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PREFACE. 

fr1 I934> the Secretary-General of the League of Nations sent to the Governments 
of European States a “ provisional edition ” of the present report requesting them : 

(1) To communicate to him any observations and corrections which they 
might consider necessary ; 

(2) To forward to him information and statistics relating to 1933 which 
would enable a more up-to-date “ final edition ” to be issued. 

Although some of the replies received were much less comprehensive than others, 
they contained sufficient material to enable me to complete my task. 

The final report consists therefore of two parts : 
The first part is entitled : The Economic Evolution of Air Transport in Europe, 

1930-1933. The text is taken from the “ Provisional Edition ”, the last chapter of 
which was written in December 1933 and was communicated to Governments early 
in I934- I have only inserted as footnotes or embodied in the text a few corrections 
of points of detail supplied by the competent administrations. 

The second part of the report is entitled : The Evolution of Air Transport in Europe 
in 1933. It gives the chief statistical results and points out, where necessary, the 
differences between them and the results for the three years 1930-1932. It will be 
seen that, as a whole, these differences do not reflect unforeseen changes. 

At the beginning of 1935, therefore, my conclusions remain the same as those 
reached by me in 1933 and which are to be found at the end of the first part of the 
report. 



Part I. 

THE ECONOMIC EVOLUTION 

OF AIR TRANSPORT IN EUROPE. 

1930 -1933 







CARTE A 



[Translation.] 
INTRODUCTION. 

At the conclusion of its session held from November 10th to 12th, 1931, the 
Sub-Committee set up by the Air Transport Co-operation Committee to study the 
“ main network of permanent air routes ” agreed upon a programme of work comprising, 
in particular : 

(1) The collection, through its members themselves, of documents and 
opinions relating to the plan of the main network, its ground organisation and 
operation; 

(2) An investigation based on the foregoing information, which the 
Sub-Committee decided to entrust to me. 
The programme of this investigation was as follows : 

(a) Present methods of operating air communications in the proposed inter- 
national network ; 

(b) Programme and cost of the installation and working of the ground 
organisation for the network; 

(c) Minimum operation programme, taking account of the economic 
possibilities of the network and calculating successfully the effect of new 
agreements for pooling between companies, of a network in which all overlapping 
of operating services is avoided, and, assuming these two requisites to be attained, 
of new material closely adapted to the nature and extent of the air traffic. 

The information which the members of the Sub-Committee were to transmit to 
the Secretariat was received in the early months of I932- Unfortunately, in 
so far as these documents and opinions were intended to serve as a basis for my 
work, I soon found that they would not be of much assistance to me in carrying 
out the investigation. Only four members of the Sub-Committee stated their views 
on the principal point—namely, “ the most rational operation programme of the 
main network, taking into consideration existing statistics ”—while one of the 
four pointed out, and rightly so, that these statistics were of very little value, as 
they were based on the use of materials which were more or less well adapted to 
the various services and lines. 

In the meantime, the Sub-Committee was convened at Geneva in connection with 
the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, and, on May 6th 
and 7th, 1932, it was obliged, without having at its disposal any preliminary report, 
to give its opinion on the plan, ground organisation and operation of the so-called 
“ main ” network. The Committee, which met from May 9th to 12th, inserted the 
conclusions and opinions of the Sub-Committee in its final report, explaining, however, 
that the map of the “ main network ” submitted by the Sub-Committee [Map A 
attached) would serve, “ if necessary, after revision ”, as a basis for its further enquiries. 
Although the examination of the question by the Sub-Committee and afterwards by 
the Committee was necessarily very brief, the problem with which your Rapporteur 
was called upon to deal was no longer intact. 

Nevertheless, it was by no means elucidated. I therefore concluded that my 
work would be very much more useful if, before embarking upon the investigation 
entrusted to me, I endeavoured to collect, for European commercial aviation, statistical 
and technical information clearly showing the economic and financial results of the 
traffic. 
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I accordingly proposed the despatch of two questionnaires. 
The first questionnaire, which was intended for the International Air Traffic 

Association (I.A.T.A.) and was officially communicated to it, read as follows : 

x. Definition of the various kinds of agreements between contractual air transport 
companies (pools or more limited agreements for joint operation or simply for 
representation). 

2. List of pools and agreements registered by or known to the I.A.T.A., with a list of 
companies parties thereto and of the air services to which they relate. 

3. If possible, examples (naturally of a general nature) of the terms of the agreements. 

After considering the matter, the I.A.T.A. stated that it was not in a position 
to reply to the questionnaire. 

The second questionnaire, which was primarily intended only for countries 
whose nationals are members of the Committee, was subsequently also sent to the 
Governments of other European countries. This questionnaire is reproduced below : 

QUESTIONNAIRE. 

Total resources, in the case of each country, of subsidised air services within the territorial 
limits of the main network ” studied by the Committee—i.e., continental Europe and the 
Mediterranean basin as far as Istanbul, Beirut and Alexandria on the east, and Casablanca 
on the west. 

I. RESOURCES OF NON-COMMERCIAL ORIGIN. 

A. Annual resources (for the last three budget years), distinguishing, if possible : 

(1) Annual resources derived from the State budget, and made available : 

(a) For subsidies, mileage premiums and mail subsidies (paid to the enterprises 
concerned) ; 

(b) For ground organisation and working operations (not paid to the air 
transport companies) ; 

(2) Annual resources derived from budgets other than the State budget (federal 
States or cantons, cities, colonies, protectorates or mandated territories) (distinguishing 
(a) and (b) as under 1 above) ; 

(3) Annual resources derived from public bodies not of an administrative character 
(chambers of commerce, etc.). 

B. Exceptional resources or contributions (after the establishment of the enterprises) : 

(1) Participation of the State or of various public bodies in the capital o+’ the 
enterprises (initial capital or increase of capital) ; 

(2) Guarantee for bond issues (and, in such case, the date and amount of the issues). 

It would be desirable to know the actual amount of the capital (shares and debentures) 
of each enterprise undertaking contractual air services. 



II 

IF. COMMERCIAL RECEIPTS (for the last three years of operation). 

The constituent elements of these receipts to be shown in the case of each line, 
distinguishing : 

Passenger transport; 
Goods transport and excess luggage receipts ; 
Mail transport; 

and indicating, if possible, in the case of each category : 

The actual quantities transported ; 
The kilometric quantities (passenger-kilometres and ton-kilometresl produced ; 
The corresponding receipts ; 
The coefficient of utilisation of the communications in question (relation of the 

number of kilometric tons utilised to the number of kilometric tons offered). 

Til. TARIFFS. 

Variation during the three years under consideration of the air transport tariffs. 
Accompanying variation of competing transport tariffs (land or sea transport). 
The variation in question is, of course, the variation in the basic tariffs (per kilometre, 

per kilogramme or per given quantity of mail) and not the variation of tariffs in the case of 
each line. Where, however, in the case of particular lines, there are tariffs which are 
appreciably different (higher or lower) from the general tariff, in order to take account of 
local conditions, it would be desirable to give particulars. 

Actually, all the countries concerned replied to this questionnaire, but, on the one 
hand, the replies were received at intervals from February to November 1933, and, on 
the other, the questionnaire does not appear to have been sufficiently precise to prevent 
diverse interpretations. Moreover, it had been feared that the figures relating to the 
same category of freight, disbursements or receipts might not be homogeneous in each 
country and might in some cases be difficult to compare—and this was, in fact, the 
case. Lastly—and this was the chief difficulty—the more or less complete nature 
of the replies given by the administrations consulted, and, in some cases, by the 
transport companies concerned, depended on whether certain information was to be 
regarded as confidential or not. 

For all these reasons, the information given in the following report can only be 
apprcmmately correct, and, on some points of detail, it amounts to an interpretation. 
However, I have, in every case, inserted for reference purposes the figures contained 
in the replies from the members of the Committee or the administrations consulted in 
the form in which they were sent to me, even when I have been obliged to transpose 
them. 
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Tableau I. — Table I. 

TRANSPORT A£RIEN R£GULIER DES COMPAGNIES SUBVENTIONN£ES. 

REGULAR AIR TRAFFIC OF SUBSIDISED COMPANIES. 

QuantiUs ‘produites (1932). — Quantities produced (1932). 

Kilometres 
Passagers-km. 

Passenger-km. 

Tonnes- kilometres 

Ton- kilometres 

Passagers 

Passengers 
Messageries 

Goods 

Poste 

Mails 
Total 

Coefficient 
d’utilisation % 

Coefficient 
of utilisation % 

ALLEMAGNE — GERMANY : 

Deutsche Lufthansa (Europe). (A)(1) 7.003.718 24.630.175 

AUTRICHE — AUSTRIA : « Oelag » (B) (1) 490.984 1.719.732 

BELGIQUE — BELGIUM : «Sabena J> (1) 

ROYAUME-UNI — UNITED KINGDOM 

(Roseau d’Europe et Londres-Egypte) 
(European and London-Egypt Lines) (I) 

DANEMARK — DENMARK : D. D. L. (1) 

ESPAGNE — SPAIN : L. A. P. E. (A) (1) 

FINLANDE — FINLAND : 

«Aero O. Y. » . . . . (C) (1) 

FRANCE: 

(Roseau d’Europe) 
(European Network) (I) 

GR^CE — GREECE : 

S. H. C. A. (E. E. E. S.) .... (2) 

HONGRIE — HUNGARY : «Malert» (1) 

ITALIE — ITALY : 

(Roseau d’Europe) 
(European t Network) 0) 

PAYS-BAS — NETHERLANDS : K. L. M 
(Roseau d’Europe) 
(European Network) (1) 

POLOGNE — POLAND : 

P. L. L. « Lot » . . (2) 

ROUMANIE — ROUMANIA : 

L. A. R. E. S (D) (1) 

SukDE — SWEDEN : A. B. A. . • (2) 

SUISSE — SWITZERLAND : (Swissair) 
(Roseau international) 
(International Network) (A) (3) 

TCH£COSLOVAQUIE 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
(2) 

YOUGOSLAVIE — YUGOSLAVIA . . . (1) 

U.R.S.S. — U.S.S.R. : 
1931 («Deruluft») . . | . . (B) (3) 

Ensemble territorial considdrd 
Whole area considered 

1.140.380 2.093.240 

1.558.480 18.891.300 

244.470 678.925 

609.800 

257.440 

6.793.423 

389.525 

121.000 

4.560.118 

1.271.623 

1.187.684 

198.360 

411.661 

670.436 

940.451 

241.425 

981.000 

29.071.978 

2.900.400 

609.310 

20.143.949 

2.882.445 

586.910 

6.768.750 

5.071.988 

2.859.879 

370.000 

951.000 

2.012.845 

2.073.807 

342.991 

2.750.000 

109.337.646 

1.970.400 

137.600 

167.440 

1.581.800 

54.320 

232.000 

48.720 

1.611.520 

230.592 

46.960 

1.341.440 

405.760 

228.800 

29.520 

156.080 

161.024 

165.604 

27.440 

220.000 

8.817.020 

1.026.972 
840.000 

19.400 

78.893 

295.167 

15.238 

186.972 

3.871 

15.075 

168.676 

8.930 

36.520 
18.000 18.520 

14.040 

567.983 

36.329 

3.545 

(avec bagages) 

301.892 
(including 
baggage) 

237.669 

86.612 

6.450 

55.490 

10.157 

164.492 

2.678 

4.200 

(avecjournaux) 
138.806 

(including 
newspapers) 

47.396 

10.463 

20 

41.835 

37.195 
25.000 12.195 

74.690 

6.928 

65.000 

2.748.326 

4.139 

527 

18.000 

2.997.372 

160.871 

261.408 

2.045.643 

78.488 

268.520 

72.917 

2.343.995 

42,5 

56 

22,5 

70 

42 

46 

56 

51 

269.299 66 
(275.810 d’aprfcs r6ponse — 

according to reply) 

54.705 

.782.338 

690.825 

325.875 

36.000 

253.405 

198.219 

244.433 

34.895 

302.940 

856.652 12.421.998 

41 

47,2 

40 

60,5 

39 

31,3 

39 

50 env. 
approx. 

Les valeurs imprimdes en italiques sont incertaines. 

(1) D’apr&s les renseignements transmis k la Soci6t6 des Nations. 
(2) D’aprfes les statistiques publi^es par la Commission internatio- 

nale de Navigation a&ienne (C. I. N. A.) 
(3) De sources diverses ou d’aprfes les compagnies int6ress6es. 

(A) Decomposition arbitraire de Tensemble (messageries -f poste) en 
tonnes-kilomfetres, seul communique. 

(B) Distribution de la quantite totale de tonnes-kilomfetres trans- 
portees (seule communiquee), en determinant le parcours moyen, puis 
en 1'appliquant aux diverses quantites de fret, egalement connues. A 
noter que 1’Autriche ne compte comme bagages, dans ses statistiques de 
fret, que les excedents payants. 

(C) La Finlande iiidique les quantites kilometriques produites par le 
seul fret payant. 

(D) Estimation arbitraire duTtrafic kilometrique global, d'aprfcs 
longueur du reseau, longueur des etapes et quantites de fret ; decom- 
position de ce chiffre proportionnellement aux quantites de fret par 
categoric. 

Figures in italics are uncertain. 

(1) According to information transmitted to the League of Nations. 
(2) According to statistics published by the International Commission 

for Air Navigation (C. I. N. A.) 
(3) From various sources or according to the companies concerned 

(A) Arbitrary division of the total (goods + mails) in ton-kilometres, 
this being the only figure communicated. 

(B) Division of the total quantity of ton-kilometres carried (the 
only figure communicated) by determining the average distance travelled 
and applying it to the different quantities of freight, which are also 
known. It should be noted that, in her freight statistics, Austria only 
includes as baggage the excess weight subject to charges. 

(C) Finland gives the kilometric figures produced only by freight 
subject to charges. 

(D) Arbitrary estimate of aggregate kilometric traffic, on the’ basis 
of the length of the system, the length of the stages and the quantities 
of freight ; division of this figure in proportion to the quantities of freight 
per category. 



ENCAISSEMENT DES COMPAGNIES SUBVENTIONN^ES DE TRANSPORT AERIEN RfiGULIER. 

REVENUE OF SUBSIDISED REGULAR AIR TRANSPORT COMPANIES. 

Tableau II. — Annee 1930. Table II. — Year 1930. 

