotel, the Maison Rouge or Rotes Haus, illustrates how some French 

industrialists were able to use the transition period to amass gigantic fortunes on the 
                                                
189 Judging from the monthly report of the security policy, one could falsely conclude that Alsace and 
Lorraine were on the verge of a Bolshevik revolution. “Rapport mesuel sur l’état des  esprits en 
Lorraine,” October 17, 1919 ANF F 7, 13377. 
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cheap, while the expropriation of the Neuste Nachrichten newspaper from its German 

owners points to the enrichment of native elites, as well. Even if Alsatian economic 

elites reacted critically to the incursion of French businessmen into Alsace and 

Lorraine, some Alsatians were also involved in controversial purchases of German 

property.  

The cases of the Neuste Nachrichten and the Maison Rouge also throw the 

impact of the liquidation of Lorraine’s mines and the WNJ into sharper relief. They 

show that well-informed Alsatian and French businessmen were able to seize or 

purchase on the cheap assets that were less important to the French government 

strategically. Whereas the cooperation of French corporations was to a certain extent 

necessary for refinancing formerly German-owned mines and large industries, the 

predatory buying up of German real estate served no other interests than those of 

French and Alsatian businessmen.190  

When it became clear that Alsace would come under French sovereignty in 

November 1918, a group of Alsatian businessmen led by Léon Ungemach, president 

of the Strasbourg chamber of commerce, approached the owner of the largest daily in 

Strasbourg, the Neuste Nachrichten (Latest News). Ungemach had a large canned food 

and candy factory, and he had made enormous profits during the war. He also served 

on the board of the Alsatian General Bank and was well-connected among “Old 

German” business elites. He and his business partners put pressure on the “Old 

German” owner to sell almost three-quarters of the newspaper’s stock to them under 

                                                
190 The issue of extorted German property in Alsace-Lorraine was at the forefront of the Weimar 
Republic’s diplomacy, and expropriated parties regularly addressed the German consulate in Paris and 
the Foreign Ministry to exert pressure on the French government on their behalf until the mid-1930s. 
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market value.191 Ungemach and his partners in the transaction, two Alsatian bank 

directors and a mill owner, invited two Legion of Honor recipients from the interior of 

France to serve as editors of the newspaper.192 The case illustrates that the French 

takeover did not necessarily empower a new group of business elites, but enabled 

prewar Alsatian elites to strengthen their positions vis-à-vis their “Old German” 

competitors.  

According to a report compiled by the comptroller-general of the Paris Interior 

Ministry, a Parisian businessman, a certain Adelson, arrived with the radical left 

deputy and reserve captain, Alfred Le Roy, in Strasbourg at the same time as French 

troops entered the city on November 22, 1918.193 The comptroller-general noted, 

“Adelson and his associate realized from the beginning how easy it was to acquire on 

the cheap the property of Germans exposed to expulsion. Starting on December 5, 

1918, they bought up the Tensfeldt store […] for 525,000 paper marks, the Odéon café 

for 140,000 marks, and the Maison Rouge Hotel for 1,800,000 marks, along with 

several other businesses,”194 including the Kauffmann clothes factory and the Palais 

des Nouveautés, a five-level department store on Strasbourg’s prominent Place 

Kléber.195  

 

                                                
191 SB ADBR 121 AL 595. 
192 Soon after, the new, Alsatian owners started to print a German-language paper still in a Gothic script 
yet with a French heading (Dernières Nouvelles de Strasbourg) and pro-French orientation.  
193 Comptroller general to the prefect of Bas-Rhin, February 7, 1933, SB ADBR 157 AL 105. 
194 Ibid. 
195  Report of deputy Jaeger, January 29, 1922, ANF, AJ 30, 187, 
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Fig. 31. The Maison Rouge hotel in Strasbourg around 1925.  

  

(Personal collection, M. R.) 

 

Adelson and Le Roy likely knew that their actions pushed the limits of the law, 

since even in France between 1914 and 1918, buying up enemy property was only 

possible after a tribunal had sequestered and appointed a sequestering agent who 

managed and initiated the liquidation of these assets.196 Nor could the two 

businessmen have known that the French administration would not allow public 

bidding for German-owned firms in Alsace-Lorraine: they scrambled to seize the most 

valuable buildings and stores before French and native Alsatian elites picked up the 

scent.  

                                                
196 Georges Dazet, La liquidation des séquestres (Paris: Éditions et librairie, 1916). 
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Were it not for the scandal that emerged surrounding the purchase of the 

Maison Rouge hotel, Adelson and Le Roy would likely have gotten away with their 

controversial business practices. The building reflected in many respects Alsace-

Lorraine’s multiethnic society: it was co-designed by the trio of the French architect 

Jacques Albert Brion, the “Old German” Otto Back, and the Alsatian Eugene Haug at 

the turn of the 20th century. The building’s architectural aesthetic was no less eclectic: 

it combined a French-style neoclassical facade with motifs taken from contemporary 

Central European tenement houses, and it also prided itself on an art nouveau winter 

garden. The building was thus an iconic Alsatian monument. At the time, it was home 

to the luxurious Palast Hotel (renamed Maison Rouge in 1918), which a 1911 guide 

book described as “first class” and located “in a most open situation on the Kléber 

Square,” with 130 bedrooms, equipped with bathrooms.197 

 Given the building’s prominence, it is no wonder that the sub-market purchase 

of the Maison Rouge united native Alsatian shopkeepers and businessmen who tried to 

resist what they perceived as predatory “French” business practices. In addition, the 

expelled German owner of the Maison Rouge, a businessman called Wiesmayer, also 

charged Adelson and Leroy with fraud at the office of the Procureur de la 

République’s in early 1920. The ensuing investigation revealed that the two venture 

capitalists used a broad network of native Alsatian officials, policemen, and bankers to 

carry out the purchase.  

                                                
197 The Traveller’s Handbook for Belgium and the Ardennes (London: T. Cook & Son, 1911), 90. 
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Wiesmayer claimed that the two men used “police director” Jules Lévy and 

“police commissaire” Grombach to “terrorize” him.198 At the same time, Lévy was 

also active in the liquidation of the WNJ. The two officials had apparently threatened 

Wiesmayer to sell his property at the proposed sub-market price; otherwise, they 

claimed, it would be sequestered and he would be expelled.199 The careers of Lévy and 

Grombach illustrate the opportunities that the political transition provided for some 

low-level Alsatian bureaucrats. Lévy had worked on the Strasbourg war tribunal 

during the war and seized the vacant position as police chief when the German 

director was forced to retire during the brief period of the socialist National Council 

(November 10-22, 1918). Before the French troops marched in, however, Lévy recast 

himself as a francophile and made himself prominent by initiating the removal of the 

red flag from the Strasbourg cathedral and replacing it with the French tricolor, even 

though he had previously had no trouble serving as a police chief of the revolutionary 

regime.200 This move earned him a position as vice president of the regional tribunal 

of Strasbourg as early as December 1918.201 Grombach had worked as a furniture 

salesmen during the war, and he received his nomination to the post of acting police 

commissioner from Lévy during the rule of the National Council.  

Wiesmayer was unable to prove the involvement of Lévy and Grumbach in the 

extortion efforts of Adelson and Le Roy. Nonetheless, the investigation revealed that 

both Lévy and Grumbach received 50,000 francs each from the two businessmen just 

                                                
198 Report of deputy Jaeger. 
199 Report of deputy Jaeger. 
200 Cyrus Adler and Henrietta Szold, American Jewish Year Book (American Jewish Committee, 1920), 
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a few days after the purchase of the Maison Rouge, even if they were employed by the 

state and were not supposed to accept money from private citizens, suggesting that the 

two men had accepted bribes. The exposure of Lévy, an Alsatian Jew, during the 

controversial gallicization of German property, also encouraged the articulation of 

anti-Semitic views among some segments of the Alsatian population. These views 

were otherwise discouraged and suppressed by the French administration.  

In particular, Lévy’s involvement in the Maison Rouge affair triggered 

testimony against him by a personal enemy, the native Lorrainer police commissioner 

Bur.202 Having grown up and served in the Reichsland, Bur spoke both the French 

language and the language of French republicanism with a heavy germanic accent. As 

a result, he inadvertently articulated his views in a manner that undermined the 

universalist understanding of French citizenship and stressed differences among 

Frenchmen based on religion. The Lorraine-born police commissioner, for instance, 

noted that Lévy had collaborated with the “soviets” and used his position as police 

director “to replace police commissioners with volunteers, the majority of whom 

belonged to the Jewish denomination (culte israélite).”203  

Bur’s testimony stood in sharp contrast to the comptroller general’s report, 

which did not mention the Jewish background  of Lévy, Grombach, or Adelson. Bur’s 

testimony highlighted, however, that at least some in Alsace-Lorraine thought the 

French takeover of Alsace-Lorraine entailed the Jewish takeover of key positions. 

Antisemitism was a marginal political phenomenon in the region’s politics after the 

                                                
202 Special commissioner Bur, to the Director of the General Police Bureau, Strasbourg (Services 
Généraux de Police) July 12, 1921, SB ADBR 157 AL 10. 
203 Ibid. 
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war, even if anti-Semitic utterances surfaced occasionally with the redistribution of 

economic assets. Top administrative positions, or the activity of East European Jewish 

businessmen came to the fore. 

The French takeover did not bring about any positive discrimination against 

Jews. It simply shifted the balance in favor of native and French Jews, while ushering 

in harsh policies against German Jews, who shared the fate of the rest of the “Old 

German” population. There is no trace of any formal or informal effort by native Jews 

to lobby on behalf of “Old German” Jews. Along with the rest of French and native 

Alsatian and Lorrainer economic elites, Jewish industrialists and bankers from the 

former Reichsland scrambled to profit from the expropriation and expulsion of 

Germans, inclding Jews.204 

While the German administration had not discriminated against the Jews of 

Alsace-Lorraine specifically, Jews still suffered discrimination as native Alsace-

Lorrainers between 1871 and 1918. The mostly francophile and francophone Jews 

were less prominent in the regional and municipal bureaucracies of Alsace-Lorraine 

than they had been before the annexation.205 One reason for this was their continual 

French loyalties. The other reason accounting for their relative marginalization was 

that “Old German” immigrants filled key positions in the regional and municipal 

bureaucracies and courts. After the French takeover of the region, many Jewish 
                                                
204 Along with the overwhelming majority of the Alsace-Lorraine population, the Jewish community of 
the former Reichsland embraced the French takeover of the region. When president Raymond Poincaré 
visited Strasbourg, he expressed the “gratitude” of the “republic” to the Jews of Alsace, while the 
president of the Bas-Rhin department Jewish consistory confirmed that “Jewish Alsace” was “ever 
faithful to France.” Sylvain Halff, “The Jews of Alsace-Lorraine 1870-1920,” in Adler and Szold 
American Jewish Year Book 5681, 1920, 69. 
205 Vicki Caron, Between France and Germany: The Jews of Alsace-Lorraine, 1871-1918 (Stanford, 
Calif: Stanford University Press, 1988); Sylvain Halff, La fidélité française des Israélites d’Alsace et de 
Lorraine (1871-1918) (Paris: Librairie Durlacher, 1921).  
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Alsatians and Lorrainers received visible positions in the administration: two deputy 

prefects, several judges, the president of the bar, and the director of railways were all 

Alsace-Lorraine Jews or Jews with longstanding roots in the region.206 Several 

prominent Alsatian Jews served as sequestering agents for German and often German 

Jewish properties, including president of the Lower Alsatian Consistory Georges 

Schmoll, who was responsible for liquidating the Adler and Oppenheimer tannery.207  

The influx of East-Central European Jewish war refugees into Alsace and 

Lorraine and the exposure of some Jews as illegal traders served as a background to 

antisemitism in the aftermath of the French takeover. The police fixated especially on 

Jewish middlemen between French and German firms at a time of commercial 

restrictions, economic crisis, and anti-German and anti-bolshevik political 

mobilization.  

Some Jews tried to take advantage of their uncertain citizenship status and 

fluid borders after the collapse of empires to engage in smuggling gold, silver, 

currency, cocaine, and other assets and goods from Germany and East-Central Europe 

                                                
206 Lucian Aaron adopted the Gallicized pen name Georges Delahache and became the director of the 
regional archives and the chief francophile propagandist in the 1920s. Henry Lévy, the owner of a large 
milling business, received the appointment of deputy mayor of Strasbourg from the French 
administration in 1919. One Alsatian Jewish deputy was elected to the senate and two to the chamber of 
deputies; the politician Camille Simonon along with social democrats Georges Weill and Salomon 
Grumbach. Halff, La fidélité française, 69-71; Georges Delahache, L’Alsace et la Lorraine, (Toulouse: 
B. Sirven , 1917); Georges Delahache, Strasbourg 1918 - 1920 (Paris: Pochy, 1920); Georges 
Delahache, Les débuts de l’administration française en Alsace et en Lorraine documents recueillis et 
pub. avec un avant-propos ([Paris]: Hachette, 1921). 
207 Schmoll later became the head of the Bas-Rhin department Jewish consistoire. Société Ulysee Roux 
& Cie to Sequestering agent Schmoll,  February 7, 1919. SB ADBR 121 AL 1055; Jean Daltroff, “Les 
Adler et Oppenheimer,” Revue d’Alsace, no. 136 (October 1), 2010: 175–97. Jean Daltroff, “Henri 
Lévy, Initiateur du Monument aux morts place de la République à Strasbourg” Le judaisme d’Alsace et 
de Lorraine database, accessed February 20, 2016. 
http://judaisme.sdv.fr/perso/dirige/henrlevy/henrlevy.htm; “Maisons allemandes sous sequester,” 121 
AL 1448. 
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to Alsace-Lorraine.208 Some, like the 30-year-old Galician Jew David Silbermann, 

managed to find a job at a Jewish-owned Strasbourg firm as a traveling textile agent in 

Germany.209 As Germany and East-Central Europe were considerably less expensive 

after 1918 than France due to rampant inflation east of the Rhine, refugees filled an 

important niche after the expulsion of “Old Germans;” they acted as middlemen 

between German producers and French consumers. A police report noted that 

Silbermann had acquired  “a good reputation” by late 1919; by that time, he was 

acting as a sewing machine agent for a Parisian firm, which enabled him to eventually 

establish his own sewing machine import business in Strasbourg.210 

There were many lower-level civil servants and policemen who were highly 

suspicious of Jewish war refugees and immigrants from Germany and East-Central 

Europe and even suggested pursuing a policy of ethnic discrimination against them.211 

Strasbourg’s police chief suggested in June 1919 categorizing Galician Jews as 

Austrian instead of Polish citizens, so as to enable the expropriation of their assets and 

their expulsion. The Office Polonaise (Polish Office) of the regional administration 

supported this initiative.212  

While these attempts at discrimination against Eastearn European immigrants 

remained on paper, they pointed to how the reshuffling of economic positions in 

                                                
208 “Contrebande” folder, 1922, ADBR 157 AL 51; as for the wartime, see ANF F 12 7871. 
209 Strasbourg police department, “Memorandum on Polish Jews,” December 4, 1919. SB ADBR 157 
AL 50. 
210 “Memorandum on Polish Jews.” 
211 “Memorandum of Director of Police,” Strasbourg, June 25, 1919, 157 AL 50. Just as Transylvania, 
mainland Hungary and Vienna, Alsace-Lorraine attracted many refugees during the First World War. 
Most of them came from Eastern Prussia, occupied Russian-Poland and even war-torn Galicia, areas 
heavily populated by Jews, which were also subject to pogroms by the Russian army in the first two 
years of the First World War. 
212 “Memorandum of Director of Police.” 
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Alsace and Lorraine led to controversial practices of discrimination against East-

Central European Jewish refugees, not unlike the right-wing anti-refugee mobilization 

in the crisis-ridden 1930s.213 Instead of regulating economic elites and promoting the 

prosperity of Alsace and Lorraine by allowing prewar experts to remain in the region, 

the French administration blamed refugees, labor organizers and “German” 

subversives for the economic decline of Alsace and Lorraine.  

 

Buying the Loyalty of Alsatian Elites? The Exchange of Paper Marks, the Markets 
of Central Europe and Alsatian Family Firms  

 

The French government followed the same practice with currency exchange as 

it did with the liquidation of Lorraine’s steel plants and other major companies: the 

state relinquished profits in exchange for cementing its ties with the region’s elites. As 

with German-owned companies, the government took a political decision on economic 

matters, which had its own economic costs and repercussions. With liquidations, the 

enormous losses suffered by the state and the huge gains of French elites were not 

immediately apparent as the forced sale of German assets at least brought in some 

revenues. Currency exchange was different because as the state had to pay for the 

paper mark that had been printed and guaranteed by the German Reich. For each mark 

bill exchanged, the French treasury had to come up with an equivalent in francs.  

                                                
213 Vicki Caron, “The Path to Vichy: Antisemitism in France in the 1930s” (Washington, D.C.: United 
States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies, 2005), 4-15; Vicki 
Caron, Uneasy Asylum: France and the Jewish Refugee Crisis, 1933-1942 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford 
University Press, 1999), 13-42; Ralph Schor, L’opinion française et les étrangers en France, 1919-1939 
(Paris: Sorbonne, 1985). 
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Apart from the peasantry, which had become relatively wealthy during the war 

due to rising crop prices and the continuous demands of war provisioning 

corporations, it was the businessmen and bankers of Alsace-Lorraine, like the 

shareholders of the De Dietrich company and the Alsatian General Bank, who profited 

most from the exchange. The exchange of the paper mark in Alsace and Lorraine was 

the first currency exchange that took place in postwar Europe and it was among the 

costliest. The reason for the state’s enormous expenses was the French government’s 

disregard of the market value of the rapidly inflating German currency: the majority of 

the population was able to exchange its paper marks at artificially high rates.  

On November 30, 1918, slightly more than a week after the French troops had 

marched into Alsace and Lorraine, prime minister Georges Clemenceau ordered that 

within two weeks, the former enemy’s money would vanish from circulation in the 

recovered provinces. The decree bypassed the chamber of deputies. As a result, there 

could be no debate about its stipulations.214 Lack of time also prevented a thorough 

assessment of Alsace and Lorraine’s financial and economic situation. Similar to 

expropriations and expulsions, wartime practices became the touchstones of the 

French administration’s postwar practices.  

The exchange rate of the mark first rose in 1915, when the wartime 

consultative body of the government, the Conference of Alsace-Lorraine, had to offer 

                                                
214 Instead of proposing a bill in the chamber on exchanging marks, the government decided to issue a 
decree, which did not require debates. What is peculiar about decision making surrounding the 
exchange of paper marks is that despite the prevailing sentiment in Alsace-Lorraine on the importance 
of Parisian political elite, not even the responsible Paris senate and ministry officials had a say in 
establishing the exchange rate. Soon after Clemenceau’s decree came to light, deputies protested that it 
amounted to nothing less  than an  infringement on their rights, as the government was spending the 
treasury’s money without consent from the representatives. Decree of president Clemenceau on 
November 30, 1918, Journal Officiel de la République Français, December 7, 1918, 10544. 
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suggestions about the war tax payments due from populations which lived in the 

approximately 110 villages that the French army had reoccupied in southern Alsace.215 

The stakes were thus low. The primary concern of the abbé Wetterlé, law professor 

Auguste Souchon, the socialist Georges Weill, and other participants at the sub-

committee on finances of the Conference, was to come up with a simple system that 

would extend a “small favor” to the population, as Souchon put it.216 By March 1915, 

when the committee met, the exchange rate of the paper mark of the Reich and the 

French franc had decreased from the prewar 1.25: 1 franc to around 1.10: 1.217  

Weil suggested the obvious: using the exchange rate in nearby neutral 

Switzerland as a yardstick. But the Alsatian politician Paul Helmer, likely motivated 

by national pride, found it “unacceptable” for France to adhere to a rate established in 

a different state.218 Wetterlé initially proposed the realistic 1:10 to 1 ratio, but then the 

commission decided on postponing discussion of the issue, and letting the military and 

other organs determine the exchange rate on the ground.219 Still, there was an 

emerging consensus on regulating the issue in favor of the Alsatian population to the 

detriment of the French treasury.220 By October 1918, the 1:25: 1 ratio that favored 

Alsatians and Lorrainers – but which was at the same time out of touch with the 

market value of the depreciated paper mark – became the official rate that the French 

army and administration.221   

                                                
215 Procès-Verbaux de La Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, 1e-24e Séances, 18 Février 1915-22 Mai 
1916, vol. 1. (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1917), 334. 
216 Procès-Verbaux de La Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine, 1e-24e Séances, 334-335 . 
217 Ibid. 
218 Ibid., 334. 
219 Ibid. 
220 Procès-Verbaux de La Conférence, vol. 1. ibid., 329-336. 
221 Procès-Verbaux de La Conférence, vol. 2. ibid., 215. 
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Clemenceau’s hastily-issued November 30, 1918 decree carried continued this 

practice when it stipulated that the French state would pay this same rate – 1.25 francs 

for one paper mark.222 It is rarely noted that Belgium adopted the exact same, high 

ratio (1.25: 1) when ordering the exchange of paper marks a few weeks before, 

although the connection between the exchange in France and Belgium is unclear.223 It 

is possible that both administrations found it easiest to return to the 1914 exchange 

rates.  

Clemenceau’s measure was half-baked and likely emanated from the 

immediate need of the army to make purchases in Alsace-Lorraine rather than 

consultations with the Conference of Alsace-Lorraine. Even the increasingly 

influential Loucheur seemed to have been left out of the decision-making process. As 

for the political consequences, the rapidly-conceived exchange cemented French 

sovereignty at a time when the allies and the United States had not officially endorsed 

the annexation.  In accordance with the card system that the French administration had 

introduced, the favorable exchange rate was only available for native populations 

(with Card A), which numbered one million people, as well as to citizens of allied or 

neutral countries who had lived in the region before the war. “Old Germans” still in 

Alsace and Lorraine and those with mixed parentage only received 0.8 francs for one 

paper mark, provided that they announced immediately how much money they 

intended to exchange. For any subsequent exchanges, “Old Germans” and Germans in 

general had to acquire francs from the free market to pay their taxes as well as 

                                                
222 Decree of Clemenceau on November 30, 1918, Journal Officiel de la République Français, 
December 7, 1918, 10544. 
223 Michael Angelo Heilperin, Aspects of the Pathology of Money: Monetary Essays from Four Decades 
(London: Graduate Institute of International Studies, 1968), 125-127. 
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creditors, at a time when the paper mark was undergoing rapid inflation (table 13). As 

one German document pointed out, an initial debt of 10,000 marks became converted 

into a 12,500 franc debt, which equaled as much as 55,000 paper marks in 1920.224  

 

Table 13. The exchange rate of the paper mark and the French franc in Geneva.  

Date 
Exchange Rate of Paper 
Mark/French Franc in Geneva 

Exchange 
rate for 
native 
Alsace-
Lorrainers  

September 4, 1918 0.67 0.6725 
November 26, 1918 0.60 1.25 
January 8, 1919 0.59 1.25 
February 4, 1919 0.56 1.25 
March 4, 1919 0.48 1.25 
March 11, 1919 0.46 1.25 

 
ANF F 12 8044. 

 
Alsace-Lorraine bankers and industrialists profited enormously from the early 

exchange, as it left them with a currency that depreciated more slowly than the mark 

and allowed them to reenter French economic space at a favorable starting position. 

Still, in the fall of 1918, the insecurities about the financial consequences of the 

French takeover were huge among native Alsatian and Lorrainer industrialists and 

bankers. The first annual report of the largest bank in Alsatian hands, the Alsatian 

General Bank (Allgemeine Elssäissische Bankgesellschaft - AEB), shows how 

economic elites viewed currency exchange as a key component in preserving their 

status. As the report stated: 

                                                
224 “Finanz- und Steuerwesen” memorandum, BArch, R 901/32206. 
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Indeed, we faced some difficult problems after the conclusion of the armistice. 

The most important question that we posed to ourselves was the following: how 

will it be possible to extend the necessary financial support for our customers, 

businessmen, and industrialists after the changed circumstances? The French 

government ended this uncertainty in a generous manner […] From one moment 

to the next, our financial life was put in full harmony with that of France. The 

farsightedness and generosity of the measure is among the most generous that 

has ever happened in world history.225  

 

The managerial board then exhorted shareholders: “Given the plight that would have 

been caused by not exchanging the mark [at a favorable rate], we recognize it as our 

duty to ask you to express your gratitude to the French government along with us.”226 

The years 1918 and 1919 were indeed years of thanksgiving for the AEB and other 

financial, commercial, and industrial companies. The AEB was the poster child of 

what the favorable exchange rate, continued access to German markets, and cash 

flows from Paris were able to achieve for an Alsatian or Lorrainer company after the 

French takeover. The bank increased its turnover from 26 million paper marks in 

1918, to 66 million francs in 1919, while reopening its branches in major urban 

centers of Weimar Germany.  

                                                
225 Allgemeine Elsässische Bankgesellschaft/ Société générale alsacienne de banque, Geschäftsbericht 
für das Geschäftsjahr für das Bilanzjahr 1918 (Strassburg: Imprimerie Français, 1919), 6.  
226 Geschäftsbericht für das Geschäftsjahr 1918, 6.  
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 The bank also managed to transform its ownership of virtually worthless German 

treasury bonds into French bonds, although the words “French bonds” were glued 

over the originally printed “German bonds” inscription in the bank’s annual report, 

which shows just how hasty the financial transition was.227 Although shareholders 

invited the director and a manager of the Paris Société Générale bank along with 

another Paris businessmen to join the company’s board, the bank remained firmly 

under the leadership of Alsace-Lorraine elites, the same owners and managers who 

had been active before 1918.  

  The bank’s annual report kept silent about the impact of expulsions, although as 

the directors had pointed out back in 1914 to the Reich’s government, one-fifth of all 

shares were owned by Germans; Frenchmen only held 10 percent of the shares.228 

Still, the wartime history of forced sequester by the Reich’s authorities automatically 

turned the bank into a loyal institution in the eyes of French authorities.229 The same 

Alsatian families on the bank’s board of directors, such as the Schlumbergers and the 

De Dietrichs, were able to reinvent themselves as victims of German oppression, even 

if their other businesses had cooperated extensively with the German army.  

 The bank’s available records show remarkable continuities: 12 out of 17 branch 

directors retained their positions after the French takeover. After 1918, the AEB 

nominated some directors from the interior of France, but the leadership remained in 

the hands of regional elites (table 14). The favorable exchange rate of the paper mark 

                                                
227Geschäftsbericht für das Geschäftsjahr 1919, 14-15. 
228 AEB to Ministry for Alsace-Lorraine, September 24, 1914. SB ADBR 67 AL 1. 
229 As described in the chapter on wartime Alsace-Lorraine. AEG to Ministry for Alsace-Lorraine, 
September 24, 1914, ibid. 
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also enabled the bank to have advantages on the German market, where it kept all its 

branches despite the annexation of Alsace by France.230 

 

Table 14. The branch directors of the AEB in 1916 and 1919. Bold type shows 
directors who retained their positions, while postwar appointees show up in italics.  
Branches 1916 1919 

 
Director Director 

Colmar Rieber Rieber 
Diedenhoffen/Thionville Jürg Müller 
Frankfurt am Main Weber Weber 
Haguenau  Fatscher Lévy 
Kehl Eisenbeiss Eisenbeiss 

Mainz Ristenpart 
Ristenpart, 
Bardin 

Metz Loch Kroffig, Sébire 
Mülhausen/ Mulhouse  Gatty Riedinger 
Obernheim Rohmer Rohmer 
Oberstein Kunz, Ost Kunz, Allmacher 
Saarburg Gerard, Schwab Gerard 
Saargemünd Harster Harster 
Chlettstadt Betz Betz 

Strassburg/Strasbourg Schwartz, Schützenberger 
Schwartz, 
Bruder 

Thann Schieber Schieber 
Zabern/ Saverne Müller Krug 
Luxembourg Welbes Welbes 

 Source: Allgemeine Elsässische Bankgesellschaft/ Société générale alsacienne de 
banque, Geschäftsbericht für das Geschäftsjahr 1919 (Strasbourg: S. G. A. B., 1919), 
5-15. 

 

There are similar continuities in the personnel of the De Dietrich’s 

management, as well. After the French takeover, the directors decided to push those 

shareholders to the fore who had served in the French army or returned from the 

                                                
230 Geschäftsbericht für das Geschäftsjahr 1919, 5-15. 
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French interior. The largest shareholder, Dominique de Dietrich, received no position 

in the management, likely on account of his service to the defeated German army.231  

 The overvaluation of the paper mark saved Alsace-Lorraine’s elites from having 

to write off more than one quarter of their financial assets as due to inflation: the 

measure was especially crucial for family-owned firms like the De Dietrich, or those 

in the hands of the traditional elites of the region, the notables. Equally important, the 

favorable exchange rate sustained the financial independence of the mid-size and 

smaller firms of Alsace from Parisian banks. As for the French government, the cost 

of the measure was enormous. As was true of the sequesters, French experts and 

politicians only started debating the issue after the damage was done. The big 

question for them was how to foot the bill caused by the exchange.  

 The radical socialist senator Raphaël Milliès-Lacroix summarized the dilemma: 

“Yet, this exchange had to have as its result a considerable loss. Can one leave this 

loss on the accounts of Alsace-Lorrainers in possession of German currency? The 

government did not consider that option at all: it deemed it an injustice to make our 

Alsace-Lorraine compatriots bear the burden of this depreciation [of the paper mark]. 

It wanted to avoid the development of the feeling that Alsace-Lorraine populations 

have to bear the burden of German defeat, and that they have to pay with a loss for 

their reintegration in the French unity.”232 In a similar vein, Georges Delahache, the 

author of pro-French propaganda on Alsace-Lorraine, argued that the currency 

                                                
231 Hau, De Dietrich, 158-159. 
232 Milliès-Lacroix, Annex, ANF F 12 8044, p. 4. 
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exchange “stemmed from the moral obligation of France to take back the German 

bills from Alsace-Lorrainers.”233 

 Still, the enormous expense of the currency exchange rocked the French 

budget, and in contrast to the liquidation of companies, it precipitated debate within 

the French government as early as 1919. During the June 22, 1919 session of the 

budgetary committee of the chamber of deputies, deputies demanded an explanation 

for the high exchange rate and the preferential treatment given to allied and neutral 

citizens at the expense of French taxpayers.234 Alfred Margaine, the radical-socialist 

spokesman of the committee, pointed to the inequalities created by the exchange. 

Louis Marin, a conservative member of the budget commission, reproached the 

government for not taking into consideration the opinions of the senate and chamber 

finance committees. 

Henri Hauser, a French economics professor who cooperated closely with the 

French government during reconstruction, criticized the measure and suggested that a 

ratio as low as 0.65 should have been applied to reflect market conditions.235 Hauser 

added that the real beneficiaries of the exchange rate were the peasants, who had 

amassed fortunes during the war, as well as real-estate owners and other capitalists, 

who all had benefited from the increasing prices that the introduction of the franc had 

brought about.236 Hauser lamented that consumers and small-scale traders lost out on 

the exchange rate, as the price of staples, supplies and other products increased, 

                                                
233 Delahache, Strasbourg 1918-1920 (Paris: Pochy, 1920), 5. 
234 Milliès-Lacroix, Annex, ANF F 12 8044. 
235 “Troisième rapport sur la mission du M. Henri Hauser auprès des Chambres de Commerce de 
l’Alsace et de Lorraine,” ANF, F 12 8044. 
236  “Troisième rapport sur la mission du M. Henri Hauser,” ANF, F 12 8044. 
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generating a rise in the cost of living.237 Despite scathing criticism from all sides, 

Milliès-Lacroix suggested at the end of his report that the senate retroactively granted 

its approval to the exchange decree.238 

 Milliès-Lacroix based his suggestion on the belief that many in France shared 

at the time , namely that Germany should be responsible for bearing the cost of 

exchange at the ratio established by the French government. As the Minister of 

Finance; Louis-Lucien Klotz, explained to the financial committee of the senate and 

the chamber of deputies on January 30, 1919, “the government estimates that 

Germany should reimburse, at a rate of 1.25, not only the debt that the French treasury 

will acquire from the German state, but also, as a consequence of the monetary reform, 

the entire claims of Alsace Lorrainers in Germany.”239 Klotz’s remark suggests that 

the government might have stuck to the high exchange rate of the paper mark because 

it expected to convince the Allies and the United States at the peace conference to 

force Germany to adopt this rate for debt and reparation payments. Paris treasuries lost 

out enormously, as article 72 of the Versailles Treaty maintained that the “rate of 

exchange […] shall be the average rate quoted on the Geneva Exchange” in the month 

before the armistice, 0.8 instead of 1.25, or 35 percent less than the rate given by 

France.240  

 
                                                
237 Hauser’s solution to dispel the specter of price hikes was to import butter and other food items from 
the Netherlands, thus fending off the rapaciousness of peasantry. “Troisième rapport sur la mission du 
M. Henri Hauser,” ANF, F 12 8044. 
238 Ibid. 
239 Ministry of Finance to the senate and chamber financial committee, January 30, 1919. Milliès-
Lacroix, Annex, ANF F 12 8044, p. 12. 
240 VT Art. 72; Cornelis Lodewijk and Torley Duwell (eds.) Bulletin de l’Institut intermédiaire 
international, vol 9-10 (H. D. Tjeenk Willink & fils, 1923), 120; Heilperin, Aspects of the Pathology of 
Money, 125-127. 
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Table 15. The costs of Alsace-Lorraine’s reintegration, expressed in 1,000 French 

Franc  

Type of Expense            Expenses (French franc 1,000  )    
Exchange of paper mark   1,822,539 
Operating costs of the 
Services Central d'Alsace-
Lorraine 

2,383 

Operating costs of the 
Commissariat General 37,877 

Salaries of Alsace-Lorraine 
civil servants 10,250 

Pension payments in addition 
to pension transfers paid by 
from Germany  

126,388 

Support for aid societies 79,873 
Benefits to Alsace-Lorraine 
populations interned in 
Germans  

350 

War damages 1,215,483 
TOTAL cost of reintegration 
of Alsace-Lorraine 3,387,393 

Source: AJ 30, 180, ANF. 
 