Pays Compagnies 

RECETTES DE CLIENTELE PROVENANT DE : 

RECEIPTS FROM CUSTOMERS DERIVED FROM : 

Passagers 

Passengers 

en monnaie 
nationale 

in national currency 

en francs 
fran§ais 

in French 
francs 

Messageries et bagages 

Goods and baggage 

en monnaie 
nationale 

in national currency 

en francs 
fran§ais 

in French 
francs 

Poste 

Mails 

en monnaie 
nationale 

in national 
currency 

en francs 
fran9ais 

in French 
francs 

RECETTES TOTALES DE CLIENTELE 

TOTAL RECEIPTS FROM CUSTOMERS 

en monnaie 
nationale 

in national 
currency 

en francs 
fran9ais 

in French 
francs 

SUBVENTIONS ET FORFAITS 

SUBSIDIESAND LUMPSUM PAYMENTS 

en monnaie nationale 

in national currency 

en francs 
fran9ais 

in French 
francs 

en monnaie nationale 

in national currency 

ENCAISSEMENT GLOBAL DE L’ANN£E 

AGGREGATE ANNUAL REVENUE 

en francs 
fran9ais 

in French francs 

Valeur de 
change 

au i/x/30 

Exchange 
value 

on i/x/30 

§ S Si Sfe wen 

Companies Country 

ALLEMAGNE (1) 

AUTRICHE . . . 

BELGIQUE . . . 

ROYAUME-UNI (2) 

DANEMARK (3) 

ESPAGNE (4) . 
FINLANDE . . 

FRANCE (5) . 
GR£CE (61 . . 

HONGRIE 

ITALIE (7) 

PAYS-BAS . 

POLOGNE . 

ROUMANIE 

SUEDE (8) . . 

SUISSE (9) . . 

TCHECOSLOVAQUIE 

YOUGOSLAVIE 

ALLEMAGNE et 

U. R. S. S.. 

Deutsche Lufthansa. 
« Oelag ». 
« Sabena ». 
Imperial Airways. 
D. D. L. 
L. A. P. E. 
« Aero O. Y. ». 
Cinq compagnies. 
S.H.C.A. (E.E.E.S.). 

« Malert ». 
Lignes reseau princi- 

pal. 
K. L. M. 
P. L. L. « Lot ». 
L. A. R. E. S. 

A. B. A. 
Swissair. 
C. S. A. et C. L. S. 
Aeroput. 

Deruluft. 

4.000.000 RM. 
462.002 S. 
107.406 1 b. 

? 
88.518 c. d. 

549-700 pes. 
1.144.864 m. f. 

12.610.950 f. f. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
114-327 pengd 

1.275.299 1. 
483.130 fl. 
383.792 zl. 
Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
212.003 c. s. 
275.452 f. s. 

1.300.000 c. t. 
924.193 din. 

(avec messageries 
— including 

goods 
246.644 RM.) 

Total . . 

24.240.000 
1.663.207 
2.206.260 

? 
601.920 

1.453.955 
735.000 

12.610.950 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
508.755 

1.701.250 
4.966.575 
1.095.725 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

1.451.160 
1.362.660 

982.800 
415.715 

1.494.660 

57.490.592 

1.800.000 RM. 
50.546 S. 

1.068.174 L b. 
? 

14.701 c. d. 
53.202 pes. 
86.592 m. f. 

10.266.197 f. f. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
15.208 pengd 

95.357 1. 
271.798 fl. 
142.040 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
40.945 c. s. 
40.292 f. s. 

450.000 c. t. 
127.593 din. 

(comptd avec re- 
cettes passagers) 

(included in pas- 
senger receipts) 

Total . . . 

10.908.000 
181.965 
759.470 

p 

100.040 
100.720 
55.600 

10.266.197 
Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

67.675 

127.205 
2.794.085 

405.525 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
278.630 
199.325 
340.200 

56.780 

1.600.000 RM. 
20.206 S.‘ 

167.032 f. b. 
? 

26.004 c. d. 
1.036 pes. 

614.757 m. f. 
6.718.761 f. f. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
1.363 pengd 

50.710 1. 
73.354 fl. 
22.638 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

103.057 c. s. 
Ndant (9) Nil 

60.000 c. t. 
17.813 din. 

232.646 RM. 

9.696.000 
72.738 

118.760 
? 

176.955 
2.740 

394.675 
6.718.761 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

6.065 

67.650 
754.080 
64.630 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

701.300 

45.360 
7.925 

1.409.835 

9.240.000 RM.(?) 
532.754 S. 

4-342.612 f. b. 
£100.000 

129.223 c. d. 
603-938 pes. 

1.846.213 m. f. 
30.622.083 f. f.(5) 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
130-898 pengd 

1.421.366 1. 
828.282 fl. 
548.470 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
356.005 c. s. 
315.744 f. s. 

1.812.998 c. t. 
1.069.598 din. 

479.290 RM. 

26.681.417 20.237.474 

55.994.400 
1.917.915 
3.087.595 

12.383.000 
879.360 

1.597.415 
1.185-270 

30.622.083 
Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

582.496 

1.896.102 
8.514.740 
1.565.880 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

2.436.855 
1.561.985 
1.370.625 

475.970 

2.904.495 

16.000.000 RM. 
2.117.250 S. 

22.873.998 f. b. 
£225 000 

350.000 c. d. 
3-000.000 pes. 
2.059.735 m. f. 

119.800.000 f. L 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
200-000 pengd 

38.126.472 1. 
861.812 fl. 

4.565.783 zl. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
596.760 c. s. 

1.162.068 f. s. 
13.324.520 c. t. 
6.646.644 din. 

1.614.026 RM. 

128.976.186 

96.960.000 
7.622.100 

16.263.410 
27.861.750 

2.381.750 
7.935.000 
1.322.350 

119.800.000 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
890.000 

50.860.713 
8.859.425 

13.035.310 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
4.084.820 
5.748.750 

10.073.335 
2.957.755 

9.780.995 

385.437.463 

25.240.000 RM. 
2.650.004. S. 

27.216.610 f. b. 
£325.000 
' 479.223 c. d. 
3.603.938 pes. 
3.905.948 m. f. 

150.422.083 f. f. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
330.898 pengd 

68.993.210 1. (7) 
1.690.094 fl. 
5.114.253 zl. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
952.765 c.s.(8) 

1.477.812 f. s. 
15.137.518 c. t. 
7.716.242 din. 

2.093.316 RM. 

Total . 

152.954.400 
9.540.015 

19.351.005 
40.244.750 

3.261.110 
9.532.415 
2.507.620 

150.422.083 
Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

1.472.496 

91.690.200 
17.374.165 
14.601.190 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

6.521.675 
7.310.735 

11.443.960 
3.433.725 

12.685.490 

6,06 
360 

71,10 
123,83 
680.50 
264.50 

64,25 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

133,40 
1.028 

285.50 
Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

684.50 
494,75 

75,60 
44,50 

6,06 

% 
57,7 
25.1 
18.9 
44.4 
36.9 
20.1 
89,6 
25.5 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

65.5 

96.1 
12 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

59.6 
27.1 
13.6 
16 

29.6 

0/ /o 
36.6 
20,1 
15.9 
30.7 
26.9 
16.7 
47.2 
20.3 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

39,5 

49 
10.7 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

37.3 
21.3 
11,9 
13,8' 

22.8 

70 

63.3 
79,8 
84 
69.2 
73 
83.2 
52,7 
79,6 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

60.4 

50,9 
89,2 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

62,6 
78,6 
88 
86,1 

77,1 

561.906.434 

Deutsche Lufthansa. 
“ Oelag 

Sabena ’. 
Imperial Airways. 
D.D.L. 

L.A.P.E. 
‘ Aero O.Y. 

Five companies. 
S.H.C.A. (E.E.E.S.). 

; Malert ”. 

Lines of main system. 
K. L.M. 
P.L.L. “ Lot ”. 
L. A.R.E.S. 

A.B.A. 
Swissair (in 1932). 
C.S.A. and C.L.S. 
Aeroput. 

Deruluft- 

GERMANY (1). 

AUSTRIA. 

BELGIUM. 

UNITED KINGDOM (2). 

DENMARK (3). 

SPAIN (4). 

FINLAND. 

FRANCE (5). 

GREECE (6). 

HUNGARY. 

ITALY (7). 

NETHERLANDS. 

POLAND. 

ROUMANIA. 

SWEDEN (8). 

SWITZERLAND (9). 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA. 

YUGOSLAVIA. 

GERMANY and 

U.S.S.R. 

Tableau III. — Annee 1931. Table III. — Year 1931. 

ALLEMAGNE (1) 

AUTRICHE .... 

BELGIQUE .... 

ROYAUME-UNI (2) 

DANEMARK (3) . . 

ESPAGNE (4) . . . 

FINLANDE .... 

FRANCE (5) ... 

GR£CE (6) . . - • 

HONGRIE .... 

ITALIE (7) . . . . 

PAYS-BAS . 

POLOGNE . 

ROUMANIE 

SU:£DE (8) . . . . 

SUISSE (9) . . . . 

TCH£COSLOVAQUIE 

YOUGOSLAVIE . . 

ALLEMAGNE et 

U. R. S. S.. . . 

Deutsche Lufthansa. 
« Oelag ». 
« Sabena ». 
Imperial Airways. 
D. D. L. 

A. P. E. 
« Aero O. Y. ». 
Cinq compagnies. 
S.H.C.A. (E.E.E.S.). 
« Malert ». 
Lignes r£seau princi- 

pal. 
K. L. M. 
P. L. L. « Lot ». 
L. A. R. E. S. 

A. B. A. 
Swissair. 
C. S. A. et C. L. S. 
Aeroput. 

Deruluft. 

3.800.000 RM. 
447.990 S. 

3.340.979 f. b. 
£102.000 

93.259 c. d. 
535.400 pes. 

1.295.272 m. f. 
11.794.980 f. f. 

1.185.692 dr. 
95-342 pengd 

1.356.663 1. 
529.027 fl. 
402.395 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
148.481 c. s. 
301.128 L s. 

1,300.000 c. t. 
850.733 din. 

(avec messageries 
— including 

goods 
331.607 RM.) 

Total . . , 

23.180.000 
1.612.765 
2.372.095 

10.082.700 
521.040 

1.216.965 
663.180 

11.794.980 
393.650 
424.271 

1.773.160 
5.433.635 
1.143.605 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

875.445 
1.497.510 

977.600 
382.830 

2.022.800 

66.368.231 

1.700.000 RM., 
51.830 S. 

1.344.155 f. b. 
£28.000 

15.744 c. d. 
72-000 pes. 

121.693 m. f. 
9.719.991 f. f. 

54.817 dr. 
15-285 pengd 

115.260 1. 
352.559 fl. 
127.335 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 
42.218 c. s. 
42.155 f. s. 

600.000 c. t. 
125.780 din. 

(avec passagers 
— including pas- 

sengers 
331.607 RM.) 

Total. . . . 

10.370.000 
186.590 
954.350 

2.767.800 
87.960 

163.655 
62.305 

9.719.991 
18.200 
68.018 

150.645 
3.621.135 

361.885 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
248.915 
209.635 
451.200 

56.600 

29.498.884 

1.600.000 RM. 
16.939 S. 

292.025 f. b. 
£80.000 

50.422 c. d. 
920 pes. 

1.138.665 m. f. 
6.658.537 f. f. 

79.000 dr. 
2.271 pengd 

82.928 1. 
73.659 fl. 
24.565 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

136.709 c. s. 
Neant (9) Nil 
120.000 c. t. 

18.510 din. 

248.734 RM. 

9.760.000 
60.980 

207.340 
7.908.000 

281.705 
2.090 

582.995 
6.658.537 

26.230 
10.105 

108.385 
756.558 

69.815 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

806.035 

90.240 
8.330 

1.517.275 

28.854.612 

7.100. 
516. 

4.977. 
£210. 

159. 
598. 

2.555 
29.673. 

1.319. 
116. 

000 RM. 
759 S. 

.159 f. b. 
000 
425 c. d. 

.320 pes. 

.631 m. f. 
.508 f. f. (5) 
.509 dr. 
.898 pengd 

1.554.851 1. 
955.245 fl. 
554.295 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

327.408 c. s. 
343.283 f. s. 

2.019.434 c. t. 
995.023 din. 

580.341 RM. 

43.310.000 
1.860.330 
3.533.780 

20.758.500 
890.705 

1.359.980 
1.308.485 

29.673.508 
438.075 
521.205 

2.032.190 
9.811.320 
1.575.305 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

1.930.395 
1.707-145 
1.518.615 

447.760 

3.540.080 

126.217.378 

15.800. 
2.087. 

24.437. 
^200. 

350. 
3.450. 
2.037. 

133.444. 
8.172. 

200. 

000 RM. 
000 S. 
794 f. b. 
000 
000 c. d. 
000 pes. 
400 m. f. 
115 f. f. 
943 dr. 
000 pengd 

34.649.248 1. 
646-177 fl. 

4.860.000 zl. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
632.530 c.s. (8) 

1.516.522 f. s. 
17.017.974 c. t. 
7.531.631 din. 

1.597.929 RM. 

96.380.000 
7.513.200 

17.350.835 
19.770.000 

1.955.450 
7.841.850 
1.043.150 

133.444.115 
2.713.415 

890.000 

45.286.567 
6.636.885 

13.812.120 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
3.729.395 
7.541.665 

12.797.515 
3.389.235 

9.747.365 

391.842.762 

22.900.000 RM. 
2.603.759 S. 

29.414.953 f. b. 
£410.000 

509.425 c. d. 
4.048.320 pes. 
4.593.031 m. f. 

163.117.623 f. f. 
9.492.452 dr. 

316.898 pengd 

67.119.376 1. (7) 
1.601.422 fl. 
5.414.295 zl. 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 
959.938 c. s. 

1.859.805 f. s. 
19.037.408 c. t. 
8.526.654 din. 

2.178.270 RM. 

139.690.000 
9.373.530 

20.884.615 
40.528.900 
2.846.155 
9.201.830 
2.351.635 

163.1 17.623 
3.151.490 
1.411.205 

87.321.000 
16.448.205 
15.387.425 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

5.659.790 
9.248.810 

14.316.130 
3.836.995 

13.287.445 

560.188.383 

on 1 ^ 

6,10 
360 

71,069 
98,854 

558,708 
227,385 

51.25 

33.25 
445 

130,763 
1.027,10 

284,25 
Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

589,685 
497,341 

75,21 
45,07 

6,10 

44,9 
24,7 
20.3 

105 
45.5 
17.3 

125,4 
22,2 
16,1 
58.5 

147,8 
11,4 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

51.7 
22,6 
11.8 
13.2 

36.3 

31 
19.8 
16.9 
51.2 
31.2 
14.7 
55,6 
18,1 
13.9 
36.8 

59.6 
10,2 

Pas de trafic 

K[o traffic 

34,1 
18,4 
10.6 
11,6 

26,6 

68,9 
80,1 
83 
48,8 
68.7 
85.2 
44.3 
81.8 
86 
63,2 

40.4 
89.7 

Pas de trafic 

No traffic 

65.8 
81.5 
89.3 
88.3 

73.3 

Deutsche Lufthansa. 
Oelag 
Sabena 

Imperial Airways. 
D.D.L. 
L.A.P.E. 

Aero O.Y. ”. 
Five companies. 
S.H.C.A. (E.E.E.S.). 
“ Malert ”. 

Lines of main system 
K. L.M. 
P.L.L. “ Lot ”. 
L. A.R.E.S. 

A.B.A. 
Swissair. 
C.S.A. and C.L.S. 
Aeroput. 

Deruluft. 

GERMANY (1). 

AUSTRIA. 

BELGIUM. 

UNITED KINGDOM (2). 

DENMARK (3). 

SPAIN (4). 

FINLAND. 

FRANCE (5). 

GREECE (6). 

HUNGARY. 

ITALY (7). 

NETHERLANDS. 

POLAND. 

ROUMANIA. 

SWEDEN (8). 

SWITZERLAND (9). 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA. 

YUGOSLAVIA. 

GERMANY and 

U.S.S.R. 

Tableau IV. — Annee 1932. Table IV. — Year 1932. 

ALLEMAGNE (1) 

AUTRICHE . . . 

BELGIQUE (1 bis) 

ROYAUME-UNI (2) 

DANEMARK (3) • 
ESPAGNE (4) . . 
FINLANDE . . . 

FRANCE (5) . . . 

GR^CE (6) • • • 

HONGRIE . . . 

ITALIE (7) . . . 

PAYS-BAS . . 

POLOGNE . . 

ROUMANIE 

SUEDE (8) . . 

SUISSE (9) . . 
TCHECOSLOVAQUIE 

YOUGOSLAVIE 

ALLEMAGNE et 

U. R. S. S.. 

Deutsche Lufthansa, 
a Oelag ». 
« Sabena ». 
Imperial Airways. 
D. D. L. 
L. A. P. E. 
«Aero O. Y.». 
Cinq compagnies. 
S.H.C.A. (E.E.E.S.). 

Malert ». 
Lignes r6seau princi 

pal. 
K. L. M. 
P. L. L. « Lot ». 
L. A. R. E. S. 
A. B. A. 
Swissair. 
C. S. A. et C. L. S. 
Aeroput. 

Deruluft. 

3.200.000 RM. 
396.742 S. 

3.230.778 f.b. 
£240.000 

p 

500.100 pes. 
1.599.287 m. f. 

14.214.225 f. f. 
1.869.274 dr. 

73-461 pengd 

2.558.468 1. 
505.854 fl. 
327.832 zl. 

p 

355.000 c. s. 
310.620 f. s. 

1.197.907 c. t. 
487 029 din. 

(avec messageries 
— including 

goods 
356.641 RM.) 

Total. . . 

19.328.000 
1.428.270 
2.284.160 

20.800.800 
? 

1.043.210 
594.935 

14.214.225 
620.600 
326.901 

3.333.685 
5.182.980 

936.290 ? 
1.589.690 
1.527.320 

903.220 
219.165 

2.154.110 

1.300.000 RM. 
32.097 S. 

1.009.980 f. b. 
£30.000 

? 

65.325 pes. 
149.042 m. f. 

8 951.669 f. f. 
184.935 dr. 

8.581 pengd 

237.927 1. 
266.681 fl. 

75.074 zl. ? 
56.000 c. s. 
36.607 f. s. 

492.652 c. t. 
108.492 din. 

(compt6 avec re- 
cettes passagers) 

included in pas- 
senger receipts) 

Total. . . 

7.852.000 
115.550 
714.055 

2.600.100 ? 
136.265 
55.445 

8.951.669 
61.400 
38.185 

310.020 
2.732.415 

214.411 ? 
250.770 
179.995 
371.460 

48.820 

1.500.000 RM. 
17.553 S. 

223.227 f.b. 
£90.000 

? 

Neant (4) Nil 
1.352.375 m. f 
7.305.807 f. f. 

174.000 dr. 
2-550 pengd 

78.401 1. 
127.582 fl. 

17.805 zl. ? 
170.000 c. s. 

N6ant (9) Nil 
58.590 c. t. 
47.386 din. 

262.624 RM. 

Total . . . 28.832.539 

9.060.000 
63.190 

157.820 
7.800.300 

503.085 
7.305.807 

57.770 
11.347 

102.155 
1.307.205 

50.850 

761.260 

44.175 
21.325 

1.586.250 

6.083.124 RM.(i) 
446.392 S. 

5.824.470 f.b. 
£360.000 

150.000 c. d. 
603.125 pes. 

3.100.704 m. f. 
31.971.701 f.f.(5) 

6.428.209 dr.(6) 
84-592 pengd 

2.874.796 1. 
900.117 fl. 
420.710 zl. 
559.522 lei 
581.000 c. s.(8) 
347.230 f. s. 

1.749.149 c. t. 
642.907 din. 

618.965 RM. 

Total . . . 135.163.408 

36.742.070 
1.607.010 
4.135.048 

31.201.200 
673.950 

1.258.120 
1.153.460 

31.971.701 
2.134.165 

376.434 

3.745.860 
9.222.600 
1.201.545 

84.485 
2.601.720 
1.707.330 
1.318.860 

289.308 

3.738.550 

14.100. 
1.530. 

16.218. 
£200. 

350. 
3.450. 
1.943. 

124.829. 
18.000. 

200. 

000 RM.(i) 
000 S. 
522 L b. 
000 
000 c. d. 
000 pes. 
930 m. f. 
625 f. f. 
000 dr. (6) 
000 pengd 

42.929.801 1. 
628.044 fl. 

5.312.000 zl. 
8.590.000 lei 
1.257.000 c. s. 
1.474.504 f. s. 

13.801.510 c. t. 
6.276.573 din. 

1.851.395 RM. 

Total . 

85.164.000 
5.508.000 

11.516.200 
17.334.000 

I. 572.550 
7.196.700 

723.140 
124.829.625 

5.976.000 
890.000 

55.937.530 
6.434.940 

15.171.070 
1.297.090 
5.628.845 
7.250.135 

10.406.340 
2.824.455 

II. 182.425 

376.843.045 

20.183.124 RM. 
1.976.392 S. 

22.042.992 f.b. 
£560.000 

500.000 c. d. 
4.053.125 pes. 
5.044.634 m. f. 

156.801.326 f. f. 
24.428.209 dr. 

284.592 pengd 

79.223.5381. (7) 
1.528.161 fl. 
5.732.710 zl. 
9.149.522 lei 
1.838.000 c. s. 
1.821.733 f. s. 

15.550.659 c. t. 

6.919.480 din. 
2.470.360 RM. 

121.906.070 
7.115.010 

15.650.530 
48.535.200 

2.246.500 
8.454.820 
1.876.600 

156.801.326 
8.110.165 
1.266.434 

102.991.200 
15.657.540 
16.372.615 

1.381.575 
8.230.565 
8.957.465 

11.725.200 
3.113.763 

14.920.975 

555.313.103 

I ^ 
6,04 

360 
70,78 
86,67 

449,33 
208,63 

31.25 

33.25 
445 

130,39 
1.024,6 

285,66 
15,19 

447,80 
491,7 

75,48 
45 

6,04 

43.1 
29.1 
36 

180 
42,8 
17,4 

159,5 
25.6 
35.7 
42,3 

143,3 
7,9 
6,5 

46.2 
23.5 
12.6 
10.2 

33,4 

30.1 
22.5 
26.5 
64.2 
30 
14.8 
61,4 
20.3 
26.3 
29.9 

58,9 
7,3 
6,1 

31,6 
19 
11,2 
9,2 

25 

69,8 
77.4 
73.5 
35,7 
70 
85.1 
38.5 
79.6 
73.6 
70.1 

41 
92.6 
93.8 
68,3 
80.9 
88.7 
90.7 

74.9 

Indices-pourcentages 
d’appreciation 

Approximate percentage- 
indices 

Deutsche Lufthansa. 
“ Oelag 
“ Sabena ”. 
Imperial Airways. 
D.D.L. 
L.A.P.E. 
“ Aero O.Y. ”. 
Five companies. 
S.H.C.A. (E.E.E.S). 

Malert ”. 

Lines of main system. 
K. L.M. 
P.L.L. “ Lot 
L. A.R.E.S. 
A.B.A. 
Swissair. 
C.S.A. and C. L.S 
Aeroput. 

Deruluft. 

GERMANY (1). 

AUSTRIA. 

BELGIUM (la). 

UNITED KINGDOM (2). 

DENMARK (3). 

SPAIN (4). 

FINLAND. 

FRANCE (5). 

GREECE (6). 

HUNGARY. 

ITALY (7). 

NETHERLANDS. 

POLAND. 

ROUMANIA. 

SWEDEN (8). 

SWITZERLAND (9). 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA . 

YUGOSLAVIA. 

GERMANY and 

U.S.S.R- 

Les valeurs en italiques sont incertaines. Figures in italics are uncertain. 

OBSERVATIONS ET NOTES. OBSERVATIONS AND NOTES. 

(1) Allemagne. — Le membre allemand a indiqu6 que les recettes commerciales de la Deutsche Lufthansa « atteignent environ 40% des 
recettes totales », mais n’a communique aucun chiffre de recettes commerciales. Ceux qui figurent dans ce tableau ont 6te emprunt6s aux « Geschaftsbe- 
richte » de la Deutsche Lufthansa, sous reserve d’une reduction de 15% environ. En effet, en 1932, dans 7.375.460 RM. de recettes, le « produit des 
vols » a compte pour 6.083.124 RM., soit 85% environ. C’est ce chiffre qui a done ete porte pour 1932 et, pour 1930 et 1931, on a pratique la reduction 
de 15% sur le poste « Einnahmen » des « Geschaftsberichte ». L’estimation ainsi obtenue est un peu optimiste, car il faudrait en deduire les recettes — 
assez faibles — des services extraeuropeens (8 k 10% du kilometrage total et peut-etre 5% des recettes commerciales). En resume, le rapport des 
recettes de clientele aux subventions est de 40% environ, mais la part des recettes de clientele dans les recettes totales de trafic (recettes de clientele 

subventions) est de 28 k 30%. 
Enfin, le chiffre global de « recettes de clientele » trouve pour 1930 apparait tres elev6 et comprend sans doute certains encaissements excep- 

tionnels; de toute fafon, 6tant donn6 les quantit6s de fret produites et les tarifs alors appliques, il n’a pas paru possible de distribuer la totality de cette 
somme entre les trois categories de recettes ; au lieu de 9.240.000 RM., c’est 7.400.000 RM. qu’on a adopt6s pour cette repartition arbitraire. 

(ibis) Le Gouvernement beige ayant communique un chiffre global nouveau pour la recette commerciale de 1932, on a calcule d’aprds ce chiffre 

les valeurs des colonnes ulterieures qui en etaient affectees. 

(2) Royaume-Uni. — L’estimation des recettes de clientele obtenues par les Imperial Airways est arbitraire ; encore n’a-t-elle ete possible, 
dans des limites d’erreur acceptables, que pour 1931 et 1932. Les seuls chiffres officiels, dont on a dispose, sont relatifs aux encaissements globaux 
(subventions + recettes de clientele) pour I’ensemble du r6seau k travers le monde. 

Toutefois, k partir de ces valeurs, on peut, connaissant les subventions, degager la recette de clientele globale. On considere ensuite, d’une part, les 
quantitds kilometriques produites et utilis6es sur chaque ligne ; d’autre part, connaissant les tarifs pratiques et deduisant une certaine proportion pour 
les transports gratuits et k prix r6duit, le rapport probable de la tonne-kilometre suivant qu’elle consiste en passagers, messageries ou poste. On 
applique aux frets annuels du rdseau d’Europe, puis de la ligne Londres-Egypte, les taux d6gag6s. Il est d’ailleurs probable qu’on a surestim6 les 
recettes postales, faute de connaitre le detail des accords de paiement intervenus entre la Compagnie et le Post Office. 

(3) Danemark. — Pour 1931 et 1932, on a compt6 comme recettes postales, faute d’en connaitre la decomposition rigoureuse, les recettes de 
la ligne postale de nuit; en r6alit6, un dixieme environ de ces recettes provient de messageries. 

(4) Espagne. — A partir de 1932, le courrier est transporte sans surtaxe. Les recettes donnees pour 1932 concernent les onze premiers mois 
seulement; on a done major6 le total d’un quinzieme. 

(5) France. — Le chevauchement irr6gulier des exercices budg£taires interdit d’inscrire des recettes qui correspondent rigoureusement aux 
ann£es de calendrier. En outre, on pourra noter que, chaque ann6e, la recette totale de trafic indiqu6e est sup6rieure k la somme des elements portds dans 
les trois colonnes pr6c6dentes ; en effet, on y a ajout6 les recettes de la ligne Marseille-Beyrouth, qui n’6taient donn6es que globalement et qui, pour 
1930, 6taient 6gales k 1.026.175 francs. .Pour 1931 et 1932, les recettes de ce trongon nAtaient pas discernables de celles de la ligne Marseille-Saigon tout 
entiere et on les a compt6es arbitrairement pour 1.500.000 francs. 

(6) Gr6ce. — Pour 6valuer les recettes de trafic de 1’exercice 1932, on a d’abord porte pour leur valeur les recettes de la periode ier janvier-9 juillet, 
1’exercice budg£taire 6tant clos k cette date ; puis on y a ajout6 75% des recettes de la p6riode 10 juillet 1932-15 mars 1933. On a admis une 
approximation analogue pour estimer les subventions de 1932. 