It was thus the French treasury that had to bear the burden of the high 

exchange rate. The fact that currency exchange cost 33 percent more than the region’s 

entire war damages, surpassing the latter by 600 million francs, illustrates well the 

enormity of expenses (table 5).241  At the same time, the favor extended to wealthier 

peasants and businessmen among the native population failed to prevent the malaise 

or discontent among the population about administrative integration, the influx of 

French businessmen and civil servants, and economic downturn.242 

                                                
241 ANF, AJ 30, 180. 
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Apart from the currency exchange, the French takeover of the region also 

benefitted Alsace’s and Lorraine’s family-owned firms in other ways. As has been 

noted, firms such as the De Dietrich were able to join the Comité des Forges, which 

allowed for their participation in business deals that pointed well-beyond Alsace and 

Lorraine. Although the De Dietrichs had been successful on both French and German 

markets before 1914, unlike “Old German” companies,  such as the WNJ firm, they 

were not part of the elite associations of Reich industrialists such as the 

Centralverband deutscher Industrieller. 

 The French government also involved the De Dietrichs in its economic 

expansion plans: French diplomats successfully created markets for Alsatian and 

French firms in Central and East-Central Europe. The Versailles Treaty’s commercial 

clauses enabled the AEB, the De Dietrich, and other regional companies to retain and 

expand their branches in Weimar Germany. The question remained, however, to what 

extent companies would be able to make use of the opportunity.  

The region’s corporations also fit into the Paris government’s plan to create an 

East-Central European economic alliance with France at its center. The most 

important consequence of the dissolution of the Entente’s wartime economic alliance 

after 1918 was France’s attempt to create an economic zone of influence in Central 

Europe.243 France’s defensive military alliance system, the Little Entente, proved to be 

more long-lasting than its ultimately failed plan to substitute French for German 
                                                
243 Great Britain and the United States extended huge credits to France during the war and wanted these 
sums paid back rather than channeling more capital to French reconstruction or the continued 
stabilization of wobbly franc. While the creation of an Entente economic bloc would likely have 
benefitted some French industrialists in the long run, the short-term consequences were difficult to 
predict. The withdrawal of the United States and Great Britain from financing French economic life led 
to inflation and a shortage of capital, but it also fostered the relative autonomy of French financiers and 
industrialists and shielded them from Anglo-American competition. 
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economic interests in Eastern Europe. Still, in the early 1920s, France was the most 

economically active Entente power in East-Central Europe, and French diplomats 

created markets and revenues for France that either did not exist before the war or had 

been controlled by Germans.244 It is remarkable that the partial takeover of Romania’s 

and the former Ottoman Empire’s German oil companies contributed to alleviating 

France’s oil shortage.245 In 1924, the French government also started negotiations with 

the Soviet Union for the partial repayment of French debts in exchange for new 

credits.246  

Alsace-Lorraine companies benefitted from the French economy’s eastern 

opening and received a share corresponding to their economic significance from 

foreign investments. The De Dietrich firm became one of the key investors in the 

Entente company that came into being after the expropriation of German owners in 

Danzig’s industrial complex, one of the largest of its kind in continental Europe.247 

According to the international agreement, British and French investors acquired 30 

percent of the shares of the new company each, while Poland and the city of Danzig 

retained 20 percent each.248 The De Dietrich firm acquired over 10 percent of French 

shares and delegated one of its directors, Henri Schloesing, to serve as administrator of 
                                                
244 Traian Sandu, La grande Roumanie alliée de la France: Une péripétie diplomatique des années 
folles, 1919-1933 (Paris: Harmattan, 1999); Piotr Stefan Wandycz, France and Her Eastern Allies, 
1919-1925. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1962); Soutou, “La France et Les Marches de 
l’Est ,” 341–88. 
245 Danzig consul Gérardin to President Poincaré, November 14, 1922; Documents Diplomatiques 
Francais 1922, vol. 2 (Bruxelles: Peter Lang, 2008), 501. 
246 The French government thus modified its wartime alliance system, and opened up commercial and 
political ties to its former enemies, including Austria, Hungary, and the Soviet Union. Just like during 
the war, when French foreign policy influenced the domestic treatment of Russian Poles, Austrian 
Czechs and Ottomans, who were exempt from expropriations, the new foreign policy of the Quai 
d’Orsay impacted Austrians and Hungarians favorably. Francis Delaisi, Les soviets et la dette russe en 
France (Paris: Publications de la Concilation internationale, 1930). 
247 Gérardin to President Poincaré, ibid. 
248 Hau, La Maison De Dietrich, 164-172.  
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this new International Shipbuilding and Engineering Company.249 New shareholders 

wanted to procure raw and finished materials on the cheap, similar to the intentions of 

the buyers of Hagondange and the Dingler-Karcher. The De Dietrich company’s 

annual report even added “we believe that with this transaction, which is excellent in 

itself, we will be able to secure new orders in Eastern Europe.”250 Instead, as with the 

Dingler-Karcher, the De Dietrich firm acquired new debts and losses in the short term: 

due to the plight of heavy industries in continental Europe. Hence, neither of the two 

investments made substantial profits prior to 1926. 

The De Dietrich company’s postwar history showcases the mixed 

consequences of the French annexation of Alsace-Lorraine on the region’s traditional 

economic elites. On the one hand, currency exchange and the purchase of formerly 

German-owned companies in Alsace and Lorraine stabilized the position of this 

traditional elite. Even in the mid-1920s, the most important industrialists and bankers 

of Alsace and Lorraine were able to sit down around one table or attend the same 

small-scale dinner party (fig. 32). There was no place for bourgeois or working-class 

newcomers, and the local notables also managed to retain their independence from 

big, Parisian corporations, since those were almost entirely restricted to heavy industry 

and banking.251  

 

 

 

                                                
249 Ibid. 
250 “Conseil de Surveillance” memorandum, December 8, 1922. ADD C 43. 
251 Rossé, Das Elsass. 
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Fig. 32. Members of the The De Dietrich, Turckheim, Schloesing and Mellon families. 

Alsace, 1927.  

 

 

Source: ADD, Reichshoffen, Box 43. 

 

The De Dietrich company managed to remain profitable into the 1920s. The 

firm increased its profits from 1.5 million francs in 1921, to 4.5 million in 1923, and 8 

million in 1926. Even accounting for the rapid inflation of the franc, these figures 

counted as sizeable gains.252 The other side of the coin was that most of these profits 

came from commissions by large state-owned enterprises, such as France’s railway 

companies. Despite the stipulations of the Versailles Treaty on toll-free exports from 

Alsace-Lorraine to Germany, the De Dietrich firm was not competitive across the 
                                                
252 “Rapport par l’administration Centrale,” December 3, 1926. ADD C 43. 
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Rhine and witnessed the loss of its German markets. Even abroad, the company’s 

products were only able to acquire commissions where cheaper German products were 

not allowed to enter, such as in Great Britain, the French interior, or Algeria, where 

the De Dietrich Co. shipped 100 bathtubs a day.253 In exchange for investing in 

Danzig, the Polish government rewarded the company with orders, which exemplified 

the success of French economic diplomacy rather than market competitiveness. 

Nearby Switzerland or even Spain preferred to order from Germany.  

Part of the problem was Germany’s hyperinflation that enabled it to produce 

more cheaply than Alsatian and Lorrainer firms. Still, the underlying issue was that the 

French takeover of Alsace-Lorraine shielded traditional elites from competition and 

fostered the conservation of less competitive production practices. The De Dietrich 

company, for instance, sold everything from “trout to railway carts,” operated steel 

plants, a carpenters’ workshop, and an engineering company.254 The family ownership 

of the company prevented the involvement of large pools of new capital, which banks 

or shareholders could have provided. As Michel Hau has pointed out, the management 

of the firm continued to reinvest the majority of profits throughout the 1920s into 

innovative technologies in order to be retain at least moderate competitiveness. The 

result was that the economic elites behind the company pocketed only moderate sums 

every year. The price of the family firm’s financial independence was slower 

expansion. 

 

Conclusion 
                                                
253 “Rapport de la Direction Commerciale” December 8, 1922. 
254 Hau, La Maison, 171. 
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During one of the monthly banquets of the Association of Protestant 

Industrialists and Businessmen in Paris, the technocrat Ernest Mercier exhorted the 

audience to assume their social responsibility: the conservation of their elite status.  

“You should not forget that once you have accepted the benefits of your position in 

society, your essential function is to assure the conservation of this responsibility 

(charge).”255 Although Mercier delivered his speech more than a decade after the 

armistice, it illustrates well the privileged role postwar French governments accorded 

to economic elites in the remaking of the country. Historiography has so far focused 

on planners and technocrats, such as Mercier himself, or the minister of industrial 

reconstruction, Louis Loucheur.256 These works demonstrate the willingness of the 

French administration to involve industrialists in modernization projects, such as the 

extension of the Parisian electric network, the railway system, or France’s oil 

provisioning.257 Still, both Richard Kuisel and Charles Maier have argued that postwar 

corporatism was less pronounced in France than in Germany and Italy. As Kuisel 

maintaines, “decontrol and retrenchment […] characterized the republic’s postwar 

policy.”258 So far, however, there is no detailed study on how the return to the free 

economy and the corresponding rights extended to French economic elites negatively 

affected the state budget.259  

The liquidation of German property in Alsace and Lorraine, on the other hand, 

                                                
255 Mercier, La Crise et l’élite, 12. 
256 Maier, Recasting Bourgeois Europe; Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism and the State in Modern France: 
Renovation and Economic Management in the Twentieth Century (CUP Archive, 1983), 31-58; Richard 
F. Kuisel, Ernest Mercier: French Technocrat (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1967), 1-63. 
257 Kuisel, Ernest Mercier, 1-63. 
258 Kuisel, Capitalism and the State in Modern France, 62. 
259 Kuisel, Capitalism and the State in Modern France, 64. 
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shows that many industrialists and bankers benefitted enormously from the French 

takeover of the region, without contributing significantly either to the state’s well-

being, or to the general prosperity of the population. The liquidation of German-

owned iron-ore mines and steel plants in Lorraine resulted in huge losses for the 

budget, as large corporations were allowed to acquire these assets substantially below 

their market price. They failed to turn a profit, satisfy the demands of workers, or 

ratchet up production. The liquidation of the mines also revealed that the French state 

was unable to keep large factories, plants, and mines in operation without relying on 

assistance from economic elites. The latter, however, failed to invest new capital in 

Lorraine’s mines. As the case of the Hagondange plants shows, they even harmed the 

company’s production structure, laid off workers, and cut salaries to serve the interests 

of firms in the interior of France.  

Political scientist David Ciepley’s assertion that corporations are inherently 

“government-like in their powers,” and that they “transgress all the basic dichotomies 

that structure liberal treatments of law, economics, and politics: public/private, 

government/market,”260 holds true for Alsace-Lorraine as well. The region’s economic 

transition, however, puts a question mark over the beneficial nature of corporations for 

Alsace-Lorraine’s economy as a whole. Even though French corporations assured the 

continuity of production in formerly German-owned steel plants, at least in the short-

run they depleted rather than enriched these firms.  

The French government threw a lifebuoy to Alsace-Lorraine’s elites by the  

favorable currency exchange, which helped to preserve the status of the region’s 
                                                
260 David Ciepley, “Beyond Public and Private: Toward a Political Theory of the Corporation,” 
American Political Science Review 107, no. 01 (February 2013): 139. 
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traditional elites. Michel Hau has pointed out the “extreme longevity” of Alsatian 

family firms, which was not independent of French government policies. Historians 

David Landes, Michael B. Miller, and Youssef Cassis have demonstrated the 

importance of family firms in the making of the modern French economy, which 

might explain at least some of the French policies in favor of the doyens of family 

firms (De Dietrichs, Wendels, Renaults), in Alsace and Lorraine.261  

  As a result of the favorable exchange rate, the commercial stipulations of the 

Versailles treaty and the takeover of German property, firms like the De Dietrichs 

managed to prosper without relying on Parisian banks. While Louis Loucheur and the 

French government allowed large French corporations like the Renault, Peugeot, and 

the Schneider-Creuzot firms to seize the most valuable assets in Alsace-Lorraine, they 

also left considerable space for mid-size and smaller companies, owned by native 

elites, to prosper. As opposed to previous scholarship that stressed the French 

government’s role in the expropriation of German companies, it is clear that native 

populations participated eagerly in the expropriation of property belonging to their 

former “neighbors.” There were many native Alsatian and Lorrainer sequestering 

agents who supervised liquidations, and native firms like the De Dietrichs were also 

ready to take over German property. Whereas Alsace-Lorraine is often portrayed as 

exemplifying Grenzlandtragik or “the tragedy of a border land,” it is clear that 

                                                
261 Michael B. Miller, The Bon Marché: Bourgeois Culture and the Department Store, 1869-1920 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1981), 11-15; Youssef Cassis, “Business History in 
France,” in Business History around the World, eds. Franco Amatori and Geoffrey Jones (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 192-214; David S. Landes, Dynasties : Fortunes and Misfortunes of 
the World’s Great Family Businesses (New York: Viking, 2006), 
http://newcatalog.library.cornell.edu/catalog/5918891. Charles S. Morris, “Old Money,” New York 
Times, October 29, 2006, Accessed on June 7, 2016 at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/10/29/books/review/Morris.t.html?pagewanted=print&_r=0.  
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Alsatians and Lorrainers were not simply tossed in between Germany and France, but 

were actively involved in the nationalist policies of the two states.262

                                                
262 François Goldschmitt, Bausteine zur Geschichte der Grenzlandtragik des Haut-Rhin-Bas-Rhin & 
Moselle (Rech, Moselle: F. Goldschmitt, 1947); Victor Antoni, Lebenserinnerungen und menschliche 
Betrachtungen eines Lothringers zu den politischen Irrungen und Wirrungen seiner Zeit (Saarbrücken: 
Funk, 1957); Tharsicius Cherrier, Grenzlandtragik (Sélestat: Maison St Antoine, 1953); Wilhelm Kapp, 
Grenzlandtragik im Elsaß: Vortrag gehalten am 16. Mai 1926 ... (Berlin: Robert Ernst, 1926). 
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CHAPTER 8 

 
THE PROSPERITY OF PREWAR ECONOMIC ELITES IN POSTWAR GREATER 

ROMANIA 

Introduction 

The central argument of the current chapter is that Hungarian and German 

economic elites managed to retain and even enhance their social positions and 

economic profiles in Greater Romania in the decade following the First World War. I 

will analyze how the continued influence of these prewar elites related to 

contemporary Hungarian and Romanian discussions about the role of social elites, 

modernization, and industrial development. The intervention I am trying to make is 

social historical and historical anthropological: the relatively modest secondary 

literature on economic elites in Greater Romania has focused on a few formative texts 

by economists and politicians close to the governing National Liberal Party and the 

National Hungarian Party, the political alliance of Hungarian minorities.1 These works 

are important yet inadequate sources for studying the transformation of the economy 

and its elites in 1920s Transylvania. Instead of describing the social reality of 

interethnic business partnerships, the corruption of state officials by bankers and 

industrialists, and inadequate means available to the state administration,  economists 

                                                
1 Ștefan Zeletin, Burghezia română: originea și rolul ei istoric: neoliberalismul : studii asupra istoriei 
și politicii burgheziei române (București: Editura Nemira, 1997); Victor I. Slăvescu, Organizaţia de 
credit a României (Bucureşti: Cartea Românească, 1922); Elemér Gyárfás, Románia hitelszervezetei és 
az erdélyi magyar pénzintézetek.. (Lugos, n/a 1924); Balázs Trencsényi, The Politics of “National 
Character”: A Study in Interwar East European Thought (Abingdon, Oxon; New York: Routledge, 
2012), 20-70. 
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portrayed an ideal-typical view of economic and social life, in which Romanian 

capitalists, supported by the state, engaged in an epic fight to dominate and 

marginalize powerful minorities and foreign capitalists.  

Economists and nationalist activists among the ranks of minority Hungarians 

in the region affirmed Romanian views by foregrounding the oppression, 

marginalization, and other forms of discrimination against Magyar companies by 

Bucharest capitalists.  I will bring these texts by Romanian and Hungarian economists 

and politicians into communication not only with each other, but also with business 

practices “on the ground.” I will maintain that economic life was not neatly organized 

along ethnic lines, and that postwar political and economic elites cooperated 

extensively with prewar Hungarian businessmen, industrialists, and bankers. 

Transylvanian regionalism emerged as an important organizing principle of networks 

between economic and political elites; it helped the region’s Hungarians and 

Romanians to form alliances, and often set Romanians from Transylvania and those 

from pre-1918 Romania – the Old Kingdom – against one another, for instance during 

the debates surrounding the exchange of national currencies.2 

 The Renner tannery will continue to serve as the major case study of the 

chapter. The Renner’s example, along with other cases I will cite, show that there was 

a huge discrepancy between the rhetoric of economic nationalism and the reality of 

local compromises. The company’s managers established ties to both Romanian and 

Hungarian banks, companies, and politicians, even those who advocated a radically 

                                                
2 Horia Maniu, Unificarea monetară (Bucharest: Cartea Românească, 1924); Romanian National 
Archives, (ANR), DJAN Mureș, Direcția Generală a Poliției, 4/1920, pp. 99-101. I am grateful for 
Gábor Egry for sharing this latter source. 
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anti-Magyar stance in their writings. I will further maintain that Hungarian economic 

elites with positions in Romania’s industrial life managed to retain their social status 

and most of their wealth as a result of these networks.  

The Renner company was not exceptional in its ability to remain prosperous in 

post-World-War-I Greater Romania. Although the postwar demand for leather 

products made the company especially successful, there were hundreds of other 

Hungarian firms and banks in Romania that managed to stay in business throughout 

the interwar period.3 It is no wonder that the economists of the Hungarian National 

Bank found the minority Hungarian banking system in a state of hypertrophy in 

August 1940, when Hungary reannexed Northern Transylvania after the Second 

Vienna Arbitration. Hungarian authorities even liquidated 47 smaller, Magyar-owned 

banks shortly after the annexation, along with 19 Romanian banks.4 While many firms 

and banks were underfinanced, the Magyar businessmen and bankers managed to 

retain a dense network of companies throughout the interwar period.   

The analysis provided here also contributes to understanding how a new state 

in interwar East-Central Europe, Greater Romania, functioned in the 1920s. By relying 

on case studies I will argue that compromises among various ethnic and social groups 

were necessary because interwar Romania was a weak state. As historian Gábor Egry 

has put it, “the establishment of the new state, with its rules and practices, was a slow 

process that left considerable room for local groups and individuals to negotiate their 

                                                
3 As demonstrated by the calculations of the Hungarian National Bank in 1940. Hungarian National 
Archives, (MNL-OL) , Z 12 40. cs 360. t.; A Romániához csatolt magyar területek gazdasági élete, 
(Budapest: Magyar Nemzeti Bank, 1940),  225-250. 
4 MNL-OL, Z 12 40. cs 36o. t.; “A Romániához csatolt magyar területek gazdasági élete.” 
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positions vis-à-vis the nationalizing [Romanianizing] efforts.”5 As a consequence, the 

Romanian government was unable to carry out the policies envisioned by nationalist 

economists and politicians such as Victor Slăvescu, Ștefan Zeletin, Virgil Madgearu, 

and others.6 Due to the administration’s weakness, the lack of capital in the economy, 

and successful maneuvering by local elites, the implementation of government policies 

depended on highly specific compromises between Romanian and minority elites that 

varied from city to city, county to county, and region to region.7  

The assertions put forward in previous chapters are crucial for understanding 

why this continuity was possible amidst the collapse of the Dual Monarchy, 

revolutions, continuing war and armed conflict (1918-1920), and changes of 

sovereignty. Chapter 5 established that the Treaty of Trianon had more generous 

stipulations for minorities in East-Central European successor states than the 

Versailles Treaty did with respect to the German minority in Alsace-Lorraine. The 

French and British governments, however, had to force the minority treaties and 

Jewish emancipation onto the Romanian regime, which threw into question the 

implementation of the minority treaty and the regime’s relationship to its Jewish 

population.  

                                                
5 Gábor Egry, “Navigating the Straits. Changing Borders, Changing Rules and Practices of Ethnicity 
and Loyalty in Romania after 1918, Hungarian Historical Review, 2 (2013) 3: 449. 
6 Zeletin, Burghezia română; Slăvescu, Organizaţia de credit; Trencsényi, The Politics of “National 
Character,” 20-70. 
7 On the regional variations between deals among local elites in interwar Transylvania, see also Gábor 
Egry, “Keresztező párhuzamosok. Etnicitás és középosztálybeli kultúra a két világháború közti 
Erdélyben” in Eszter Bartha and Zsuzsanna Varga, eds. Határokon túl, Tanulmánykötet Mark Pittaway 
(1971-2010) emlékére (Budapest: l’Harmattan-ELTE BTK, 2012), 282-302; , Gábor Egry, Etnicitás, 
identitás, politika. Magyar kisebbségek nacionalizmus és regionalizmus között Csehszlovákiában és 
Romániában 1918-1944 (Budapest: Napvilág, 2015), 362-378. 
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In chapter 2, it became clear that Hungarians and Germans constituted an 

overwhelming majority of the Transylvania’s business elite and bourgeoisie, even 

though Romanians made up around 55 percent of Transylvania’s population. 

Furthermore, chapter 4 showed that Hungarian economic elites, like the Renners, 

emerged prosperous from World War I, and the influence of Budapest banks and 

companies in Transylvania grew substantially between 1916 and 1918. Even though 

the Romanian army had occupied Transylvania by 1918, the Bucharest government 

had extremely limited resources to take over the administration of Transylvania, which 

was two-thirds of the prewar Old Kingdom of Romania (the Regat).  

The present chapter builds on the assertions above by making the following 

additional arguments. First, despite the enormous territorial losses of Austria and 

Hungary in the Treaties of Saint Germain and Trianon, the economic elites of Austria-

Hungary retained their pre-1918 positions in interwar Transylvania because there was 

considerably less political pressure on business elites than on civil servants, the 

Catholic and Calvinist churches, schoolteachers, landowners, and minority politicians. 

  Prewar ties between the region’s Hungarian and Romanian elites, and their 

shared “middle-class culture” facilitated inter-ethnic cooperation, as well.8 Thus, there 

was a growing tension between the rhetoric of economic nationalism and the reality of 

local compromises between Romanian and Hungarian elites. Ethnicity did not 

predetermine the success or failure of a business or a bank in interwar Transylvania, 

and the demands of domestic markets also mattered within the protectionist economy 

of Greater Romania. I further argue that the business history of the Renner tannery 
                                                
8 On the shared “middle-class culture” of ethnic Romanians and Hungarians of Transylvania, see Egry, 
“Keresztező párhuzamosok,” 282-302. 
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shows that certain Hungarian-owned companies were better off within a Greater 

Romania created by the Treaty of Trianon than they had been in prewar Greater 

Hungary. The Renner tannery dominated leather markets in the protectionist yet 

underindustrialized Greater Romania, since customs tariffs saved it from competition 

with larger Hungarian, Czechoslovak, or Austrian tanneries. 

The divergent treatment of various groups of minority elites in the new 

Romanian state also contributed to the economic survival of Hungarian businessmen 

and bankers in Greater Romania. Subsequent Bucharest governments prioritized the 

nationalization and romanianization of the education system over that of the economy. 

In the domain of public education, the administration even took the risk of inciting 

international criticism by seizing schools owned and run by Magyar churches.9 The 

land reform of 1921 expropriated Hungarian gentries, aristocrats, and optants, and 

started an avalanche of disputes that came before the League of Nations and the Mixed 

Arbitral Tribunals. Optants were Hungarian landowners who opted to move to rump 

Hungary from Transylvania, following the stipulations of the Treaty of Trianon. 

Subsequently, however, their land was expropriated almost completely by the 

Romanian government, which in turn allowed those Hungarian landowners who 

stayed in Romania to keep at least a portion of their prewar estates.10 While the 

Romanian government put pressure on Hungarian industrialists to include Romanians 

on the boards of their companies, it did not openly breach those stipulations of the 
                                                
9 Miklós Móricz, The Fate of the Transylvanian Soil; a Brief Account of the Rumanian Land Reform of 
1921 (Budapest: Society of Transylvanian Emigrants, 1934); David Mitrany, The Land and the Peasant 
in Rumania; the War and Agrarian Reform (1917-21) ( New Haven: Yale University Press, 1930); 
MNL-OL K 69, 16 cs.; MNL-OL K 610 82. cs. XI-1. 
10 “Les procès-verbaux de la chambre des députés de la loi agraire sur le paragraphe 6(c)  portant sur les 
absentéistes, dans: Décrets-lois instituant la réforme agraire en Transylvanie et autres provinces, 1-10, 
ANF, AJ/22/28. I am grateful for Antal Berkes who suggested consulting this source. 
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Treaty or Trianon that protected minority-owned industrial and banking companies 

from expropriation.11 

Did Romanian political elites regard industrial and banking life as special 

domains that were better to be left alone? An analysis of writings by Romanian 

economists and politicians will show that this was hardly the case. The nationalist 

rhetoric on the necessity to romanianize the economy counted as mainstream within 

the country’s political discourse ever since the birth of Greater Romania. It built on a 

rich late-nineteenth-century literature on how Romania was a victim of commercial 

and economic encroachment by foreigners.12  

Despite the  stipulations of the minority rights treaty, which British and French 

diplomats forced the Romanian government to sign in 1919, the 1923 constitution did 

not grant automatic citizenship to all Jews in the newly annexed territories: acquiring 

Romanian citizenship still required individual petitioning.13 Moreover, the 1924 

decree-law of the national liberal George Mârzescu deprived 3,000 Transylvanian 

Jewish families of citizenship.14 It is likely that even Mózes Farkas himself lost his 

newly acquired Romanian citizenship this way. According to a 1924 document, he 

was among those who petitioned to acquire citizenship, which shows that even the 

richest Jews faced some of the anti-Semitic discriminatory measures. The Romanian 

“new generation,” the young university students, and elites who came of age after 

1918, looked at the 1920 Hungarian numerus clausus law, which restricted Jewish 

                                                
11 TT Art. 61, 64, 232. 
12 Radu D. Rosetti, Roumania and the Jews (Bucarest: I.V. Socecu, 1904). 
13 Gidó, Úton, 36-37. 
14 The name of Mârzescu’s decree was “Legii privind dobândirea și pierderea naționalității române.” 
Giuseppe Motta, Less than Nations: Central-Eastern European Minorities after WWI, vol. 2 
(Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014), 375. 
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enrollment at universities as a model, and in 1925 they even participated in the “world 

congress of anti-Semites” organized in Budapest, showing that Hungarian-Romanian 

nationalist hostilities did not prevent an extreme right alliance against the common 

enemy, the Jew.15 

As opposed to Horthy’s Hungary, despite the demand of student organizations, 

the national liberal governments of Romania did not introduce a numerus clausus at 

universities, although they tried to hinder the ascension of minority Hungarians and 

Jews into the ranks of the bourgeoisie and elites. The annual pogroms and beatings 

that anti-Semitic student organizations staged during their yearly “congresses” 

effectively reduced the number of Jewish students at the faculties of law and 

medicine.16  

Still, in contrast to education or landownership, the government did not 

intervene radically in the composition of industrial capital. It only stepped up 

measures against “foreign” or minority-owned banks and companies in the mid-1930s. 

The introduction of a numerous vallachichus, or a quota for ethnic Romanians in the 

management of industrial companies, and the anti-Semitic expropriations and 

genocides of the early 1940s dealt a major blow to the Jewish, Hungarian, and German 

bourgeoisie. Most decisively, the nationalizations initiated by the communist regime 

                                                
15 The only successful anti-Semitic measure that the Horthy regime managed to implement was the 
numerous clausus, which pegged Jewish enrollment at universities to the ratio of Jews within Hungary. 
The measure had a similar purpose and effect as the romanianization of Cluj-Napoca university and 
discrimination against Hungarian high school graduates. Miklós Szinai, “Antiszemita internacionálé: az 
„első” nemzetközi antiszemita kongresszus Budapesten (1925),” Múlt és jövő 2/3 (1991): 14–23. 
16 In many respects, Horthy’s Hungary did to the Jews what successor states did to minority 
Hungarians: trying to reduce their numbers among the social elite. Carole Fink, Defending the Rights of 
Others: The Great Powers, the Jews, and International Minority Protection, 1878-1938, 1 edition 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006). 
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after 1948 ended the hegemony of Hungarian, German, and Jewish capitalists in 

Transylvania’s economic life.17 

As opposed to the rich secondary literature on interwar Alsace-Lorraine, the 

historiography on the 1920s in Transylvania is slim. Academic work has mostly 

centered on political history and the study of ethnic identity, politics, and conflict. 

Irina Livezeaunu’s Cultural Politics in Greater Romania remains the standard work 

on attempts to romanianize Transylvania’s public education; she has also explored key 

aspects of interwar Romanian nationalism.18 Recent works by Nándor Bárdi and 

Gábor Egry have investigated the political organization of Hungarian minority elites in 

Transylvania, and their often conflict-ridden relationship to the Budapest 

administrations aimed at revising the Treaty of Trianon.19  

Building on recent scholarship by Tara Zahra, Pieter Judson, and Rogers 

Brubaker, Egry has stressed that Hungarian ethnic identity was not monolithic or 

stable in interwar Transylvania.20 He has demonstrated the surfacing of “national 

                                                
17 The March 21, 1947 shareholder meeting shows that the families prominent among shareholders 
since the 1910s and 1920s (the Farkas, Anhauch, Rosenberg, etc.) still had a prominent share in the 
company (ANR Cluj-Napoca, Fond Clujana; Ștefan Cristian Ionescu, Jewish Resistance to 
Romanianization”, 1940-44, (New York: Routledge, 2015); Vladimir Solonari, Purifying the Nation: 
Population Exchange and Ethnic Cleansing in Nazi-Allied Romania (Washington, D.C.; Baltimore: 
Woodrow Wilson Center Press ; Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010). 
18 Irina Livezeanu, Cultural Politics in Greater Romania: Regionalism, Nation Building, & Ethnic 
Struggle, 1918-1930 (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1995), 272-280. 
19 Nándor Bárdi, Csilla Fedinec, and László Szarka, Minority Hungarian Communities in the Twentieth 
Century (Boulder, Colo.; Social Science Monographs, 2011); Nándor Bárdi, Otthon és haza: 
tanulmányok a romániai magyar kisebbség történetéről, (Csíkszereda [Miercurea-Ciuc]: Pro-Print, 
2013); Anders E. B Blomqvist, Constantin Iordachi, and Balázs Trencsényi, Hungary and Romania 
Beyond National Narratives: Comparison and Entanglements, (Bern : Peter Lang, 2013); Anders E. B. 
Blomqvist, Economic Nationalizing in the Ethnic Borderlands of Hungary and Romania: Inclusion, 
Exclusion and Annihilation in Szatmár/Satu-Mare 1867-1944, dissertation manuscript (Stockholm: 
Stockholm University,  2014). 
20 Pieter M. Judson, Exclusive Revolutionaries: Liberal Politics, Social Experience, and National 
Identity in the Austrian Empire, 1848-1914 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996). Judson, 
Guardians of the Nation: Activists on the Language Frontiers of Imperial Austria (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 2006). 
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indifference” among both the urban lower classes and the peasantry, as an expression 

of anti-state behavior, as well as among the middle classes, who wanted to define their 

identities regardless of the ethnic categorization assigned to them by the state.21 Egry 

as well as Nándor Bárdi, Attila Gidó, and others have pointed to the growing gaps 

between the political identities of Jewish and non-Jewish Hungarians in Trianon or 

post-World War I Hungary and Transylvania in the 1920s.22  

I will first discuss the contested social position of economic elites in interwar 

Greater Romania, and then explain how the Renner tannery’s management expanded 

the firm by retaining its prewar ties to Budapest and Vienna and forming new 

partnerships with Romanian elites. The second part of this chapter will paper 

investigate how contemporary Romanian and Hungarian economic writers and 

politicians viewed economic elites in general and the Renner factory in particular. I 

                                                                                                                                       
 Tara Zahra, Kidnapped Souls: National Indifference and the Battle for Children in the Bohemian 
Lands, 1900-1948 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2008); Zahra, “Imagined Noncommunities: 
National Indifference as a Category of Analysis,” Slavic Review 69: 1 (2010): 93–119. 
21 Egry, “Navigating the Straits,” 449-470. 
22 Moreover, Egry and Bárdi have shown how the fluidity of the political and ethnic identities  among 
the region’s Magyars posed serious difficulties for Budapest governments attempting to rally 
populations from ”lost” territories. Egry has also researched extensively the local histories of political 
transition in small Transylvanian towns between 1918 and the late 1920s. Bárdi, Otthon és haza; Egry, 
Etnicitás, identitás, politika;  Egry, “A Crossroad of Parallels. Regionalism and Nation-Building in the 
First Half of the Twentieth Century.” in Hungary and Romania Beyond National Narratives; Gábor 
Egry, Phantom Menaces; Ethnic Categorization, Loyalty, and State Security in Interwar Romania; Egry, 
“Navigating the Straits.” 449–476; Hungarian Historical Review, 2014/3: 516–548; Gábor Egry, 
„Állam és etnicitás a huszas évek Erdélyében,” Pro Minortate Spring (2015): 61-81; Gábor Egry, 
”Közvetlen demokrácia, nemzeti forradalom: Hatalomváltás, átmenet és a helyi nemzeti tanácsok 
Erdélyben 1918-1919,” Múltunk 3 (2010): 92-108; Gábor Egry, “Két pogány közt”? Régió, nemzet, 
őslakók és gyarmatosítók a két világháború közti Erdélyben” Múltunk, 4 (2012): 66-88; Egry, 
”Keresztező párhuzamosok,” 282-302; Zsuzsa Bokor, Testtörténetek: a nemzet és a nemi betegségek 
medikalizálása a két világháború közötti Kolozsváron, Poveștile corpului : medicalizarea națiunii și a 
bolilor venerice în Clujul interbelic, (Kolozsvár: Nemzeti Kisebbségkutató Intézet, 2013);  János Fleisz, 
Nagyvárad várostörténete: kismonográfia (Nagyvárad: Sapientia Varadiensis Alapítvány, 2011); Dániel 
Lőwy, Az úri város zsidó lakosai, a nagyváradi zsidóság története (Budapest : Magyar Unitárius 
Egyház, 2015); Lucian Popescu, Timișoara interbelică și universul social din România (Bucharest: 
Cartea Universitara, 2004); Corneliu Pădurean, Aradul în perioada interbelică. Contribuții demografice 
(Arad: Editura Universității A. V., 2004). 
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will close the chapter by examining the impact of the controversial exchange of 

Austro-Hungarian crowns into Romanian lei. The cases studies below will highlight 

cooperation between Transylvania’s Romanian political elites and Hungarian business 

elites, and show how regionalism emerged as a framework to contest the economic 

policies of the Bucharest government. 