(7) Italie. — Le membre italien du Comit6 a communiqu6 les recettes et les subventions des seules lignes incluses dans le projet de reseau principal; 
ces ont ces chiffres qui figurent, pour chaque annee, dans toutes les colonnes, sauf la derniere, oil figure vraiment l’« encaissement global de 1’annee ». 

(8) Suede. — Les recettes de 1932 sont approximatives. En outre, on ignore, pour 1930 et 1931, si la Cie A. B. A. a b6nefici6 d’un paiement postal 
forfaitaire analogue k celui qui, pour 1932, s’est 61ev6 & 500.000 couronnes. 

(9) Suisse. — Il n’y a pas de recettes postales, ce transport faisant 1’objet d’un paiement forfaitaire, k caractere de subvention, dont on a 
d6duit le produit des surtaxes. A noter que la r6ponse suisse incorpore aux recettes de passagers le produit des excMents de bagages, ce qui est 
particuli^rement logique. 

(x) Germany. The German member has stated that “the commercial receipts of the Deutsche Lufthansa amount to about 40 per cent of the total 
revenue ”, but has not given any figure for commercial receipts. Those which appear in this table have been taken from the management reports 
(“ Geschaftsberichte ”) of the Deutsche Lufthansa, making a reduction of about 15 per cent. In fact, in 1932, out of 7>375>46° RM- receipts, 
those derived from flights amounted to 6,083,124 RM.—that is to say, approximately 85 per cent. This figure has therefore been shown for 1932 

and, in the case of 1930-31, a reduction of 15 per cent has been made on the item “ Receipts ” in the management reports (“ Geschaftsberichte ”). The 
estimate thus obtained is somewhat optimistic, for we should deduct from it the receipts—which are not very large for services outside Europe (8 to 
10 per cent of the total distance in kilometres and perhaps 5 per cent of the commercial receipts). To sum up, the proportion of receipts from customers 
to subsidies is approximately 40 per cent, but the share of receipts from customers in the total receipts from traffic (receipts from customers plus 
subsidies) is from 28 to 30 per cent. Lastly, the total figure for “ Receipts from customers ” which has been established for 1930 appears very high 
and doubtless includes certain extraordinary revenue; in any case, in view of the amount of goods offered for carriage and the tariffs then in force, it 
does not seem possible to apportion the whole of this sum between the three categories of receipts ; instead of 9,240,000 RM., 7,400,000 RM. has been 
taken for the purposes of this arbitrary apportionment. 

(ia) The Belgian Government having communicated a new total of commercial revenue for 1932, this was taken as a basis for computing 
the figures of the succeeding columns affected thereby. 

(2) United Kingdom -The estimate of the receipts from customers of Imperial Airways was arbitrary; as yet, it has only been possible to make a 
sufficiently approximate estimate for 1931-32. The only official figures available concern the total receipts (subsidies plus receipts from customers) 
for the whole Imperial Airwavs system through the world. 

Nevertheless, taking these figures and knowing the amount of subsidies, it is possible to arrive at the total receipts from customers. We then take 
the kilometric quantities produced and used on each line and, knowing the tariffs in force and deducting a certain percentage for traffic carried free or 
at reduced rates, one can estimate the probable proportion of ton-kilometres, whether passengers, goods or mails. We then apply the proportion thus 
obtained to the annual goods traffic on the European system and then to that of the London-Egypt line. It is furthermore probable that mails 
traffic has been over-estimated, as it was not possible to know the details of the agreements for payment concluded between the Company and the 
Post Office. 

(3) Denmark.—In the case of 1931 and 1932, when estimating postal receipts, not being able to know exactly how they should be apportioned, the 
receipts of the night postal service have been taken ; in practice, about a tenth of these receipts are derived from goods traffic. 

(4) Spain.—Since 1932, mail has been carried without any extra charge. The receipts for 1932 apply only to the first eleven months; the total 
has therefore been increased by one-fifteenth. 

(5) France.—The fact that the financial years for budget purposes are irregular from the normal point of view has not made it possible to put 
down receipts which strictly correspond with calendar years. Furthermore, it may be noted that every year the total traffic receipts shown are higher 
than the sum of the figures in the three previous columns added together; in fact, the receipts of the Marseilles-Beirut line, which were only given as a 
whole, were added in, and in 1930 they amounted to 1,026,175 francs. For 1931 and 1932, the receipts of this line could not be distinguished from 
those of the whole Marseilles-Saigon line, and they were arbitrarily estimated at 1,500,000 francs. 

(6) Greece.—In order to estimate the traffic receipts for the financial year 1932, we first took the amount of the receipts for the period January ist- 
July 9th, as the budgetary year closed at that date. We then added 75 per cent of the receipts for the period July 10th, 1932-March 15th, I933- 
A similar approximation was adopted for the purpose of estimating the subsidies for 1932. 

(7) Italy —The Italian member of the Committee only communicated the receipts and subsidies of the lines which were included in the scheme for 
a main network ; these were the figures which appear for each year in all the columns save the last, which actually shows “ Total receipts for the year 

(8) Sweden.—The receipts for 1932 are an approximate estimate. Furthermore, it is not known whether in the years 1930 and I931 the A.B.A. 
Company received a lump sum as payment for mails traffic similar to that for I932 3 4 5 6 7 8 9> which amounted to 500,000 crowns. 

(9) Switzerland.—There are no receipts from postal traffic, as a lump sum is paid for this traffic as a subsidy from which revenue from extra charges 
has been deducted. It should be noted that the Swiss reply includes excess luggage receipts in “ receipts from passenger traffic ”, which is very logical. 
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CHAPTER I. 

TRAFFIC RESULTS OBTAINED IN EUROPE FROM 1930 TO 1932 INCLUSIVE 
BY THE CONTRACTUAL AIR TRANSPORT COMPANIES. 

By the term “ Europe ” is meant the land and sea area taken into consideration 
by the Sub-Committee in studying the “ permanent network This restriction has, 
in several cases, made it necessary to split up certain traffic results and include only a 
part thereof in our tables or graphs. The uncertain figure in respect of these results is 
printed in italics, its source being indicated, in the table or graph. 

As a whole, it has been possible to calculate accurately the traffic results in 
kilometric tons per category of freight for 1932. These figures, which have been 
summarised in Table /, have served as a basis for mv interpretation of the development 
of the traffic in quantities. (See Table I attached.) 

As regards the financial results (subsidies and receipts from customers), the replies 
received were usually very complete and very definite. Unfortunately, Germany 
gave only the approximate total for subsidies and a percentage of that figure for 
receipts from customers, which I have endeavoured to analyse more fully. The 
United Kingdom gave the exact amounts of the aggregate subsidies, but was only 
a.ble to furnish the total (subsidies plus traffic receipts) for European or long-distance 
lines as a whole. Lastly, Italy, which supplied the particulars requested in greater 
detail, only did so as regards the lines of her system coinciding with the lines included 
m the “ mam network ” studied by the Sub-Committee. Therefore, in the case of 
three out of the four countries which, from the point of view of the quantities of traffic 
produced in the network under consideration, are of much greater importance than all 
the rest, the data at the disposal of the Rapporteur were uncertain. 

In any case, the financial results are dealt with in the three Tables II, III, IV 
(see inside of folder opposite), each covering one year. In compiling these documents, 
t e two values of each amount, in national currency and in French francs, have been 
placed side by side, with a view to the insertion of a comparable total for each category 

Tabled)' ^xc^an^e va^ue • October of the year under review1 ; see Recapitulatory 
Lastly on the basis (1) of the quantities of freight (produced and utilised) in 

kilometric tons and (2) of the revenue of the companies (subsidies and receipts from 
customers) in French francs, the trend of these results, from 1930 to 1932 inclusive has 
been indicated in Graphs 1 and 2. 

Approximate, and sometimes even conjectural, values are given in too many 
cases in these documents. I shall be pleased to receive corrected figures from the 
authorities concerned. Nevertheless, even as they stand, these estimates and values 
represent (with a very tolerable coefficient of error) facts which it had hitherto been 
impossible to compare properly. 

The Italian Government has rightly pointed out that, if the annual average exchange rate is adooted 

thm?aht I'nb e~eV6n
+ 

hOUgl1 tIle difference is vejT slight—factor of comparison is obtained. I have not ought it necessary to recalculate each figure in Table II for the final edition of the Report. 
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JheRapp01 teur therefore draws the Sub-Committee's special attention to Graphs 1 
and 2. The necessary explanations accompany each graph. 

* 
* * 

Table V. 

EXCHANGE VALUES ADOPTED. 

Pays 

ALLEMAGNE . . 

AUTRICHE . . . 

BELGIQUE . . . 

ROYAUME-UNI . 

DANEMARK . . 

ESPAGNE . . . 

FINLANDE . . . 

FRANCE .... 

GR£CE .... 

HONGRIE . . . 

ITALIE .... 

NORV^GE . . . 

PAYS-BAS . . . 

POLOGNE . . . 

ROUMANIE . . 

SU^DE .... 

SUISSE .... 

TCH£COSLOVAQUIE 

YOUGOSLAVIE . 

Monnaie nationale 
et abtAviation adoptee 

National currency and 
abbreviation adopted 

Quantity correspondant a 100 francs fran9ais 

Amount corresponding to 100 French francs 

Parite-or 

Gold 
parity 

Octobre 
1930 

October 
1930 

Octobre 
1931 

October 

1931 

Octobre 
1932 

October 
1932 

Country 

100 
100 

(f. b.) 100 

{£) 

\ (C.d.) 100 

100 

(m. f.) 100 

(f. f.) 

Reichsmark (RM) 
Schilling (S) 

^Franc beige 
^Belgian franc 
(Livre sterling 
^Pound sterling 
ICouronne danoise 
’Danish crown 
| Peseta (pes.) 
(Mark finlandais 
(Finnish mark 
(Franc fran9ais 
(French franc 
iDrachme ) ., . 
^Drachma ) ^ r‘) 
|Peng6 (P.) 

'Lire \ n ^ 
(Lira M 
(Couronne norv^gienne ] (c.n.) 
(Norwegian crown 
Florin (fl.) 
Zloty (zl.) 
Lei (lei) 

(Couronne suMoise ) , , 
(Swedish crown | C' S'^ ^ 
(Franc suisse 1 
(Swiss franc ) ( ‘ 
Couronne tch^coslov. 
Czechoslovak crown 
Dinar (din.) 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 
100 

100 

(c.t.) 

100 

100 

608,01 
359,15 

124,21 

684,02 

492,49 

64,28 

33,12 

446,41 

134,34 

684,02 

025,95 
286,33 

15,27 

684,02 

492,49 

75,62 

44,95 

606.50 
360 

71,10 

123,83 

680.50 

264.50 

64,25 

610 
360 

71,069 

98,854 

558,708 

227,385 

51,25 

Monnaie de base 
Standard currency 

33,25 

133,40 

680.50 

1.028 
285.50 

15,15 

684.50 

494,75 

75,60 

44,50 

33,25 

445 

130,763 

560,812 

1.027,10 
284,25 

15,155 

589,685 

497,341 

75,21 

45,07 

610 

70,783 

86,6728 

449,333 

208,639 

37.25 

33.25 

130,397 

437,714 

• 024,60 
285,666 

15,19 

447,80 

491,704 

75,483 

GERMANY. 

AUSTRIA. 

BELGIUM. 

UNITED KINGDOM. 

DENMARK. 

SPAIN. 

FINLAND. 

[FRANCE. 

GREECE. 

HUNGARY. 

ITALY. 

NORWAY. 

NETHERLANDS. 

POLAND. 

ROUMANIA. 

SWEDEN. 

SWITZERLAND. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA . 

YUGOSLAVIA. 

Tables II, III and IV have also served as a basis for a second task, the 
determination of indices showing, in the form of a percentage, the extent to which the 
enterprise is becoming independent of State subsidies. The index 'percentages Pj, P2, 
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7.52 

2,56 

7.27 
f-l 7,05 

Quant/fe produite, en millions detonnes-kilometres 

Quantity proi/ucec/, in millions of ton -kilometres' 

Quantite utilises, en millions detonnes kilometres 
Quantify utilised, in millions of fon-ki/omefres 

Graphique 1. 

EVOLUTION DES QUANTITIES APPROXIMATIVES DE TRAFIC, DE 1930 A 1932, 

SUR LE ROSEAU EUROP^EN ET MiDITERRAN^EN. 
Quantiles produites. 

En 1932, 1’Allemagne, la France, le Royaume-Uni et 1’Italie produisent 18.900.000 tonnes-kilomfetres. dont 

4,78 

4J3 

3.30 
3,47 3,44- 

9 

178 

9 

1.63 

0 26 0 33 °35 1 

9.200.000 sont utilis^es. Le reste de 1’Europe produit 8.020.000 tonnes-kilom&tres, dont 3.390.000 sont utilis^es. 
Le r^seau allemand, si 1’on y ajoute 1’exploitation germano-sovi^tique de la « DERULUFT», produit et utilise autant 

de tonnes-kilom^tres que les exploitations rdunies de la Belgique, des Pays-Bas, de la TcMcoslovaquie, de la Suisse, 
de la Pologne, de 1’Espagne, de la Su&de, du Danemark, de la Finlande, de 1’Autriche, de la Hongrie, de la Gr6ce, 
de la Yougoslavie et de la Roumanie. 
Evolutions des quantiles. 

De 1930 k 1932, le tonnage kilom&trique produit passe de 24,6 k 27 millions de tonnes-kilcmetres ; 1’utilisation 
de 9 k 12,4 millions — c’est-k-dire de 37,3 k 46%. II y a un progr&s Evident, encore que tr6s mesurd. 

Graph 1. 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES OF TRAFFIC FOR 1930 TO 1932 

ON THE EUROPEAN AND MEDITERRANEAN SYSTEM. 

Quantities produced. 
In 1932, Germany, France, the United Kingdom and Italy produced 18,900,000 ton-kilometres, 9,200,000 of 

which were utilised. The rest of Europe produced 8,020,000 ton-kilometres, of which 3,390,000 were utilised. 
The German system, if we add to it the German-Soviet “ DERULUFT” undertaking, produced and utilised as many 

ton-kilometres as the undertakings of Belgium, the Netherlands, Czechoslovakia, Switzerland, Poland, Spain, Sweden, 
Denmark, Finland, Austria, Hungary, Greece, Yugoslavia and Roumania taken all together. 
Development of Quantities. 

For 1930 to 1932, the kilometric tonnage produced rose from 24.6 to 27 million ton-kilometres; utilisation from 9 
to 12.4 millions—that is to say, from 37.3 to 46 per cent. There is thus an evident, though very gradual, progress. 
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Allemag tie 

Germany 
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Fra nc 
30 31 32 

Royaume-Uni 

United Kingdom 

30 31 32 

Italie(t) 

Italy (1) 

30 31 32 

Belgique 

Belgium 

32 

-Bas 

30 31 

Pays-Bas (2) 

Netherlands (2) 

30 31 32 

Tchecoslovaq. 

Czechoslovakia 

30 31 32 
Suisse 

Switzerland 

30 31 32 
Pologne 
Poland 

30 31 32 

U.R.S.S et Allem. 
CDeruluft") 

U.S.S.R. and Germany 
("Deruluft") 

30 31 32 

Espagne 
Spain 

30 31 32 

Suede 
Danemark 

et Finlande 
reunis 

Sweden, Denmark and 
Finland together 

30 31 32 

Autriche' 

et Hongrie 
reunies 

Austria and 
Hungary together 

30 31 32 

Grece 

Greece 

30 31 32 

Yougoslavie 
^et Roumanie pour'32) 

Yugoslavia and 
(Roumania for'32 ) 

Le Gouvernement italien a, depuis I’edition du rapport provisoire, pr6cis4 ces chiffres comme suit: 

Since the provisional report was issued, the Italian Government has submitted the following amended figures : 

(2) Le Gouvernement nferlandais a, depuis 1’edition du rapport provisoire, communique les chiffres pour 1930 et 1931 et precise, pour 
1932, la « quantite utilisee > : 

(2) Since the provisional report was issued, the Netherlands Government has communicated the figures for 193° and I931 and amended 
the “ quantity utilised ” for 1932 : 

Quantites produites 

Quantity produced 

Quantites utilisees 

Quantity utilised 

1930 
1931 
1932 

Quantite produite 

Quantity produced 

Quantite utilisee 

Quantity utilised 

1,30 
1,78 

1930 
1931 
1932 

0,68 
0,81 
0,76 

.9) 
9) 
C 130 
t 
95 

120 
<5. 
c: 9> £>110 
5 

'I 100 

5| 30 
<0 

115 

l!80 

£ <0 o 
§ s70 

-S 60 
I'15 
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Encaissem: 

global 
153 millions 
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163.2 
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150,4 
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Graphique 2. 

VARIATION DES ENCAISSEMENTS DES COMPAGNIES, DE 1930 A 1932, SUR LE RESEAU 

EUROPEEN ET MEDITERRANEEN. 

Pour chaque exploitation nationale, et pour chaque ann6e, les encaissements sont superposes, sur une ordonnee, de la 
fagon suivante : en trait gras les recettes de clientele (Allemagne — 1930 : 56 millions de francs), puis en trait fin les subven- 
tions d’Etat (Allemagne — 1930 : 97 millions). Le chiffre sup&rieur, placd k I’aplomb de l’ordonn6e, indique I’encaissement 
total ayant pour origins les seuls services aeriens contractuels (Allemagne — 193° • 153 millions). 

La part de la subvention dans I’encaissement global apparait ainsi de fagon expressive ; elle est plus grande pour la 
France que pour I’Allemagne, bien plus grande encore pour ITtalie que pour la France ; en revanche, elle est remarqua- 
blement faible, et tr&s vite decroissante, pour les services europ^ens des IMPERIAL AIRWAYS. Les Pays-Bas ont unrendement 
presque aussi <hev6, bien que la K. L. M. travaille, malgr6 les pools, dans de s6veres conditions de concurrence. Le groupe 
scandinave maintient une position saine. 

Les quinze exploitations nationales les moins importantes quantitativement (ce sont les onze graphiques de droite) 
obtiennent toutes ensemble, en 1932, une recette de clientele de 30 millions de francs —• c’est-k-dire du me me ordre que 
I’Allemagne, la France on le Royaume-Uni pris isol4ment; encore, dans cette recette collective de 30 millions pour 
quinze pays, les Pays-Bas comptent-ils pour pr£s d’un tiers. 

Graph 2. 
VARIATIONS IN RECEIPTS OF COMPANIES, FROM 1930 TO 1932, IN RESPECT OF THE 

EUROPEAN AND MEDITERRANEAN SYSTEM. 

Figures for the receipts of each national organisation and fer each year are placed above an ordinate in the following 
way : heavy lines for receipts from customers (Germany—1930 : 56 million francs); then, in narrow lines, State subsidies 
(Germany—1930 : 97 millions). The top figure placed alongside the ordinate shows the total receipts derived solely from 
contractual air services (Germany—1930 : 153 millions). 

The proportion of the subsidy to the total receipts is thus clearly shown ; it is larger in the case of France than of 
Germany, much larger still in the case of Italy than of France ; on the other hand, it is remarkably small, and rapidly 
decreasing, in the case of pie European services of IMPERIAL AIRWAYS. The Netherlands show results almost as high, 
although the K.L.M., in spite of the pools, works under conditions which involve very serious competition. The 
Scandinavian grdup continues to be on a sound footing. 

The fifteen national organisations which are the least important from a quantitative point of view (that is to say, the 
eleven graphs on the right) taken together in 1932 obtained receipts from customers of 30 million francs—that is to say, 
about the same as Germany, France or the United Kingdom taken separately ; of this total of 30 millions for fifteen 
countries, the Netherlands represent nearly a third. 
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Germany 
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France 
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Royaume - Uni 

Uniled Kingdom 
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Italic (1) 

Italy (1) 

30 31 32 

Belgique (2) 

Belgium (2) 

30 31 32 

Pays - Bas 

Netherlands 

30 31 32 

Tchecoslov. 

Czechoslovakia 

30 31 32 

Suisse 
Switzerland 

30 31 32 

Pologne 

Poland 

30 31 32 

U.R.SS.et Allem. 

* Deruluft" 

U.S.S.R and Germany 
" Deruluff 

30 31 32 

Espagne 

Spain 

(1) et (a) Depuis I’&Htion du rapport provisoire, les Gouvernements italien et beige ont fait connaitre les rectifications suivantes: 

6,6 — 1932 : 8,7. 

30 31 32 

Suede, Danemark 
et Finlande 

reunies 

Sweden, Denmark and 

Finland, together 

30 31 32 

Autriche 
Hongrie 
re’unies 

Austria Hungary 
together 

I 31 32 30 31 32 

Grece Yougoslaviefet 
Greece Roumanie pour 1932) 

Yugoslavia (and Roumania 
for 1932) 

Italic. — Recettes de 
Belgique. — Recettes 

clientele (en francs fran$ais) : 1930 : 6,6 — 1931 
de clientele (en francs fran^ais) : 1932 : 4,9. 

(1) and (2) Since the issue of the provisional report, the Italian and Belgian Governments have communicated the following corrections: 

6.6 — 1932 : 8.7. Italy.—Receipts from customers (in French francs) ’: 1930 : 6.6 — 1931 
Belgium.—Receipts from customers (in French francs) : 1932 : 4.9. 
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P, have been calculated for each country and each year on the basis of the receipts 
from customers and subsidies. They have been shown on the right of each of the tables 
II, III and IV. 

INDEX PJ. 

The first index, Px, represents the ratio between receipts from customers (solely as 
regards the regular contractual transport services) and the State subsidy. The 
companies receive other receipts and, in many cases, other subsidies. Both have been 
eliminated. By definition : 

Receipts from customers 
^>1 — Subsidies 

for the figures given under these heads in Tables II, III and IV. 
If therefore P, < i the subsidies of the air service m question still exceed its 

receipts; and if Vx > i, the service has completed the first stage, at which subsidies and 
receipts from customers are equal. nn. -vr i ^ non 

In icno no country in Europe had advanced so far. The Netherlands had 
almost reached this milestone with P, = 0.96, and no doubt had previously passed 
beyond ^ Kingdonl (Pi = z 05); Finiand (P, = 1.25), and the Nether- 

lands (Pi = 1.48) completed this stage. 
In 1032 only these three countries had attained this advanced stage. Vx was 

equal to i.s'in the United Kingdom and to 1.59 in Finland, while the Netherlands 
index had fallen slightly to 1.43. After them came Sweden (0.46) and Germany 
(0.43). The French ratio was 0.26, the Italian barely 0.07, and the Polish ratio 0.08. 

The average for Europe was Pi = 0.35. 

INDEX P2. 

Receipts from customers 
Total revenue 

This ratio, which is ascertained less frequently than the former, possibly because 
it is necessarily less favourable in appearance, shows the extent of financial autonomy 
achieved by the system in question vis-a-vis the State ; if P2 = 1, this means that the 
subsidy has ceased and that the revenue is obtained solely from receipts from customers. 

Naturally, no national air lines in Europe have yet reached that stage. However, 
in 1931 and 1932, the three countries for which Px > 1 necessarily show for P2 a ratio m 
excess of 0.5 : 

Finland 
United Kingdom 
Netherlands 

P2 (193O 

0.556 
0.512 
0.596 

P2 (1932) 

0.614 
0.642 
0.589 

In 1932 : 
The Swedish ratio was  P2 = 0.316 
The German ratio was  P2 — 0-301 

The French ratio was  P2 — 0.203 
The Polish ratio was  P2 = 0.073 
The Italian ratio was  P2 ^ 0.064 

The average for Europe is P2 = 0.247. 
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INDEX P, 

Pa = Subsidy 
Total revenue 

P3 is therefore equivalent to and 
^2 T" P3 = I. Pa 

P aid <ttheerunprdSrnn repres<;,
1
lts-in the.form of a percentage, the difference betweei 

red„,d 

SS,!?.,™"”' Wi"Cl “• “’“P™ P" •"» •• covei’in order to ,ehi.,; 

AirwlyT thlS Standpoint’ the most striking Progress is that made by Imfieria, 

Distance remaining to be covered 

p3 (1930) 

% 
p

3 (1931) 
% 

p
3 (T93- 

Gain (-f) 
or 

loss (—^ . 

United Kingdom 
Finland.. 
Netherlands .. 
Sweden .. 
Germany (without “ Deruluft ”) 
France   
Poland  
Italy   ‘ ' 

Europe (average) 

69 
53 
5i 
63 
63 
80 
89 
96 

68.6 

49 
44 
40 
66 
69 
82 
90 
95-5 

70 

36.7 
38.5 

4i 
68.3 
70 
80 
94 
93 

67-3 

+ 

33-3 
14-5 

10 
5-3 
7 
0 

5 
3 

+ 1.3 

view. in v HI nmayaCsCa0vrdthftt0a
tthjh!nded a?d assum™Z that facial autonomy is the goal i 

nearly‘one-third^1"" enterPnSeS air transpoit in Europe TsTS 
These results have been obtained in from ten to twelve years. 

RESPECTIVE VALUES OF THE VARIOUS TYPES OF FREIGHT. 

sr.7“ a: 
percentages ^ typ^e 

the total ;pje ,7h[: p^ort n tt^nemf 

fri^rSd qUanHty °f freight Ut'‘led- ‘^Triidpa. 
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Graph 3. 

Classification of Receipts from Customers in i93®> I931 and 1932- 

The percentages for each year are shown laterally. 

137 

For 1932, the proportions between the quantity utilised and the receipts were as 
follows : 

Ton-kilometres 
carried 

Approximate 
receipts (infrancs) 

Receipts per 
ton-kilometre 

Passengers.. 
Goods.. 
Mail .. .. 

8,803,228 
2,747,052 

851,052 

12,401,332 

7i 
22 

7 

100 

81,000,000 
26,000,000 
30,000,000 

137,000,000 

59 
19 
22 

100 

8 francs 75 
8 francs 95 

34 francs 

2 
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ThesJuUytema^aVdoselvwTh^ ^f
averaSe.re“ipts per ton-kilometre carried. 

passenger receipts are usuaUvreXm^ t/f”65 *7 the sPecialists. Certainly 
goods receipts at 10 francs bnt ™,?^ n ^ "X 12 Xncs Per ‘on-kilometre and 
reduced rate granted to paXn/ersXn/^ siJOWS‘he eff“‘ ^ ^ transport or 
the rate of from 12 to 20 kgP per passenger 6 ree transPort of hand-luggage at 

and the^ysten^under^TOnsider^ion^hp11^ ^TT6 fOT a giV6n Stage of techniq^ 

, "^'ero1™oretyPraiains tcTbe0consldered'?he question 

“»==S “5d-- 
The percentages of utilisation of the tonnage offered bv the air tra r 

etc.) may play their part ( fS' ^ transPOT‘. aniple landing-grounds, 

mmmmm 

mmmmm 

’^S^rl'sSBSv^BP3^ 

routes and the distance betVee?lln^SgygroITnedsmrhbighToefdficePttV^^^ ,^in? to the difficulty of certain 
correspond—particularly in the case of certain Euro^fn f ,-°f utlllsa!lon (6o to 7° per cent) may 
quantity of freight (25 to 100 kg ) European seaplane hnes-to the transport of a very small 

2 This is a purely theoretical assumption but it is nearer hn +Vi0 +^,+n ■ 4.^ , . . 
regards any other means of public transport, in view of the elastichv nf a h+m ^ f avlatl0n than as 

carrying capacity of he average aircraft. C ty f transport and the small weight- 
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Graph 4. 

Coefficients of Utilisation of Tonnage, from 1930 to 1932. 

N.B.—The Italian Government has corrected the utilisation coefficient for 1931 to 34.2%. 
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CHAPTERfH. 

RESOURCES EMPLOYED AND HOW THEY ARE USED. 

After setting forth with a sufficient degree 
bv the European system under consideration, the trend of its financial results a a, 
StlV theTefrL ofunancial independence of each 
whole, as shown on paper (if not achieved), I now have to consider the means y 
which these results have been brought about. 

Financial Resources : Share capital, State subsidies and other Government and 
official assistance granted to contractual air transport enterprises. 

Technical Resources, confined to personnel—especially flying personnel—and 
material; parks for aeroplanes and seaplanes belonging to the companies. 

I shall next examine, first from an absolute and then from a relative standpoint 
the results obtained by the enterprises in the more or less artificial situation m wh c 

^The chief results will be recapitulated in a final table and the main conclusions 
drawn. 

* * * 

i. Capital invested in Air Transport by European Enterprises 
UNDERTAKING CONTRACTUAL SERVICES. 