 

Between the Gentry and the Proletariat: Mózes Farkas and the Uneasy Social 
Position of Business Elites in Interwar Transylvania  
 
 By the early 1920s, Mózes Farkas, the director and most important shareholder 

of the Renner tannery and shoe factory, had become one of Cluj-Napoca’s and even 

Transylvania’s most important public figures. Writers portrayed and scolded him in 

their novels; the local press regularly discussed his business ventures; and several 

organizations pleaded for his patronage. In December 1918, Farkas became the vice 

president of Oscar Jászi’s left-liberal Radical Party, and in 1921 he took part in the 

formation of the Magyar political organization Hungarian Alliance (Magyar 

Szövetség). In 1922, he became president of the Keren Hayesod (“The Foundation 

Fund”), a Zionist organization that promoted Jewish emigration to Palestine.23 In 

1925, he was elected vice president of the Cluj-Napoca/ Kolozsvár chamber of 

commerce, and he also became one of the regional directors of the Alliance of 

Romanian Industrialists, along with two other Hungarian Jews, Zsigmond Szana and 

Albert Bürger.24  Farkas’s multiple positions in Transylvania’s economic and political 

life reflected the enhanced profile of Hungarian business elites after 1918, and the 

                                                
23 Gidó, Úton, 27-49, 470, 475. 
24 Lőwy, A Kálváriától, 431. 
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variety of political identities available to Transylvanian Hungarian Jews in Greater 

Romania. 

There were only 182,000 Jews in Transylvania in 1920, making up slightly 

over 3 percent of the population. Three-fourths of them were Hungarian speakers.25 

Jews were especially numerous in Cluj-Napoca, where their number had risen from 

7,000 in 1910, to 10,600 by 1920, to 13,500 by 1930. They thus made up 11 to 13 

percent of Cluj-Napoca’s population by 1930.26 The growth of the Jewish population 

partially resulted from the categorization of Jewish Hungarians as Jews in the 

Romanian censuses of 1920 and 1930, but it also reflected the influx of Transylvania’s 

provincial Jewish populations to the most prominent city of Transylvania. Over 95 

percent of the city’s Jewish population spoke Hungarian, but 6 out of 10  Jews also 

spoke a second language; German, Yiddish, or Romanian.27 Jews spoke Romanian at 

higher rates than non-Jewish Magyars.28 

Due to linguistic barriers and cultural differences, neither of the Jewish 

denominations established ties to Romanian Jewry and this separation also fostered 

continued cultural and political ties to Hungarian political and economic elites.29 In the 

1920s, only the younger generation of Jews joined Zionist organizations, while the 

majority of Hungarian-speaking Jews supported the National Hungarian Party, an 

                                                
25 Gidó, Úton. As there was no rigorous Romanian census in 1920, this figure is an estimate partially 
based on the 1910 Hungarian census. 
26 Magyar Kisebbség, 1-2, September 15, (1922): 51-53. 
27 Gidó, Úton, 31. 
28 Gidó, Úton, 23. 
29 Notably, even Transylvanian Zionists had no affiliation to Zionist organizations in the Old Kingdom 
of Romania. Vago, “The Jews of Transylvania,” 254-255; Ezra Mendelsohn, The Jews of East Central 
Europe between the World Wars (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1983), 178-202. 
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umbrella organization uniting Magyars in Transylvania from the center right to the 

center left.30 

The secondary literature has only sporadic references to Farkas, usually to 

mention him as a member of the Jewish or Hungarian ethnic community.31 Farkas, 

however, was not easy to categorize; his business strategy cannot be deduced from his 

identification with one or the other ethnic or religious “imagined communities” in 

Transylvania.32 The Renner tannery’s success lay in the transnational and interethnic 

partnerships that its management forged after the sovereignty change. In this regard, 

Farkas’s business strategy was different from that of prewar Saxon bankers or the 

economic elites around the Transylvanian Romanian Albina bank, which acquired 

their clients, capital, and social status by representing the interests of a minority 

community.33  

The major opposition to Farkas’s multiple loyalties, growing social status, and 

trans-ethnic business partnerships came from Hungarian and Romanian anti-Semites 

in Transylvania. Antisemitism neither became the official policy of the National 

Hungarian Party, nor that of the Romanian parties representing the majority of the 

country’s population in the 1920s. Still, as frequent pogroms in Oradea, Cluj-Napoca 

                                                
30 The Zionist Transylvanian Jewish National Alliance competed for Jewish votes with the National 
Hungarian Party. Gidó, Úton, 53-54. 
31 Gidó, Úton, 90-91. 
32 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism 
(London; New York: Verso, 1991). 
33 As Gábor Egry has demonstrated, Saxon banks paid out small dividends to shareholders and invested 
the remaining profit in community building projects. To a considerably lesser extent, this was the case 
with banks owned by ethnic Romanians, too. Although these were more profit oriented, their ethnic 
profile attracted a large portion of the nationally conscious Romanian bourgeoisie. 
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and other cities of Transylvania proved, antisemitism was a powerful ideology in the 

1920s, which targeted the Transylvanian bourgeoisie and economic elites.34  

In 1930, 26 percent of Transylvanian Jews pursued industrial occupations, 38 

percent made a living from commerce and banking, while the liberal professionals 

accounted for 13 percent of Jewish society.35 Even though Jews were overrepresented 

in middle-class professions, they did not constitute the absolute majority in any 

occupational groups. Jews made up 8 percent of those employed in industry, 34 

percent in banking and commerce, and 6 percent in the liberal professions in 

Transylvania.36 According to the estimates of Avram Rozen, Jews owned around 30 

percent of all mid-to-large factories in Greater Romania. Some 39 percent of tannery 

directors, including Farkas, were Jewish, while 62 percent of textile and petroleum 

companies in Greater Romania had Jewish directors in 1926.37 These numbers are 

estimates, which mask the internal divisions within the country’s Jewry; nevertheless, 

they show how ethnic minorities like Jews were able to retain their leadership 

positions in the economy of Greater Romania.38  

While Hungarian Prime Minister István Bethlen (1921-1931) pursued a 

moderate anti-Semitic course by supporting a numerus clausus at universities, his 

                                                
34 Máté Rigó, ”A felejthető pogrom” Budapesti Könyvszemle, Summer 2012, 126-141; ó, Úton, 34-35; 
Sabin Manuilă, Recensământul general al populației româniei din 29 decemvrie 1930, vol. 7 
(Bucuresti: Editura Institutului central de statistică, 1938). 
35 Gidó, Úton; Traian Rotariu, Maria Semeniuc, and Elemér Mezei, Recensământul din 1930: 
Transilvania (Cluj-Napoca : Presa Universitară Clujeană,  2011). 
36 Gidó, Úton, 34-35. 
37 Avram Rozen, “Jews in Romanian industry,” in Vago and Rotman, The History of the Jews in 
Romania, 84. 
38 The difference between the 1910 Hungarian and 1930 Romanian statistics does not allow for a 
reliable comparison, as Hungarian statisticians operated with different categories. The 1910 statistics 
categorized populations based on mother tongue, and as most Jews spoke Hungarian, they were lumped 
together with non-Jewish Hungarian speakers.  
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relative György Bethlen and other leaders of the National Hungarian Party in Romania 

tried to recruit Hungarian Jews as allies in Transylvania.39 Many hardliner anti-

Semites of the pre-1918 political elite in Transylvania had emigrated to Hungary after 

the war, which enabled the minority party to attract Hungarian Jewish voters.40  

Still, both the party’s conservative right wing, as well as the left-leaning party 

members and socialist Magyar public intellectuals were critical of the bourgeoisie, and 

especially Jews, who pursued middle-class professions. As Ivan Sanders has pointed 

out, radical socialists and the leftist intellectuals around the journal Korunk (Our 

Times) criticized economic elites by focusing on the issue of postwar social inequality, 

class conflict, and the Jewish question. Korunk’s editor Gábor Gaál noted that the 

decisive conflicts in society were between “landowner and peasant, Jew and gentry, 

political conservatives and radicals.”41  

The conflict between gentry and Jew acquired a new meaning in postwar 

Transylvania, since the fate of prewar civil servants and gentries, on the one hand, and 

the Jewish bourgeoisie on the other diverged sharply after 1918. The growing political 

and economic influence of figures like Farkas put the day-to-day difficulties of the 

former civil servants, gentry, and intelligentsia into sharp relief.  Even if the majority 

of Jews in Transylvania led a modest, lower-middle-class life, resentment over the 

prosperity of Jewish economic elites created numerous social tensions, and led to 

occasional anti-Semitic outbursts. 
                                                
39 Given that Hungarians continued to be outnumbered by Romanians in the region, they needed the 
financial and electoral support of culturally Hungarian, mostly assimilated Jews of Transylvania.  
40 György Bethlen was the leader of the National Hungarian Party, the Hungarian minority party in 
Romania between 1926 and 1938; he stressed the party’s openness to Jews even in the 1930s. Gidó, 
Úton, 50. 
41 Quoted in Ivan Sanders, “Transylvanism” and Jewish Consciousness” in Studia Judaica vol. 5, ed. 
Ladislau Gyémánt,  (Cluj-Napoca: Ed. Sincron, 1996), 65. 
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In the 1931 novel of the young Transylvanian writer, Emil Kolozsvári 

Grandpierre, The Sieve (A rosta), the downward social mobility of the Magyar gentry 

after the First World War contrasted sharply with the prosperity of the Hungarian-

Jewish “Mr. Berger,” who resembled Mózes Farkas. 42  Mr. Berger is a self-

congratulatory figure, who offers patronizing assistance to former Hungarian civil 

servants and their families, including the judge, who is at the center of the plot. The 

writer Grandpierre’s father was a former judge himself, Emil Grandpierre, who served 

as head of the Hungarian National Council in Cluj-Napoca in the fall of 1918. As his 

son, the novelist was likely familiar with Farkas’s patronage of former Magyar civil 

servants like his father, who had been dismissed in 1919 and the early 1920s.43 

As the Hungarian state apparatus in Transylvania vanished, and the estates of 

aristocrats and gentry were seized by peasants and eventually expropriated during the 

1921 land reform, large industrial corporations and banks remained the major source 

of support for these former civil servants and the Hungarian press.44 Although it was 

an extreme proposition, some Hungarians in Cluj-Napoca expected the Renner tannery 

to build the city’s tram network at the firm’s own expense in July 1919, as they 

regarded the tannery as more powerful and rich than the state.45  

                                                
42 Emil Kolozsvári Grandpierre, A rosta (Budapest: Magvető, 1985).  
43 Zsolt K. Lengyel, “Keleti Svájc” és Erdély 1918/1918 II,’” Korunk, February (2004): 76-84; Emil 
Grandpierre, “Az erdélyi magyarság politikai küzdelmei az egységes Magyar Párt megalakulásáig.” 
Magyar Szemle 4 (1928): 130–136.     
44 Through cover up organizations like the Popular Literary Society (Népies Irodalmi Társaság) the 
Bethlen government channeled between one half to two million Swiss francs yearly to subsidize the 
Hungarian-language church schools and the Hungarian minority party, but there were several 
newspapers, journals, and organizations Budapest was unable to reach and influence.44 Especially in 
1919 and the early 1920s, Budapest subsidies were inflexible and unable to react to unexpected 
expenses, and as local trustees distributed these funds there was a high degree of corruption, too. Bárdi, 
”Keleti Akció;” Egry, “Etnicitás, identitás.”  
45 Riport Újság, July 10, 1919. 4-5. 



 

 440 

The sheer size of Farkas’s fortune in relatively underindustrialized 

Transylvania also explained why so many Jews and non-Jews, Romanians, and 

Hungarians sought his support. As large companies like the Renner tannery were few, 

and organizations that were in desperate need of funding were many, a select few 

firms bankrolled multiple organizations, often with contradictory political purposes. 

Farkas, for instance, sponsored both the moderate Hungarian nationalist paper Keleti 

Újság (Eastern News) and Zionist organizations.46 In brief, large corporations and the 

economic elites who managed them started to assume state functions formerly 

performed by the Hungarian state and the Hungarian aristocracy.  

After the Romanian takeover of Transylvania, Farkas offered employment at 

the tannery and his gardening business to former Hungarian civil servants who had 

been dismissed by the Romanian administration for failing to take the loyalty oath to 

the Romanian king.47 According to one of the most well-informed insiders of Cluj-

Napoca’s Hungarian society, the politician and writer Imre Mikó, Farkas placed 

former civil servants under the directorship of Sándor Kun, the brother of communist 

leader Béla Kun, who was himself of Transylvanian Jewish origin.  Mikó’s memoir 

hints at the increased social status and prestige of Hungarian Jews as opposed to 

Hungarian gentry and civil servants after 1919, and the social tensions that arose from 

                                                
46 MNL-OL K 28, 68. Cs. 117. tétel/1927. 
47 Thousands of civil servants refused to take the oath of loyalty to the Romanian king Ferdinand before 
the signing of the Trianon Treaty, since they were afraid of being accused with treason in case Hungary 
took Transylvania back from the Romanian army. Most civil servants were eventually allowed to take 
the oath, but were subject to discrimination, which led thousands, potentially over 10,000 civil servants 
to emigrate to Hungary. Emil Petrichevich Horváth, Jelentés az Országos Menekültügyi Hivatal négy 
évi működéséről (Budapest: Pesti Könyvnyomda Rt., 1924), 37; 
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the former upper classes now having to work in socially inferior positions under the 

guidance of a “Jew.”48 

This theme is also reflected in Grandpierre’s novel. When the Romanian 

school administration unjustly failed the son of the protagonist judge on his final 

gymnasium exam, Mr. Berger suggests that the father send his son Laci to work at his 

factory instead of pursuing a degree in law. Mr. Berger explains to the former judge 

working then at a boring newspaper job that his factory would be able to weather all 

political transformations. “The fact of the matter is that the products of my factory are 

always in demand. Clothes and linen are indispensible. It is easier to renounce the 

services of a lawyer than to renounce bed linen.”49 Weighing the grim prospects of the 

Magyar middle classes in Transylvania, the judge decides that Mr. Berger is right. He 

subsequently tries to persuade his wife to change her mind about Laci’s legal career. 

As he states, “the Berger factory possesses huge amounts of capital that can withstand 

the gravest of crises.”50  

The novel thus divorces the economic prosperity of the firm from the turbulent 

politics of the post-war period, and it portrays Mr. Berger as a technocrat who stands 

above the ethnic, social, and political divisions of contemporary Transylvania. The 

novel shows the solidarity between Jewish and non-Jewish Hungarians, yet it also 

points to the sharply different consequences of Romanian rule for different social 

groups.  

                                                
48 Imre Mikó, A csendes Petőfi utca (Kolozsvár-Napoca: Dacia, 1978), 77. 
; Dániel Lőwy, A Kálváriától a tragédiáig: Kolozsvár zsidó lakosságának története (Kolozsvár: 
Koinónia, 2005), 99. 
49 Grandpierre, A rosta, 64. 
50 Grandpierre, A rosta, 12. 
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The Romanian administration wanted to separate assimilated Hungarian Jews 

from non-Jewish Hungarians. After 1922, it banned Jews from enrolling in Hungarian-

language schools run by Christian churches.51 It also created the “Jewish” ethnic 

category in the census, separating Jews and Hungarians.52 While anti-Semitic views 

characterized some sectors of the Hungarian and Romanian populations in 1920s 

Transylvania, the birthplace of the anti-Semitic movement was the Old Kingdom of 

Romania, especially the universities of Iași and Bucharest.53 

The purpose of the Romanian “new generation” that came of age after 1918, 

was to block the ascension of Jews into the ranks of the bourgeoisie. This goal 

overlapped with the agendas of the Romanian intelligentsia and both the national 

liberal and peasant-supported parties that dominated interwar political life.54 Although 

no  Romanian government endorsed these pogroms, they did not prevent their 

occurrence, and students who were found guilty of harassing Jews received minimal 

punishment.55 Both the refusal to grant collective citizenship rights to Jews in Greater 

Romania and the anti-Semitic pogroms showed the limits of the “minority treaty” 

Romania had signed. 

 Despite pressures from Jewish organizations, the Romanian government was 

never sanctioned diplomatically for the pogroms or breaches of the minority rights 

treaty. The French Alliance Israélite Universelle, the Anglo-Jewish Association, and 

Jewish papers like Paix et Droit protested constantly and listed material damages 
                                                
51 As the Romanian government turned former Hungarian state schools into Romanian schools, 
Calvinist, Catholic, and Unitarian churches were the only venues of Hungarian-language education. 
52 Only Christian churches were allowed to maintain schools with a Hungarian-language education, and 
only Christians allowed to enroll in these schools. Gidó, Úton, 23-37. 
53 Livezeanu, Cultural Politics, 272-280. 
54 Ibid. 
55 Rigó, “A felejthető pogrom,”126-141. 
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inflicted upon Jews.56 Lucien Wolf, secretary of the British-Jewish Joint Foreign 

Committee, also intervened with the Romanian government.57 In connection with a 

1927 pogrom of university students in Oradea-Mare, Cluj-Napoca and other cities, 

even the US ambassador protested to Foreign Minister Nicolae Titulescu.58 Students 

destroyed Jewish stores and looted their assets: the terror that swept through 

Transylvania accidentally affected an American citizen. Partially due to American 

pressure, at least the 390 Jewish victims of this pogrom received financial 

compensation, even though most perpetrators were never persecuted, and only nine 

students received minor punishments.59 By the late 1920s and 1930s, many Romanian 

Jewish students enrolled at universities in France and other states in Western Europe.60 

Hungarian and Hungarian-Jewish writers in Transylvania were cognizant of 

the pogroms, but they portrayed Jews rather as a powerful rather than an oppressed 

minority. These writers focused their attention oo the economic elite, and not the 

urban outcasts or the numerous petty bourgeoisie and Jewish working classes. The 

assimilated Hungarian Jewish writer and journalist Ernő Ligeti is a case in point. Even 

though he publicly defended Jewish industrialists such as Farkas, Zsigmond Szana, 

                                                
56 Fink, Defending the Rights of Others, 291; “Memorandum on the Anti-Semitic Movement in 
Romania,” in Joint Foreign Committee of the Board of Deputies of British Jews and the Anglo-Jewish 
Association, The Jewish Minority in Roumania: Correspondence with the Roumanian Government 
Respecting the Grievances of the Jews (London: The Committee, 1928), 5-16. 
57 Nicolae Titulescu to Lucien Wolf, February 25, 1927, in Board of Deputies of British Jews, The 
Jewish Minority in Roumania, 18-20. 
58 William L. Culbertson to the Secretary of State, December 20, 1927, Foreign Relations of the United 
States (FRUS), 1927, Vol. 3, (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1942), 641–642; “Thirty 
more are hurt in Romanian riot,” The New York Times, December 11, 1927, 13; “American reported 
hurt in Romanian riot, Indignation in Hungary.” The Washington Post, December 10, 1927, 3; A váradi 
mártírok,” Egyenlőség, December 10, 1927, 3. Jenő Fráter “Az erdélyi zsidók hazafiassága,” 
Egyenlőség, December 10, 1927, 3; MNL-OL, K 610, 56. csomó/ d.1/VI. 
59 DJAN Bihor,  Prefectura Jud. Bihor, 3/1927–1928, “Manifestații” folder. 
60 Vicki Caron, Uneasy Asylum : France and the Jewish Refugee Crisis, 1933-1942. (Stanford, Calif.: 
Stanford University Press, 1999), 29-31.  
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and Albert Bürger as members of the Hungarian community of Transylvania, in his 

first novel he sketched subtly anti-Semitic portrayals of the characteristically Jewish 

bankers and industrialists ruling over Cluj-Napoca.61  

In the liberal and Magyar patriot Ligeti’s 1925 Up into the Saddle (Föl a 

bakra) non-Jewish Hungarian characters are not anti-Semitic, but there is significant 

criticism of the ostentatious lifestyle of Jewish businessmen.62 It is difficult to miss the 

analogies between the Renner director and banker Farkas, Grandpierre’s “Mr. Berger,” 

and Ligeti’s “Krompacher.” Krompacher features in Up to the Saddle as a former shoe 

salesman, and like Farkas, he was a leather merchant who had ascended to the ranks of 

a bank director. Krompacher spoke Hungarian with a foreign accent and felt uneasy 

among the bank’s employees who were recruited from the ranks of the former ruling 

class, the Hungarian gentry.  When the dismissed civil servant Elekes, who had helped 

Krompacher avoid imprisonment before 1918, applied for a job at the “Union Bank,” 

Krompacher behaved in a condescending manner. Even though he provided Elekes 

with employment, he also let the applicant know that his skills were worthless for 

modern bank administration.  

The bank’s lawyer and vice director “Grosz” is another unappealing Jewish 

character. Grosz is a lascivious womanizer, a well-fed man, dressed in a tuxedo and 

alligator shoes, who is contrasted sharply with Elekes, who had to sell his books and 

nice coats in order to support his family. The distinction between the Hungarian 

Elekes and the Hungarian Jews Grosz and Krompacher is also conveyed in the 

                                                
61 Ernő Ligeti, “A zsidó kérdés Erdélyben?! 1922,” quoted in Gidó, Úton, 304. 
62 When the daughter of a former Hungarian general refuses to attend the Jewish bank directors 
reception (“If if that Jew has as much money as there is trash, I am still not going”), her colleagues 
disregard her. Ernő Ligeti, Föl a bakra (Cluj-Kolozsvár: Lapkiadó és Nyomdai Műintézet, 36. 
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drawings of the architect and writer Károly Kós, who illustrated the novel (fig. 33-34). 

The civil servant and his wife appear as skinny and distressed figures; his canvas-like 

pants are loose and his shoes coarse. The portly banker’s elegant three-piece suit, bow 

tie, fashionable Oxford shoes, and calm but haughty expression contrast with the 

distressed demeanor and modest clothing and surroundings  of the unemployed former 

state employee and his wife (see figs. 33-34).  
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Figs. 33  and 34. Károly Kós’s Portrayal of an Unemployed Hungarian Civil Servant 
and a Prosperous Hungarian Jewish Banker in Ligeti’s Föl a bakra.  

 

  
 
Source: Drawings by Károly Kós in Ligeti, Föl a bakra, 17, 83. 

 

How did Farkas react to the implicit and explicit criticisms of his social status 

and personality? After all, his name was listed on the back of the novel as one of the 

supporters of its publication, and he likely knew both Ligeti and Gaál. When 

answering the questionnaire of the journal Napkelet (East), on “What do we, 

Transylvanians have to do in 1922,” Farkas complained about attempts to push 

ethnicity to the foreground of the region’s economic and political life instead of 

addressing what he regarded as the relevant issues of economic life.63 As he stated, 

“Nowadays, one has to face the situation that the government, the administration, and 

the workers are all guided by ethnic, racial, religious, and political considerations, 

instead of looking out for the interests of production.”64 Farkas’s wish was similar to 

                                                
63 Napkelet,  24 (1921): 1473. Farkas financed both the major Hungarian minority newspaper, Keleti 
Újság (Eastern News), and its short-lived literary supplement, Napkelet (East) as well. 
64 Napkelet,  24 (1921): 1473.  
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the policy pursued by the national liberal government: more state support for 

industrialization and industrialists. As the liberal banker Slăvescu put it, “the state’s 

economic policy reaches out to help businesses (întreprindere economice), either by 

protecting them from foreign competition or by helping them and facilitating their 

activities within the country.”65 Farkas also exhorted leaders of the workers’ 

movement to accept “realizable” goals, instead of embracing “power struggles” and 

pointless “fighting over salaries.”66 The industrialist also tried to sway public opinion 

on his role in these “power struggles” by financing one of the most popular Hungarian 

dailies, Keleti Újság, as well as its literary supplement, Napkelet.67 

Farkas’s last will and testament from 1932 shows that the successful 

industrialist thought intensively about the increasingly tense class conflict during these 

years.68 Although he had a large family, including an ex-wife in rump Hungary whom 

he supported with an allowance, as well as two adult daughters and a son, he disowned 

them from his share of the factory. Otherwise, his family members would have 

inherited everything. Farkas bequeathed his shares to a would-be foundation 

representing the workers and officials of the Renner tannery and shoes factory.69 

Farkas specified that the workers and the company’s managing officials were to elect 

delegates to the company’s managerial board.70 The industrialist personally selected 

the first delegates, including deputy directors, two chauffeurs, a turner, a machine 
                                                
65 Victor Slăvescu, Statul şi intreprinderile economice (Bucharest: n/a, 1928), 2-5. 
66 Ibid. 
67 In the same opinion poll, Oradea-Mare Hungarian journalist argued that “thirty or forty” journalists 
assumed the responsibility for the entire Hungarian minority, suggesting the outsized political 
importance of journalists and print media in the 1920s. 
68 “Végrendelet,” April 19, 1932, DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, Secretariat 8/1932. 
69 Family members received the rest of his sizeable assets, embodied in buildings, Swiss and Italian 
insurance bonds and cash. Ibid. 
70 Ibid. 
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operator, and a locksmith. He also specified that in order to be eligible, workers and 

managers had to have worked at the Renner factory for more than ten years, so as to 

boost loyalty to the firm. Even periods of strikes, noted Farkas, counted as time of 

employment.71 Furthermore, he also ordered that part of his inheritance be used to 

construct a holiday resort in the mountains around Cluj-Napoca, in the middle of a 20-

acre forest.72 Echoing the tenets of industrial paternalism, workers and managers 

would have received separate pavilions in the resort.73 

After Farkas died in 1941, one of his daughters contested his will. Moreover,  

the ensuing sovereignty changes following the outbreak of the Second World War, the 

expropriation of Jews, and the onset of fighting in Transylvania also hindered the 

fulfillment of his wishes; neither the sanatorium nor the representation of workers and 

managers on the board came into effect.74 Still, Farkas’ will shows that his loyalty to 

the revolutionary Károlyi regime in 1918-1919 and Oszkár Jászi’s progressive party 

was not lost on him during the interwar period. Just as Károlyi started the land reform 

by distributing his own estates among peasants in 1919, so too did Farkas attempt to 

share his factory with the workers, managers, and the company’s officials.  

 

 

 

 
                                                
71 Ibid. 
72 “Pótvégrendelet,” April 19, 1932, DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, Secretariat 8/1932. 
73 Ibid. Donald Reid, “Industrial Paternalism : Discourse and Practice in Nineteenth-century French 
Mining and Metallurgy,” Comparative Studies in Society and History, Vol. 27, No. 4 (Oct., 1985): 579-
607. 
74 “Hagyatéktárgyalási jegyzőkönyv,” the papers of notary public dr. Gyula Deák, Kolozsvár, 921/1941, 
DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, Secretariat 8/1932. 
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Figs. 35. and 36. The Renner tannery in 1914 and in the late 1920s.  

 

 

Source: Serviciul Secretariat 6/1924, DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana. 
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The disputes over Farkas’s inheritance and his ambitious posthumous plans 

also showed that the Renner tannery expanded significantly in the 1920s, and became 

one of the largest industrial establishments in Transylvania (fig. 35-36).75 Within a 

decade, the modest tannery grew into an industrial complex that yielded large profits, 

possessed tens of millions of lei worth of assets, and employed more than one 

thousand workers and managers. Many contemporaries, including the writer 

Grandpierre, viewed the prosperity of the Renner tannery as having more to do with 

the Zeitgeist than with the specific policies of the management. The papers of the 

factory, however, reveal a conscious policy of establishing business partnerships with 

Hungarian, Jewish, and Romanian industrialists, bankers, and politicians based in 

Hungary, Romania, and Austria, along with the forging of business ties with German 

and Swiss companies. An analysis of the company’s changing board membership 

below shows how the Renner’s management strategy responded to the circumstances 

created by sovereignty change after the First World War. 

 

The Continuation of the Monarchy by Other Means? The Business Networks of the 

Renner Tannery in the Interwar Period 

The Renner’s prosperity was based on the preservation of its prewar networks 

and their successful expansion with new partners in the interwar period (see. fig. 37 

and 38). The firm’s pre-1918 Austro-Hungarian business network centered on 

                                                
75 Sándor Keszi and Hillel Kohn, Exploatarea capitalistă la “Dermata” (Bucureşti: Editura de Stat 
pentru Literatură Ştiinţifică, 1954), 99-100. 
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Budapest and Vienna. By the early 1920s, the company established ties with 

Bucharest, Bukovina, and Banat banks, as well as distributors in these regions and 

other parts of Transylvania. The result of network expansion was the recreation of the 

Dual Monarchy’s economic space within interwar East-Central and Southeastern 

Europe, and the relocation of the company’s financial center from Budapest to 

Transylvania.  
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Figs. 37. The geographical origin of board members, shareholders, and major creditors 
of the Renner company in 1917 and in 1923, respectively. 

 

Source: Based on DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, 1/1914. 
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Figs. 38. The geographical origin of board members, shareholders, and major creditors 
of the Renner company in 1923. 
 

 

Source: Based on DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, 1/1914, 1/1919, 1/1923. 
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The Renner’s expansion rested on partnerships across state borders and ethnic 

boundaries that ran counter to the Zeitgeist of protectionism that swept through 

interwar Europe, as well as the anti-Semitic currents in interwar Romanian 

politics.76Apart from successful business partnerships, the other reason behind the 

company’s expansion was economic: after wartime shortages, civilian populations had 

an enormous need for shoes, coats, belts, and other leather products. 

The Romanian tanning industry’s production doubled between 1919 and 1921, 

and it increased another 33 percent by 1923.77 Annual per capita leather consumption 

increased from 1.4 to 1.7 pounds in the early 1920s.78 Tanning was in its infancy both 

in Transylvania and the Old Kingdom of Romania, representing between 4 and 5 

percent of Greater Romania’s industrial production in the 1920s.79 The Renner firm 

had no major competitors in Transylvania, and only a few in Greater Romania. 

Ironically, the annexation of the region by Romania and the protectionist customs 

policies of the national liberal governments that I discuss below provided a boon for 

all industrial enterprises, including those owned by minorities.80 Whatever the politics 

of the owners, protectionism and the breakdown of prewar transportation networks 

shielded the tannery from the cheap products of the Czechoslovak, Hungarian, and 

Austrian competitors.  

                                                
76 Ironically, with the expansion of the Renner firm, Farkas also realized the goals of pre-1918 
Hungarian imperialists such as József Szterényi or Simon Krausz, who attempted to further Hungarian 
economic expansion in southeastern Europe, inspired by German Mitteleuropa plans. 
77 Victor Axenciuc, La formation et le développement du marché intérieur moderne en Roumanie : 
Etude et séries statistiques à long terme: (1860-1947), (Bucharest: Academie Roumaine, 2008), 231. 
78 “Industria tăbăceriei” Buletinul Statistic 1 (1924): 12-13. 
79 Axenciuc, La formation, 76. 
80 Romanian protectionism was based on the political economy of Mihail Manoilescu’s The Theory of 
Protection and International Trade (London: P.S. King & Son, 1931). 
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The company’s board members changed considerably in the early 1920s. As 

before the war, the board consisted of the company elite and included the actual 

managers, as well as the largest shareholders, and nominees who were important for 

political reasons. An in-depth analysis of the board membership thus shows both the 

changing ownership structure and the business politics of the company. The firm 

reacted promptly to the signing of the Treaty of Trianon and the consolidation of 

Romanian sovereignty over Transylvania. Either due to political pressure or a self-

induced transformation, the firm started to establish previously unexplored 

connections with other minority-owned Transylvanian businesses, as well as the 

Romanian political and economic elites. 

Proving that the annexation of Transylvania by Romania did not sever the 

region economically from rump Hungary, board membership shows that the influence 

of Budapest banks remained steady in the early 1920s. Even Hungarian venture capital 

retained its presence on the Renner’s board, through the Anglo-Hungarian Bank. The 

Budapest banker Simon Krausz’s Magyar Bank, which was formed to further Balkan 

economic expansion and the exploitation of natural gas in Transylvania during the 

First World War, secured an affiliation with a few British banks and changed its name 

to the Anglo-Hungarian Bank (AHB) in 1920. The bank even retained its Oradea-

Mare branch, which did business with the Renner tannery.81  

An established former Austro-Hungarian institution, the Anglo-Austrian Bank 

(AAB) of Budapest and Vienna retained the shares that it purchased in 1917, and 

continued to act as a major creditor to the tannery. The Renner’s shareholders elected 

                                                
81 DJAN Cluj, Fond Combinatul de pielărie și încălțăminte “Clujana,”  dosar 1/1914, 1/1919, 1/1923. 
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three AAB directors, Pál Engel, the director of the bank’s Vienna branch, as well as 

Zoltán Hajdu, the CEO of the bank’s Budapest office, to serve on the company’s 

board of directors.82 The inclusion of two Vienna-based Magyar metal traders, Gyula 

Boros and József Mérei, provided the persistent ties to the Austrian capital. These two 

businessmen likely facilitated the Renner’s Austrian exports and imports. 

The high customs tariffs erected by the Romanian government made it more 

difficult for the firm to export and import from rump Hungary. Partnerships in 

Transylvania, Bukovina, and the rest of Greater Romania became increasingly 

important to securing domestic markets for its products. It was likely through the 

Anglo-Austrian directors Engel and Hajdu that the company’s management 

established connections in Romanian Bukovina. The firm’s partner in Bukovina was 

Max Anhauch (1863-1945), an Austrian-Jewish “war millionaire,” industrialist, and 

the director of AAB’s Bukovina branch. Anhauch had received the minor aristocratic 

title of Ritter or “knight” from the Austro-Hungarian Emperor Charles I in 1917, 

likely due to his efforts as an army supplier.83 This imperial pedigree did not prevent 

the businessman from being a successful entrepreneur in Greater Romania.84 The 

Renner firm made use of Anhauch’s Bukovina connections and background in the 

leather and shoe trade to establish a depository of its products in Czernowitz. By 1940, 

                                                
82 MNB Z 12 40. cs 360. tétel. 
83 Holocaust Victim Assets Litigation Case No. CV96-4849, Account of Max Ritter von Anhauch, 
Claims Resolution Tribunal, 2003, http://www.crt-ii.org/_awards/_apdfs/RittervonAnhauch_Max-2.pdf. 
84 Anhauch consistently used the German version of his name until the mid-1940s, with the aristocratic 
title, as “Max Ritter von Anhauch.” 
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the Anhauch family had moved to Timișoara and became one of the largest 

shareholders of the firm.85  

Anhauch’s involvement shows that “romanianizing” the market and 

partnership networks of Transylvanian companies often took place through the prewar 

networks of minorities that now made up 28 percent of Greater Romania’s 

population.86 Anhauch counted as a “Romanian.” As commerce and banking were 

largely in the hands of minorities, the post-1920 borders and protectionism fostered 

economic ties and cooperation between businessmen who had not established 

connections with one another under the Monarchy.87 Whereas before 1918, the 

commercial and economic ties of Transylvania and the Renner tannery gravitated 

towards Budapest, after the sovereignty change, its ties to Hungarian, Jewish, and 

German businessmen in Transylvania, Bukovina, and the Banat increased 

significantly. 

The firm’s expansion in the Banat and Crișana served a similar purpose as the 

ties to Bukovina. The management invited the most powerful banker and businessman 

of Timișoara, Zsigmond Szana – as well as his colleague at the Timișoara Bank and 

Commercial Co. – to sit on the board. Szana was a liberal, assimilated Hungarian Jew. 

Like Farkas, he supported Oscar Jászi’s Radical Party and Szana was even a member 

of the latter’s progressive Social Science Society before the war.88 The son of a 

Budapest doctor, Szana had founded a match factory that made him rich, and he 
                                                
85 “Unsere Aktionäre“ April 6, 1940, DJAN Cluj, 1/1947. 
86 Árpád E. Varga, ”Az erdélyi magyarság főbb statisztikai adatai az 1910 utáni népszámlálások 
tükrében,” Magyarságkutatás, Ed. Gyula Juhász, (Budapest: M. I., 1988, Magyarságkutató Intézet), 37-
65.  
87 A magyar béketárgyalások: Jelentés a Magyar békeküldöttség működéséről Neuilly s/S.-ben 1920 
januárius - marcius havában (Budapest: M. kir. tudományegyetemi nyomda, 1920),116 
88 Huszadik század: társadalomtudományi es szociálpolitikai szemle, Vol. 11. Jan.-June (1905): 14. 
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remained active as a philanthropist in the Banat during the 1920s. The Banat, 

especially its main city, Timișoara, was the most industrialized region that Romania 

acquired after World War I, along with the border cities of Arad and Oradea-Marea in 

the Crișana region. Whereas before the war Szana and other industrialists from these 

two regions of Greater Hungary traded primarily with Budapest, after the war the new 

borders facilitated their eastward orientation, toward Cluj-Napoca, and in many cases, 

even Bucharest. By 1940, the cooperation of the Renner firm with Timișoara banks 

and factories became especially pronounced.89 

The attempt to strengthen the firm’s ties to Transylvania explains the 

involvement of the Cluj-Napoca bank director, Gyula Ferenczy, on the board of the 

Renner firm. The Hungarian Ferenczy was a powerful actor in Cluj-Napoca’s business 

life: he served as the director of the minor Agrarian Bank and was the vice president 

of the city’s chamber of commerce in the early 1920s.90 The firm’s connection to 

Ferenczy likely played a part in the ascent of Farkas to the same position in the 

chamber by 1925.91 The Cluj-Napoca chamber of commerce, with József Veisz as its 

president, remained almost exclusively under the control of prewar Hungarian elites 

until as late as 1922, even though there were fiercely anti-Magyar governments in 

power between 1918 and 1922, that carried out the radical expropriation of 

Transylvanian landowners, most of whom were Magyars, during these years. Between 

                                                
89 Even before the war, shoes production centered in Timișoara and Oradea-Mare. Béla Borsi-Kálmán, 
Öt nemzedék, és ami előtte következik: a temesvári Levente-pör 1919-1920 (Budapest: Noran, 2006), 
117; Erdély története, vol. 3., 1563. 
90DJAN Cluj, Fond Camerei de Comerț și Industrie Cluj, “Registrul Proceselor Verbale ale ședințelor 
Comitetului de direcție a Camerei de Comerț și Industrie Cluj 1918-1926.” 
91 DJAN Cluj, “Registrul Camerei de Comerț și Industrie Cluj 1918-1926.” 



 

 459 

1922 and 1926, Hungarian business elites and Romanian political elites shared key 

positions of the chamber.92  

The minutes of the chamber of commerce were in Hungarian until 1925, with 

Romanian translations. Although the organisation’s registry is exclusively in 

Romanian from December 1925, the romanianization of the names of officials (e.g. 

Moise Farkas) belied its ethnic composition and background. Farkas had never had a 

formal representation in the chamber before 1925.93 The fact that he was elected to 

replace a Hungarian craftsman shows that even though the ratio of Hungarian officials 

at the chamber declined over the 1920s, prewar elites were able to gain new positions. 

The narrative of the decline and marginalization of prewar elites does not fit Cluj-

Napoca’s business life. 

Apart from bank credits, a company like the Renner tannery financed its 

operations and expansion from the issue of new shares. Shareholders, unlike creditors, 

became the owners of the company, and had the right to influence the management. 

Large shareholders were even invited onto the company’s board. The composition of 

the shareholders suggests that the short-term effect of sovereignty change was the 

increased significance of the original founders of the tannery and their Transylvanian 

business partners on the company’s board (table 16).  

Instead of bringing about romanianization, Trianon borders created regional 

economic cooperation that had not existed before between the Hungarian business 

elites  ofTransylvania and the Banat. Whereas between 1916 and 1918, the Renner 

tannery became a dependency of Budapest banks that acquired over two-thirds of the 
                                                
92 DJAN Cluj, “Registrul Camerei de Comerț și Industrie Cluj 1918-1926.” 
93 Farkas first showed up as elected vice-president on October 22, 1925. 
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company’s shares and financed its expansion, in 1923, the Farkas, Renner, and Hecht 

families possessed more than two-thirds of the shares, similar to their ratio in 1914 

(see  table 16). Banat Hungarian banks (23 percent), and to a smaller extent, Romanian 

banks (6 percent) acquired new positions. 

 

Table 16. The background of shareholders at the Renner tannery’s shareholder 

meetings, 1914-1923; n = number of shares presented at shareholders' meeting; t = 

total amount of shares issued. 

  
Shareholders 

n=273 
[t=400] 

n=3,952 
[t=4,000] 

n=25,000 
[t=25,000] 

n=102,115 
[t=200,000] 

 
1914 1918 1919 1923 

Original Founders  75% 32% 32% 66% 
Transylvanian 
Shareholders 18% 0% 2% 28% 

Budapest Shareholders 0% 68% 66% 

[estimated 
at 30-49%] 
0%* 

Romanian Shareholders 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Total (n) 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 

Source: DJAN Cluj, Fond Combinatul de pielărie și încălțăminte “Clujana,”  dosar 

1/1914, 1/1919, 1/1923 

 

The major development of the 1920s was not the appearance and reification of 

ethnic divisions between Hungarian and Romanian shareholders, but the massive 

consolidation of the leadership position of Mózes Farkas and the original founders of 

the corporation. A closer look at the Renner company’s 1923 shareholder meeting 
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(table 17) reveals that the absence of the representatives of Budapest banks did not 

cancel out the overwhelming majority of prewar elites among the company’s owners. 

The investor group around director Mózes Farkas, consisting of his family, retained 

the largest chunk of shares (24 percent), closely followed by Zsigmond Szana’s Banat 

interests (23 percent), and the original founders, the Renner and Hecht families (21 

percent respectively). 

Table .17. Shareholders present at the May 11, 1923 meeting in Cluj-Napoca.  
[Total shares issued: 200,000] 

 
Source: ANR Cluj-Napoca, Fond Clujana 1/1923 Rapoarte și procese verbale ale 

Adunării Generale de Consiliu de Administrație. 

                                                
94 Gyárfás, Románia Hitelszervezetei, 18-21. 
 

Number of shares presented at meeting (n) = 102,115  

Transylvanian Hungarian Shareholders: 
Number of 
Shares (x) 

Percentage 
(x/n) 

Renner Brothers 21,640 21.20% 
Farkas Group 24,622 24.10% 
Hecht Family 21,587 21.10% 
Other 

 
4,161 4.10% 

Total 
 

72,010 70.50% 
Banat Hungarian Shareholders: 

 Timișoara Bank and Commercial Co. [M.M. Blank 
Bucharest]94 23,675 23.20% 
Bocșa Savings Bank 200 0.20% 
Total 

 
23,875 23.40% 

Transylvanian and Banat Hungarian Shareholders: 95,885 94% 
 
Romanian Shareholders: 

  Banca de Credit Român (represented by Richárd Hecht) 6,000 5.90% 
Marmorosch Blank Bank, Bucharest 200 0.20% 
Emil Hațieganu, univ. prof.  Cluj-Napoca 10 0% 
Iulian Pop, mayor of Cluj-Napoca 

 
10 0% 

Total Romanian 6,220 6.10% 
Total (n) 

 
102,115 100% 
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Mózes Farkas’ position became especially strong after 1927, when he formed a 

confidential syndicate with the Hechts, Renners, and the Vienna-based Metallum 

Company’s director Gyula Boros.95 Members of this syndicate, which functioned as a 

mini trust within the company, named themselves the “Farkas Group,” granted Farkas 

all their shareholder privileges, and pledged that they would not sell their shares to 

third parties.96 The Farkas Group possessed almost 150,000 shares, which constituted 

the absolute majority.97 The formation of the syndicate indicated, once again, that not 

all Hungarian businessmen were in a partnership with one another. Both Szana’s 

Timișoara Group and the Budapest banks were excluded from the syndicate, whereas 

the Farkas Group contracted numerous businesses and formed companies in 

partnership with Romanians, placing into question the relevance of the supposedly 

strongest Romano-Hungarian ethnic divide.  

Although the Budapest banks did not attend the 1923 shareholder meeting, 

Anglo-Austrian and Anglo-Hungarian Banks likely retained a considerable portion of 

the missing 49 percent of the shares. Both banks and the financial elites behind them 

retained their positions throughout the interwar period, although they gradually 

became less significant by 1940.98 Zoltán Hajdu of the Anglo-Austrian Bank crops up 

as a shareholder even in the late 1930s, whereas the Anglo-Austrian (re-baptized as 

the Anglo-International Bank) and its Oradea-Mare branch remained shareholders and 

                                                
95 DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, “Szindikátusi szerződés,” 6/1924. 
96 “Szindikátusi szerződés,” 
97  Ibid. 
98 “Unsere Aktionäre” April 6, 1940, 1/1947. 
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creditors of the tannery throughout the 1920s and even after.99 The formation of the 

Farkas group, however, indicates that Budapest banks were no longer able to directly 

influence the management of their Transylvanian interests after the mid-1920s. 

There was significant political pressure on large Transylvanian industrial 

concerns and mines to “romanianize” themselves, although what it meant to become a 

Romanian company was subject to negotiations among local elites and the central 

government and its regional authorities.100 Even though there was an ethnic Romanian 

banking system in Transylvania dating back to the 1870s, the Romanian bourgeoisie 

was not strong enough to buy the majority of shares in previously Hungarian-owned 

companies, such as the Renner tannery. Whereas in the heavy industrial sector, the 

Romanian state supported Romanian capitalists in acquiring the majority of shares in 

minority-owned companies, the Renner tannery did not face comparable pressure from 

the Bucharest government. Also, the distinction between Romanian and Hungarian 

capital was fuzzy, as well. As noted in chapter 2, the Pest Hungarian Commericial 

Bank had acquired shares in the Marmorosch Blank Bank of Bucharest before the war. 

The Marmorosch Bank retained its Hungarian director in the 1920s, and took over the 

Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank’s Transylvanian branches in the 1920s in order to 

romanianize these banks. The Marmorosch Bank also acquired a few shares in the 

Renner tannery. Given its complex transnational management, however, it is 

questionable to what extent the Marmorosch Bank romanianized Transylvania’s 

economy.  

                                                
99 Anglo-Austrian Bank, Budapest, to the Renner tannery, October 3, 1927, in ANR Cluj-Napoca, Fond 
Clujana, 7/1926; “Unsere Aktionäre“ April 6, 1940, 1/1947. 
100 Ludovic Báthory, Societățile carbonifere și sistemul economic și politic al României: 1919-1929 
(Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitară Clujeană, 1999), 54-128. 
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The interwar history of the Petroșani mines shows that even in heavy 

industries, Hungarians from Hungary, as well as Jewish and Hungarian minorities 

from Transylvania, managed to consolidate their positions.101 The mines belonged to 

the Budapest-based Salgótarjáni and Rimamurányi Corporation, which unsuccessfully 

attempted to sell them to Entente industrialists in 1919 and 1920.102 After the Treaty of 

Trianon came into effect, Budapest and Bucharest financial elites reached an 

agreement, excluding both Transylvanian Hungarians and Romanians from their 

negotiations, and transformed the mine into a Romanian company, with a managerial 

board that comprised both Romanians and Hungarians from Transylvania and 

Hungary. 

Romanian investors, headed by the ill-reputed and volatile Bucharest bank, 

Banca Româneasca, acquired the right to buy, or “call option,” of half shares the 

Petroșani mines, valued at 700 million lei.103 This arrangement, however, did not 

amount to “romanianization;” the Romanian group had to pay for the shares within ten 

years, and the administration never attempted to expropriate Hungarian owners or 

impound their property. Romanians were also obliged to pay for the shares in stable 

Swiss franks, and not in inflated paper lei. The Hungarian shareholders’ firm grip over 

the mines became even more apparent when they cancelled the option rights of the 

                                                
101 The lawyer and politician Pál Szász, one of the leaders of the National Hungarian Party, even 
managed to newly acquire altogether 141,000 shares in the Petroșani mines in 1925 and 1927. MNL-OL 
Z 223, 25. cs., 71/17 t. 
102 MNL-OL Z 223, 24 cs., 71/2 t. 
103 Even the French government, which was eager to acquire Romanian investments, warned investors 
to stay away from the Banca Româneasca as a corrupt, shaky institution. “This is a bank tied to politics, 
very badly administered, which could not survive were it not for the support it gets from the National 
Bank [of Romania] and by the government; it is in the state of virtual bankruptcy (faillite virtuelle),” 
wrote a French expert in January 1919. “Note to the director”, Paris, MAE, Direction des Affaires 
politiques et commerciales. January 13, 1919. 110CPCOM/98 P/17444, 15-16. 
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Romanian group in 1935. By then, Romanians had only managed to pay for 20 percent 

of the shares, which made them ineligible to acquire the remaining 30 percent.104 In 

sum, even though the Petroșani mine had to be severed from its former Budapest 

parent company and transformed into a Romanian entity, Hungarian elites retained 

their ownership rights. 

Smaller, minority-owned companies survived romanianization with even fewer 

compromises.  The romanianization of the Renner tannery and the Timișoara Bank 

and Commercial Company’s romanianization involved forming alliances with the 

local Romanian political elites. In exchange for a negligible number of shares, or 

simply board membership and the resulting financial compensation, these politicians 

lobbied for the firm’s interests at the municipal and county levels, as well as in 

Bucharest. The practice of leveraging political capital for positions in the business 

world was not new or specific to Greater Romania. Interlocking directorates, or 

featuring the same person as members of the board of directors of two companies, and 

the presence of politicians on the board of banks and major companies had been 

widely practiced and criticized during the Dualist era, as well.105 Baron Elemér 

Bornemissza likely received his prewar and wartime board membership at the Renner 

tannery due to his excellent connections to the city and county administration. Such 

institutionalized corruption was not a Romanian invention.106  

Political pressure on companies, however, grew considerably stronger after the 

Romanian takeover of Transylvania. The tannery’s management invited its first 

                                                
104 MNL-OL Z 223, 24. cs., 71/2-8 t. 
105 Béla Tomka, “Interlocking Directorates between Banks and Industrial Companies in Hungary at the 
Beginning of the Twentieth Century,” Business History, 43, no. 1 (January 2001): 25. 
106 See chapter 1. 
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Romanians to serve on the board in 1921. They came from the ranks of the prewar 

Romanian National Party that acquired governmental positions on the Directing 

Council (1918-1920), the interim governing body of Transylvania. Former Prime 

Minister, Alexandru Vaida-Voevod (1919-1920), and another prominent politician of 

the pre-1918 National Party, Emil Hațieganu, a law professor at the newly 

romanianized university of Cluj-Napoca, both received invitations to the Renner’s 

board. Both of them were members of the Directing Council, which extended 

commissions to the tannery as early as 1919. Both men identified as Romanians, 

although they spoke Hungarian fluently as a second language, and had long-standing 

ties to the region’s Hungarian political elite, intelligentsia, and gentries. Vaida-Voevod 

had served as a deputy in the Budapest parliament, whereas the lawyer Hațieganu had 

shared an office with his colleague and friend, the Hungarian judge Emil Grandpierre, 

before 1918.107 Romanianization thus did not empower the “new generation” of 

Romanians but simply shifted the prewar balance of power in favor of Romanian 

members of the prewar Transylvanian elite. 

Apart from political lobbying, Romanian board members helped to secure 

creditors during the period of economic boom from 1919 to 1922. A newly founded 

Romanian bank, the Banca Centrală or Central Bank, extended loans to the Renner 

firm in 1920, and the Bank’s director, Virgil Dessila, received board membership in 

exchange. The Directing Council lacked a national bank when it came to power, and 

the Albina, Victoria, and other Romanian banks did not possess sufficient capital to 

finance its ambitious plans. The members of the Directing Council had no connections 

                                                
107 Bárdi, Otthon és haza, 106. 
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to the Romanian National Bank of Bucharest or other banks from the Old Kingdom, 

which were close to the National Liberal Party of Ion Brătianu. This explains why the 

Directing Council encouraged the formation of the Banca Centrală in April 1919.  

The bank received the commission of administering all purchases by both the 

Bucharest government and the Directing Council in Transylvania.108 The initial capital 

of 15 million crowns was raised to 100 million crowns within a few months after its 

foundation.109 As a result, the bank was flush with capital and had a considerable 

impact on the region’s financial and industrial life immediately after its creation.  

Most of the capital came from the Romanian treasury at a time when the 

political party connected to Transylvanian Romanian elites, the National Party, was 

briefly in power in 1919. Still, the Banca Centrală also managed to raise capital from 

broad sections of the ethnic Romanian population of Transylvania: there were 

hundreds of individual subscribers, many coming from remote villages. The list of 

shareholders included smaller, Romanian-owned banks, the region’s Romanian 

bourgeoisie, as well as priests, schoolteachers, millers, butchers, and bourgeois 

housewives, who likely wanted to invest their dowry or inheritance.110  

The bank’s declared mission statement was taciturn about government 

contracts and maintained that the Banca Centrală’s goal was to  “initiate the 

foundation and development of workshops, factories, and industrial establishments 

with the support of [ethnic] Romanian craftsmen, industrialists, capitalists, banks, and 

                                                
108 “Un pas vers l’unification du change” in Bursa/La Bourse, Revistă Septămânală economică 
financiară comercială și industrială, Jan. 1 (1920): 5. 
109 Elemér Gyárfás, ”Az erdélyi románok hitelszervezetei,” Magyar Kisebbség (1924): 78. 
110 Personal database on subscribers, based on DJAN Cluj, Banca Centrală 1/1919. 
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cooperatives.”111 Apart from Romanian banks, associations, and the Directing 

Council, liberal professionals, widows, landowners, and priests were also among 

subscribers to the Centrală’s shares.112 Most shareholders hailed from Transylvania, 

but there were a few ethnic Romanians from Budapest and prewar Romania, too. The 

bank accumulated deposits worth more than 65 million crowns, which points to the 

enrichment of some sections of the ethnic Romanian bourgeoisie and peasantry in 

Transylvania during World War I, due to the increased demand for agricultural 

products, and the ability of nationalist political elites to mobilize ethnic Romanians 

financially for the purposes of the new state.113  

By 1923, another Romanian bank, the Romanian Credit Bank, acquired 6 

percent of the tannery’s shares. This, however, did not amount to actual control over 

the company, especially since one of the original Hungarian founders, Richárd Hecht, 

represented this Romanian bank at board meetings.114 Only slightly more than half of 

the shareholders were present at the meeting. It is thus impossible to provide a full 

picture of the ownership structure of the tannery (table 18).  

Romanians not only received token representation on the board, but they also 

occupied important positions among the tannery’s officials (table 19). One of the four 

directors, both lawyers, and two of the 24 accountants of the firm were Romanians. 

Altogether, Romanians made up 11 percent of the officials of the company, and almost 

                                                
111“Prospect,” in “Registrul bancar,” 1505/1919, DJAN Cluj, Banca Centrală, 112-114. ANR Cluj, 
Banca Centrală. 
112 ANR Cluj-Napoca, Banca Centrală 20/1920-1927; “Extras din procesul verbal” in “Registrul 
bancar,” 1505/1919, ANR Cluj, Banca Centrală, 110-112. 
113 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi románok hitelszervezetei,” 78. 
114 Minutes of the May 11, 1923 shareholder meeting of the Renner tannery in Cluj-Napoca. ANR Cluj-
Napoca, Fond Clujana 1/1923, “Rapoarte și procese verbale ale Adunării Generale de Consiliu de 
Administrație.” 
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one fourth of its workers in 1921. Both numbers were below the ratio of Romanian 

populations in Cluj-Napoca, which had risen from the prewar level of 12 percent to 33 

percent by 1920. Still, considering that there had been Romanian officials in the 

company before 1918, and that Romanians were underrepresented among the middle 

classes, this constitutes a considerable increase. Statistics did not provide a breakdown 

of salaries based on ethnicity, but even based on the available data, it is clear that 

Romanians were on average among the better-paid officials of the company: they 

made up 11 percent of the employees, but they pocketed at least 13 percent of salaries 

through higher-than-average representation among the best-paid positions such as 

CEOs and lawyers. 

Table 18. The ethnic composition of the Renner tannery’s officials in 1922.  

Occupation 

Ethnic 
Romanian 
(n) 

% 
(n/x) 

Minority 
(Hungarian, 
Jewish, 
German) 
(m) 

% 
(m/x) 

Total 
(x) 

Directors CEOs 1 25% 3 75% 4 
Department heads, accountants, 
treasurers 2 8% 22 92% 24 
Lawyers 2 100% 0 0% 2 
Officials, typists 1 3% 32 97% 33 
Exterior administrative personnel 
(overseers, depot managers, 
telephone operators) 4 13% 28 87% 32 
Doctors 0 0% 1 100% 1 
Tradesmen 0 0% 9 100% 9 
Guards 4 24% 13 76% 17 
Shop directors 0 0% 8 100% 8 
Total  14 11% 116 89% 130 

Source: Based on DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, “Statistică,” 1921. 
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Table 19. The salary of the Renner tannery’s officials in 1922, in Romanian leu.  

Occupation 

Average 
Per-
Capita 
Monthly 
Salary 
(lei) 

TOTAL 
Monthly 
Salary of 
Minorities 
(lei) 

% 

TOTAL 
Monthly 
Salary of 
Romanians 
(lei) 

% 

Directors, CEOs 5,833 17,499 75% 5,833 25% 
Department heads, 
accountants, treasurers 2,150 47,300 92% 4,300 8% 

Lawyers 2,900 0 0% 5,800 100% 
Officials, typists  1,650 52,800 97% 1,650 3% 
Exterior administrative 
personnel (overseers, depot 
managers, telephone 
operators) 

1,300 36,400 87% 5,200 13% 

Doctors 2,400 2,400 100% 0 0% 
Tradesmen 1,400 12,600 0% 0 0% 
Guards 900 11,700 76% 3,600 24% 
Total amount of salaries 
for functionaries 2,317 180,699 87% 26,383 13% 

 
Source: Based on DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana, “Statistică,” 1921. 

 

One of the many reasons for the smooth cooperation of Romanians, 

Hungarians, Hungarian-speaking Jews, and Germans on the board of the Renner 

tannery might be sought in the ethnic composition of Cluj-Napoca’s interwar society. 

Romanians built up a sizeable presence among the urban population in Cluj-Napoca’s 

public spaces, and in the administrative, cultural, educational, and even to some extent 

commercial establishments. Cluj-Napoca became the center of Transylvania’s 

Romanianized administration: its population increased from around 60,000 to 84,000 

between 1910 and 1920, largely due to Romanian civil servants and workers who 
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moved to the city.115 The population of other major cities like Timișoara, Sibiu, 

Brașov or Oradea-Mare, stagnated or decreased during the same time period and the 

ethnic composition changed little.116  

Cluj-Napoca became the seat not just of the Directing Council, but of 

Transylvania’s first romanian(ized) university, opera, and theater. By 1922, Romanian 

insurance companies and banks, like the Marmorosch, opened up offices, along with 

Bucharest’s fashion chains, such as the Au Bon Gout or the Luca P. Niculescu.117 A 

Hungarian journal noted that even Magyar merchants read the Romanian economic 

paper, Argus, and that Romanian was often spoken in cafés and restaurants.118 Under 

these circumstances, cooperation and partnership among Hungarians and Romanians 

was a convenient option, especially in light of the shared middle-class culture, prewar 

legacy of collegiality between Hungarians and Romanians, and bilingualism: both 

Budapest and Bucharest were distant, and so were the exclusive nationalist views that 

became especially popular outside of Transylvania in the 1920s.119 

  

 

 

 

                                                
115 There was no proper census in 1920, and the available data likely inflates the number of Romanians. 
Still, it is likely that the number of ethnic Romanians increased considerably. 
116 Árpád E. Varga, “Erdély Magyar népessége 1870-1995 között,” Magyar Kisebbség 3/ 4 (1998): 331-
407. 
117 Elemér Jakabffy, “A kisebbségek és a román politikai pártok.”, Magyar Kisebbség, October 15, 1/ 4  
(1922): 132. Based on the article of the Romanian Dacia newspaper on October 8, 1922. 
118 Ibid. 
119 Egry, “Keresztező párhuzamosok. Etnicitás és középosztálybeli kultúra.”. 
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The Regionalism of Economic Elites between Bucharest and Budapest, the Cross 

and the Star  

 

The Renner firm’s strategy of cooperating with Romanians reflected the 

increasing popularity of regionalism among Romanians, Hungarians, and Germans in 

Transylvania after 1918. The interpretations of Transylvanian regionalism differed 

among Germans, Hungarians and Romanians: the first two groups wanted the 

protection of their minority rights status and regarded Transylvania as a culturally 

autonomous region of East-Central Europe. Romanians in Transylvania used 

regionalism to push back against their perceived marginalization by Old Kingdom 

Romanians. Regionalism was primarily a cultural movement of the Hungarians, and 

Saxons, and even the region’s Romanians. The movement had indirect political and 

economic implications, but these encountered firm resistance form Bucharest’s 

liberals and their ally, general Alexandru Averescu’s People’s Party.120 The 

Transylvanian National Party, as well as the Hungarian minority party both embraced 

political, cultural, and even economic regionalism. 

Transylvanism was the regionalist movement of Magyar intellectuals. The 

architect and writer Károly Kós, and politicians such as Elemér Gyárfás stressed the 

importance of cooperation among the different ethnic groups of the region, and 

solidarity among the region’s Hungarians.121 It was Gyárfás who first articulated a 

program of economic regionalism, by lamenting its prewar financial dependency on 

                                                
120 Zsolt K. Lengyel, A kompromisszum keresése: tanulmányok a 20. századi transzszilvanizmus korai 
történetéhez (Csíkszereda: Pro-Print, 2007), 17-20. 
121Ibid, pp. 17-20. (In German: Zsolt K. Lengyel, Auf der Suche nach dem Kompromiss: Ursprünge und 
Gestalten des frühen Transsilvanismus, 1918-1928 (München: Verlag Ungarisches Institut, 1993). 
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Budapest, as shown in chapter 2.122 Gyárfás was a lawyer, Bucharest senator, and 

economic expert of the National Hungarian Party of Romania. He tried to combine 

Hungarian nationalism with the promotion of Transylvanian regional interests, on the 

basis of cooperation among the Romanian, Saxon and Hungarian ethnic groups. 

Gyárfás came to the conclusion that the region’s economic interests differed from 

those of both Hungary and the Old Kingdom of Romania, and he also realized that 

Hungarians needed Saxon, German, and Romanian allies after the sovereignty change. 

Potential for cooperation beyond the realm of culture existed especially between 

Hungarians and Germans, as their ethnic minority status and the withering away of 

their prewar legal status and institutions created common ground.123  

Gyárfás’s ideas also reflected the process whereby Budapest-centered Magyar 

nationalism increasingly lost its potential to serve as a rallying point of prewar 

economic elites of Transylvania. Gyárfás castigated the pre-war role of Budapest 

banks in Transylvania’s economy. He claimed that before 1918, the Hungarian banks 

of Budapest failed to finance Transylvania’s industrialization, and that they only 

invested in short-term, high-yield enterprises.124 According to Gyárfás, these banks 

had siphoned their profits out of Transylvania, “without doing the work of raising the 

level of culture and promoting the formation of a bourgeoisie in the environment 

where they realized their profit.”125 Gyárfás went so far as to compare the prewar 

financial ties of Budapest to Transylvania to the relations between the colonizer and 
                                                
122 In the interwar years, adherents of the transylvanist movement embarked on exaggerating the prewar 
legacies of transylvanism, and portrayed the region’s economic history as a constant fight for autonomy 
between the political centers of Budapest and Bucharest, with Transylvania as a permanent victim of 
geopolitics.  
123 K. Lengyel, A kompromisszum, 20-32; Bárdi, Otthon és haza. 
124 Gyárfás, “Románia hitelszervezetei,” 91-94. 
125 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi Bankszindikátus.” 
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the colonized. As he explained, “Such a system of economic life and such use of 

capital showed an eerie similarity to the capital policies of western maritime powers, 

which they pursue when economically exploiting their overseas colonies.”126 Gyárfás 

was mistaken when judging the influence of Budapest banks on Transylvania’s 

economy: the papers of the Renner tannery, the Jiu valley mines, and research by Béla 

Tomka and Scott Eddie all show that Budapest banks provided capital without 

micromanaging Transylvanian companies, whereas they invested more in the region 

than the amounts they withdrew.127 Gyárfás’s views thus illustrate the increasing 

hostility towards Hungarian capital and capitalists among Transylvanian Magyar elites 

during the 1920s.128 

Despite his Magyar nationalism, Gyárfás attempted to organize Transylvania’s 

economic life based on cooperation between the various ethnic groups. His views 

differed substantially from those of Hungarian Prime Minister István Bethlen. 

Whereas before 1918, Bethlen had supported Transylvanian regionalism, as the leader 

of Trianon Hungary, he attempted to subordinate the region’s politics, culture, and 

economy to the revisionist politics of the Budapest government. Gyárfás was also 

                                                
126 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi Bankszindikátus.” 
127 Scott M Eddie, “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-Hungary, 1867 -1913” in 
The Cambridge Economic History of Europe, 8. The Industrial Economies: The Development of 
Economic and Social Policies, Edited by Peter Mathias and Sidney Pollard. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1989), 816; Béla Tomka, A magyarországi pénzintézetek rövid története (1836-1947) 
(Budapest: Gondolat, 1996), 69-90. 
128 Béla Tomka has argued that Budapest banks contributed more to Transylvania’s economy than the 
capital they received from the region. Tomka, A magyarországi pénzintézetek, 69-90. 
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highly critical of the bank that Bethlen’s Budapest circle took over in Cluj-Napoca to 

bankroll the Hungarian government’s revisionist policies.129 

Gyárfás wanted to lay the economic foundations of Transylvanism by forming  

a banking syndicate based on Hungarian, Romanian, and Saxon cooperation, with the 

hegemony of Magyar banks. Transylvanian banks shared common economic interests, 

argued Gyárfás, which overrode the different ethnic origins of their owners. Both 

Hungarian and Romanian-owned banks were interested in lobbying for the conversion 

of Austro-Hungarian “war bonds” to Romanian treasury bonds or cash, they all had 

assets to recover from outside Greater Romania requiring the Bucharest government’s 

assistance. Moreover, the disadvantageous exchange rate of Hungarian crowns into 

Romanian lei affected them all.130 He also envisioned close cooperation between 

Romanian and Hungarian banks in Transylvania against the encroachment of closely 

allied trusts and syndicates from rump Hungary and the prewar Old Kingdom of 

Romania.131 Transylvanian banks were to serve as bridges between Budapest and 

Bucharest as well.  

The efforts of Gyárfás to unite Transylvania’s banks on the basis of economic 

regionalism failed for multiple reasons. Hungarians were latecomers to ethnicity-based 

banking organization among the minorities of Transylvania. The association of 

Transylvanian Romanian banks, the Solidaritatea (Solidarity), founded in 1901, or 

that of Saxon banks, the Revisionsverband der Provinzkreditanstalten (Control 
                                                
129 The Bethlen group bought up the majority of the shares of the Cluj-Napoca Savings and Credit 
Bank’s (Kolozsvári Takarékpénztár és Hitelbank) in the value of 10 million lei in 1921. As opposed to 
Bethlen’s view, Gyárfás believed that Transylvanian Hungarians were different from both Hungarians 
in Hungary and Romanians, with distinct economic, cultural, and political interests. Bárdi, “Keleti 
akció,” 95-104. 
130 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi Bankszindikátus,” 4. 
131 Ibid.; “Deviza-tőzsde alakult Bukarestben,” Közgazdaság, Aug. 9 (1922): 1. 
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Association of Transylvanian Banks) founded in 1903, had already established 

institutional networks by the 1920s. Romanian bankers resented Hungarian control 

over Gyárfás’s proposed Transylvanian Banking Syndicate, whereas the 

Revisionsverband bank alliance offered only seminars on how to organize a minority 

banking network for the less experienced Magyar bankers.132 

After failing to create a multiethnic, regional banking network, Gyárfás and the 

Oradea-Marea-based Hungarian Jewish bank director Ákos Popper attempted to 

organize the Hungarian-owned banks of the region. At first, the liberal government in 

Bucharest was furious and threatened these banks with retaliation. Austrian banks 

stood behind most Romanian and Hungarian banks in the 1920s, and according to the 

peace treaties, these banks were able to retain their foreign possessions. The cause of 

the Bucharest government’s ire did not primarily concern minority economic 

organizing. It opposed the Transylvanian Syndicate because it was going to be allied 

and bankrolled by a Viennese banking circle (the Castiglione Group),133 which was in 

competition with another group of Austrian Jewish bankers supporting the pro-liberal 

Marmorosch and Blank Bank. The close ties between the Marmorosch bank and the 

Bucharest political elite were no secret: Prime Minister Ion Brătianu, foreign minister 

Take Ionescu (1920-1922), and his minister of finance Constantin Argetoianu all sat 

on the board of the Marmorosch.134 The incident highlighted the exposure and 

dependence of the Romanian regime on Austrian finance, despite the rhetoric of 

                                                
132 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi Bankszindikátus,” 4-6. 
133 Dieter Stiefel, Camillo Castiglioni, oder, Die Metaphysik der Haifische (Vienna: Böhlau, 
 2012). 
134 Ioan Boamba, Banque Marmorosch Blank & Co. Société Anonym, 1828-1923 (Bucharest: Cultură 
Natională, 1924), 76-92. 
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economic nationalism. 