These data are summarised in Table VI (see opposite). 
This table has several defects. Some of the figures are too large, inasmuch as 

several of the most important companies run extra-European services ; otherwise they 
would not have needed so much share capital. 

The table is also inaccurate, inasmuch as certain enterprises which are purely 
State organisations operate without any share capital, their requirements being met 
simply by means of appropriations in the budget. 

Its most serious defect is that the term “ share capital is incongruous when 
applied to enterprises which are so highly subsidised that, without the renewal of 
public credits each year, their share capital would be swallowed up—as regards the 
European system as a whole—at the end of fourteen or fifteen months running 
operations. „ , 

It is more reasonable to regard these private investments (433 million brencn 
francs, after deducting State participations) as the security deposited by the private 
interests entrusted with the operation of the lines, in return for this concession. The 
true capital on which the enterprises in question exist is the substantial mass of private 
wealth—taken from its owners by taxation—the annual income from which corresponds 
to the total annual subsidy. 
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2. Direct Annual Subsidies. 

These data are summarised in Table VII (see opposite). 

This table is practically complete and, in most cases, accurate, at least as regards 
the values in national currency; as regards the exchange values adopted for the 
conversion of these amounts into French francs, it was not possible to take account of 
variations in the cost of living and the local purchasing power of the currency. 

In any case, the total for each year is fairly reliable. I do not think, however, 
that the falling-off in 1932 as compared with 1931 (417 millions against 442—f.e., 
roughly 6 per cent) is of any real significance, as the marked decline in sterling and the 
European currencies attached to sterling had a considerable effect on certain exchange 
values, but affected to a much smaller extent the purchasing power in the home markets, 
where the majority of the expenditure is incurred. 

Moreover, it is quite possible that the subsidies inserted in Table VII may not 
cover all the public credits granted for the assistance of companies. In Germany, the 
subsidies of the States and towns, which were much smaller from 1930 to 1932 than 
from 1925 to 1929, must still be in the neighbourhood of 2 million RM. a year. In 
several countries, special credits have been voted for the acquisition of material. 
Elsewhere, loan funds with a very low rate of interest have been constituted ; in other 
countries again, the State has had certain model aircraft built—sometimes three or 
four—which have subsequently been transferred to the enterprises by a hire-purchase 
system, under which the State has recovered only one-third or one-fourth of its outlay. 

In particular, the methods by which mileage subsidies are granted, the cost of 
mail transport is refunded, lump-sum payments in respect of mail transport are 
calculated and surtaxes are payable to the carrier or not, vary so greatly that it is 
impossible for a single table to cover this question. 

In conclusion, I consider that contractual air transport enterprises in the 
territorial area in question received, from 1930 to 1932 inclusive, some 1,500 million 
French francs in the form of direct subsidies—i.e., on an average, 50° million francs a 
year. 

3. Other State Expenditure on behalf of Contractual Air Transport 
Enterprises. 

Notwithstanding the definite information asked for on this point in the basic 
questionnaire, the replies received were inadequate. This was inevitable, in view of 
the diversity of budgetary methods and, in particular, the fact that, as regards 
expenditure on so-called “ ground organisation ”, no distinction is made in several 
countries between the requirements of civil aviation and those of military aviation. 
Moreover, in the case of certain countries where these credits are usually combined, 
the total figure entered in the budget was not communicated to me. 

Table VIII has therefore been drawn up under these conditions. 
It will be noted that, in the case of each country, I have stated as far as possible 

how the credits are allocated. These brief particulars are sufficient to show that the 
table has by no means exhausted the question of expenditure (other than direct subsidies) 
on behalf of air transport. The greater part of the running expenses of the ground 
organisation (personnel, watchmen, electric power, etc.), which are nearly always 
borne by the State, and also the cost of the central offices responsible for management 
and supervision set up in Europe as a result of the development of air transport, 
should be added to the figure given. 
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Tableau VII, Table VII 

Subventions directes au transport aerien public dans le cadre territorial .europ^en consid^re 

Direct Subsidies to Public Air Traffic in the European Territorial Area under Consideration. 

Pays 
Country 

Compagnies 
Companies 

1930 

En monnaie nationale 
In national currency 

En francs fran^ais 
In French francs 

1931 

En monnaie nationale 
In national currency 

En francs fran9ais 
In French francs 

1932 

En monnaie nationale 
In national currency 

En francs franfais 
In French francs 

Allemagne — Germany . . 

Autriche — Austria . 

Belgique — Belgium  

Royaume - Uni 
Kingdom . . 

United 

Danemark — Denmark. 

Espagne — Spain 

Finlande — Finland . 

France 

Gr^ce — Greece  

Hongrie — Hungary. 

Italie — Italy 1 .... . 

Norv^ge — Norway . . . 

Pays-Bas — Netherlands 

Pologne — Poland . . . 

Roumanie — Roumania. . 

SuitDE — Sweden 

Suisse — Switzerland . . 

Deutsche Lufthansa A. G. 
(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

Oest. Luftv. A. G. 
(r^ponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

S. A. B. E. N. A. 
(r^ponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

Imperial Airways 
(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

Danske Luftfartselska 
(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

L. A. P. E. 
(r4ponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

« Aero O. Y. » 
(r6ponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

Air Union 
Air Orient 
jLignes Farman 
Aeropostale 
C. 1. D. N. A. 

(r4ponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

S. H. C. A. (E. E. E. S.) - S. A. 
(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

« Malert » 
S. A. N. A. - S. A. M. 
S. I. S. A. - Aero Express© 
Aviolinee Italians 

(r6ponse officielle'1 

(official reply) 
(Aide k D. L. H.) 
(Subsidy to D.L.H.) 
K. L. M. 

(rdponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

P. L. L. Lot 
(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

L. A. R. E. S. 
(rdponse compldmentaire du 

service officiel) 
(additional reply from the offi- 

cial service) 
A. B. A. 

(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

Swissair 
(rdponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

16.000.000 RM. 

2.117.250 S. 

22-873.998 f. b. 

C. L. S. 
TCHlfCOSLOVAQUIE   CZECHO- )C. S. A. 

Slovakia I (rdponse officielle) 
l (official reply) 

Yougoslavie — Yugoslavia . . Aeroput 
(reponse officielle) 
(official reply) 

U. R. S. S. (et Allemagne) — 
U.S.S.R. (and Germany) . . Deruluft 

(reponse privde) 
(private reply) 

^225.000 

350.000 c. d. 

3.000.000 pes. 

2.059.735 m. f. 

119.800.000 f. f. 
(4/5 d’un exercice de 

15 mois) 
1(4/5 of a financial 

year of 15 months) 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

200.000 pengo 

71.776.633 lires 

10-000 c. n. 

861.812 fl. 

4.565.783 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

596.760 

1.162-068 f. s. 

6.784.385 c. t. 
6.540.135 c. t. 

6-646.644 dm. 

.614.026 RM. 

96.960.000 

7.622.100 

I6-263.410 

27.861.750 

2.381.750 

7.935.000 

1.322.350 

119.800.000 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

890.000 

95.750.030 

68.050 

8.859.425 

13.035.310 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

4.084.820 

5.748.750 

5.128.995 
4.944.340 

2.957.755 

9.780.995 

Total ... 430.394.830 

15.800.000 RM 

2.087.000 S. 

24.437.794 i b. 

£200.000 

350.000 c. d. 

3.450.000 pes. 

2.037.400 m. f. 

33.444.115 f. f. 

8.172.943 dr. 

200.000 pengo 

72.730.619 lires 

10-000 c. n. 

646.177 fl. 

4.860-000 zl. 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

632.530 

1.516.522 f. s. 

10.121.508 c. t. 
6.896.466 c. t. 

7.531.632 din. 

1.597.929 RM. 

Total 

96.380.000 

7.513.200 

17.350.835 

19.770.800 

1.955.450 

7.841.850 

1.043.150 

133.444.115 

2.713.420 

890.000 

95.058.920 

56.080 

6.636.885 

13.812.120 

Pas de trafic 
No traffic 

3.729.395 

7.541.663 

7.611.375 
5.186.140 

3.389.235 

9.747.365 

441.671.998 

14.100.000 RM. 

.530.000 S. 

16.218.522 f. b. 

£200.000 

350.000 c. d. 

3.450.000 pes. 

1.943.930 m. f. 

124.829.625 f. f. 

18.000.000 dr. 
(env. — approx.) 

200.000 pengo 

72.565.335 lires 

10.000 c. n. 

628.044 fl. 

5.312.000 zl. 

8-590.000 lei 

1.257.000 c. s. 
(dont 500.000 c. s. de 

forfait postal, 
(including 500,000 c. 

s.Tump payment for 
mails 

1.474.504 f. s. 

8.316.000 c. t. 
5.485.510 c. t. 

6.276.570 din. 

1.851.395 RM. 

Total . 

86.010.000 

5.508.000 

11.516.200 

17.334.400 

1.572.550 

7.196.700 

723.140 

124.829.625 

5.976.000 

890.000 

94.552.630 

43.710 

6.431.170 

15.171.070 

1.297.090 

5.628.846 

7.250.135 

6.270.265 
4.136.075 

2.824.455 

1.293.510 

416.455.571 

1 Les sommes port^es ici different de celles qui figurent dans la rdponse officielle et qui 6taient 
relatives k des anndes budgdtaires commenfant en juillet. On a arbitrairement divis6 par deux ces 
credits et additionn6, par exemple, la moiti6 du credit 1931-32 et celle du credit 1932-33 pour 
obtenir la somme portde ici sous 1932. 

1 The sums given here are different from those in the official reply, which related to 
budgetary years beginning in July. These credits were arbitrarily divided into two parts and, 
for instance, half the 1931-32 credit and half that for 1932-33 were added together to obtain the 
sum shown here under 1932. 
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Table VIII. 

Expenditure other than Direct Subsidies of European Air Transport 
in the Territorial Area under Consideration. 

(Exchange value for October 1931 taken as an average.) 

Country 

Expenditure 1932 ( + ) or average 
value 1930-1932 (+) 

In national currency In French francs 

Austria (ground installation, etc.)  
Belgium (ground installation and management) 
United Kingdom (75 % of the “ Expenditure on ground 

organisation ”)   
Czechoslovakia   
Denmark    • • • • '' . ' ’ 
France (aerodromes, wireless service and signalling, 

national equipment, contributions from chambers 
of commerce)  

Germany (ground organisation and liaisons).. 
Greece (ground installation)  

Hungary 

Italy   
Netherlands (ground installation).. 
Poland (ground installation and -working) 
Roumania  
Spain (ground installation)   
Sweden (aerodromes and liaisons) .. 

Switzerland (ground installation and working) 

Yugoslavia .. 

832.325 S * 
11,799,000 B.f. * 

£57,803 4- 
3,000,000 C.c. (?) 

17,380,000 F. f. * 
2,500,000 RM * 
6,833,000 dr. 4= 

555,490 pengo 
(1932-33) 

12,500,000 1. (?) 
179,211 fl. + 
336,000 zl. * 

5,000,000 lei (?) 
1,200,000 pes. 4= 

202,000 S.c. + 
105,000 S.f. 
Federal budget 
660,000 S.f. 
cantons and 
meteorological. 

2,000,000din. (?) 

2,996,370 
8,377,290 

5,710,935 
2,256,000 

17,380,000 
15,250,000 
2,268,555 

2,477,485 

16,337,500 
1,825,800 

954,910 
755,000 

2,727,600 
1,190,990 

522,165 

3,282,180 

900,000 

85,212,820 

Taking into account these disbursements, we consider that, roughly, 150 million 
francs should be added as supplementary State expenditure to the 500 millions o 
direct annual subsidies, instead of the 85 millions odd shown m Table VIII. 

4- Flying Material, Flying Personnel, Other Personnel. 

The annual statistics of the United Kingdom Atr Ministry, interpreted and 
corrected so as to confine them to the system under consideration, show that the 
following material was used by the regular air transport enterprises in Europe during 
1931 and 1932 (Table IX). 
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Table IX. 

Flying Material used by the Companies. 

1931 (31/xii) 1932 (3i/XIIi 

1931— Total 764, 635 in Europe 
1932— Total 754, 630 in Europe 

1931— Total 620 tons, 525 in Europe 
1932— Total 610 tons, 508 in Europe 

Aeroplanes and hydroplanes in service 
635 

630 

Total paying load 
525 t. 

508 t. 

1931— Total 473,000 HP; 
400,000 in Europe 

1932— Total 490,000 HP ; 
415,000 in Europe 

including about 

including about 

Total engine power 

400,000 HP 

415,000 HP 

The situation as regards material cannot have changed much in 1933, my last 
figures giving the number of machines in service on December 31st, 1932. However, 
since 1931, the figures have been too high, as spare machines (or machines awaiting a 
purchaser) whose annual service is insignificant continue to be included in the 
companies’ parks. Account should be taken of this observation when the time 
comes to examine the rotation of material. 

The flying personnel employed has been calculated as accurately as possible in 
Table X. 

Table X. 

Flying Personnel employed by the Companies. 

1931 (31/xii) 1932 (31/xii) 

Pilots. 

In 1931, total 538, about 450 in Europe 
In 1932, total 535, about 450 in Europe 

Flying personnel as a whole 
(pilots, mechanics, wireless operators). 

In 1931, total J, 150, about 980 in Europe 
In 1 93 2, total 1,091, about 940 in Europe 

450 

940 

It would be interesting to add to these figures the personnel charged with the 
duties of management and administration at the headquarters, centres of management 
and branches, and the ground staff and workmen employed at the airports, workshops, 
landing-grounds and agencies. Unfortunately, this information is available for a very 
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small number of countries or enterprises. However, these figures are given below for 
purposes of information and are compared with the annual kilometric traffic. (See 
Table XL) 

Table XI. 

Maximum Total Personnel. 

Germany 
(without “ Deruluft ”) 

Deruluft ” 

France 

1930 : 1,865 persons for 9,062,672 km., i.e. 1 for 4,860 km. flown. 
1931 : 1,815 persons for 8,677,721 km., i.e. 1 for 4,780 km. flown. 
1932 : 1,545 persons for 7,728,000 km., i.e. 1 for 5,000 km. flown. 

In 1932, the flying personnel represented 14% of the total number. 