Pointing to the importance of prewar interethnic ties in Transylvania and a 

shared, characteristically male “middle class culture,” Gyárfás even stressed in his 

report to the Budapest government that his fluency in Romanian and his personal ties 

to Romanian politicians fostered finding a solution to the conflict.135 Through personal 

negotiations, Gyárfás claimed, he could convince the minister of finance, Vintilă 

Brătianu, the head of the Romanian Economic Institute, Gheron Netta, and the 

governer and director of the National Bank, Mihail Oromolu and Costin Kirițescu 

respectively, to condone the formation of the Syndicate in October 1922.136  

The problem that the new syndicate of Magyar banks faced did not primarily 

originate from the bureaucratic hurdles that the Bucharest government created. 

Gyárfás had to realize that many Magyar-owned banks in Transylvania chose to 

cooperate with Bucharest or Budapest banks, or international ones – mostly Austrian, 

French, and Italian banks – instead of seeking alliances with Magyar-owned banks in 

Transylvania. Zsigmond Szana’s institute in Timișoara chose to partner with the 

Bucharest-based Marmorosch and Blank, for instance.137 Only 95 out of 228 

Hungarian banks of Transylvania joined the Transylvanian Banking Syndicate, 

heavily centered in Oradea-Mare and Cluj-Napoca; the 31 banks from the two cities 

provided one-third of the Syndicate’s joint capital of 134 million lei.138 This was a 

                                                
135 Gyárfás spoke Romanian fluently and his research on the legal status of Romanian Greek Catholics 
before World War I familiarized him with Transylvanian Romanian elites, too. Elemér L. Gyárfás, A 
román g̈orög katholikusok autonomiája (Budapest: Stephaneum, 1905); Egry, “Keresztező 
párhuzamosok.” 
136 Gyárfás  pointed out that  Magyar-owned banks in Transylvania  would foster the financial 
stabilization of Romania more effectively. Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi Bankszindikátus,” 9. 
137 DJAN Timiș, Banca Timișoarei 1920/1. 
138 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi Bankszindikátus,” 9-13. 
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significant amount, but the lack of a joint policy plagued the syndicate from the outset, 

whereas the newly founded Banca Centrală alone possessed capital in the amount of 

100 million lei by 1921.139 The failure to create a Hungarian banking alliance showed 

that the shared ethnicity of shareholders was not the only or the most important 

principle by which banks formed alliances. The incorporation of the region’s banks 

into Greater Romania did not sever ties with large Viennese or Budapest institutions, 

whereas cooperation with Bucharest banks provided access to domestic sources of 

credit.  

 

The Renner Company and the 1920s Zeitgeist: Autocratic “Liberalism,” 
Centralization, and the Quest for a New Business Elite 
 

Gyárfás’ view of Budapest banks was similar to that of Victor Slăvescu, who 

was the chief finance specialist close to the governing National Liberal Prime Minister 

Vintila Brătianu. The remarkable confluence of the ideas of the two authors was not an 

accident: Gyárfás was familiar with Slăvescu’s works, and he personally translated the 

Romanian economist’s book from Romanian to Hungarian to serve as a rallying point 

for Hungarian economic organizing in the region.  Like Gyárfás, Slăvescu accused 

Budapest banks of channeling their profits back to Hungary, and he also critiqued their 

currency speculation, tax evasion, and volatile lending.  

                                                
139 P. M Sitescu, “La Grande Finance Roumaine en 1920,” Analele Băncilor/ Les Annales des Banques, 
III, no. 1-3, Jan.-March (1921): 6-7. 
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Slăvescu was one of the architects of the liberal policy of prin noi înșine, “by 

ourselves.”140 This protectionist policy was prevalent in the liberal rhetoric of the 

1920s. It entailed a call for centralizing Greater Romania’s financial life around 

Bucharest banks, banning foreign and even former Entente companies from 

establishing subsidiaries in Romania, and replacing domestic minorities and foreign 

citizens on the managerial boards and among the shareholders of industrial companies 

with Romanians.141 The “by ourselves” policy stood in sharp contrast to Greater 

Romania’s enormous need for both foreign and minority capital for reconstruction, 

industrialization, and agricultural modernization after the war. Yet the ideal of 

economic independence became a rallying point of anxieties concerning free trade, 

economic colonization, and loss of political autonomy.142 Given this concept’s 

centrality for the thinking of interwar Romanian political elites regarding minority 

industrialists and bankers, it is worth discussing this ideology’s major tenets, even 

though the “by ourselves” doctrine was never implemented in its entirety.    

Romanian fears of the negative consequences of free trade undergirded the 

government policies of the 1920s. There was a consensus among Romanian elites that 

free trade would undermine domestic economic elites and fledgling Romanian 

industries. The resulting failure to catch up with western industrial powers would in 

                                                
140 Elemér Gyárfás, Gazdasági sérelmeink és kívánságaink, vol. 2. (Kolozsvár: Minerva, 1929), 6;  
Dietmar Müller, “The Concept of Property in Romania’s Economic-Legal History” in Key Concepts of 
Romanian History Alternative Approaches to Socio-Political Languages edited by Victor Neumann and 
Armin Heinen, (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2013), 183-222. 
141 Bogdan Murgescu, România şi Europa: acumularea decalajelor economice : 1500--2010. (Iaşi: 
Polirom, 2010), 253. 
142 Murgescu has recently argued that Romanian economic nationalism of the interwar years was 
”erroneous, rigid and primitive,” ibid. 
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turn undermine Romania’s political independence.143 The governing National Liberal 

Party was far from being economically liberal: it embraced a protectionist and 

nationalist ideology, while authoritarian elements dominated its political practice. 

Liberals were equally hostile to German, French, Italian and other foreign investment, 

and viewed these foreign investments as analogous to Ottoman, Russian, and 

Phanariot subjugation attempts.144  At a time when France wanted to adjust its foreign 

trade deficit through the Little Entente, such views in Romania were far from 

encouraging. Moderates among the liberals, such as Ștefan Zeletin, were open to 

western investment, but only in the form of capital to support the creation of 

Romanian industries, while advocating “closed doors” for western industrial 

products.145  

Liberal skepticism towards free trade contributed to the failure of the League 

of Nations and its experts, like Francis Delaisi, to substantially shape economic 

reconstruction in Romania and the rest of East-Central Europe.146 As the advocate of 

industrialization, the economist and future National Bank director Mihail Manoilescu 

                                                
143 Müller, “The Concept of Property,” 183-200. 
144 Free trade especially was tainted with the memory of economic subjugation: it had been Russia that 
insisted on free trade on the Danube (1829). The opening up of the principalities to European commerce 
came at the price of political domination by Russia. Müller, “The Concept of Property,” 183-200. 
145 Ștefan Zeletin, Burghezia română: originea și rolul ei istoric (București: Editura Nemira, 1997). 
146 Issues of economic relations between Eastern and Western Europe especially came to the fore during 
the Great Depression. Left-leaning League of Nations economist Francis Delaisi proposed cooperation 
instead of economic autarchy and protectionism. He posited the opposition between the “two Europes,” 
an industrialized North and West and the agrarian East and South. Delaisi’s proposal of a European 
“five-year plan” and continental economic planning was popular among Romanian economists like 
Mihail Manoilescu, although they rejected the idea of Western political influence over Romanian 
economic planning. (E.g. Francis Delaisi, Les deux Europes (Paris: Payot, 1929); Michele Affinito, 
Guia Migani and Christian Wenkel, Les Deux Europes: Actes du IIIe Colloque International RICHIE = 
The two Europes : proceedings of the 3rd international RICHIE conference (Bruxelles: Peter Lang, 
2009), 124-125. Larry Wolff, Inventing Eastern Europe: The Map of Civilization on the Mind of the 
Enlightenment (Stanford, Calif: Stanford University Press, 1994); Mihaïl Manoilesco, L’Equilibre 
économique européen: The european economic equilibrium (Bucarest: Impr. Nat., 1931), 7. 
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put it, “the advantage of international exchange exists only for industrial countries 

which export industrial goods, and it does not exist for agricultural countries which 

export agricultural produce.”147 

Liberals regarded support for industries and big banks like the Banca 

Românească as key to Romania’s national interest, and they viewed themselves as the 

avant-guarde destined to lift the country from its backwardness through economic 

planning and industrialization.148  Given that World War I enhanced the influence of 

the state on private companies and banks, and that Romania had a very thin ethnically 

Romanian middle class, it is no surprise that even liberals relied on the state as the 

harbinger of economic modernization.149 As Zeletin put it, “liberalism needs to surpass 

its former attitude of passivity and start the work of social reconstruction.”150 Greater 

Romania, however, was an overwhelmingly peasant economy, and industrialization 

policies required marshaling resources from the underfinanced agrarian sector, 

requiring the marginalization of peasant and agrarian interests.  

Zeletin argued that Romania would only be able to pursue liberal policies after 

an autochtonous bourgeoisie had been created. He thus blamed the necessity of state 

intervention and the divergence from western liberalism on the lack of a loyal, 

ethnically Romanian middle class.151 Many belived that until such a class was created, 

                                                
147 Manoilesco, L’Equilibre économique, 7. 
148 As opposed to class-based political parties, liberals regarded themselves as representing the interests 
of the entire nation. Peasants were to profit from industrialization in the long run. Keith Hitchins, 
Rumania: 1866-1947 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 386-392. 
149 Given the lack of a domestic bourgeoisie, the state featured as the central modernizing force even in 
the writing of nineteenth-century reformists and modernizers. 
150 Zeletin, Neoliberalismul, 350. 
151 Trencsényi, The Politics of “National Character,” 43-45. 
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the state, and its “liberal” government had to act as modernizing “dictators” that 

defended the nation (neam) from both foreigners and domestic minorities.152  

Economic modernization thus diverged sharply from democratization, as 

liberal elites were only able to carry out their industrialization policies by autocratic 

means, by suppressing peasant movements, agricultural interests, and at least 

rhetorically, minorities and foreign capital. Newly annexed territories like 

Transylvania posed a special problem. Since industries and banking were in the hands 

of Hungarian, German, and Jewish minorities, it was impossible to facilitate 

industrialization and remain true to the national and anti-minority aspect of the policy 

of romanianization.  

The close ties between the liberal “financial and industrial oligarchy” and king 

Ferdinand I (1914-1927) also contributed to the divergence between economic 

modernization and political democratization.153 The 1923 constitution laid the 

foundations of an authoritarian political system, in which elections were rigged.  The 

royal nomination of prime ministers before the elections predetermined the outcome of 

elections, as the future prime minister was able to resort to the police to manipulate 

outcomes. Transylvania’s regional autonomy was also suppressed by administrative 

centralization.154 Consequently, national liberal governments were in power between 

1918 and 1926, with brief interruptions by the National Peasants Party,  and the a pro-

                                                
152 Trencsényi, The Politics of “National Character,” 44. 
153 Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947, 388. 
154 The king nominated the would-be prime minister before the election, and since this prime minister 
had the authority to “conduct” the election, there was ample ground to influence the voting outcomes. 
Stephen A. Fischer-Galați, Twentieth Century Rumania (New York: Columbia University Press, 1970), 
29-45; Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947, 378, 405-416. 
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liberal administration of Averescu (1920-1922).155 It was Ion Brătianu who backed the 

royal dismissal of the Transylvanian Alexandru Vaida-Voevod’s government, and the 

subsequent nomination of Averescu as prime minister, when it turned out that the 

National Party’s Vaida-Voevod wanted a land reform that radically favored peasants, 

who were the majority of Transylvania’s, and indeed Romania’s ethnic Romanian 

population.156 

National liberals wanted industrialization without industrialists: the Magyar, 

German, and Jewish preponderance among economic elites frustrated both the 

governing liberals and their Peasant Party opposition. According to the journal edited 

by Ion L. Lapedatu, the secretary for economics in Transylvania’s Directing Council,  

“there are two bastions that the bayonet of the Romanian peasant has not yet been able 

to conquer:  industry and commerce. These two are in sharp contrast to the national 

character of our state, and are more than ever before in the hands of our citizens of 

another nationalities (neam).”157 By monopolizing middle-class positions, the liberals 

in power believed that “foreign” (strain)  bourgeoisie prevented the establishment of a 

full-fledged Transylvanian Romanian middle class and blocked the peasantry’s social 

mobility.158 The head of the Directing Council’s Agriculture and Commerce 

Department complained to Emil Hațieganu that should free trade be introduced in the 

region, “foreigners” – by whom he meant German, Jewish, and Hungarian minorities – 

                                                
155 Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947, 387. 
156 Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947, 396-397; Fischer-Galați, Twentieth Century Rumania, 38-39. 
157 Revista Economică, June 25, (1921): 234. 
158 Petru Suciu, Probleme Ardelene, Reforma Agrară în Ardeal, Problema orașelor Ardelene, Clasele 
sociale în Ardeal, (Cluj: Editura Revistei Societatea de mâine, 1924), 40.  
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would sell to other “foreigners,” bypassing Romanian businessmen.159 While liberals 

castigated foreign capitalists, they were ready to accept lucrative board memberships 

on these “foreign” companies, while they continued to regard the very same 

companies as inimical to Romanian national interests. 

As the case of the Renner company shows, there were numerous contradictions 

between the Directing Council’s anti-minority rhetoric, the national liberal rhetoric of 

“by ourselves,” and the reality of compromises with ethnic minority business elites. 

For instance, it was the Directing Council that gave commissions to companies like 

the “foreign” Renner tannery. As demonstrated above, cooperation between the 

Romanian National Party’s elites and the Renner firm became even more intense after 

1921, when Hațieganu became a board member of the firm. Furthermore, the liberal 

camp was neither united by a solid political ideology, nor by a coherent economic 

policy. While the liberal government advocated protectionism and intervention into 

the economy, its chief banker ally, Aristide Blank, called for “freedom of commerce.” 

Liberal political elites also cooperated extensively with the “Jewish” Marmorosch 

Blank Bank, financed by Austrian capitalists.160 

Another contradiction stemmed from the demand to “romanianize” all 

commerce and industry. Victor Slăvescu castigated Romanian politicians and 

businessmen who agreed to “lend their name” to minority banks, thus making it seem 

that these were controlled by ethnic Romanians.161 The banker, however, failed to 

admit that banks and politicians close to the National Liberal Party also engaged in the 

                                                
159 Director of Agriculture and Commerce Department to “E. Hațeganu,” Cluj, March 22, 1920. SJAN 
Bucharest, Fond Emil Hațieganu, 18/1920. 
160 Aristide Blank, Contribuţiuni la rezolvarea crizei economice (Bucharest: Cultură naţ., 1922), 37. 
161 Gyárfás, Románia Hitelszervezetei, 21-22. 
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practice of fake romanianization. He even mentioned the Renner shareholder 

Zsigmond Szana’s Timișoara Bank and Commercial Company in his monograph on 

the Romanian banking system as an example of deceptive window-dressing. What he 

failed to mention was that the Timișoara bank was “romanianized” by the 

Marmorosch and Blank bank, the chief ally of the National Liberal Party.162  

Furthermore, Slăvescu also engaged in practices of deceptive romanianization 

when he acted as a top bureaucrat. In 1923, the liberal government set up the National 

Corporation for Industrial Credit (Societatea Națională de Credit Industrial) to 

accelerate the rate of industrialization.163 As the organization’s director, Slăvescu 

approved a 15-million-lei credit to the Renner tannery, even though the absolute 

majority of the firm was owned by minorities like the Farkas group, the Renners, and 

Budapest banks.164  

Even the Banca Centrală, which the Directing Council set up to create a strong 

Romanian industrialist class, ended up financing minority companies given the paucity 

of Romanian ones. The practice showed that the quest for profitability clashed with 

attempts to favor ethnic Romanians. The Renner tannery, an oil and soap factory in 

Timișoara, the “Corvin” engineering company in Cluj-Napoca, the Alfa chemical 

company and various construction companies were all among the businesses financed 

by the Banca Centrală, and all were in Hungarian or Hungarian-Jewish hands.165 The 

bankrolling of Hungarian firms by the Banca Centrală and the National Corporation 

for Industrial Credit signaled to both minority companies and the government that 

                                                
162 DJAN Timiș, Banca Timișoarei 1920/1; Boamba, Banque Marmorosch Blank, 76-92. 
163 Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 367. 
164 DJAN Cluj, Fond Clujana “Jegyzőkönyv,” December 15, 1923.  
165 Gyárfás, “Az erdélyi románok hitelszervezetei,” 78. 
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organizing Greater Romania’s economy based on preferential treatment for ethnic 

Romanians contradicted the goal of industrial development in newly acquired regions 

like Transylvania. 

The Marmorosch bank (MMB) also invested heavily in Hungarian and Saxon-

owned companies like the Renner tannery, or the Brașov-based Honterus glassworks, 

while leaving the management of these companies intact, even though as shareholders 

they would have been able to exert at least some influence on the composition of the 

managerial board. French and Romanian investment in the MMB thus did not bring 

about any conscious policy to favor ethnic Romanians.  There is even a reference to the 

MMB in Ligeti’s novel Up into the Saddle: when the Hungarian-Jewish director 

Krompacher’s Cluj-Napoca bank had to file for bankruptcy, employees calmed 

themselves down by spreading the word that either Bucharest’s “Marmorosch” or 

Budapest’s “General Credit Bank” would come to the Union Bank’s rescue.166 The 

novel thus suggests that the “Jewish” Krompacher could rely equally on either a 

Romanian or a Hungarian bank. 

The composition of the MMB’s management and the list of companies that it 

financed confirmed that ethnicity did not play a part in the bank’s operations. The 

Marmorosch Blank bank adapted especially well to the changing political climate. 

Whereas before the war, its majority shareholder was the Pest Hungarian Commercial 

Bank, close to the Budapest government, after 1918, the Bucharest-based bank 

emerged as the major ally of Romania’s governing liberals. Surprisingly, the 

Hungarian citizen Richárd Söpkéz, who had received his nomination as director at the 

                                                
166 Ligeti, Föl a bakra, 80. 
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time of the Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank’s influence on the MMB,  continued to 

serve as the Marmorosch’s director through the 1920s. 

The reason why the persistence of ethnic minorities was possible despite the 

official policy of economic nationalism might be buried in a telegram one French 

diplomat sent from Bucharest to Paris: he described Söpkéz as an “homme de valeur,” 

a  “man of value”  for both the bank and for French interests. Similar to the 

cooperation between French and German industrialists and bankers in Western Europe 

in the 1920s, there was a continued cooperation between French, Austrian, Hungarian, 

and Romanian high finance in the early 1920s. Characters like Söpkéz, or the 

ethnically Greek, Paris and Trieste-based Austrian citizen Hector Economos, who was 

among the key bankers of Romania, were just two examples.167  

Prewar economic elites were not only experts, but their trans-European 

connections proved necessary for a country that needed capital for reconstruction, 

monetary stabilization, and industrial development. Despite Romania’s reliance on 

foreign capital and economic elites as mediators between the political elite and foreign 

capitalists, even many liberal Romanian politicians regarded western companies and 

banks as posing an economic threat to the country.  

Multiple paradoxes undermined Romanian economic xenophobia from the 

outset. Romanian politicians of all stripes received remuneration as board members of 

foreign or minority companies, while Greater Romania as a political reality appeared 

on the map of Europe due to western (French, British, American, and Italian) 

diplomatic intervention at the Paris peace conference. Despite the instrumentality of 

                                                
167  ”Memorandum,” French foreign ministry, January 13, 1919, AAE, 110CPCOM/98 P 17450. 



 

 488 

Entente governments in the creation of Greater Romania, the Romanian 

administrations after the First World War wanted to use their unexpected victory in the 

war to achieve complete economic independence from the former Central Powers as 

well as their Entente allies.168  As Virgil Madgearu, the National Peasants Party’s 

economist put it, “the conjuncture of international politics after the armistice created 

favorable circumstances for the national economy to find a way out of the domination 

of the Central Powers, without falling under the hegemony of another capitalist 

state.”169  

German and French diplomats were also alert to Romanian economic 

nationalism. A German diplomat stationed in Bucharest sent an alarming note to the 

German Foreign Office, stating “I am afraid that the liberals will only tolerate German 

work (deutsche Arbeit) in Romania if they can be the employers.”170 Neither the 

assertion of Madgearu nor German fears of Romanian economic nationalism were 

grounded in light of economic statistics and the ownership structure of companies such 

as the Renner tannery and the Petroșani mines. Austrian, British, Belgian, Dutch, and 

Hungarian capital were virtually untouched by the end of World War I, despite the 

sovereignty change. German companies were only selectively expropriated in the 

1920s, and after the 1927 commercial agreement, German capital gradually replaced 

                                                
168 Hungarian imperialist elites, like the advocates of German Mitteleuropa plans before 1918 were able 
to regard other nations’ imperialism as a kin and possible ally to Hungarian empire building; on the 
contrary, Romanian economic and political elites interpreted French, Belgian and British investment in 
Romania as attempts to subjugatie Romania.  
169 Quoted in Ludovic Báthory, Societățile carbonifere și sistemul economic și politic al României: 
1919-1929 (Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitară Clujeană, 1999), 63. 
170 Freytag to Foreign Minister of Germany, January 26, 1922, p. 4, PAAA, Bucharest, 173. 
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French and resumed its prewar position by the early 1930s.171 Austrian and Romanian 

capital continued to be the major partners of French banks in Greater Romania. 

Through investing in the Marmorosch Blank Bank, the Banque du Paris et du Pays Bas 

and a group of French investors partnered successfully with Austrian capitalists and 

retained considerable influence over the country’s economic life. Still, it would be an 

overstatement to talk about the gallicization or romanianization of Hungarian capital in 

Transylvania: “regrouping” would be a more adequate term. French and Romanian 

investors took over some positions previously held by German, Hungarian, and 

Austrian capitalists, without completely forcing them out of Romania.172 

Apart from Romanian fears of domestic minorities and foreign capitalists, the 

other major axis of interwar debates regarding economic elites was the juxtaposition 

of Transylvanian to Old Kingdom interests. The Alba Iulia declaration may have 

created Greater Romania in 1918, but the divisions between the old and new territories 

of the Kingdom remained during the interwar period. The primary target of 

Transylvanian Romanian economic regionalism was the Old Kingdom and in 

particular, the financial elite of Bucharest.  

                                                
171 German capital fared worse as compared to Austrian and Hungarian interests in the 1920s in Greater 
Romania. Still, the level of expropriations of German property in Romania never reached the extent of 
French measures in the French interior and Alsace-Lorraine. Germany’s economic “informal empire” 
continued to be an important factor in Romanian oil industry and economic life. Constantin Buchet, 
România și Republica de la Weimar 1919-1933: economie, diplomație și geopolitică (Bucuresti: All 
Ed., 2001), 93-110; William S. Grenzebach, Germany’s Informal Empire in East-Central Europe: 
German Economic Policy toward Yugoslavia and Rumania, 1933-1939 (Stuttgart: F. Steiner Verlag 
Wiesbaden, 1988). 
172 Gallicization also masked the multiple acts of cooperation and international partnerships that 
characterized Greater Romania’s economic life. The MMB, for instance, expanded exponentially in the 
late nineteenth century as the subsidiary of Leó Lánczy’s Pest Hungarian Commercial Bank and 
Austrian banks; the Hungarian Richárd Söpkéz even became one of its directors. After 1918, French 
capital took over the role of the Budapest bank at the MMB, but it still continued to finance the Pest 
Hungarian Commercial Bank’s Transylvanian branches. 
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Debates surrounding the exchange of Austro-Hungarian crowns into Romanian 

lei had already revealed in 1919 and 1920 that the economic interests of Transylvania 

and the Old Kingdom did not fully overlap. The desired economic policies of the 

Romanian National Party and the National Liberal Party clashed, pointing to yet 

another aspect of non-ethnic differences in economic life. I will close this chapter with 

a case study of the debates around currency exchange, since these encapsulated the 

differences between the economic interests of elites in the Old Kingdom and 

Transylvania, and cast a long shadow over the 1920s. Problems linked to currency 

exchange showed that instead of attempting to win over Transylvania’s Romanians, 

the liberal elites of Bucharest and the Bucharest banks that influenced their financial 

policies prioritized cementing their own economic positions in the newly acquired 

territory.  

Upon the entry of Romanian troops into Transylvania, the Romanian army 

established a temporary rate of exchange, according to which one half lei equaled one 

crown (0.5 to 1). Hungarians, Germans, and Romanians in the region found this rate 

too low, given that the prewar value of the crown had been five percent higher than 

that of the lei (1.05 to 1).173 The army’s rate thus meant a 55-percent reduction in 

crown’s value. A prominent Transylvanian Romanian economist of the time, Horia 

Maniu (1892-1929), compared the Romanian exchange practices to their French and 

Italian counterparts, and noted with disillusion, “in Alsace and in the Italian Trento 

region [South Tyrol], the motherlands considered it to be a national obligation not to 

let the new co-nationals suffer the consequences of the devaluation of their former 

                                                
173 Maniu, Unificarea monetară, 6. 
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currencies. In our Transylvania, not only were we not protected, but on the contrary, 

the new country created a worse situation.”174  

 Echoing prewar Transylvanian Romanian criticisms of Bucharest liberals and 

the “people from the Old Kingdom” (Regățeni), Maniu noted that the Romanian army 

“generated monetary problems in this region” upon its entry, as the exchange rate “had 

no economic basis, and stood in disregard of local opinion and interests.”175 

Furthermore, the exchange rate had become a self-fulfilling prophecy in terms of 

further depreciating the value of the crown. Given that the former Hungarian currency 

was accepted only in Transylvania and not in other parts of Romania, whenever 

Transylvanians needed to make purchases outside of the region, they had to buy lei, 

which generated a demand for lei, depreciating the price of the crown on the free 

market to as low as 20 to 30 percent of the lei by fall 1920.176  

 In southern Transylvania, the local Romanian population attempted to 

influence the Bucharest government by illegally circulating propaganda on trains that 

favored a one-to-one rate of exchange in summer 1920, which shows the 

disillusionment with the economic consequences of the Romanian takeover.177 

Companies like the Renner tannery tried to shield themselves from the costs of 

currency exchange and the ensuing inflation by amassing higher than average cash 

reserves, mostly in crowns, which limited the tannery’s capacity to expand.178 

                                                
174 Maniu, Unificarea monetară, 9. 
175 Maniu, Unificarea monetară, 6. 
176 Constantin Kirițescu, Sistemul bānesc al leului şi precursorii lui (Bucharest: Editura Academiei 
Republicii Socialiste România, 1967), 285. 
177 DJAN Mureș, Direcția Generală a Poliției, 4/1920. 
178 Report on the annual meeting of shareholders on August 18, 1919, DJAN Cluj, Clujana, 1919/1. 
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 The final exchange of crowns to lei took place in September 1920. Since the 

Romanian government announced the official exchange rate just before opening the 

exchange booths, a great deal of speculation accompanied the monetary transition. 

Speculators toured the country for weeks before the exchange. They intimidated 

peasants with the low ratio of the future official exchange, and bought up crowns way 

below the contemporary market value. Banks, such as the Marmorosch and Blank, 

amassed large sums of crowns in advance of the exchange. Many suspected that 

Bucharest banks were aware of the final exchange rate through their political 

connections.   

 Just as France, Romania also incurred enormous losses during the postwar 

currency exchange, but for different reasons. Whereas France was the first country to 

exchange prewar currencies in Alsace-Lorraine, Romania was the last. Due to the 

tardy exchange, between 5 to 7 billion crowns out of a total of 9 billion exchanged 

could have been introduced fraudulently into Romania through the country’s porous 

and undefined western borders in 1919 and 1920, which jumpstarted another wave of 

crown inflation, further decimating the savings of Transylvanians.179  

 Even though in 1918, the one-to-two exchange ratio meant halving the assets 

of Transylvanian elites, by September 1920, the crown had actually depreciated even 

below this ratio, to possibly as low as one-fifth of the lei’s value. Under such 

conditions, the rate established by the government was a boon for Transylvanians, and 

even more so for speculators. One-fourth of all exchanged crowns were presented for 

                                                
179 By September 1920, Romania remained the only option for banks and private individuals who failed 
to stamp and exchange their Austro-Hungarian crowns in other successor states. Kirițescu, Sistemul 
bānesc al leului, vol. 2, 289. 
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exchange in Bucharest, that is, in a city where the crown had never even been in 

circulation; this is proof of intensifying trade relations between Transylvania and the 

Old Kingdom and it points to currency speculation by Bucharest banks.180  

 Alexandru Marghiloman, the prewar conservative and germanophile prime 

minister, had just returned from taking the waters in Karlsbad to his Bucharest home 

on the day of the exchange. The politician was taken aback by crown speculation 

among the capital’s political elite. “Everyone is in utmost excitement by the fantastic 

crown transactions,” wrote Marghiloman in his French-language diary. “One would 

buy them at twenty and thirty ‘centimes;’ some well informed journals purported 

further falling rates, and finally, they exchanged the crown at 50 centimes. The young 

Xenopol, chief of Take Ionescu’s staff – in utmost secrecy – for himself alone, 

changed thirteen million crowns, and for his family, another three millions.”181 Take 

Ionescu was foreign minister in the Averescu government between 1920 to 1922. 

Marghiloman thus implied that corruption had permeated even the highest government 

circles. Corruption was so apparent that the Romanian Parliament set up committees 

of investigation against both the country’s National Bank and the Blank Marmorosch 

bank, to look into charges of profiteering from acquiring the official  exchange rate 

before it was announced to the general public.182  

 The exchange rate, however, was bad for Transylvanian banks, pensioners, and 

people with savings in crowns. By refusing to exchange at least these bonds according 

                                                
180 Marghiloman’s diary supports allegations that Bucharest-based bankers, speculators, and politicians 
who were in the know, amassed crowns in advance. 
181 Alexandru Marghiloman, Note  Politice 1897-1924, vol. 5 (Bucharest: Institutul de Arte Grafice 
“Eminescu,” 1927), 80-81. 
182 Krițescu, Sistemul Bănesc, vol. 2. 



 

 494 

to the prewar ratio, the government halved the assets of the Transylvanian bourgeoisie, 

banks, and industrial companies. The result was that from one day to the next, the 

banks and companies of the Old Kingdom became considerably better financed.183  

            Even if the region’s bourgeoisie suffered considerably from the consequences 

of monetary transition, it is questionable whether the Bucharest government 

deliberately wanted to disadvantage Transylvanians with the low exchange rate of the 

crown, as the Transylvanian Horia Maniu suggested at the time.184 Similar to France, 

the government had to follow in the army’s footsteps; the army hastily established an 

exchange rate that was convenient for provisioning the troops.  

            Furthermore, even if the weakening of the positions of Transylvania’s 

economic elites overlapped with the interests of oligarchs around the National Liberal 

Party, Bucharest elites were not alone in precipitating the inflation of the crown. It is 

also questionable whether the government or Bucharest financiers had the means to 

shield the Transylvanian bourgeoisie from inflation.  

            Transylvania and the Old Kingdom of Romania did not constitute a unified 

national economy between 1918 and 1920. The borders of Greater Romania were 

undefined, transportation between Transylvania and rest of Romania was scarce, while 

both the local army and the Directing Council lacked resources, which prevented 

setting up an effective state administration with the potential to manipulate 

Transylvania’s economy and the composition of its business elites. Bucharest 

economic elites exploited the inflation of the crown for their own purposes, as 

Marghiloman suggested, but they were to unable reverse the economic decline of 
                                                
183 Kirițescu, Sistemul bānesc al leului , vol. 2, 289.  
184 Maniu, Unificarea monetară, 6-9. 
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Transylvania in the immediate aftermath of the Dual Monarchy’s collapse. There were 

even bigger holes in the Romanian budget in the aftermath of the war than there had 

been in the French budget, which prevented the Bucharest government from extending 

a generous exchange rate to Transylvanians, as France had done in Alsace and Lorraine 

in 1918. 

 

Table 20. The cost of currency exchange in Greater Romania.  
 
Exchanged currencies TOTAL amount TOTAL in lei 
Austro-Hungarian crown 8,718,587,304 4,353,743,808 
Romanov ruble 640,006,502 1,208,701,217 
Lwow ruble/Kerenski rubel 1,188,267,705  
German-issued lei 1,463,546,396 1,463,546,396 
TOTAL cost in lei  7,025,991,421 
Source: Krițescu, Sistemul bănesc al leului, vol. 2, 288. 
 

 

Apart from the scarcity of resources available for the Romanian state, the size 

of Transylvania was a major obstacle to preventing a smooth economic transition. 

Transylvania made up one-third of Greater Romania’s territory, and concentrated over 

51 percent of its industries.185 The cost of the exchange of the crown, over 4 billion lei, 

amounted to two thirds of the Romanian budget in 1920/1921 (table 20).186 

Technically, loans from the national bank covered the costs of transition, yet in 

practice, loans meant injecting more paper money into the economy, without gold 

                                                
185 According to Romanian economist Victor Axenciuc, over 51 percent of all capital invested in 
Greater Romanian industries was placed in Transylvania in the mid-1920s. Victor Axenciuc, La 
formation et le développement du marché intérieur moderne en Roumanie. Etude et séries statistiques à 
long terme (1860 – 1947), (Bucharest: Academie Roumaine, 2008), 66.  
186  Murgescu, România si Europa, 223. 
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backing, which further increased the inflation of the Romanian currency throughout the 

1920s.Thus, extending a favorable exchange rate would have been an enormous strain 

on the state budget as well as on the population of the Old Kingdom, not to mention 

the cost of exchanging Russian currencies in annexed Bessarabia (table 20). 

 

Conclusions 

 Despite the currency exchange, the anti-minority rhetoric of Romanian 

political elites and the antisemitism that characterized many ethnic Romanian and 

Hungarian politicians in Greater Romania, as well as the story of the Renner tannery 

and other minority business elites show that prewar elites largely managed to retain 

their status in the 1920s. Social structures changed slowly, and the Romanian 

government was characterized by a high degree of “path dependence,” or dependence 

on the social hierarchies, institutions, and infrastructure inherited from Austria-

Hungary. Prewar financial networks mattered a great deal in the Transylvania of the 

1920s. The extensive pre-1918 banking and business networks among Hungarian 

capitalists in Transylvania was difficult to discount amidst an enormous need for 

credit, goods, and economic consolidation. The key to the Renner tannery’s success 

was being able to rely on Hungarian and Austrian capital and Romanian investors at 

the same time. Moreover, the company also profited from the severing of commercial 

ties between Transylvania and rump Hungary. Losing its Budapest and Prague 

competitors while gaining access to the markets of rural Romania undergirded the 

firm’s success. The Renner company was not the only minority-owned company that 

prospered in Greater Romania. The Petroșani mines, and Zsigmind Szana’s Timișoara 
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holdings remained profitable in the interwar period as well. The Renner company, 

however, was among the few Hungarian firms that became extraordinarily successful, 

and thus its business history illustrates especially well the point that ethnicity or 

minority status did not predetermine profitability in Greater Romania.  

 The case of Mózes Farkas and the Renner tannery shows that business 

partnerships were not guided only by shared ethnicity and that economic alliances 

between Hungarians, Jews, Romanians and Germans were not uncommon in this 

period. The rise of Transylvanism points to the difficulty of understanding the interwar 

history of Transylvania from the political centers of Budapest and Bucharest. Post-

1920 reconstruction depended on local compromises between prewar Hungarian and 

Romanian elites. In Cluj-Napoca, the first postwar decade brought about long-standing 

cooperation between the Hungarian Jew Mózes Farkas and the Romanian Emil 

Hațieganu, whom Farkas even designated as the executor of his last will and 

testament.187 Prewar institutions, such as the Renner company’s managerial board or 

the Cluj-Napoca chamber of commerce served as venues for interethnic cooperation 

for elites of various ethnic background and political persuasions. Even though Greater 

Romania was a highly anti-Semitic state that oppressed its minority elites and 

romanianized the economy, the study of Transylvanian economic life in the 1920s 

points to the continuities between prewar and postwar elites.

                                                
187 Hațieganu’s ties to the Hungarian and Hungarian Jewish elites of the city is clear. Even after the 
annexation of northern Transylvania by Horthy’s Hungary in 1940, he managed to remain in Cluj-
Napoca and work as a certified ”Hungarian” lawyer. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

 

Since 2014, miners at the Hunedoara Energy Complex (Complexul Energetic 

Hunedoara), which currently owns all the coal mines in the Jiu valley, have been on 

periodic strike: they were protesting the massive and ongoing firing of the 

corporation’s remaining 6,600 workers.1 As demand for coal has plummeted since the 

1990s, the currently state-owned company has been put up for sale, but as of today, no 

acceptable proposal has reached the desk of the Romanian Minister of the Economy.2 

The local press has occasionally published news about potential saviors of the Jiu 

valley’s economically depressed population: “The Americans are coming,” read one 

article title.3 The information referred to the alleged interest of the Vancouver-based 

Quintana Minerals Corporation in acquiring the Jiu valley’s coal mines and power 

plants; that plan, too, has failed in the meantime, while striking miners showed their 

anger by breaking into the company’s headquarters, pressuring the government-

appointed board of directors to resign.4  

                                                
1 “Societatea Complexul Energetic Hunedoara,” official website, accessed on May 28, 2016 at 
http://www.cenhd.ro.  
2 “Notice of Intent in Relation to Testing the Interest of Potential Investors on the Privatization of 
Complexul Energetic Hunedoara Company S.A. [sic]” “Societatea Complexul Energetic Hunedoara,” 
official website. 
3 Daniel Ionascu, “Vin americanii: compania Quintana Minerals vrea să participe la privatizarea 
Complexului Energetic Hunedoara, care extrage huilă în Valea Jiului,” Adevărul, December 15, 2014, 
accessed on May 27, 2016 at http://adevarul.ro/economie/afaceri/vin-americanii-compania-quintana-
minerals-vrea-participe-privatizarea-complexului-energetic-hunedoara-extrage-huila-valea-jiului-
1_548ec7e2448e03c0fdc486ea/index.html. 
4 D. Ionascu, “Cum a bâjbâit statul timp de 15 ani încercând să salveze Valea Jiului,” Adevărul, April 
26, 2015, accessed on May 27, 2016 at http://adevarul.ro/economie/stiri-economice/analizA-bajbait-
statul-timp-15-ani-incercand-salveze-valea-jiului-1_553cd6b3cfbe376e35914506/index.html 
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Not so long ago, however, the current owner, the Romanian state, was 

especially eager to purchase the very same coal mines it is now scrambling to sell at 

all costs, pointing to the radically decreased value and significance of heavy industrial 

enterprises for defining national economies and business elites across Europe. Two 

days after Stalin’s death, on March 7, 1953, the Central Committee, the major 

executive organ of the Romanian Workers’ Party, held a meeting in Bucharest, led by 

prime minister Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej.5 The goal of the meeting was to discuss how 

to acquire the mines of the Jiu valley—as well as other industrial complexes on 

Romanian territory—from the Soviet Union, without causing diplomatic tensions 

between the two allied states.6 In 1945, the Soviet army had seized Romania’s key 

industrial companies, including the mines of the Jiu valley as war reparations.7 The 

mines of the partially Hungarian-owned Urikány and Salgótarján Coal Mining 

Corporations in the Jiu valley were seized as well, in retaliation for Hungary’s four-

year war with the Soviet Union. Soviet experts transformed the privately owned firms 

into either Soviet, or Soviet-Romanian joint enterprises.  

As far as the complete expropriation of enemy capitalists is concerned, the fate 

of German, Hungarian, and Romanian industrial property in Transylvania after 1945 

did not resemble the situation in the region after the First World War, when Budapest-

based banks were able to retain their shares in the valley’s mines and hold on to them 

until expropriations by the Soviet occupiers. This dissertation has demonstrated that 
                                                
5 “Document No. 24, Transcript of CC Romanian Workers’ Party Session Regarding the Fate of 
Sovroms [Excerpts]” in Soviet Occupation of Romania, Hungary, and Austria 1944/45–1948/49, edited 
by Csaba Békés, László Borhi, Peter Ruggenthaler, and Ottmar Trașcă (Budapest: Central European 
University Press, 2015), 138-141. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Csaba Békés, László Borhi, Peter Ruggenthaler, and Ottmar Trașcă, “Introduction,” in Soviet 
Occupation of Romania, Hungary, and Austria, 3-5. 
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Transylvania’s native Hungarian, Jewish, and German industrialists were largely 

successful in economically weathering the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian empire 

and sovereignty change. Their experience contrasted sharply with Transylvanian 

business elites that managed to physically survive the cataclysm of the Second World 

War, only to be wiped out economically by communist expropriations. Ferenc Chorin, 

whose company owned the Jiu valley mines in Transylvania, was among those 

businessmen who was active during both World Wars. Whereas in 1919, Chorin had 

maneuvered successfully to retain the mines, in 1944 he barely escaped deportations 

by the Gestapo through a controversial pact with the Nazis. Nonetheless, in 1947 his 

company’s assets in Hungary and Romania were expropriated without compensation. 

He died on Manhattan’s Park Avenue as a wealthy man in 1964, but his prosperity 

was an exception.8 Like no other regime before, communist republics managed to 

completely wipe out economic elites from the region. 

The situation in Transylvania after 1945 bore at least some resemblance to the 

fate of German private property in Alsace and Lorraine after 1918. In both cases, 

substantial amounts of private property were subject to expropriation, either because 

their owners belonged to the “wrong” ethnicity, as in Alsace and Lorraine, or to the 

“wrong” social class, as in Transylvania. More important, the expulsion of the German 

bourgeoisie and the liquidation of its assets in the former Reichsland by a right-wing, 

nationalist French government set a notable precedent for the massive violation of 

                                                
8 Daisy Chorin-Strasser and Ferenc Chorin, Az Andrássy úttól a Park Avenue-ig: fejezetek Chorin 
Ferenc életéből (1879-1964) (Budapest: Osiris, 1999). 
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private property rights, at a time when France, Great Britain, and other states were 

fighting an uphill battle to defend the very same rights in Soviet-Russia.9 

French measures nevertheless paled in comparison to what the “age of 

extremes” had in store for business elites on the “dark continent” in the decades to 

follow.10 There were, obviously, substantial differences and no direct connections 

between the expropriations in Alsace and Lorraine after 1918, and those in 

Transylvania and the rest of Soviet-occupied Eastern Europe after 1945. The French 

republic handled the sequesters and liquidations of the private property of former 

enemy citizens through courts that were nominally independent of the state, even if, as 

this dissertation has shown, the government, local administration, as well as French 

and native Alsatian and Lorrainer economic elites successfully intervened in the 

process to further their own interests. Nor did the German business elite in Alsace and 

Lorraine have to face the liquidation of their assets, unlike the case of the Jewish 

bourgeoisie in Nazi-dominated Europe, or the capitalists in Soviet-controlled states. 

Germans married to native residents were able to acquire exemptions and keep their 

naturalization as French citizens. Furthermore, the Treaty of Versailles compelled 

Weimar Germany to compensate expropriated industrialists, unlike East-Central 

European populations subject to Nazi and Soviet expropriations in the 1940s. Their 

                                                
9 Stephen M. Walt, Revolution and War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2013), 133-148. Francis 
Delaisi, Les soviets et la dette russe en France (Paris: Publications de la Concilation internationale, 
1930). 
10 Eric J. Hobsbawm, The Age of Extremes: A History of the World, 1914-1991 (New York: Vintage 
Books, 1996); Mark Mazower, Dark Continent: Europe’s Twentieth Century (New York: A.A. Knopf, 
1999). 
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financial compensation had to wait until 1989 and is still ongoing and forever 

incomplete.11 

French measures against German property in 1918 originated from the 

liquidation of the private property of enemy citizens in 1916, practiced by both the 

Entente and the Central Powers. This expropriation of private property during the First 

World War was not a French “invention:” Germany’s radical means of fighting the 

war triggered retaliation from Great Britain, and radical British and German measures 

on enemy property soon trickled into France as well. Thus, while all belligerents were 

engaged in the liquidation of sequestered enemy property around the same time, the 

German and British governments were more directly responsible for the radicalization 

of the Entente’s policies against private property than the French government.12 

The French government, however, was responsible for the ongoing persecution 

of minority Germans in Alsace and Lorraine even after the First World War had 

ended. The Treaty of Versailles extended and proliferated wartime discriminatory 

measures against Germans in Alsace and Lorraine, where the anti-German measures 

were the most radical. The expulsion and expropriation of German elites was an 

unnecessary measure which led to huge losses for the national budget and emanated 

from a misplaced conflation of German industrialists and bankers with the German 

                                                
11 Catherine Horel, “Restitution and Reconstructed Identity, Jewish Property and Collective Self-
Awareness in Central Europe” in Restitution and Memory: Material Restoration in Europe, edited by 
Dan Diner and Gotthart Wunberg (New York: Berghahn Books, 2007), 189-211; Constantin Goschler 
and Philipp Ther, “A History without Boundaries: The Robbery and Restitution of Jewish Property in 
Europe” in Robbery and Restitution: The Conflict over Jewish Property in Europe, edited by Martin 
Dean, Constantin Goschler, and Philipp Ther (New York: Berghahn Books, 2007), 21-32. 
12 Isabel V. Hull, A Scrap of Paper: Breaking and Making International Law during the Great War 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014); Daniela L. Caglioti, “Property Rights in Time of War: 
Sequestration and Liquidation of Enemy Aliensʼ Assets in Western Europe during the First World 
War.” Journal of Modern European History 12, no. 4 (2014): 523–45.  
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government. While politically, German elites in Alsace-Lorraine had nationalistic 

views, economically, they had an axe to grind with larger firms in Germany, and they 

were also critical of German plans to divide the region among German states during 

the First World War. As the economic partnerships between Germans, native Alsace-

Lorrainers, and French businessmen had shown before 1914, business elites were not 

always following the nationalist goals of their governments; moreover, the wartime 

disillusionment among Alsace-Lorraine’s German elites with the German military rule 

could have formed the basis of accommodation within France. As the case of the 

brutal Transylvanian war in 1916 has shown, despite the escalation of ethnic and class 

conflict among Romanians, Hungarians, and Germans, as well as peasants and 

landowners in 1916, there was a surprising accommodation in business life as early as 

1918 and 1919. 

French diplomats at Versailles were aware of the importance of containing the 

spread to East-Central Europe of the “Alsace-Lorraine experiment,” or the free pass 

extended to the Paris government to expropriate and expel undesired populations. 

What happened in Alsace-Lorraine stayed in Alsace-Lorraine, at least until the second 

half of the 1940s, when Germans from Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hungary were 

either deported to Germany, or worse, as the case of Banat Germans in Romania, 

relocated to the Soviet Union or other parts of Romania to carry out forced labor. 

As the 1919 negotiations between Lloyd George, Clemenceau, and the Polish 

and Romanian minor allies shows, there were many potential candidates for the 

Alsace-Lorraine treatment in East-Central Europe, including Transylvania and Posen. 

East-Central European politicians were not more generous to minority economic elites 
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than their French counterparts, but diplomatic pressure, the minority rights treaties, 

and other constraints made comparable ethnic discrimination an unavailable option. 

Economic transition was consequently considerably smoother in Transylvania 

than in Alsace and Lorraine after 1918, even though East-Central Europe is sometimes 

portrayed as the problem child of the Versailles settlement.13 The Trianon Treaty 

radically dismantled Hungarian political influence in East-Central Europe, but it did 

not intend to eradicate Hungarian and German economic influence in the region.14  

The stipulations of the peace treaties, the inability of the state administration to 

immediately replace minority elites in the economy, and local compromises between 

bourgeois elites of various ethnic backgrounds all contributed to the survival of prewar 

business elites in postwar Transylvania. As opposed to Alsace and Lorraine, there 

were no viable candidates for the takeover of the economic assets and positions of 

ethnic minority elites: the Romanian bourgeoisie and economic elites were too weak 

in 1918. 

To the credit of the French diplomats, Alsace-Lorraine’s prewar history set it 

apart from Transylvania and other regions of East-Central Europe. These differences, 

however, were not immediately clear to many contemporary French observers. Even 

Emmanuel de Martonne, the French geographer and expert at the Paris peace 

conference, mused that in Alsace-Lorraine and Transylvania, “the political and 

economic problems that the so much desired union gave rise to are of the same 

                                                
13 Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919: Six Months That Changed the World (New York: Random House, 
2002). 
14 Ignác Romsics, Dismantling of Historic Hungary: The Peace Treaty of Trianon, 1920 (Boulder, Co: 
Social Science Monographs, 2002). 
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order.”15 The major difference in relation to private and state property was that France 

reconquered Alsace and Lorraine in 1918, and in many respects, it reclaimed the assets 

that had belonged to the French state before 1871, including railways, roads, schools, 

buildings, and land.  

Nonetheless, for Romanian and Polish diplomats at Versailles, the special 

treatment of Alsace-Lorraine by the French government represented their inferiority 

vis-à-vis the French administration. France never acknowledged the presence of 

minorities on its territory, refused to sign a minority rights treaty, and was able to 

expropriate and expel Germans on its territory. Minority economic elites in Greater 

Romania fared considerably better in the aftermath of the First World War than their 

German counterparts in Alsace and Lorraine, even when compared to the experience 

of the bourgeoisie in Romania following the Soviet occupation of the country in 1944-

45. After 1919, both Hungarian and Romanian diplomats felt defeated by the Entente 

powers, and they resorted to sabotaging the peace treaty. One way the Romanian 

government showed its defiance was by revoking the citizenship of some of its Jewish 

populations in 1924, or by not granting citizenship to Jews who were born outside of 

Greater Romania. The tragic impact of these measures, however, did not become clear 

until the early 1940s.  

 This research has not sought to take a moral stance on expropriations: after all, 

the uses, purposes, and justifications of expropriating private property might vary 

across time and place. Arguably, however, the liquidation of German property in 

Alsace and Lorraine served neither the economic interest of the region nor the French, 

                                                
15 Emmanouel de Martonne, La Transylvanie (Lille: Danel, 1922), 1. 
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and it led at least to a short-term downturn of industrial production in Alsace and 

Lorraine and the enrichment of French and native elites at the expense of the state 

budget. The continued influence of native business elites of the former Reichsland 

after 1918 is especially remarkable, considering that they had cooperated 

economically with the German state and army for decades before 1918.  

 Both the case of Alsace-Lorraine’s and Transylvania’s business elites from the 

late 19th century and up until the post-World War I era, points to the decisive 

importance of the state in maintaining their prosperity or precipitating the economic 

downturn of these regions. Nonetheless, this dissertation has uncovered that native 

Alsatian, Lorrainer, and Transylvania Hungarian and German business elites were 

extremely successful at maneuvering in order to retain their social status and wealth. 

The French, German, Hungarian, and Romanian states and armies were inflexible and 

aggressive when asserting their interests, and they produced an enormous waste of 

resources and human life in the process. In the meantime, economic elites maneuvered 

behind the scenes, using strategies such as intermarriages, political connections, 

bribes, and credits to achieve their purposes.  

While business elites supported various nation-building projects and identified, 

sometimes strongly, with a specific ethnicity, ethnic identity was just one among the 

many resources business elites mobilized to remain afloat in the turbulence of the 

early 20th century. The maneuvering of Alsace-Lorraine’s and Transylvania’s business 

elites took place primarily in these regions, and not only in Paris, Berlin, Budapest, or 

Bucharest. The ability of regional societies and elites to change the implementation of 

national or imperial policies points to the importance of studying how municipal and 
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regional political and economic processes interacted with national and transnational 

ones in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 



 

 508 

ARCHIVES 

Austria 

Österreichisches Staatsarchiv (ÖeStA), Vienna 

France 

Archives de la Bibliothèque de Documentation International Contemporaine  

Nanterre (BDIC) 

Archives départementales du Bas-Rhin, Strasbourg (ADBR) 

Archives National, Paris (ANF) 

Archives de la ville et de la eurométropole de Strasbourg, Strasbourg (AVES) 

Archives of the Association De Dietrich, Reichshoffen (ADD) 

Centre des archives économiques et financières, Savigny-le-Temple (CAEF) 

Service Historique de la Défense, Vincennes (SHD) 

Germany 

Archives of the Wissenschaftliches Instititut der Elsass-Lothringer im Reich, Frankfurt 

am Main (AWIEL) 

Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amts, Berlin (PAAA) 

Das Bundesarchiv, Berlin (BArch) 

Hungary 

Budapest Főváros Levéltára (BFL) 

Magyar Nemzeti Levéltár, Budapest (MNL-OL) 

Romania 

Arhive Naţionale Istorice Centrale, Bucharest (ANIC) 

Direcția Județeană a Arhivelor Naționale, Cluj-Napoca (DJAN Cluj) 



 

 509 

Direcția Județeană a Arhivelor Naționale, Arad, (DJAN Arad) 

Direcția Județeană a Arhivelor Naționale, Timișoara (DJAN Timișoara) 

 

Switzerland 

League of Nations Archives (LoNa), Geneva, Switzerland 

 



 

 510 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 
 
 
Printed Primary Sources 
 
Ádám, Magda, György Litván, and Mária Ormos. Documents diplomatiques français 

sur l’histoire du bassin des Carpates: 1918-1932. Budapest: Institut des 
sciences historiques de l’Académie hongroise des sciences, 1993. 

Ádám, Magda, and Mária Ormos. Francia diplomáciai iratok a Kárpát-medence 
történetéről. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1999. 

Adler, Cyrus, and Henrietta Szold. American Jewish Year Book. American Jewish 
Committee, 1920. 

Ajtay, József, Benedek Jancsó, and Alois Kovács. The Transylvanian Question,. 
London; New York: Low, W. Dawson & Sons; Steiger & comp.; [etc.], 1921. 

Allen, Mitchell, and Michael Hughes. German Parliamentary Debates, 1848-1933. 
New York: P. Lang, 2003. 

Allgemeine Elsässische Bankgesellschaft, Société générale alsacienne de banque, 
Geschäftsbericht für das Geschäftsjahr 1918. Strasbourg: AEB, 1919. 

Anyag-gyűjtemény a vasárnapi munkaszüneti szabályok módosításához. Budapest: 
Athenaeum, 1904. 

Angelesco, I. N. The Increase of Production and Its Influence on the National 
Currency of Roumania Bucharest: Imprimerie Branisteano, Pas. Imobiliara, 
1924. 

Antipa, Grigore. L’occupation ennemie de la Roumanie et ses conséquences 
économiques et sociales. Paris; New Haven: Les Presses universitaires de 
France; Yale University Press, 1929. 

Apáthy, István et al., Az erdélyi szövetség programmjának tervezete. Kolozsvár: 
Gombos Ferenc Lyceum, 1914. 

Armstrong, John Scobell. War and Treaty Legislation : Affecting British Property in 
Germany and Austria, and Enemy Property in the United Kingdom. London: 
Hutchinson, 1921. 

A Romániához csatolt magyar területek gazdasági élete. Budapest: Magyar Nemzeti 
Bank, 1940. 

Baicoianu, C. I. La Banque nationale de Roumanie pendant l’occupation, novembre 
1916--novembre 1918: l’émission de la Banque générale roumaine : 
contribution à la politique financière des Allemands dans la Roumanie 
occupée. Paris: Librairie de la Société du Recueil Sirey, 1921. 

Balaton, Petra. A székely akció története, I/1. Munkaterv és kirendeltségi jelentések. 
Budapest: Cartofil, 2004. 

Balkáni piacok a háború után. Gazdasági ismertető. Budapest, Kereskedelmi Múzeum, 
1914. 
Balkányi, Kálmán. Arcok, harcok, kudarcok. Budapest: [Pesti Lloyd-Társulat 



 

 511 

Nyomdája], 1934. 
———. Egy kereskedő naplója, 1934-1941. Budapest: Officina Nyomda és 

Kiadóvállalat Nyomása, 1942. 
 Banca Marmorosch, Blank & Co. (Bucharest, Romania). “Les forces économiques de 

la Roumanie.” Les forces économiques de la Roumanie., 1920. 
Bánffy, Miklós. The Transylvanian Trilogy: They Were Counted. New York: Knopf 

Doubleday Publishing Group, 2013. 
Barrès, Maurice. Les diverses familles spirituelles de la France. Paris: Émile-Paul 

frères, 1917. 
Barthelme, Alphonse. Le Développement des courants commerciaux de l’Alsace 

depuis la guerre. Strasbourg; Paris: Istra, 1931. 
Becker, Carl Ludwig. Die Wirtschaftliche Entwickelung Der Deutschen Lederindustrie 

Bis Zur Gegenwart. Strasbourg: Strassburger Drückerei, 1918. 
Beksics, Gusztáv. A magyar politika uj alapjai kapcsolatban a magyar faj terjeszkedő 

képességével és a földbirtokviszonyokkal. Budapest: Athenaeum, 1899. 
———. A román kérdés és a fajok harcza Európában és Magyarországon. Budapest: 

Athenaeum, 1895. 
———. La question roumaine et la lutte des races en Orient. Paris: Chailley, 1895. 
———. A magyar faj terjeszkedése és nemzeti konszolidácziónk. Budapest, 

Athenaeum, 1896. 
Bevans, Charles I.. Treaties and Other International Agreements of the United States 

of America, 1776-1949. Washington, D.C.: Dept. of State and U.S. G.P.O., 
1969. 

Bizony, László. A keleti határról. Budapest: A Szerző, 1912. 
Bleicher, Albert. Elsass und Lothringen wirtschaftlich gesehen. Berlin: A.W. Hayns̕ 

erben, 1942. 
Bariéty, Jacques. Documents diplomatiques français 1920. Paris: Imprimerie 

nationale, 1997. 
Budapest székesfőváros költségvétése. Budapest: Bp. Sz. Házinyomdája, 1907. 
Buelow, Franz Josef von. Im Felde Gegen Die Hereros: Erlebnisse Eines 

Mitkämpfers, Bremen: von Hallen, 1905. 
Brogly, Médard Jules. La grande épreuve; l’Alsace sous l’occupation allemande, 

1940-1944,. Paris: Les Éditions du Cerf, 1945. 
Cherrier, Tharsicius. Grenzlandtragik. Sélestat: Maison St Antoine, 1953. 
Cioflinǎ, Dumitru. Marele Cartier General al armatei române: documente, 1916-

1920. București: Editura Machiavelli, 1996. 
Dazet, Georges. La liquidation des séquestres. Paris: Éditions et librairie, 1916.  
Delaisi, Francis. Les deux Europes. Paris: Payot, 1929. 
Delaisi, Francis, René Cassin, and Stéphane Lauzanne. Les soviets et la dette russe en 

France,. Paris: Publications de la Concilation internationale, 1930. 
Delahache, George. Petite Histoire de l’Alsace-Lorraine. Paris, Libraire Bernard 

Grasset, 1918. 
Déry Károly. A magyar szénbányászat ismertetése különös tekintettel az 1900. évi 

párisi nemzetközi kiállításon résztvevő vállalatokra. Budapest: Werbőczy, 
1900. 

Documents diplomatiques français. Vol. 1. Bruxelles; Bern; Berlin: Peter Lang, 2007. 



 

 512 

Documents diplomatiques français 1922. Vol. 2.,. Bruxelles: Peter Lang, 2008. 
Eccard, Frédéric. Erreurs administratives en Alsace. Paris: Revue Politique et 

Parlementaire, 1926. 
———. L’Alsace et la Lorraine sous le Commissariat général et après sa 

suppression. Paris: Revue politique et parlementaire, 1925. 
———. L’Alsace sous la domination allemande. Paris: A. Colin, 1919. 
Été 14: les derniers jours de l’ancien monde: Exposition, Paris, Bibliothèque 

nationale de France-Site François-Mitterrand, 25 mars-3 août 2014. Paris: 
Bibliothèque Nationale de France - Ministère de la défense, 2014. 

Ernst, Robert. ¬Die Eingliederung Der Vertriebenen Elsass-Lothringer in Das 
Deutsche Wirtschaftsleben Im Augenblick Seines Tiefstandes. Berlin: de 
Gruyter, 1921. http://www.regensburger-
katalog.de/InfoGuideClient.ubrsis/start.do?Login=igubr&Query=10=“BV0070
55195.” 

Farkas, Geiza. A kisgazda; társadalomgazdasági tanulmány. Budapest: Pátria, 1912. 
Feitl, István, ed. A magyarországi Szövetséges Ellenőrző Bizottság jegyzőkönyvei: 

1945-1947. Budapest: Napvilág, 2003. 
Fellner, Frigyes. Die Verteilung des Volksvermögens und Volkseinkommens der 

Länder der Ungarischen Heiligen Krone Zwischen dem Heutigen Ungarn und 
den Successions-Staaten. Ferrara: Taddei, 1924. 

———. A magyar szent korona országai nemzeti vagyonának és nemzeti 
jövedelmének megsoszlása a mai Magyarország és az utódállamok között. 
Budapest: Franklin, 1923. 

Férasson, Louis. La question du fer: le problème franco-allemand du fer. Payot & cie, 
1918. 

Festschrift zum 25 jährigen Jubiläum der Firma Wolf Netter & Jacobi in Strassburg i / 
6. Februar 1873 - 1898. Strassburg: Elsäss. Druck., 1898. 

Gesellschaftsvertrag der Pagaschuh, Gesellschaft m. b. H. in Mülhausen i. Els. 
errichtet vor Notar Dr. F. Schmidt zu Mülhausen am 23. Mai 1917. 
Mülhausen, 1917. 

Goldschmitt, François. Bausteine zur Geschichte der Grenzlandtragik des Haut-Rhin-
Bas-Rhin & Moselle. Moselle: F. Goldschmitt, 1947. 

Granier, Jacques. Novembre 18 en Alsace, album du cinquantenaire. Strasbourg: 
Éditions des “Dernières nouvelles de Strasbourg,” 1969. 

Gratz, Gusztáv. A Dualizmus kora; Budapest: Magyar Szemle Társaság, 1934. 
———. The Economic Policy of Austria-Hungary during the War in Its External 

Relations,. New Haven; London: Yale University Press; H. Milford, Oxford 
University Press for the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: Division 
of Economics and History, 1928. 

Gratz, Gusztáv, Richard Schüller, Carl Stürgkh, and István Tisza. Der wirtschaftliche 
Zusammenbruch Österreich-Ungarns; die Tragödie der Erschöpfung,. Wien; 
New Haven: Hölder-Pichler-Tempsky A.G.; Yale University Press, 1930. 

Halff, Sylvain. La fidélité française des Israélites d’Alsace et de Lorraine (1871-
1918). Paris: Librairie Durlacher, 1921. 

Haug, Hugo. Die Handelskammer zu Strassburg i.E., 1803-1903. Festschrift zur 
erinnerung an ihr hundertjaehriges bestehen. Strassburg: G. Fischbach, 1903. 



 

 513 

Haug, Hugo, Das Hotel du Commerce, gebaeude der Handelskammer zu Strassburg 
vortrag, gehalten am 28. April 1913 bei der Einweihung der neuen Amtsräume 
der Handelskammer von deren Sekretär. Strassburg: In Kommission bei F. 
Staat (J. Noiriel), 1913. 

Handbuch für nichtsozialdemokratische Wähler. Berlin: Reichsverbandsverl., 1911. 
Handelskammer (Straßburg). “Berichte der Handelskammer zu Strassburg i[m] 

Els[aß].” Berichte der Handelskammer zu Strassburg i[m] Els[aß], 1875. 
———. “Jahresbericht der Handelskammer zu Strassburg i[m] E[lsaß] für das Jahr ..” 

Jahresbericht der Handelskammer zu Strassburg i[m] E[lsaß] für das Jahr .., 
1879. 

Handelskammer Strassburg, and Heinrich Hofstetter. Preissteigerung und Handel 
Denkschrift der Handelskammer zu Strassburg i. E ... Strassburg: 1917. 

The Hungarian Peace Negotiations: An Account of the Work of the Hungarian Peace 
Delegation at Neuilly s/S, from January to March, 1920. Budapest: Print 
Office of Viktor Hornyánszky, 1920. 

Hansi, and R. L Crewe. Professor Knatschke; Selected Works of the Great German 
Scholar and of His Daughter Elsa,. London; New York: Hodder and 
Stoughton, 1917. 

Hellmann, Otto. Die staatsrechtliche Stellung des Reichslandes Elsass-Lothringen 
nach seiner geschichtlichen Entwicklung und dem geltenden Recht. Freising: 
Buchdr, von A. Warmuth, 1907. 

Hoover, Herbert. Central European Relief. New York: American Association for 
International Conciliation, 1921. 

Iványi, Emma. Magyar minisztertanácsi jegyzőkönyvek az elsó világháború korából, 
1914-1918. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1960. 

Jenei, Károly. A Salgótarjáni Kőszénbánya R.t. és vállalatai, repertórium. Budapest: 
M.O.L., 1968. 

Jacobi, Eugen. Wirtschaftliche Tages- und Zukunfts-Fragen: Vortrag gehalten in der 
Strassburger Gesellschaft für deutsche Kultur, am 14 März 1918. Strasbourg: 
Dumont Schauberg, 1918. 

Jókai, Mór. Összes müvei.  Budapest: Révai testvérek kiadása, 1898. 
A Jókai jubileum és a nemzeti díszkiadás története, az előfizetők névsorával. Budapest: 

Révai testvérek kiadása, 1898. 
Kaden, Erich-Hans. Le séquestre des entreprises ennemies: son caractère général en 

Allemagne et en France, et spécialement le contrôle du séquestre allemand. 
Berlin: D. Vahlen, 1923. 

Kapp, Wilhelm. “Grenzlandtragik im Elsass”: Vortrag gehalten. am 16. Mai 1926 in 
... Frankfurt a/M. Berlin: n/a, 1926. 

Katona, Béla. Magyarország közgazdasága, pénzügyi, és közgazdasági évkönyv 1914
 évröl,. Budapest: Benkő G. Gyula cs. és kir. udvari könyvkereskedése, 1915. 
———. Magyarország közgazdasága. Budapest: Benkő G. Gyula cs. és kir. udvari 

könyvkereskedése, 1916. 
———. Magyarország közgazdasága. Pénzügyi és közgazdasági évko̤nyv az 1917.  

évről. Budapest: Benkő G. Gyula cs. és kir. udvari könyvkereskedése, 1917. 
Kettenacker, Lothar. Nationalsozialistische Volkstumspolitik im Elsass. Stuttgart: 

Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1973. 



 

 514 

Keynes, John Maynard. The Economic Consequences of the Peace,. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 1920. 

Kolozsvári, Emil Grandpierre. A rosta. Budapest: Magvető, 1985. 
Kozma, Nándor. Hadimilliomosok. Budapest: A Táltos kiadása, 1918. 
Krausz, Simon. Életem: Krausz Simon emlékiratai. Budapest: Cserépfalvi, 1937. 
Larousse, Pierre, and Claude Augé. Larousse Universel: Nouveau Dictionnaire 

Encyclopédique. Paris: Larousse, 1922. 
Laufenburger, Henry. L’industrie sidérurgique de la Lorraine désannexée et la 

France,. Strasbourg: Imprimerie française, 1924. 
Liptay, Árpád. Kolozsvári útmutató és lakásjegyzék. Kolozsvár: Stief, 1905. 
Lovas, Sándor, and Ignácz Darányi. A legujabb állami telepitések Magyarországon. 

Budapest: Pallas Részvénytársaság Nyomdája, 1908. 
Kuncz, Aladár. Black Monastery. London: Chatto and Windus, 1934. 
Labeur, François. Jean Klein, légionnaire; roman. Paris: B. Grasset, 1912. 
Laufenburger, Henry. Cours d’économie alsacienne. Paris: Sirey, 1930. 
Lévy, Robert. “Histoire économique de l’industrie cotonnière en Alsace. Étude de 

sociologie descriptive.” F. Alcan, 1912. 
Liptay Árpád. Kolozsvári útmutató és lakásjegyzék. Kolzsvár: Stief, 1905. 
Lloyd George, David. Memoirs of the Peace Conference,. New Haven: Yale 

University Press, 1939. 
———. The Truth about the Peace Treaties. London: Victor Gollancz, 1938. 
Luckau, Alma. The German Delegation at the Paris Peace Conference,. New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1941. 
Madgearu, Virgil. Rumania’s New Economic Policy. London: P.S. King & Son, 1930. 
de Martonne, Emmanuel. La Transylvanie, par M. Emm. de Martonne. Résumé. Lille: 

Impr. de L. Danel, 1922. 
Magyar Statisztikai Közlemények, A Magyar Szent Korona országainak 1910. évi 

népszámlálása, negyedik rész, a népesség foglalkozása a főbb demográfiai 
adatokkal egybevetve s a népesség ház- és földbirtokviszonyai, vol. 56. 
Budapest: Pesti Könyvnyomda R. t., 1915. 

A Magyar Szent Korona országaiban az 1870. év elején végrehajtott népszámlálás 
eredményei a hasznos házi állatok kimutatásával együtt. Pest: n/a, 1871. 

A Magyar  Szent Korona országainak 1900. évi népszámlálása, A népesség általános 
leírása községenkint, Magyar statisztikai közlemények, vol. 1. Budapest: 
Magyar Királyi Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, 1902. 

 A Magyar Szent Korona országainak 1910. évi népszámlálása, A népesség főbb 
adatai községek és népesebb puszták, telepek szerint, Magyar statisztikai 
közlemények. Vol. 42. Budapest: Magyar Királyi Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, 
1912. 