1930 : 144 persons for 928,000 km., i.e. 1 for 6,440 km. flown. 
1931 : 168 persons for 903,000 km., i.e. J for 5,300 km. flown. 
1932 : 200 persons for 981,000 km., i.e. 1 for 4,950 km. flown. 

In 1 932, the flying personnel represented 10-5% of the total number. 

1929 : 2,905 persons for 9,435,434 km., i.e. 1 for 3,240 km. flown. 
1932: 2,500 persons for 9,155,867 km., f.e. 1 for 3,660 km. flown. 

In 1932, the flying personnel represented 7-5% of the total number. 

This table calls for various observations. The figure : i person employed per 
4,500 km. flown per annum appears to represent the European average. I understand 
that the personnel employed by certain enterprises, such as Imperial Airways and the 
K.L.M., whose technical organisation is efficiently centralised, is proportionately 
much smaller. On the other hand, the rate given for France appears to be 
unfavourable, unless account is taken of the fact that it is affected by long-distance 
services which are necessarily autonomous, such as the South American lines. 

I do not think that the figures given for Lufthansa and Deruluft correspond to 
the European average, which is adversely affected by the multiplicity and seasonal 
nature of the services. I am prepared to accept a ratio of 8 per cent between the 
flying personnel and the maximum total personnel for the European system as a 
whole, and the total personnel employed on the system during the summer services can 
thus be estimated at 12,000. 

A significant comparison can be made between this figure, however uncertain it 
may be, and that of the personnel employed in the United States of America by the 
regular air transport enterprises : approximately 6,300 persons in 1932 (5,997 on July 
1st, 1933) for an annual distance flown of 81,000,000 kilometres in the case of the 
contractual services alone. This makes one person per 13,500 kilometres—i.e., 
much less than in Europe for a given annual distance flown. 

I considered it of interest also to establish, both for personnel and for material, 
the conditions of utilisation on the European system. These data are summarised in 
Tables XII and XIII. 

Apart from the Roumanian enterprise (which has recently been established and is 
not yet very active), I find that the extreme figures are 24,180 kilometres (or 151 hours 
at 160 kmh.) for Hungary and 98,100 kilometres (or 613 hours at 160 kmh.) for the 
Deruluft. The average rate (64,400 kilometres in 402 hours) is low, especially if it is 



Table XII. 

Utilisation of Personnel on the European Network (1932). 

Kilom6trage 
annuel 

Pays dont reinvent 
les compagnies 

Annual 
distance 

flown (in km.) 

Personnel 
navigant 

(pilotes 
compris) 
Flying 

personnel 
(including 

pilots) 

Nombre 
de pilotes 
Number 
of pilots 

Nombre 
annuel de km. 

par pilote 
Annual 

number of 
km. per pilot 

Nombre an- 
nuel d’heures 

de vol par 
pilote 

(& 160 kmh.) 
Annual 

number of 
hours flown 

per pilot 
(at 160 kmh.) 

Country to which 
the companies 

belong 

Allemagne. . . 
AUTRICHE. . . . 
Belgique. . . . 
Royaume-Uni. . 
Danemark . . . 
Espagne .... 
Finlande. . . . 
France  
Gr£ce  
Hongrie .... 
Italie  
Pays-Bas .... 
POLOGNE .... 
Roumanie . . • 
Su&DE   
Suisse  
Tchecoslovaquie 
U. R. S. S. et 

Allemagne 
(« Deruluft»). . 

Yougoslavie . . 

7.003.718 
490.984 

1.140.380 
1.558.480 

244.470 
609.800 
257.440 

6.793.423 
389.525 
121.000 

4.560.118 
1.271.623 
1.187.684 

198.360 
310.661 
670.436 
940.451 

981.000 
241.425 

217 
18 
27 
35 

7 
22 
11 

188 
16 
30 

188 
34 
29 
16 
22 
23 
24 

21 
12 

Ensemble 
europeen . 29.071.978 940 

103 
10 
14 
18 

3 
9 
4 

96 
8 
51 

95 
15 
20 

7 
8 
8 

14 

68.000 
49.098 
81.500 
86.500 
81.500 
67.700 
64.200 
70.700 
48-700 
24.180 
48.948 
84.800 
59.300 
28.400 
38.800 
83.700 
67.100 

10 98.100 
4 63.500 

451 64 400 

425 
307 
510 
540 
509 
476 
401 
442 
304 
150 
306 
530 
370 
177 
242 
523 
419 

613 
396 

402 

Germany. 
Austria. 
Belgium. 
United Kingdom. 
Denmark. 
Spain. 
Finland. 
France. 
Greece. 
Hungary. 
Italy. 
Netherlands. 
Poland. 
Roumania. 
Sweden. 
Switzerland. 
Czechoslovakia. 
U.S.S.R. and Ger- 

many 
(“ Deruluft ”)• 

Yugoslavia. 

Total for Europe. 

Etats-Unis 
d’Amerique. 81-000.000 530 

(environ) 
(approxi- 
mately) 

153 000 850 United States of 
(environ) America, 
(approxi- 
mately) 

compared with the 153,000 kilometres and 850 hours (at 180 kmh.) flown by each pilot 
op the United States system. In several cases, the number of hours flown m burope 

1 The Hungarian Government states that the figure 15 entered here, in place of 5, in the provisional 
edition includes assistant pilots and wireless operators holding a pilot’s certificate ; the official number o 
“first-class pilots” is 5. 
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would be slightly increased if it were possible to take account of the true average speed 
of the machines : 160 kmh. is certainly too high a speed for seven or eight national 
enterprises, and the time spent in the air each year by the pilots would thus be increased. 

Naturally, in determining the American rate, no account was taken of the co-pilots, 
who are nearly always on board ; as a matter of fact, in the case of the regular traffic, 
the first pilot is always present and the co-pilots correspond to the “ navigators ” 
(who are often pilots or accustomed to piloting), who are included in the crew of the 
European aeroplane. 

The conditions under which the material is used are shown in Table XIII. 

Table XIII. 

Utilisation of Material on the European Network (1932). 

Pays dont relevent 
les compagnies 

Kilometrage 
annuel 

Annual distance 
flown (in km.) 

Nombre 
d’avions 

Number of 
machines 

Nombre 
annuel de km. 

par avion 
Annual 

number of 
km. per 
machine 

Nombre 
annuel 

d’heures 
de service par 

avion (h 160 
kmh.) 
Annual 

number of 
hours’ service 
per machine 

(at 160 kmh.) 

Country to which the 
companies belong 

Allemagne . . . 
Autriche .... 
Belgique  
Royaume-Uni . . . 
Danemark  
Espagne   
Finlande   
France   
Gr&ce  
Hongrie  
ITALIE  
Pays-Bas  
PoLOGNE   
Roumanie  
Su£de  
Suisse  
Tchecoslovaquie . 
U. R. S. S. et Alle- 

magne («Deruluft») 
Yougoslavie . . . 

Ensemble europeen 

Etats-Unis 
d’Amerique 

7.003.718 
490.984 

1.140.380 
1.558.480 

244.470 
609.800 
257.440 

6.793.423 
389.525 
121.000 

4.560.118 
1.271.623 
.187.684 
198-360 
310.661 
670.436 
940.451 

981.000 
241.425 

29.071.978 

81.000 000 

154 
10 
19 
18 

5 
9 
4 

181 
4 
6 

82 
28 
28 

8 
7 

12 
27 

12 
9 

623 

45.500 
49.100 
60.000 
86.500 
48.800 
67.700 
64.200 
37.500 
97.500 
20-200 
56.700 
45.400 
42.400 
24.700 
44.400 
55.800 
34.800 

81.700 
26.800 

46.600 

580 
(environ 
approxi- 
mately) 

140 000 

285 
306 
375 
540 
305 
423 
401 
234 
609 
126 
354 
283 
265 
154 
277 
348 
217 

510 
167 

Germany. 
Austria. 
Belgium. 
United Kingdom. 
Denmark. 
Spain. 
Finland. 
France. 
Greece. 
Hungary. 
Italy. 
Netherlands. 
Poland. 
Roumania. 
Sweden. 
Switzerland. 
Czechoslovakia. 
U.S.S.R. and Ger- 
many (“Deruluft”). 

Yugoslavia. 

291 

iuuu.af 

(ou OHM 160 kmh. 
(or 875h. all 60 kmh. 

Total for Europe. 

United States 
America. 

of 



This table is less satisfactory than the previous one, as will be realised when it is 
seen that the rates of utilisation (again excluding Roumania) vary from 20,200 
kilometres and 126 hours (Hungary) to 97,500 kilometres and 609 hours (Greece). 
These discrepancies may be due to the overcrowding of a park or—on the contrary— 
to the restriction of the number of machines to a minimum. However, rates such as 
that for the Netherlands (45,400 kilometres and 283 hours) conflict with other very 
reliable information. The number of machines actually employed by the Netherlands 
K L.M. on European lines is much smaller than appears from the table ; since seven 
machines are sufficient for the Indies service, it may be assumed that some twelve 
machines will suffice for the European traffic; the average is therefore in the 
neighbourhood of 610 hours and 100,000 kilometres—figures which tally more closely 
with the rates of utilisation of Fokker aeroplanes (which I shall have occasion to 
mention, with certain others, in Chapter III) and also with the methods of 
administration of the enterprise. 

Similarly the pilots of the K.L.M. from their second year of service onwards 
are known to exceed 800 hours of flying per annum. This figure should be compared 
with the American rate mentioned above. , , 

As regards material, the American rate of utilisation is also very much higher. 
With 580 aeroplanes and seaplanes, the regular services produced in 1932 81,000,000 
kilometres, corresponding to 140,000 kilometres and 875 hours per machine per annum, 
taking 160 kmh. as the average speed. As a matter of fact, 180 kmh. should e 
reckoned for 1932, thus reducing the annual average number of hours flown per 
machine to 780. This figure should be compared with the corresponding European 
rate • 291 hours, as given in Table XIII, and possibly 330 hours if account is taken of 
the statistical overcrowding of parks by machines withdrawn from the normal service. 

* * * 

In short, the material used and the results obtained can be approximately 
summarised in the following table (Table XIV). 

Table XIV. 

Summary of the Statistical Results of Contractual Air Transport 
in Europe and its Progress from 1930 to 1932. 

1930 I931 1932 

A. — Resources employed : 
Flying personnel .. 
Pilots   
Number of aeroplanes 

and seaplanes 
Total horse-power.. 
Total paying load .. 

980 
450 

635 
400,000 HP 

525 tons 

940 
450 

630 
415,000 HP 

508 tons 
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Table XIV (continued). 

1930 1931 1932 

B. — Quantities of traffic : 
Annual distance flown 

(in km.)   
Ton-kilometres produced 
Ton-kilometres utilised . . 
Coefficient of utilisation 
Average freight per 

machine   

C. — Utilisation of resources : 
Distance flown per 

machine (in km.) 
Number of hours per 

machine   
Number of hours per day 

per machine 
Number of hours flown 

per pilot   
Number of hours per day 

flown per pilot . . 

D. — Revenue of enterprises : 
Receipts from custo- 

mers (A)   
Receipts from subsidies 

(or lump sums) .. 
Total revenue (B) .. 

A 
Ratio P2 = — (percen- 

B 
tage of financial auto- 
nomy)   

E. — Origin [approximate) of 
receipt from customers : 

Receipts from passengers 
(millions of francs) 

Receipts from goods 
(millions of francs) 

Receipts from mails 
(millions of francsj 

Total receipts from Customers 

32,000,000 km. 
24,600,000 t.-km. 

9,189,000 t.-km. 
37.3% 

287 kg. 

131,000,000 fr. 

432,000,000 fr. 
563,000,000 fr. 

23.3% 

71.5 = 55% 

33.5 = 25.7% 

25.5 = 19.3% 

130.5 = 100% 

31,000,000 km. appr. 
24,800,000 t.-km. 
10,312,000 t.-km. 

41.7% 

333 kg. 

48,800 km. 

325 h. (at 150 kmh.) 

0.89 (54 minutes) 

460 h. (at 1 50 kmh.) 

1.26 (87 minutes) 

128,000,000 fr. 

442,000,000 fr. 
570,000,000 fr. 

22.4% 

67.5 = 52.7% 

30.5 = 23-8% 

30 

728 

= 23.5% 

= 100% 

29,071,978 km. 
27,000,000 t.-km. 
12,400,000 t.-km. 

46% 

432 kg. 

46,600 km. 

291 h. (at 160 kmh.) 

0.80 (48 minutes) 

402 h. (at 160 kmh.) 

1.09 (66 minutes) 

135,000,000 fr. 

420,000,000 fr. 
555,000,000 fr. 

24.6% 

81 = 

26 = 

30 

737 

59% 

19% 

= 22% 
= 100% 
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Hence these enterprises, with an aggregate capital of approximately 545 million 
francs, of which nearly one-fifth (107 millions) was paid by Governments, received 
direct annual subsidies of 500 million francs. The European States also include in their 
budgets, for the direct or indirect benefit of European public air transport enterprises, 
annual credits equivalent to at least 150 million francs. In these circumstances, it 
is not too much to say that contractual air transport has cost European taxpayers, 
in the territorial area under consideration alone, 2 thousand million French francs for 
the three years 1930, 1931 and 1932. 

If I were bold enough to estimate the expenditure incurred for the same purposes 
since 1919, this could hardly be put at less than 6 thousand million francs, especially 
if the heavy outlay on ground organisation, in which respect Germany has been 
particularly lavish, is taken into account. Professor Pirath published the figure of 
134 million RM. (approximately 820 million French francs) as representing Germany’s 
expenditure since 1929 on the ground organisation of her system (air ports, 
communications, air beacons) alone. 

No doubt these enormous sums will appear quite small if they are compared with 
the amount of capital invested in the railways or inland navigation, but attention 
must be paid to speed and the quantities of traffic produced. In this connection, it 
should be pointed out that the 12,400,000 ton-kilometres actually carried in 1932 by 
European contractual air transport enterprises, however impressive this figure may be, 
is equivalent to the load carried—each day of the year—by three or four ten-ton 
trucks for 1,000 kilometres—i.e., from the north to the south of France or from London 
to Berlin. This small daily load represents a charge on the European budgets of 
nearly 2 million francs per day. 

After fifteen years of efforts, organisation and technical progress, air transport in 
Europe still required in 1932 a subsidy of 14.50 francs per kilometre, while the receipts 
from customers per kilometre were 4.75 francs. 