Mallász, József, and Emil Babes. Erdély szomorú ügye; Déva: Laufer Vilmos 
Könyvnyomdája, 1910. 

Maniu, Horia. Unificarea monetară. Bucharest: Cartea Românească, 1924. 
Manoilesco, Mihaïl. L’Equilibre économique européen: The European Economic 

Equilibrium. Bucarest: impr. nat, 1931. 
Manoilescu, Mihail. Memorii. București: Editura Enciclopedicǎ, 1993. 
———. Théorie du protectionnisme et de l’échange international,. Paris: M. Giard, 



 

 515 

1929. 
———. The Theory of Protection and International Trade,. London: P.S. King & Son, 

1931. 
———. Une nouvelle conception du protectionnisme industriel. A new conception of 

industrial protectionism. Bucarest: Regia M.O., Imprimeria naționala, 1931. 
Mantoux, Étienne. The Carthaginian Peace; Or, The Economic Consequences of Mr. 

Keynes. London, New York: Oxford University Press, 1946. 
Manuilă, Sabin. Recensământul general al populației româniei din 29 decembrie 

1930. Bucuresti: Editura Institutului central de statistică, 1938. 
Marghiloman, Alexandru. Note politice. Vol. 1.. Bucureşti: Ed. Eminescu, 1927. 
———. Note politice. Vol. 2. Bucureşti: Ed. Eminescu, 1927. 
———. Note politice. Vol. 3. Bucureşti: Ed. Eminescu, 1927. 
———. Note politice. Vol. 4. Bucureşti: Ed. Eminescu, 1927. 
Marx, Karl. The Paris Commune, including the “First Manifesto of the International 

on the Franco-Prussian War,” the “Second Manifesto of the International on 
the Franco-Prussian War,” “The Civil War in France,.” New York: New 
York labor News Company, 1902.  

Matlekovits, Sándor, and József Szterényi. Magyarország közgazdasági es 
közművelődési állapota ezeréves fennállásakor és az 1896. évi ezredéves 
kiállitás eredménye. Budapest: Pesti Könyvnyomda-Részvény-Társaság, 1897. 

Matter, Florent. Les Alsaciens-Lorrains contre l’Allemagne. Paris: Berger-Levrault, 
1918. 

Meissner, Otto, ed. Elsass Und Lothringen, Deutsches Land. 3. Aufl., 41.-60. Tausend. 
Berlin: O. Stollberg, 1942. 

Mercier, Ernest. La Crise et l’élite (allocution prononcée le vendredi 17 février 1933). 
Paris; Neuilly (Seine), "la Cause (69, rue Perronet): Impr. de Vaugirard ;, 1933. 

Meyer, Stefan. Die Rohstoffversorgung Der Deutschen Lederindustrie Nach Dem 
Kriege, 1928. 

Michel, Edmond. La restauration des régions dévastées et la question des réparations, 
contribution à l’étude des dommages de guerre. Paris: Berger-Levrault, 1924. 

Millerand, Alexandre, Le retour de l’Alsace-Lorraine à la France. Paris: E. Fasquelle, 
1923.  

Mitgliederverzeichnis der Straßburger Gesellschaft für deutsche Kultur. Straßburg: 
Dumont, 1917. 

Moldován, Gergely. A magyar nemzeti állam nemzetiségi feladatai. Máriabesenyő-
Gödöllő: Attraktor, 2007. 

Móricz, Miklós. Az erdélyi föld sorsa: az 1921. évi román földreform. Budapest: 
Erdélyi Férfiak Egyesülete, 1932. 

———. The Fate of the Transylvanian Soil; A Brief Account of the Rumanian Land 
Reform of 1921. Budapest: Society of Transylvanian Emigrants, 1934. 

Munk, Manó, János Frivaldszky, and Antal Koch. Herkulesfürdő és környéke 
természettudományi, orvosi, fürdészeti, történelmi és statistikai tekintetben. 
Pest, 1872. 

Nagybaczoni Nagy, Vilmos. A Románia elleni hadjárat, 1916-1917. [Budapest]: M. 
Kir. Honvédelmi Ministerium Kiadása, 1922.  

Naumann, Friedrich. Central Europe. London: King, 1916.  



 

 516 

Nedelcu, George D. Justiţia română sub ocupatiune 1916-1918. Bucureşti: Socec, 
1923. 

Netta, Gheron. Expansiunea economică a Austriei și explorările ei Orientale. 
București: Cartea Românească, 1930. 

———. Politica economică ungurească şi statele sudestului Europei. Bucureşti: 
Cartea românească, 1921. 

Netter, Wolf, and Jacobi: Der moderne Bibliotheksbau, Gewidmet aus Anlaß des 20. 
Bibliothekartages am 11. und 12. Juni 1924 (Berlin: Elsner), 1924. 

Păcăţian, Teodor V. Jertfele românilor din Ardeal, Banat, Crişana, Sătmar şi 
Maramureş, aduse în războiul mondial din anii 1914-1918. Sibiu: Editura 
“Asociațiunii,” 1923. 

Périer, Anatole. Séquestres et liquidations des biens allemands en Alsace et Lorraine. 
Paris: Société Anonyme du Recueil Sirey, 1925.  

Petri, Emil. Zwangsverwaltung und Liquidation des feindlichen Vermögens im 
Inlande. Strassburg i. Elf.: Strassburger Druckerei und Verlagsanstalt, 1917. 

A petrozsényi casino könyvtárának szabályzata és betüsoros jegyzéke. Petrozsény: 
Figuli Antal kny., 1905. 

Pilisi, Lajos. A megrohant és felszabadított Erdély. Budapest: Auktor, 2005. 
Pinoche, André. Le séquestre et la liquidation des biens de sujets ennemis en France 

et en Allemagne, thèse pour le doctorat (sciences politiques et économiques). 
Bar-le-Duc: Impr. de Constant-Laguerre, 1920. 

Pinot, Robert. La Métallurgie et l’après-guerre, Rapport présenté au Comité d’études 
économiques et administratives relatives à l’Alsace-Lorraine et adopté à la 
séance du 10 février 1917. Saint-Étienne: Impr. de J. Thomas, 1917. 

———. Comité d’études économiques et administratives relatives à l’Alsace-
Lorraine. Rapport sur les mines, par M. Robert Pinot (adopté en séance du 
Comité du 13 novembre 1915).  

———. La métallurgie et l’après-guerre Rapport adopté en séance du Comité du 10 
février 1917. [Paris]: Comité d’études économiques et administratives relatives 
à l’Alsace-Lorraine, 1917. 

———. Rapport sur les mines... Adopté en séance du Comité du 13 novembre 1915. 
[Paris]: Comité d’études économiques et administratives relatives à l’Alsace-
Lorraine, 1915. 

Plessis, Alain. De la fête impériale au mur des fédérés, 1852-1871. Nouvelle Histoire 
de La France Contemporaine. Vol. 9. Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1973. 

Popovics, Alexander. Das Geldwesen im Kriege. Wien; New Haven: Hölder-Pichler-
Tempsky A. G.; Yale University Press, 1925. 

Popovics, Sandor. A pénz sorsa a háborúban. Budapest: Magyar td. Akad., 1926. 
Putte, Jean van de. A World Currency. Memorandum Addressed to the President and 

Members of the International Financial Conference. London: Harrison & Sons 
for the League of Nations, 1920. 

Rathenau, Walther, Eden Paul, and Cedar Paul. In Days to Come,. New York: A.A. 
Knopf, 1921. 

Rau, Karl Heinrich. Grundsätze der Volkswirthschaftslehre. Winter, 1863. 
Rebreanu, Liviu. Ion. New York: Twayne Publishers, 1967. 
Renan, Ernest. Qu’est-Ce Qu’une Nation?  What Is a Nation? Toronto, Ont: Tapir 



 

 517 

Press, 1996. 
Reuss, Rodolphe Ernest. Histoire d’Alsace. Paris: Boivin & cie., 1925. 
Petrichevich Horváth, Emil. Jelentés az Országos Menekültügyi Hivatal négy évi 

működéséről. Budapest: Pesti Könyvnyomda Rt., 1924. 
Procès-verbaux de la Conférence d’Alsace-Lorraine. vol 1. Paris: Impr. nationale, 

1917. 
Rapport de la Commission dʹenquête du Conseil économique du Travail dans les 

régions dévastées: une politique de reconstruction. Villeneuve: St. Georges, 
1921. 

A Romániához csatolt magyar területek gazdasági élete. Budapest: Magyar Nemzeti
 Bank, 1940. 
Rapp, Charles, René C Ley, and Heinrich Muth. The Protest of Young Alsace: 1919. 

S.l., 1919. 
Roos, Karl. Politik und Gewaltpolitik in Elsaß-Lothringen: zur elsaß-lothringischen 

Heimatbewegung; eine Schrift zur Lehr und Wehr. Zürich: Fricke, 1928. 
Rosetti, Radu D. Roumania and the Jews. Bucharest: I.V. Socecu, 1904. 
Rudolph, Alfons. Der Statthalter in Elsass-Lothringen, Inaugural-Dissertation zur 

Erlangung der Juristischen Doktorwürde. Göttingen: L. Hofer, 1905. 
Rost, Franz. Entwicklung und organisation der deutschen Lederindustrie, 1921. 
Satzung der Landgesellschaft “Westmark”, Gesellschaft mit beschraenkter Haftung 

mit dem Sitze in Strassburg i. Elsass. Strassburg: Strassburger Druck, 1918. 
Schlenker, Max. Die wirtschaftliche Entwicklung Elsass-Lothringens, 1871 bis 1918; 

Frankfurt am Main: Selbstverlag des Elsass-Lothringen-Institutes, 1931. 
Schmidt, Charles. Les plans secrets de la politique allemande en Alsace-Lorraine 

(1915-1918). Paris: Payot & Co., 1922. 
Schmidt, Tibolt. Az erdélyi oláh kérdés és Nagy-Rumánia. Budapest: Erdélyi Magyar-

Székely Szövetség, 1920. 
Schor, Ralph. L’opinion française et les étrangers en France, 1919-1939. Paris: 

Publications de la Sorbonne, 1985.  
Schweitzer, Charles and Émile Simonnot. Deutsches Lesebuch mit Sprechübungen für 

Quarta und Tertia: Deutschland in Wort und Bild. Paris: A. Colin, 1912. 
Scurtu, Ioan and Liviu Boar eds. Minoritățile Naționale din România: 1918-1925: 

Documente. București: Arhivele, 1995. 
Slăvescu, Victor. Istoricul Băncii Naționale a României 1880-1924. Bucharest: 

Cultura națională, 1925. 
———. Statul şi intreprinderile economice. Bucharest: Cartea Românească, 1928. 
———. Organizaţia de credit a României. Bucharest: Cartea Românească, 1922. 
Stenographische Berichte über die Verhandlungen, Preussischen Hause der 

Abgeordneten, Berlin: W. Buchdruckerei, 1908. 
Strassburger-Patent-Büchergestell-Fabrik System Lipman. Wolf Netter [und] Jacobi.  
            Abteilung Archivbau, Volume 12. Bruxelles: Congrès International des Archivistes  
            et des Bibliothécaires. 1910. 
Strasserné, Chorin Daisy, D. András Bán, and Ferenc Chorin. Az Andrássy úttól a 

 Park Avenue-ig: fejezetek Chorin Ferenc életéből (1879-1964). Budapest: Osiris, 1999. 
Székely, Artur. Háborus gazdasági törvények és rendeletek 1915. február 20-ig. Vol. 

1. Budapest: M. Vámpolitikai Központ, 1915. 



 

 518 

———. Háborus gazdasági törvények és rendeletek 1915. február 21-től augusztus 
10-ig. Vol. 2. Budapest: M. Vámpolitikai Központ, 1915. 

———. Háborus gazdasági törvények és rendeletek 1915. augusztus 11-től 1916. 
március 3-ig. Vol. 3. Budapest: M. Vámpolitikai Központ, 1916. 

———. Háborus gazdasági törvények és rendeletek 1917. január 1-től szeptember 30-
ig.  Vol. 5. Budapest: M. Vámpolitikai Központ, 1917. 

———. Háborus gazdasági törvények és rendeletek 1917. október 1-től 1918. julius 
31-ig.  Vol. 6. Budapest: M. Vámpolitikai Központ, 1918. 

Szterényi, Jószef. Wirtschaftliche Verbindung mit Deutschland. Warnsdorf i. B.: Ed. 
Strache, 1915. 

Szterényi, Jószef, and Jenö Ladanyi. A magyar ipar a világháborúban. Budapest: 
Franklin-Társulat, 1933. 

Sammlung der kriegswirtschaftlichen Vereinbarungen mit dem neutralen Ausland. 
Wien: K.K. Hof- und Staatsdr., 1918. 

Société générale alsacienne de Banque (Strasbourg). Annuaire des sociétés par actions 
du Bas-Rhin, du Haut-Rhin, de la Moselle, 1921. 

Suciu, Petru. Probleme Ardelene, Reforma Agrară în Ardeal, Problema orașelor 
Ardelene, Clasele sociale în Ardeal. Cluj[-Napoca]: Editura Revistei Societatea 
de mâine, 1924. 

Teleki, Pál, Gróf. “Magyarország Néprajzi Térképe a Népsürüség Alapján, 
Ethnographical Map of Hungary Based on Density of Population, Carte 
Ethnographique de La Hongrie Construite En Accordance Avec La Densité de 
La Population.” Budapest: [Hungarian Geographical Institute], 1919. 

Temperley, Harold William Vazeille, Institute of International Affairs, and Royal 
Institute of International Affairs. A History of the Peace Conference of Paris. 
London: H. Frowde, and Hodder & Stoughton, 1920. 

Tewes, Wilhelm. Was fordert der selbständige kaufmännische Mittelstand zur 
Behebung der ihm durch den Krieg entstandenen wirtschaftlichen Schäden? 
Essen-Ruhr: Verb. kath. kaufm. Vereinigungen Deutschlands, 1917. 

“Text of Military Convention Between the Allies and Hungary, Signed at Belgrade 
November 13, 1918.” The American Journal of International Law 13, no. 4 
(October 1, 1919): 399–402. 

The Traveller’s Handbook for Belgium and the Ardennes. London: T. Cook & Son, 
1911. 

Treitschke, Heinrich von. What we demand from France; London: Macmillan, 1870. 
Turáni Társaság, Budapest. Jelentés a Magyar Keleti Kulturközpont (Turáni Társaság) 

két évi müködéséröl az 1918 május 24-i. Budapest: M.K.K.K. (T.T.), 1918. 
Ujlaki Géza. Hazai ipar: a hazai ipar fejlesztéséröl szóló 1907: III. T.-czikk s a 

vonatkozó rendeletek és egyéb törvények. Gy. Benkö, 1908. 
Ujvári, Péter. Magyar zsidó lexikon,. Budapest: A Magyar zsidó lexikon kiadása, 

1929. 
Venczel, József. Az erdélyi román földbirtokreform. Kolozsvár: Minerva, 1942. 
Verband zum Wiederaufbau von Industrie und Gewerbe im Elsass. Satzungen. 

Strassburg, 1917. 
Verzeichnis der in der Bücherei der Firma Adler und Oppenheimer Lederfabrik A. G. 

Lingolsheim Enthaltenen Bücher, 1917. 



 

 519 

Wittek, Heinrich. Die mitteleuropäischen Wirtschaftsfragen. Warnsdorf i.B.: Ed. 
Strache, 1917. 

Wittich, Werner. Deutsche und französische Kultur im Elsass. Strassburg: Schlesier & 
Schweikhardt, 1900. 

Zander, Ernst. Der Wirtschaftliche Wiederaufbau von Elass-Lothringen nach dem 
Kriege. Strassburg i. Els. [Strasbourg], 1917. 

Zeletin, Ștefan. Burghezia română: originea și rolul ei istoric (1925): 
neoliberalismul : studii asupra istoriei și politicii burgheziei române (1927). 
Bucharest: Editura Nemira, 1997. 

Zweig, Stefan. The World of Yesterday. Translated by Anthea Bell. Reprint edition. 
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2013. 



 

 520 

 
 
Secondary Literature 
 
Amatori, Franco, and Geoffrey Jones. Business History around the World. 

Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003. 
Anderson, Benedict R. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and 

Spread of Nationalism. London; New York: Verso, 1991. 
Axenciuc, Victor. Avuția națională a României: cercetări istorice comparate, 

1860-1939. București, România: Centrul Român de Economie Comparată și 
Consensuală, 2000. 

———. The Making of the Unitary Romanian National State Economic Premises. 
(Premise Economice Ale Formarii Statului National Unitar Roman). 
[Bucuresti]: Ed Acad RSR, 1989. 

Bariéty, Jacques. Les conséquences pour l’économie française du retour de 
l’Alsace-Lorraine à la France en 1919. Zürich; München: Artemis, 1976. 

Baron, Mircea. Cărbune şi societate în Valea Jiului: perioda interbelică. Petroşani: 
Universitas, 1998. 

Barna, Ábrahám. Az erdélyi románság polgárosodása a 19. század második 
felében. Csíkszereda: Pro-Print, 2004. 

Bárdi, Nándor. “Az erdélyi magyar (és regionális) érdekek megjelenítése az 1910-
es években. Az Erdélyi Szövetség programváltozatai,” Magyar Kisebbség, 
2–3 (2003): 93–105.  

———. Otthon és haza: tanulmányok a romániai magyar kisebbség történetéről, 
2013. 

Bárdi, Nándor, Csilla Fedinec, and László Szarka. Minority Hungarian 
Communities in the Twentieth Century. Boulder, Colo.; Social Science 
Monographs, 2011. 

Báthory, Ludovic. Societățile carbonifere și sistemul economic și politic al României: 
1919-1929. Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitară Clujeană, 1999. 

Bächler, Christian. Le Parti Catholique Alsacien, 1890-1939: Du Reichsland à La 
République Jacobine. Paris: Éditions Ophrys, 1982. 

Békés, Csaba, László Borhi, Peter Ruggenthaler, and Ottmar Trașcă. Soviet 
Occupation of Romania, Hungary, and Austria, 1944/45-1948/49. 
Budapest: CEU Press, 2015. 

Benedek, József. Románia: Tér, gazdaság, társadalom. Kolozsvár: Kriterion 
Kiadó : Nemzeti Kisebbségkutató Intézet, 2011. 

Bihari, Péter. “A Forgotten Home Front: The Middle Classes and the 'Jewish 
Question' in Hungary during the First World War,” Ph.D. diss., Central 
European University, 2005.  

Bihari, Péter. Lövészárkok a hátországban: középosztály, zsidókérdés, 
antiszemitizmus az első világháború Magyarországán. Budapest: Napvilág, 
2008. 

Bíró, Sándor. The Nationalities Problem in Transylvania, 1867-1940: A Social 
History of the Romanian Minority under Hungarian Rule, 1867-1918 and 



 

 521 

the Hungarian Minority under Romanian Rule, 1918-1940. Boulder, Colo.: 
Social Science Monographs, 1992. 

Berend, T. Iván, Ránki, György. Economic Development in East-Central Europe in 
the 19th and 20th Centuries. New York: Columbia University Press, 1974. 

Bertényi, Iván Jr., “A századelő politikai irányzatai és Tisza István.” In A magyar 
jobboldali hagyomány: 1900-1948, edited by Ignác Romsics, 34–72. 
Budapest: Osiris Kiadó, 2009. 

Bihari, Péter. Lövészárkok a hátországban: középosztály, zsidókérdés, 
antiszemitizmus az első világháború Magyarországán. Budapest: Napvilág, 
2008. 

Blomqvist, Anders E. B. Economic Nationalizing in the Ethnic Borderlands of 
Hungary and Romania: Inclusion, Exclusion and Annihilation in 
Szatmár/Satu-Mare 1867-1944. Stockholm: Stockholm University, 2014. 

Brubaker, Rogers. "Ethnicity Without Groups." Archives Européennes de 
Sociologie, Vol. 43 Iss. 2 (2002): 167-171. 

Béla Köpeczi. ed. History of Transylvania. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1994. 
Beluszky, Pál, Györi, Róbert. The Hungarian Urban Network in the Beginning of 

the 20th Century. Pécs, 2005. 
Berecz, Ágoston. The Politics of Early Language Teaching: Hungarian in the 

Primary Schools of the Late Dual Monarchy, Budapest: CEU Press, 2013. 
Berend, T. Iván. An Economic History of Nineteenth-Century Europe: Diversity 

and Industrialization. Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2013. 

———. Case Studies on Modern European Economy: Entrepreneurs, Inventions, 
Institutions. London; New York: Routledge, 2013. 

———. Decades of Crisis: Central and Eastern Europe before World War II. 
Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1998. 

Berend, T. Iván, Tamás Csató, János Kornai, György Csáki, and Gábor Karsai. 
Evolution of the Hungarian Economy 1848-1998. Boulder, Colo.; Highland 
Lakes, N.J.; New York: Social Science Monographs ; Atlantic Research and 
Publications ; Distributed by Columbia University Press, 2000. 

Berend, T. Iván, Ránki, György. Economic Development in East-Central Europe in 
the 19th and 20th Centuries. New York: Columbia University Press, 1974. 

———. The Hungarian Manufacturing Industry, Its Place in Europe (1900-1938). 
Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1960. 

———. Underdevelopment in Europe in the Context of East--West Relations in the 
19th Century. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1980. 

Berend, T. Iván, György Ránki, and Éva Pálmai. East Central Europe in the 19th 
and 20th Centuries. Budapest: Akademiai Kiado, 1977. 

Berend, T. Iván, Ránki, György, and Éva Pálmai. East Central Europe in the 19th 
and 20th Centuries. Budapest: Akademiai Kiado, 1977. 

Bihari, Péter. Lövészárkok a hátországban: középosztály, zsidókérdés, 
antiszemitizmus az első világháború Magyarországán. Budapest: Napvilág, 
2008. 

Bíró, Sándor. . The Nationalities Problem in Transylvania, 1867-1940: A Social 



 

 522 

History of the Romanian Minority under Hungarian Rule, 1867-1918 and 
the Hungarian Minority under Romanian Rule, 1918-1940. Boulder, Colo.; 
Highland Lakes, NJ: Social Science Monographs ; Atlantic Research and 
Publications, 1992. 

Blackbourn, David, and James N. Retallack, eds. Localism, Landscape, and the 
Ambiguities of Place: German-Speaking Central Europe, 1860-1930. 
German and European Studies. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007. 

Bloch, Marc. Pour une histoire comparée des sociétés européennes. Paris: 
Renaissance du livre, 1928. 

Blomqvist, Anders E. B. “Economic Nationalizing in the Ethnic Borderlands of 
Hungary and Romania: Inclusion, Exclusion and Annihilation in 
Szatmár/Satu-Mare 1867-1944,” 2014. 

Bódy, Zsombor. Az ipari munka társadalma: szociális kihívások, liberális és 
korporatív válaszok Magyarországon a 19. század végétől a második 
világháborúig. Budapest: Argumentum, 2010. 

Boemeke, Manfred F., Gerald D. Feldman, and Elisabeth Gläser, eds. The Treaty of 
Versailles: A Reassessment after 75 Years. Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1998. 

Böhler, Jochen, Włodzimierz Borodziej, and Joachim von Puttkamer, eds. Legacies 
of Violence: Eastern Europe’s First World War. Europas Osten Im 20. 
Jahrhundert : Schriften Des Imre Kertész Kollegs Jena = Eastern Europe in 
the Twentieth Century : Publications of the Imre Kertész Kolleg Jena, Band 
3. München, Germany: Oldenbourg Verlag, 2014. 

Boia, Lucian. De ce este România altfel? Bucureşti: Humanitas, 2012. 
———. Die Germanophilen: Die Rumänische Elite Zu Beginn Des Ersten 

Weltkrieges. Berlin: Frank & Timme, 2014. 
———. Germanofilii: elita intelectuală romăneasca în anii primului război 

mondial. București: Humanitas, 2010. 
Boswell, Laird. “From Liberation to Purge Trials in the ‘Mythic Provinces’: 

Recasting French Identities in Alsace and Lorraine, 1918-1920.” French 
Historical Studies 23, no. 1 (2000): 129–62. 

———. “Should France Be Ashamed of Its History? Coming to Terms with the 
Past in France and Its Eastern Borderlands.” Totalitarian Movements and 
Political Religions 9, no. 2 (2008): 237–51.  

Broadberry, S. N., and Mark Harrison, eds. The Economics of World War I. 
Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005. 

Broadberry, S. N., and Kevin H. O’Rourke, eds. The Cambridge Economic History 
of Modern Europe. Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2010. 

Brubaker, Rogers. Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1992.  

———. Ethnicity without Groups. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
2004. 

Buchet, Constantin. Romania si Republica de la Weimar 1919-1933: economie, 
diplomatie si geopolitica. Bucuresti: All, 2001. 



 

 523 

Caglioti, Daniela L. “Aliens and Internal Enemies: Internment Practices, Economic 
Exclusion and Property Rights during the First World War. Introduction.” 
Journal of Modern European History 12, no. 4 (2014): 448–59.  

———. “Property Rights in Time of War: Sequestration and Liquidation of Enemy 
Aliensʼ Assets in Western Europe during the First World War.” Journal of 
Modern European History 12, no. 4 (2014): 523–45.  

Carls, Stephen Douglas. Louis Loucheur and the Shaping of Modern France, 1916-
1931. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1993. 

Caron, Vicki. Between France and Germany: The Jews of Alsace-Lorraine, 1871-
1918. Stanford, Calif: Stanford University Press, 1988. 

———. Uneasy Asylum: France and the Jewish Refugee Crisis, 1933-1942. 
Stanford Studies in Jewish History and Culture. Stanford, Calif: Stanford 
University Press, 1999. 

———.The Path to Vichy : Antisemitism in France in the 1930s. Washington, 
D.C.: United States. Holocaust Memorial Museum, Center for Advanced 
Holocaust Studies, 2005.  

Case, Holly. Between States: The Transylvanian Question and the European Idea 
during World War II. Stanford, Calif: Stanford University Press, 2009. 

Cassis, Youssef. “Business History in France.” In Business History around the World, 
edited by Franco Amatori and Geoffrey Jones, 192-214. Cambridge, UK; New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 2003. 

Cernovodeanu, Paul, Liviu Rotman, Carol Iancu, Raphael Vago, Judy Krausz, and 
Haim Watzman. The History of the Jews in Romania. Tel Aviv: Goldstein-
Goren Diaspora Research Center, Tel Aviv University, 2005. 

Chrastil, Rachel. The Siege of Strasbourg, Boston: Harvard U. P., 2014. 
Ciepley, David. “Beyond Public and Private: Toward a Political Theory of the 

Corporation.” American Political Science Review 107, no. 1 (February 
2013): 139–158.  

Clavin, Patricia. Securing the World Economy: The Reinvention of the League of 
Nations, 1920-1946. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013. 

Collar, Peter. The Propaganda War in the Rhineland: Weimar Germany, Race and 
Occupation after World War I. International Library of Twentieth Century 
History 57. London: I.B. Tauris, 2013. 

Craig, John E. Scholarship and Nation Building: The Universities of Strasbourg 
and Alsatian Society, 1870-1939. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1984. 

Cristiano, Carlo. The Political and Economic Thought of the Young Keynes: 
Liberalism, Markets and Empire. Routledge Explorations in Economic 
History 69. Abingdon, Oxon ; New York: Routledge, 2014. 

Csucsuja, Ştefan, and Ludovic Báthory. Dezvoltarea întreprinderilor metalurgice din 
Transilvania: 1919-1940. Cluj-Napoca: Ed. Studium, 2003. 

Daltroff, Jean. “Les Adler et Oppenheimer.” Revue d’Alsace, no. 136 (October 1, 
2010): 175–97. 

Daltroff, Jean.“Les Adler et Oppenheimer et leur entreprise de tannerie à 
Strasbourg et à Lingolsheim (1872-1920).” Revue d’Alsace, no. 136 



 

 524 

(October 1, 2010): 175–97.  
Deák, Francis. Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference: The Diplomatic History of 

the Treaty of Trianon. New York: Columbia University Press, 1942. 
———. The Hungarian-Rumanian Land Dispute; a Study of Hungarian Property 

Rights in Transylvania under the Treaty of Trianon,. New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1928. 

Deák, István. Beyond Nationalism: A Social and Political History of the Habsburg 
Officer Corps, 1848-1918. New York: Oxford University Press, 1990. 

Demiaux, Victor. “La construction rituelle de la victoire dans les capitales 
européennes après la Grande Guerre (Bruxelles, Bucarest, Londres, Paris, 
Rome).” Ph.D. diss., École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, 2013. 

Denzel, Markus A. Handbook of World Exchange Rates, 1590-1914. Ashgate 
Publishing, Ltd., 2010. 

Dobrescu, Vasile, and Mihai D Drecin. Istorie financiar-bancară: studii asupra 
băncilor românești din Transilvania, 1867-1918. Cluj-Napoca: Editura 
Dacia, 1996. 

Dobrescu, Vasile, Drecin, Mihai D, and Universitatea. Studii asupra băncilor 
româneşti din Transilvania: (1867 - 1918). Cluj-Napoca: Ed. Dacia, 1996. 
din punct de vedere social. Bucureşti: Cartea românească, 1924. 

Drecin, Mihai D. Banca “Albina” din Sibiu: Institutie natională a Românilor 
Transilvăneni : 1871-1918. Cluj-Napoca: Ed. Dacia, 1982. 

Drecin, Mihai D. and Nicolae Trifoiu, “Institutul de credit și economii “Economul” 
din Cluj -  instituție natională a românilor din nordul Transilvaniei (1886-
1918).” In Istorie financiar-bancară: studii asupra băncilor românești din 
Transilvania, 1867-1918, edited by Vasile Dobrescu and Mihai D Drecin, 81-
116. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Dacia, 1996. 

Dreyfus, François G. Histoire de l’Alsace. Paris: Hachette, 1979. 
Dreyfus, François G. La vie politique en Alsace, 1919-1936. Paris: A. Colin, 1969. 
Egry, Gábor. Az erdélység “színeváltozása”: kíserlet az Erdélyi Párt 

ideológiájának és identitáspolitikájának elemzésére, 1940-1944. Budapest: 
Napvilág, 2008. 

———.Etnicitás, identitás, politika, magyar kisebbségek nacionalizmus és 
regionalizmus között Romániában és Csehszlovákiában 1918-1944. 
Budapest: Napvilág, 2015. 

———. “Keresztező párhuzamosok, Etnicitás és középosztálybeli kultúra a két 
világháború közti Erdélyben” in Eszter Bartha and Zsuzsanna Varga, eds. 
Határokon túl, Tanulmánykötet Mark Pittaway (1971-2010) emlékére 
(Budapest: l’Harmattan-ELTE BTK, 2012), 282-302. 

———. Nemzeti védgát vagy szolid haszonszerzés?: az erdélyi szászok pénzintézeti 
rendszere és szerepe a nemzeti mozgalomban (1835-1914). Csíkszereda: 
Pro-Print, 2009. 

———. “Regionalizmus, erdélyiség, szupremácia, Az Erdélyi Szövetség és Erdély 
jövője, 1913-1918” Századok 147/1 (2013): 3-31. 

 ———. “National economy vs. economic efficiency? Economic nationalism, 
nationalizing state(s) and transitory effects in interwar Transylvania,” paper 



 

 525 

presented at  the Society for Romanian Studies International 
Conference, Bucharest, June 2015. 

Feldman, Gerald D. Army, Industry, and Labor in Germany, 1914-1918. Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1966. 

———. Hugo Stinnes: Biographie eines Industriellen, 1870-1924. München: C.H. 
Beck, 1998. 

Fink, Carole. Defending the Rights of Others: The Great Powers, the Jews, and 
International Minority Protection, 1878-1938. 1 edition. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2006. 

Fischer, Christopher J. Alsace to the Alsatians?: Visions and Divisions of Alsatian 
Regionalism, 1870-1939. New York: Berghahn Books, 2010. 

Fischer, Conan. The Ruhr Crisis, 1923-1924. Oxford ; Oxford University Press, 
2003. 

Fischer-Galați, Stephen A. Twentieth Century Rumania. New York,: Columbia 
University Press, 1970. 

Flandreau, Marc, Carl-Ludwig Holtfrerich, and Harold James. International 
Financial History in the Twentieth Century: System and Anarchy.  

Frank, Alison. “The Petroleum War of 1910: Standard Oil, Austria, and the Limits 
of the Multinational Corporation.” The American Historical Review. 114 
(2009). 

Frank, Alison Fleig. Oil Empire: Visions of Prosperity in Austrian Galicia. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2005. 

France, Office de statistique d’Alsace et de Lorraine, France, and Direction de la 
statistique générale. “Annuaire statistique des départements Bas-Rhin, Haut-
Rhin, Moselle.” Annuaire statistique des départements Bas-Rhin, Haut-
Rhin, Moselle., 1932. 

Galántai, József. Magyarország az első világháborúban, 1914-1918. Budapest: 
Akademiai Kiadó, 1974. 

Gál, Zoltán. The golden age of local banking: the Hungarian banking network in 
the early 20th century. Budapest: Gondolat K., 2010. 

Gergely, András, and László Csorba. Magyarország története a 19. században. 
Budapest: Osiris, 2003. 

Gerschenkron, Alexander. Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective: A 
Book of Essays. New York: Praeger, 1965. 

Gidó, Attila. Úton: erdélyi zsidó társadalom- és nemzetépítési kísérletek (1918-
1940). Csíkszereda: Pro-Print Könyvkiadó, 2009. 

Good, David F. “The Economic Lag of Central and Eastern Europe: Income 
Estimates for the Habsburg Successor States, 1870-1910.” The Journal of 
Economic History 54, no. 4 (1994): 869–91. 

Good, David F. The Economic Rise of the Habsburg Empire, 1750-1914. Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1984. 

Gomes, Leonard. German Reparations, 1919-1932: A Historical Survey. 
Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2010. 

Grandhomme, Jean-Noël. Boches ou tricolores?: les Alsaciens-Lorrains dans la 



 

 526 

Grande Guerre. Strasbourg: La Nuée bleue, 2008. 
———. Les Malgré Nous de la Kriegsmarine: destins d’Alsaciens et de Lorrains 

dans la marine de guerre du IIIe Reich. Strasbourg: Nuée bleue, 2011. 
Grandhomme, Jean-Noël, France, Armée de terre, and Service historique. Le 

général Berthelot et l’action de la France en Roumanie et en Russie 
méridionale, 1916-1918: genèse, aspects diplomatiques, militaires et 
culturels avec leurs incidences, prolongements et perspectives. Château de 
Vincennes: Service historique de l’armée de terre, 1999. 

Grandhomme, Jean-Noël, and Francis Grandhomme. Les Alsaciens-Lorrains dans 
la Grande Guerre. Strasbourg: Nuée bleue, 2013. 

Grenzebach, William S. Germany’s Informal Empire in East-Central Europe: 
German Economic Policy toward Yugoslavia and Rumania, 1933-1939. 
Stuttgart: F. Steiner Verlag Wiesbaden, 1988. 

Griess, Thomas E. Atlas for the Great War. Square One Publishers, Inc., 2003. 
Grohmann, Carolyn. “From Lotharingen to Lorraine: Expulsion and Voluntary 

Repatriation,” in After the Versailles Treaty, Enforcement, Compliance, 
Contested Identities. Edited by Conan Fischer and Alan Sharp. 153-166. 
London and New York: Routledge, 2008. 

Grünewald, Irmgard. Die Elsass-Lothringer im Reich, 1918-1933: ihre 
Organisationen zwischen Integration und “Kampf um die Seele der 
Heimat.” Frankfurt am Main; New York: P. Lang, 1984. 

Gyáni, Gábor, and György Kövér. Magyarország társadalomtörténete a 
reformkortól a második világháborúig. Budapest: Osiris, 2003. 

Gyáni, Gábor, György Kövér, and Tibor Valuch. Social History of Hungary from 
the Reform Era to the End of the Twentieth Century. Boulder, Colo.; 
Highland Lakes, N.J.; New York: Social Science Monographs ; Atlantic 
Research and Publications ; Distributed by Columbia University Press, 
2004. 

Gyárfás, Elemér, Erdélyi problémák, 1903-1923. Cluj-Kolozsvár: Az Erdélyi 
irodalmi társaság, 1923. 

Gyárfás, Elemér L. A román görög katholikusok autonomiája. Budapest: 
Stephaneum, 1905. 

Gyárfás, Elemér. Románia hitelszervezetei és az erdélyi magyar pénzintézetek. 
Lugos: Husvéth és Hoffer ny., 1924.  

Gyurgyák, János. A zsidókérdés Magyarországon: politikai eszmetörténet. 
Budapest: Osiris, 2001. 

Haggard, Stephan. “Import Substitution Industrialization.” In Krieger, Joel, and 
Margaret E. Crahan. The Oxford Companion to Politics of the World. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001. 

Halmos, Károly. “Empórium és impérium, Nacionalizmus az üzleti életben - 
Lánczy Leó,” Korall (2012): 65-74. 

Hajdu, Tibor, and Ferenc Pollmann. A régi Magyarország utolsó háborúja, 1914-
1918, 2014. 

Hanebrink, Paul A. In Defense of Christian Hungary: Religion, Nationalism, and 
Antisemitism, 1890-1944. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2006. 



 

 527 

Hanebrink, Paul. “Transnational Culture War: Christianity, Nation, and the Judeo-
Bolshevik Myth in Hungary, 1890–1920.” The Journal of Modern History 
80, no. 1 (2008): 55–80. 

Harvey, David Allen. Constructing Class and Nationality in Alsace, 1830-1945. 
DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press, 2001. 

Harvey, David. A Brief History of Neoliberalism /. New York : Oxford University 
Press, 2005. 
Hatry, Gilbert. Louis Renault, patron absolu. Paris: Éditions JCM, 1990. 
Hau, Michel. Histoire économique de l’Allemagne: XIXe-XXe siècles. Collection 

Economies et sociétés contemporaines. Paris: Economica, 1994. 
———. La Maison De Dietrich, de 1684 à nos jours. Strasbourg: Oberlin, 1998. 
———. L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace: 1803-1939. Strasbourg: Association des 

publications près les universités de Strasbourg, 1987. 
Hau, Michel, and Pierre Chaunu. La Maison De Dietrich de 1684 à nos jours. 

Strasbourg: Ed. Oberlin, 1998. 
James, Harold. The Nazi Dictatorship and the Deutsche Bank. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press, 2004.  
Jelavich, Peter. “Anti-Semitism in Imperial Germany: Cultural Code or Pervasive 

Prejudice?” The Jewish Quarterly Review 99, no. 4 (Fall 2009): 584–93. 
Harold, James. “Monetary and Fiscal Unification in Nineteenth-Century Germany: 

What Can Kohl Learn from Bismarck.” Essays in International Finance, 
202, March (1997): 1-35. 

Hau, Michel. Histoire économique de l’Allemagne: XIXe-XXe siècles. Paris: 
Economica, 1994. 

———. La Maison De Dietrich, de 1684 à nos jours. Strasbourg: Oberlin, 1998. 
———. L’Industrialisation de l’Alsace: 1803-1939. Strasbourg: Association des 

publications près les universités de Strasbourg, 1987. 
Hau, Michel, and Pierre Chaunu. La Maison De Dietrich de 1684 à nos jours. 

Strasbourg: Ed. Oberlin, 1998. 
Hays, Arthur Garfield. Enemy Property in America: A Survey of the Trading with 

the Enemy Act, the Decisions of the Courts under That Act, the Traditions 
and Policies of the United States Government with Regard to Enemy 
Property: Together with the Text of the Act Annotated, the Treaties of Peace 
with Germany and Austria, and Provisions of the Versailles Treaty Relating 
to Enemy Property. Albany, N.Y: M. Bender & Co, 1923.  

Heinemeyer, Hans-Christian, Max-Stephan Schulze, and Nikolaus Wolf. 
Endogenous Borders? The Effects of New Borders on Trade in Central 
Europe 1885-1933. München: CESifo, Center for Economic Studies & Ifo 
Institute for economic research, 2008. 

Hitchins, Keith. Rumania: 1866-1947. Oxford History of Modern Europe. Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1994. 

Holquist, Peter. Making War, Forging Revolution: Russia’s Continuum of Crisis, 
1914-1921. Harvard University Press, 2002. 

Horel, Catherine. “Restitution and Reconstructed Identity, Jewish Property and 
Collective Self-Awareness in Central Europe” in Restitution and Memory: 



 

 528 

Material Restoration in Europe, 189-211. Edited by Dan Diner and Gotthart 
Wunberg. New York: Berghahn Books, 2007. 

Howard, Michael. The Franco-Prussian War: The German Invasion of France, 
1870-1871. University Paperbacks 732. London ; New York: Methuen, 
1981. 

Hudemann, Rainer, Georges-Henri Soutou eds. Eliten in Deutschland und 
Frankreich im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert: Strukturen und Beziehungen, Elites 
en France et en Allemagne aux XIXème et XXème siècles: structures et 
relations. München: R. Oldenbourg, 1994. 

Hull, Isabel V. Absolute Destruction: Military Culture and the Practices of War in 
Imperial Germany. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005. 

———. A Scrap of Paper: Breaking and Maki22ng International Law during the 
Great War. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014. 

Igersheim, François. L’Alsace des notables (1870-1914): la bourgeoisie et le peuple 
alsacien. Strasbourg: Bf, 1981. 

Ionescu, Ștefan Cristian. Jewish Resistance to “Romanianization”, 1940-44, 2015. 
Irinyi, Károly. A Naumann-féle “Mitteleuropa”-tervezet és a magyar politikai 

közvélemény. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1963. 
———. Mitteleuropa-tervek és az osztrák-magyar politikai közgondolkodás. 

Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1973. 
Jacobson, Jon. “Strategies of French Foreign Policy after World War I.” The 

Journal of Modern History 55, no. 1 (March 1, 1983): 78–95. 
Janos, Andew. The Politics of Backwardness in Hungary, 1825-1945. Princeton, 

N.J: Princeton University Press, 1982.  
Jones, Heather, Jennifer O’Brian, Christoph Schmidt-Supprian. “Introduction: Untold 

War.” In Untold War, New Perspectives in First World War Studies, edited by 
Jones, Heather, Jennifer O’Brian and Christoph Schmidt-Supprian. 1-20. 
Leiden: Brill, 2008. 

Judson, Pieter M. Exclusive Revolutionaries: Liberal Politics, Social Experience, 
and National Identity in the Austrian Empire, 1848-1914. Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 1996. 

———. The Habsburg Empire: A New History, Boston: Harvard U. P. 2016. 
———. Guardians of the Nation: Activists on the Language Frontiers of Imperial 

Austria. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2006. 
Karády, Viktor. Allogén elitek a modern magyar nemzetállamban: történelmi-

szociológiai tanulmányok. Budapest: Wesley János Lelkészképző Főiskola, 
2012. 

Katus, László. Hungary in the Dual Monarchy, 1867-1914. Boulder, Colo.; 
Highland Lakes, N.J.; New York: Social Science Monographs ; Atlantic 
Research and Publications ; Distributed by Columbia University Press, 
2008. 

Katzburg, Nathaniel. Fejezetek az újkori zsidó történelembõl Magyarországon. 
Budapest: Osiris-MTA Judaisztikai Kutatócsoport, 1999. 

Katzenstein, Peter J. Mitteleuropa: between Europe and Germany. Providence, RI: 
Berghahn Books, 1997. 



 

 529 

Keszi, Sándor, and Hillel Kohn. Exploatarea capitalistă la “Dermata.” Bucharest: 
Editura de Stat pentru Literatură Ştiinţifică, 1954. 

Kettenacker, Lothar. Nationalsozialistische Volkstumspolitik im Elsass. Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1973. 

Keynes, John Maynard. The Economic Consequences of the Peace. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 1920. 

Kirițescu, Costin C. Sistemul bănesc al leului și precursorii lui. [București: Editura 
Academiei Republicii Populare Romîne, 1964. 

Komlos, John. Economic Development in the Habsburg Monarchy and in the 
Successor States: Essays. Boulder [Colo.]; New York: East European 
Monographs ; Distributed by Columbia University Press, 1990. 

———. The Habsburg Monarchy as a Customs Union: Economic Development in 
Austria-Hungary in the Nineteenth Century. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1983. 

Kovách, Imre. Elitek a válság korában: magyarországi elitek, kisebbségi magyar 
elitek. Budapest: Magyar Tudományos Akadémia, Politikatudományi 
Intézet, 2011. 

Kovács, Éva. “Államosítás vagy államosodás? - Az agrárius mozgalom előretörése 
a törvényhozásban az 1898-as gazdasági és hitelszövetkezetekről szóló 
XXIII. törvény kapcsán.” Manuscript. 

———. “Az agrárius beszédmód rekonstrukciója az 1920-as földbirtokreform 
parlamenti vitája alapján.” In  A tudomány és az oktatás vonzásában: 
Tanulmánykötet Tóth Tibor professzor emlékére, edited by Zoltán Kaposi, 
Tamás Lendvai and Oroszi Sándor. Pécs: PTE-FEEK KTK, 2012. 

Kovács, Mária M. Liberalizmus, radikalizmus, antiszemitizmus: a magyar orvosi, 
ügyvédi és mérnöki kar politikája 1867 és 1945 között. Budapest: Helikon 
Kiadó, 2001. 

Kövér, György. A pesti City öröksége: banktörténeti tanulmányok, 2012. 
———. A tiszaeszlári dráma: társadalomtörténeti látószögek. Budapest: Osiris, 

2011. 
———. Iparosodás Agrárországban. Magyar História. Gondolat, 1982. 
Kövér, György, and Vera Bácskai. Zsombékok: középosztályok és iskoláztatás 

Magyarországon a 19. század elejétől a 20. század közepéig : 
társadalomtörténei tanulmányok. Budapest: Századvég, 2006. 

Krumeich, Gerd, and Silke Fehlemann. Versailles 1919: Ziele, Wirkung, 
Wahrnehmung. Essen: Klartext, 2001. 

Kuisel, Richard F. Capitalism and the State in Modern France: Renovation and 
Economic Management in the Twentieth Century. CUP Archive, 1983. 

Kuisel, Richard F. Ernest Mercier: French Technocrat. Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1967.  

Kurlander, Eric.“The Landscapes of Liberalism: Particularism and Progressive Politics 
in Two Borderland Regions” in Localism, Landscape, and the Ambiguities of 
Place: German-Speaking Central Europe, 1860-1930, edited by David 
Blackbourn and James N. Retallack, 124-145. Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 2007. 



 

 530 

Laczó, Ferenc L. “Jewish Questions and the Contested Nation. An Analysis of Major 
Hungarian Debates of the 19th Century” in Journal of Modern Jewish Studies, 
3 (2014): 422-441. 

Landes, David S. Dynasties : Fortunes and Misfortunes of the World’s Great 
Family Businesses. New York: Viking, 2006. 

Lasswell, Harold D. Propaganda Technique in World War I. Cambridge, Mass.: 
M.I.T. Press, 1971. 

Laugel, A, and Comité d’études économiques et administratives relatives à 
l’Alsace-Lorraine. Rapport sur l’organisation administrative de l’Alsace-
Lorraine: [Adopté en séance du Comité du 4 décembre 1915]. [Paris]: 
Comité d’études économiques et administratives relatives à l’Alsace-
Lorraine, 1915. 

Laugel, Anselme. Rapport dur l’organisation administrative de l’Alsace-Lorraine. 
(Comité d’Etudes économiques et administratives relatives à l’Alsace-
Lorraine. Séance du Comité du 4 décembre 1915). S.l. 

Lengyel Géza. “A külkereskedelmi forgalom mai szabályozása Magyarországon és a 
szomszéd államokban.” Közgazdasági Szemle XLIV 62 (1920): 587-600. 

Lengyel, Zsolt K. A kompromisszum keresése: tanulmányok a 20. századi 
transzszilvanizmus korai történetéhez. Csíkszereda: Pro-Print, 2007. 

———. Auf der Suche nach dem Kompromiss: Ursprünge und Gestalten des 
frühen Transsilvanismus, 1918-1928. München: Verlag Ungarisches 
Institut, 1993. 

Lestschinsky, Jacob. Crisis, Catastrophe and Survival: A Jewish Balance Sheet 
1914-1948. New York: Institute of Jewish Affairs of the World Jewish 
Cong, 1948. 

Leuștean, Lucian. România și Ungaria în cadrul “Noii Europe”: 1920-1923. Iași: 
Polirom, 2003. 

———. România, Ungaria și Tratatul de la Trianon 1918-1920. Iași: Polirom, 
2002. 

Livezeanu, Irina. Cultural Politics in Greater Romania: Regionalism, Nation 
Building, & Ethnic Struggle, 1918-1930. Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University 
Press, 1995. 

Loucheur, Louis, and Jacques de Launay. Carnets secrets, 1908-1932. Bruxelles: 
Brepols, 1962. 

Lovas, Sándor. A legujabb állami telepitések Magyarországon. Budapest: Pallas 
Részvénytársaság Nyomdája, 1908. 

Lőwy, Dániel, and Dániel Lőwy. A Kálváriától a tragédiáig: Kolozsvár zsidó 
lakosságának története. Kolozsvár: Koinónia, 2005. 

MacMillan, Margaret. Paris 1919: Six Months That Changed the World. 1st U.S. 
ed. New York: Random House, 2002. 

Maddison, Angus. Contours of the World Economy, 1-2030 AD: Essays in Macro-
Economic History. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2007. 

Maier, Charles S. Recasting Bourgeois Europe: Stabilization in France, Germany, 
and Italy in the Decade after World War I. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1975. 



 

 531 

Manceron, Gilles. Marianne et les colonies: une introduction à l’histoire coloniale 
de la France. La Découverte Poche, 137. Essais. Paris: Découverte : Ligue 
des droits de l’homme, 2003. 

Marin, Irina. “World War I and Internal Repression: The Case of Major General 
Nikolaus Cena.” Austrian History Yearbook 44 (April 2013): 195–208.  

Mayerhofer, Lisa, “Making Friends and Foes: Occupiers and Occupied in First World 
War Romania, 1916-1918.” In Untold War, New Perspectives in First World 
War Studies, edited by Jones, Heather, Jennifer O’Brian and Christoph 
Schmidt-Supprian. 119-150. Leiden: Brill, 2008. 

Marks, Sally. “Mistakes and Myths: The Allies, Germany, and the Versailles 
Treaty, 1918-1921” The Journal of Modern History The Journal of Modern 
History 85, no. 3 (2013): 632–59. 

———. The Illusion of Peace: International Relations in Europe, 1918-1933. 2nd 
ed. The Making of the 20th Century. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003. 

———. Innocent Abroad: Belgium at the Paris Peace Conference of 1919. Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1981. 

Martin, Benjamin F. France and the Après Guerre, 1918-1924: Illusions and 
Disillusionment. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1999. 

Mayeur, Jean Marie. Les Débuts de La Troisième République, 1871-1898. Nouvelle 
Histoire de La France Contemporaine, 10. Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1973. 

Mayeur, Jean Marie, and Madeleine Rebérioux, eds. The Third Republic from Its 
Origins to the Great War, 1871-1914. The Cambridge History of Modern 
France 4. Cambridge [Cambridgeshire] ; New York : Paris: Cambridge 
University Press ; Maison des sciences de l’homme, 1984. 

Mazower, Mark. Dark Continent: Europe’s Twentieth Century. 1st American ed. 
New York: A.A. Knopf, distributed by Random House, 1999. 

McDougall, Walter A. France’s Rhineland Diplomacy, 1914-1924 : The Last Bid 
for a Balance of Power in Europe. Princeton, N.J. : Princeton University 
Press, 1978. 

Mendelsohn, Ezra. The Jews of East Central Europe between the World Wars. 
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1983. 

Mihout-Natar, Mylène, and Odette Hardy-Hémery Université Charles de Gaulle 
(Lille). “L’ intervention des capitaux français dans la Pologne de la Seconde 
République (1918-1939) contribution à l’histoire de l’impérialisme 
économique français en Europe Centrale.” [s.n.], 2003. 

Miller, Michael B. The Bon Marché: Bourgeois Culture and the Department Store, 
1869-1920. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1981. 

Mitrany, David, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and Division of 
Economics and History. The Land & the Peasant in Rumania; the War and 
Agrarian Reform (1917-21). London; New Haven: H. Milford, Oxford 
University Press; Yale University Press, 1930. 

Monaghan, Shannon. “Relighting The Lamps: Population Politics And The 
Development Of Democracy In The New Europe, 1918-1926,” Ph.D. diss. 
Boston College, 2016. 

Motta, Giuseppe. Less than Nations: Central-Eastern European Minorities after 



 

 532 

WWI, Volumes 1 and 2. Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014. 
Mouré, Kenneth. Managing the Franc Poincaré: Economic Understanding and 

Political Constraint in French Monetary Policy, 1928-1936. Cambridge 
[England]; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991. 

———. The Gold Standard Illusion: France, the Bank of France, and the 
International Gold Standard, 1914-1939. Oxford; New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2002. 

Mouré, Kenneth, and Martin S Alexander. Crisis and Renewal in France, 1918-
1962. New York: Berghahn Books, 2002. 

Motta, Giuseppe. Less than Nations: Central-Eastern European Minorities after WWI, 
vol. 1. Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014. 

Müller, Dietmar. Staatsbürger aus Widerruf: Juden und Muslime als 
Alteritätspartner im Rumänischen und Serbischen Nationscode: 
Ethnonationale Staatsbürgerschaftskonzepte 1878-1941. Balkanologische 
Veröffentlichungen, Bd. 41. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2005. 

Murdock, Caitlin E. Changing Places Society, Culture, and Territory in the Saxon-
Bohemian Borderlands, 1870-1946. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Press, 2010.  

Murgescu, Bogdan. România şi Europa: acumularea decalajelor economice : 
1500-2010. Iaşi: Polirom, 2010. 

Murgescu, Bogdan, and Bodo von Borries, eds. Romania and Europe: 
Modernisation as Temptation, Modernisation as Threat. Bucureşti: ALLFA, 
2000. 

Neamţu, Gelu, and Mircea Vaida-Voevod. 1 Decembrie 1918: mărturii ale 
participanţilor : Ioachim Crăciun : documente la un sfert de veac de la 
Marea Unire. Bucureşti: Editura Academiei Române, 2005. 

Nemes, Robert. Another Hungary: The Nineteenth-Century Provinces in Eight 
Lives, Standford: Stanford University Press, 2016. 

Neumann, Victor, and Armin Heinen, eds. Istoria României prin concepte: 
perspective alternative asupra limbajelor social-politice, 2010. 

———. Key Concepts of Romanian History Alternative Approaches to Socio-
Political Languages. Budapest; New York: Central European University 
Press, 2013.  

Nohlen, Klaus. Construire une capitale: Strasbourg impérial de 1870 à 1918 : les 
bâtiments officiels de la Place impériale. Strasbourg: Publications de la 
Société Savante d’Alsace, 1997. 

Ogășanu, Dumitru. Consiliul Dirigent al Transilvaniei, Activitatea legislativă 1918-
1920. Oradea: Editura Universității din Oradea, 2002. 

Onciul, Aurel. Wirtschaftspolitisches Handbuch von Rumänien. Gotha: F.A. 
Parthes, 1917. 

Onojescu, Alexandru, Ovidiu Iudean, and Vlad Popovici. “Parliamentary 
Representation in Eastern Hungary (1861-1918). Preliminary Results of a 
Prosopographic Inquiry.” In Elites and Politics in Central and Eastern Europe 
(1848-1918), 211-224. Edited by Judit Pál and Vlad Popovici. Frankfurt am 
Main: Peter Lang, 2014. 



 

 533 

Ormos, Mária. From Padua to the Trianon, 1918-1920. Boulder, Colo.; Highland 
Lakes, N.J.; [New York], 1990. 

———. Padovától Trianonig, 1918-1920. Budapest: Kossuth, 1983. 
Păcăţian, Teodor V. “Jertfele românilor din Ardeal, Banat, Crişana, Sătmar şi 

Maramureş, aduse în războiul mondial din anii 1914-1918.” Transilvania 
54, no. 1/2 (///): 32–54. 

Paira, René. Affaires d’Alsace: Souvenirs d’un Préfet Alsacien. Mémoire d’Alsace. 
Strasbourg: La Nuée bleue, 1990. 

Pál, Judith. Unió vagy “Unificáltatás”?: Erdély Uniója és a királyi biztos 
működése (1867-1872). Erdélyi Tudományos Füzetek 267. Kolozsvár: 
Erdélyi Múzeum-Egyesület, 2010. 

Pastor, Peter. Hungary between Wilson and Lenin: The Hungarian Revolution of 
1918-1919 and the Big Three. Boulder, CO;1976. 

Pedersen, Susan. The Guardians: The League of Nations and the Crisis of Empire, 
Oxford: Oxford U. P. 2015. 

Pintea, Alexandru, and Gheorghi Ruscanu. Băncile în economia românească: 1774-
1995. Romania: Editura Economică, 1995. 

Poidevin, Raymond. Finances et Relations Internationales, 1887-1914. Collection, 
U2, 107. Dossier pour l’histoire contemporaine. Paris: A. Colin, 1970. 

———. Les Relations économiques et Financières Entre La France et l’Allemagne 
de 1898 à 1914. Paris: A. Colin, 1969. 

Poidevin, Raymond, and Jacques Bariéty. Les relations franco-allemandes: 1815-
1975. Paris: Colin, 1977. 

Pölöskei, F. “István Tisza’s Policy toward the Romanian Nationalities on the Eve of 
World War I.” Actahistacadscie Acta Historica Academiae Scientiarum 
Hungaricae 18, no. 3/4 (1972): 267–91. 

Popovici, Vlad. Studies on the Romanian Political Elite from Transylvania and 
Hungary (1861-1918). Cluju-Napoca: Mega, 2012. 

Reid, Donald. “Industrial Paternalism : Discourse and Practice in Nineteenth-
century French Mining and Metallurgy,” Comparative Studies in Society 
and History, Vol. 27, No. 4 (Oct., 1985): 579-607. 

Ricœur, Paul, and Université de Paris. “Philosophie de la volonté: Le volontaire et 
l’involontaire.” Aubier, 1949. 

Riederer, Günter. Feiern Im Reichsland: Politische Symbolik, öffentliche Festkultur 
Und Die Erfindung Kollektiver Zugehörigkeiten in Elsass-Lothringen 
(1871-1918). Trierer Historische Forschungen, Bd. 57. Trier: Kliomedia, 
2004. 

Rizzo, Jean-Louis. Alexandre Millerand : Socialiste Discuté, Ministre Contesté et 
Président Déchu : 1859-1943. Paris : Harmattan, 2013. 

Romsics, Ignác. A trianoni békeszerződés. Budapest: Osiris, 2001. 
———. Dismantling of Historic Hungary: The Peace Treaty of Trianon, 1920. 

Social Science Monographs, 2002. 
———. István Bethlen: a great conservative statesman of Hungary, 1874-1946. 

Boulder, Colo.; Highland Lakes, N.J.; New York: Social Science 
Monographs, 1995. 



 

 534 

———. Múltról a mának: tanulmányok és esszék a magyar történelemről. 
Budapest: Osiris, 2004. 

Roth, François. La guerre de 1870. Paris: Fayard, 1990. 
———. La Lorraine annexée: étude sur la présidence de Lorraine dans l’Empire 

allemand, 1870-1918. Nancy: Université de Nancy II, 1976. 
Rozen, Avram. “Jews in Romanian industry.” In The History of the Jews in Romania, 

edited by Cernovodeanu, Paul, Liviu Rotman, Carol Iancu, Raphael Vago, 
Judy Krausz, and Haim Watzman. Tel Aviv: Goldstein-Goren Diaspora 
Research Center, Tel Aviv University, 2005. 

Ruland, Heinrich. Elsaß-Lothringen und die Internationale Lüge. Freiburg i. Br.: 
Bielefeld, 1918. 

Sanders, Ivan. “Transylvanism” and Jewish Consciousness.” Studia Judaica vol. 5, 
ed. Ladislau Gyémánt. Cluj-Napoca: Ed. Sincron, 1996. 

Sandu, Traian. La grande Roumanie alliée de la France: Une péripétie 
diplomatique des Années folles, 1919-1933. Paris: Harmattan, 1999. 

———. Le système de sécurité français en Europe centre-orientale: l’exemple 
roumain, 1919-1933. Aujourd’hui l’Europe. Paris Montréal (Québec): 
l’Harmattan, 1999. 

———., ed. Illusions de puissance, puissance de l’illusion: historiographies et 
histoire de l’Europe centrale dans les relations internationales de l’entre-
deux-guerres. Paris Budapest Torino: l’Harmattan, 2005. 

Sartre, Jean-Paul. The Words. New York: G. Braziller, 1964. 
Sauvy, Alfred. Histoire économique de La France Entre Les Deux Guerres. Paris : 

Economica, 1984., n.d. 
Sauvy, Alfred, and Anita Hirsch. Histoire économique de la France entre les deux 

guerres. Paris: Economica, 1984. 
Scheer, Tamara. Zwischen Front und Heimat: Österreich-Ungarns 

Militärverwaltungen im Ersten Weltkrieg. Frankfurt; New York: Lang, 
2009. 

Schlumberger, Jean. Éveils. Paris: Gallimard, 1950. 
Schroda, Julia. Nationaler Anspruch und regionale Identität im Reichsland Elsass-

Lothringen im Spiegel des französischsprachigen Elsassromans: (1871 - 
1914). Peter Lang, 2008. 

Schuker, Stephen A. The End of French Predominance in Europe: The Financial 
Crisis of 1924 and the Adoption of the Dawes Plan. Chapel Hill: University 
of North Carolina Press, 1976. 

Schulze, Max Stephan, and Nikolaus Wolf. On the Origins or Border Effects: 
Insigths from the Habsburg Customs Union. London: Centre for Economic 
Policy Research, 2007. 

Scranton, Philip. Reimagining Business History /. Baltimore : Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 2013. 

Stanca, Sebastian, and Dumitru Velea. Monografia istorico-geografică a localităţii 
Petroşeni din Valea Jiului. Petroşani: Editura Fundaţiei Culturale “Ion D. 
Sîrbu,” 1996. 



 

 535 

Scott M., Eddie. “Economic Policy and Economic Development in Austria-
Hungary, 1867 -1913.” In The Cambridge Economic History of Europe, 8, 
The Industrial Economies: The Development of Economic and Social 
Policies. 814-886. Edited by Peter Mathias and Sidney Pollard. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1989. 

Scranton, Philip. Reimagining Business History /. Baltimore : Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 2013. 

Silverman, Dan P. Reluctant Union; Alsace-Lorraine and Imperial Germany, 1871-
1918. University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1972. 

Soutou, Georges-Henri. “La France et Les Marches de l’Est 1914-1919.” Revue 
Historique 260, no. 2 (528) (1978): 341–88. 

———. “Imperialism du pauvre,” Relations Internationales (1976): 219-239. 
———. L’Or et le sang: les buts de guerre écnomiques de la première guerre 

mondiale. Paris: Fayard, 1989. 
Spaulding, Robert Mark. Osthandel and Ostpolitik: German Foreign Trade 

Policies in Eastern Europe from Bismarck to Adenauer. Providence, RI: 
Berghahn Books, 1997. 

Spector, Sherman David. Rumania at the Paris Peace Conference; a Study of the 
Diplomacy of Ioan I.C. Brătianu. New York: Bookman Associates, 1962. 

Steinhoff, Anthony J. “Building religious community: worship space and 
experience in Strasburg after the Franco-Prussian War” in Protestants, 
Catholics, and Jews in Germany, 1800-1914, edited by Helmut Walser 
Smith. Oxford; New York: Berg, 2001. 

Stevenson, D. French War Aims against Germany, 1914-1919. Oxford ; New York: 
Clarendon Press, 1982. 

Stiefel, Dieter. Camillo Castiglioni, oder, Die Metaphysik der Haifische, 2012. 
Stolleis, Michael. A history of public law in Germany, 1914-1945. Oxford; New 

York: Oxford University Press, 2004. 
Stolper, Gustav. The German Economy, 1870 to the Present. New York: Harcourt, 

Brace & World, 1967. 
Szarka László. Duna-táji dilemmák: nemzeti kisebbségek, kisebbségi politika a 20. 

századi Kelet-Közép-Európában. Ister, 1998. 
Talbot, Lorraine. Critical Company Law. New York: Routledge, 2015. 
Tomka, Béla. A magyarországi pénzintézetek rövid története (1836-1947). 

Budapest: Gondolat, 1996. 
———. Érdek és érdektelenség: a bank-ipar viszony a századforduló 

Magyarországán, 1892-1913. Debrecen: Multiplex Media, 199 
———. “Interlocking Directorates between Banks and Industrial Companies in 

Hungary at the Beginning of the Twentieth Century.” Business History 43, 
no. 1 (January 2001): 25. 

Tooze, J. Adam. The Deluge: The Great War, America, and the Remaking of the 
Global Order, 1916-1931 /. New York, New York : Viking, 2014. 

Torrey, Glenn E. Henri Mathias Berthelot: Soldier of France, Defender of 
Romania. Iaşi; Portland: Center for Romanian Studies, 2001. 

Torrey, Glenn E. Henri Mathias Berthelot : Soldier of France, Defender of 



 

 536 

Romania. Iaşi ; Portland, USA : Center for Romanian Studies, 2001., n.d. 
———. The Romanian Battlefront in World War I. Lawrence, Kan.: University 

Press of Kansas, 2011. 
Trachtenberg, Marc. Reparation in World Politics : France and European 

Economic Diplomacy, 1916-1923. New York : Columbia University Press, 
1980., n.d. 

Trencsényi, Balázs. A nép lelke: nemzetkarakterológiai viták Kelet-Európában. 
[Budapest]: Argumentum : Bibó István szellemi műhely, 2011. 

———. Nation-Building and Contested Identities: Romanian and Hungarian Case 
Studies. Budapest; Iași: Regio Books ; Editura Polirom, 2001. 

———. The Politics of “National Character”: A Study in Interwar East European 
Thought. Abingdon, Oxon; New York: Routledge, 2012. 

Varga, Balint. Monumental Nation. New York: Berghahn Books, 2016. 
Venczel, József. Az Erdélyi román földbirtokreform. Kolozsvár: Minerva, 1942. 
Vogler, Bernard. Histoire culturelle de l’Alsace: du Moyen Age à nos jours, les très 

riches heures d’une région frontière. Strasbourg: Le Nuée Bleue, 1994. 
———. Histoire Politique de l’Alsace: De La Révolution à Nos Jours, Un 

Panorama Des Passions Alsaciennes. La Bibliothèque Alsacienne. 
Strasbourg: Nuée bleue, 1995. 

Vogler, Bernard, and Michel Hau. Histoire économique de l’Alsace: croissance, 
crises, innovations : vingt siècles de développement régional. Strasbourg: 
Editions la nuée bleue, 1997. 

Volkov, Shulamit. “Antisemitism as a Cultural Code: Reflections on the History 
and Historiography of Antisemitism in Imperial Germany.” The Leo Baeck 
Institute Yearbook 23, no. 1 (January 1, 1978): 25–46. 
doi:10.1093/leobaeck/23.1.25. 

———. “Readjusting Cultural Codes: Reflections on Anti-Semitism and Anti-
Zionism.” Journal of Israeli History 25, no. 1 (March 1, 2006): 51–62. 
doi:10.1080/13531040500503054. 

Wahl, Alfred, and Jean-Claude Richez. L’Alsace entre France et Allemagne: 1850-
1950. Paris: Hachette, 1994. 

Wahl, Alfred, and Jean-Claude Richez. La Vie quotidienne en Alsace entre France et 
Allemagne: 1850-1950. [Paris]: Hachette, 1993. 

Wandycz, Piotr Stefan. France and Her Eastern Allies, 1919-1925. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1962. 

Wawro, Geoffrey. The Franco-Prussian War: The German Conquest of France in 
1870-1871. Cambridge, UK ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2003. 

Wehler, Hans Ulrich. Krisenherde Des Kaiserreichs: 1871-1918. Studien Z. Dt. 
Sozial- U. Verfassungsgeschichte. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck u. Ruprecht, 
1970. 

Windrow, Martin, and Peter Dennis. French Foreign Legionnaire 1890-1914. 
Osprey Publishing, 2013. 



 

 537 

Winter, J. M. and Antoine Prost, The Great War in History: Debates and 
Controversies, 1914 to the Present. New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2005. 

Wittmer, Charles. La bourgeoisie alsacienne, 1954. 
Zahra, Tara. “Imagined Noncommunities: National Indifference as a Category of 

Analysis.” Slavic Review 69, no. 1 (2010): 93–119. 
———. “The ‘Minority Problem’ and National Classification in the French and 

Czechoslovak Borderlands.” Conteurohist Contemporary European History 
17, no. 2 (2008): 137–65. 

Zeidler, Miklós. A revíziós gondolat. Budapest: Osiris, 2001. 
Zilch, Reinhold, and Jürgen Koppatz. Okkupation und Währung im Ersten 

Weltkrieg: die deutsche Besatzungspolitik in Belgien und Russisch-Polen 
1914-1918. Goldbach: Keip, 1994. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 