If subsidies are compared with ton-kilometres, the enterprises received, in 1932, 
20.50 francs per ton-kilometre offered and 44.70 francs per ton-kilometre utilised. 

I am aware that speed, which is sometimes important, is costly, but I consider 
that, with such resources, greater results might be aimed at, or that, if the companies 
are to be content with these small results, the cost could be very much less. 
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CHAPTER III. 

ATTEMPT TO EXPLAIN THE RESULTS. 

The general results obtained by the contractual air services in the territorial area 
under consideration therefore appear to be mediocre, whether from an absolute 
standpoint or in comparison with the results already obtained by American air transport 
undertakings across United States territory. 

However, this low average must not cause me to lose sight of the remarkable 
results obtained in Europe by certain undertakings. On the contrary, the real 
problem is to find out why it has not been possible for European undertakings in general 
to reach this high standard. 

i. Personnel. 

The value of the personnel, both administrative and executive, is undisputed. 
They are selected from a large number of suitable candidates, who have served in the 
war or in existing air forces, and all are very keen on their work. The most that can 
be said is that their experience is very unequal, depending as it does on the nature, 
importance and geographical situation of the routes served. But that is not enough 
to explain the differences in results, which vary from 8 to i. 

2. Material. 

It is obviously the material which is at fault, although—for several reasons—to a 
much smaller extent than would appear at first sight. To begin with, the technical 
methods of various countries, however different, may often be of the same value in 
spite of external differences ; moreover, they are tending to become standardised, 
because undertakings copy each other by acquiring and exchanging patents and 
licences. Lastly, national undertakings, even when they are supplied by an important 
national industry, cannot all dispense with the products of foreign industries—for 
instance, in Italy, 57 per cent of the stock of machines at the beginning of 1933 
still consisted of Dornier, Junkers and Fokker aeroplanes, the country having thitherto 
concentrated its efforts on the production of military material. 

It is all the more natural that countries without an aeronautical industry have 
freely selected the most suitable material in the market. Certain comparatively small 
undertakings have thus done much to stimulate air transport by procuring in the 
United States the material which the European industry had as yet been unable or 
unwilling to produce. For instance, the “ Swissair ” were the first to import Lockheed 
“ Orion ” machines and the Clark “ G.A. 43 ” machine, and the enterprising Swedish 
firm “ A.B.A. ”, part of whose stock for 1934, as stated in 1933, consisted of the very 
fast single engine Northrop “ Delta ” aeroplanes. 

In view of this comparative freedom in the choice of materials, it is interesting to 
see how the contractual air transport fleet in Europe was distributed on January 1st, 
1933, as regards industries and technique employed : 



32 

(a) Proportion obtained from Industries of Various Countries (Direct Supply or Transfer 
of Licence). 

Per 
cent 

Obtained from German manufacturers 
,, ,, French ,, 
,, „ Netherlands 
„ ,, Italian 
,, ,, British 
„ ,, Czechoslovak „ 
,, ,, American ,, 
,, ,, Swiss 
,, ,, Russian ,, 
,, ,, Polish ,, 

238 machines 1—i.e., 37.7 
168 ,, ,, 26.6 
142 ,, 2 „ 22.5 

37 „ „ 5-8 
24 „ „ 3-8 
13 » „ 2.0 

3 „ 1-5 
3 „ „ 1-5 
2 „ „ 1.5 
1 » „ 1-5 

630 ,, ,, 100 

(b) Exporting Capacity of the National Industries. 

Out of 142 Netherlands machines, 27 are used by the Netherlands K.L.M. and 
115 (i.e., 82.5 per cent) by companies of other nationalities. 

Out of 238 German machines, 176 are used by German companies and 62 (i.e., 
26 per cent) by other companies. 

Out of 168 French machines, 159 are used by French companies and 9 (i.e., 5 per 
cent) by other companies. 

Out of 24British machines, 18 are used by British companies an,d 6 (i.e., 25 percent) 
by other companies. 

Out of 37 Italian machines, 35 are used by Italian companies and 2 (i.e., approxi- 
mately 5 per cent) by other companies. 

(c) Diversity of Origin and Type. 

The 630 machines were supplied by 35 constructors; aeroplanes by 30 and seaplanes 
by 9« 

The 168 French machines were obtained from 11 firms and are of 24 different 
types. 

The 238 German machines from 6 firms—19 types. 
The 142 Netherlands machines from 3 firms—13 types. 
The 24 British machines from 5 firms—9 types. 
The 37 Italian machines from 3 firms—6 types. 
Altogether, irrespective of the different types of engines (which, however, lead to 

complications in the matter of supplies, replacement and upkeep), European air 
transport enterprises employ for the services under consideration 65 types of aeroplanes 
and 14 types of seaplanes. The engines are of 53 different types. 

This variety makes the predominance of certain types all the more significant; 
thus, of the 162 three-engine and four-engine machines in service, there are 79 Fokker, 
of which 72 are of the F.VII b 3M type, 31 Junkers of the 20 “G.24 ” type, 15 Farman 
of the F.301 and similar types, and 14 Rohrbach “Roland”; the 23 other three- 
engine machines are divided among 9 different marks. 

This analysis of the material in service shows that, in countries where no 
impediments exist in the form of subsidies or industrial protection, the actual use of 

1 Including 127 Junkers machines. 
2 Including 139 Fokker machines. 
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material indicates a sort of consensus of opinion in favour of certain technical equipment 
which it would be interesting to analyse; but such a task is outside the scope of this 
report. 

On the other hand, it is specially noteworthy that the enterprises with the highest 
return—the British, Netherlands and Finnish—depend to a very varying extent on 
their national industries. 

Imperial Airways use British machines of a very high standard, but the 
industry has as yet no exporting capacity; the British company has chiefly encouraged 
the production of large machines excellently adapted to the traffic conditions on its 
lines. 

The K.L.M. uses Fokker machines, although I understand that this constructor 
has no share in the capital of the contractual enterprise. Naturally, the fact that 
these machines are home-produced enables the Netherlands K.L.M. to obtain 
privileged treatment, since the constructor benefits by the experience gained in the 
operation of its lines, while the K.L.M. helps to determine the new types, and is also 
the first to employ them. It has thus been able on more than one occasion to resell 
under very favourable conditions material which is still capable of long service on less 
difficult lines or lines which are less exposed to competition than its own. These sales 
have a two-fold effect—which is very considerable—on the operation of the lines and 
on the financial administration of the company. 

As there is no national industry m Finland, the Finnish enterprise “ Aero O.Y. ” 
goes to the firm which supplies the most suitable material for the lines it operates. 
Many other undertakings are in the same position; far from attaining the 61.4 per cent 
of “ economic independence ” (P2 Index, see Chapter I) they reached (for instance, in 
I932) per cent (Swedish “ A.B.A. ”), 30 per cent (Danish “ D.D.L. ”), 26 per 
cent (Greek “E.E.E.S. ”), 14.8 per cent (Spanish “L.A.P.E. ”), or only 7.3 per cent 
(Polish “ P.L.L. ”). 

3. The Effect of the Method of Subsidies. 

I now have to examine the chief determining factors, one of which is without a 
doubt the method of assigning subsidies. It would, however, in my opinion, be going 
too far to place this first. I will give an imaginary example to support my view. 

If Denmark decided to-morrow to establish and operate by herself a commercial 
air transport line between Copenhagen, Iceland and Greenland on grounds of affinity 
and long-standing colonial ties, the line would probably have a very low economic 
return at first. It would, in any case, fall very far short of the 30 per cent which the 
“ D.D.L. ” is at present able to obtain on a small system by means of a seasonal 
service operated jointly with Germany over a rich area well provided with free ground 
organisation. 

Let us assume, however, that the Denmark-Greenland line is completed. The 
rates and subsidy system hitherto applied would then be of small account. The only 
problem would be how to operate a line which was less remunerative than the others ; 
the State would still be called upon to “ make up the difference ”, and subsidies, whether 
granted in a lump sum or to each line, would have to be adapted to the economic 
return, which is the only thing that matters. 

It is quite true that certain subsidy systems amount to a premium on technical 
slackness, while others may, on the contrary, afford a stimulus. It is important that 
the best system should be maintained, if it has to compete with the worst system. It 
is an economic axiom that “ bad money drives out good ”; this also applies to subsidy 
systems. 

3 
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4. Programme and Value of Lines. 

It seems to me, however, that the system of assistance adopted by any particular 
State, and which in the end amounts to a higher or lower rate of subsidy, is an effect 
rather than a cause. The enormous differences in the economic return which I have 
mentioned are due—primarily and above all—to the more or less ambitious nature of 
the programmes, the choice of lines, with their greater or lesser utility—in short, to the 
nature of the services, more or less genuine (or regarded by the public as such), which 
a commercial air transport enterprise claims to render on any particular route. 

This conclusion tempts one to compare the various lines, to classify them according 
to their remunerativeness, and then to propose that some should be retained and others 
abolished. However, such an attempt is hopeless, first because the -present value of 
the lines is very often due to the conditions of operation, both technical and political ; 
the analysis of each particular case—if the data were available—would therefore lead 
me too far. I would merely point out, in order to show the complexity of the problem, 
that the actual value of a line at a given moment depends in particular on : 

(a) The aeronautical possibilities of the route (climate, meteorology, facilities 
for landing grounds, suitability of the ground flown over for forced landings, etc.); 

(h) The economic value of the communications ensured (centres linked up, 
importance of trade, etc.) ; 

(c) The definite advantages procured (elimination of transhipment or 
multiple Customs formalities, duration of the through air journey—whether too 
tiring for passengers—saving of time, etc.). 

In their turn, the conditions of operation (material employed, frequency and 
permanence of services, adjustment of time-tables to fit in with other means of transport, 
tariffs, insurance conditions, etc.) depend to a greater or less extent on the actual 
value of the line. 

Lastly, competition may be all the keener the greater the subsidy and especially 
as it is more subject to unforeseen variations. 

There can thus be no question, within the scope of this report, ot strict comparisons. 
I have, however, considered it expedient to place certain results side by side and to 
comment on them in an impartial spirit. 

Even in order to achieve this limited aim, a common measure was necessary. I 
first selected a measure which, if not the best, is at any rate the most obvious—namely, 
the index of utilisation of the line. This index is, of course, obtained by dividing by the 
length of a line in kilometres the quantity of ton-kilometres actually carried on that 
line in the course of a year ; it is therefore rather in the nature of an index of activity 
or of traffic produced. 

5. Activity of Various Lines. 

I have not attempted to classify the services enumerated below. It was not 
possible to examine all the lines, first because the traffic results per line have not been 
communicated and, secondly, because it is often impossible to form a correct estimate 
owing to the fact that several national services cover the same route, starting at different 
points. I have merely given a few examples arranged in diminishing order of thoir 
activity ; however, Paris-London must be considered separately, as its supremacy is 
unquestioned, and it would certainly take first place, even in a systematic survey. 
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Annual Number of Ton-Kilometres transported per Kilometre of Line. 

A. North-West Europe. 

(a) Paris-London (375 km.) in 1932 (two British companies, one French company ; 
several daily services all the year round, Sundays included) : 5>274 t.-km. per km. of 
line. 

(b) Amsterdam-London (426 km.) in 1932 (one Netherlands company; daily 
service all the year round, operated j ointly for four months with the Deutsche Lufthansa; 
these results have not been combined here) : 744 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(c) Paris-Brussels-Amsterdam (440 km.) in 1932 (operated jointly by one 
Netherlands company and one French company ; daily service) : 623 t.-km. per km. of 
line. 

(d) Amsterdam-Malmo (700 km.) in 1932 (one Netherlands company, with a 
daily service from April 1st to September 30th ; one Swedish company, with a daily 
service from March 1st to December 31st) : 543 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(e) London-Brussels-Cologne-Dusseldorf (570 km.) in 1932 (daily service operated 
by a Belgian company over the whole route ; daily service—tri-weekly in winter— 
operated by a British company between London-Brussels-Cologne ; German daily 
service Cologne-Dusseldorf) : 540 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(f) Berlin-Hanover-Amsterdam-London (991 km.) in 1931 (daily service operated 
by a German company) : 460 t.-km. of line. 

(g) Paris-Cologne-Berlin (908 km.) (daily service operated jointly by a German 
company—1931 results—and a French company—1932 results) : 335 t.-km. per km. of 
line. 

(h) Paris-Marseilles (730 km.) in 1932 (daily service operated by a French 
company) : 334 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(i) Berlin-Halle/Leipzig-Nuremberg-Munich (527 km.) in 1931 (daily service 
operated by a German company) : 300 t.-km. per km. of line. 

B. Central Europe. 

(a) Basle-Zurich-Munich-Vienna (690 km.) (daily service for six months operated 
by a Swiss company over the whole route, 79 t.-km. ; German-Austrian service between 
Zurich-Munich, 41 t.-km. ; Austrian service Munich-Vienna, result unknown) : In all, 
probably 160 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(b) Prague-Leipzig-Essen-Rotterdam-Amsterdam (893 km.) in 1932 (daily service 
for six months, operated by a Czechoslovak company) : 75 t.-km. per km. of line. 

C. Northern Europe. 

Stockholm-Turku-Helsinki (452 km.) in 1932 (daily service operated by a Finnish 
company for eight months and a Swedish company for four months) : 267 t.-km. per 
km. of line. 

D. Eastern Europe. 

(a) Prague-Brno-Bratislava-Kosice-Uzhorod (718 km.) in 1932 (daily service 
operated by a Czechoslovak company for seven and a-half months over the whole line 
and for eleven months between Prague and Bratislava) : 162 t.-km. per km. of line. 
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(b) Warsaw-Katowice-Brno-Vienna (661 km.) in 1932 (daily seasonal service, 
Warsaw-Katowice; tri-weekly permanent service Katowice-Vienna; a Polish company: 
146 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(c) The Warsaw-Lwow-Cernauti-Bucarest-Sofia-Salonika and Cernauti-Galatz- 
Bucarest system (2,350 km.) in 1932 (a Polish company ; decreasing in frequency and 
becoming more seasonal from Warsaw-Lwow southwards) : 54 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(d) Belgrade-Skofilje-Salonika (584 km.) in 1932 (a Yugoslav company; daily 
service for four and a-half months ; operated jointly on some journeys with a French 
company) : 26 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(e) Bratislava-Zagreb (320 km.) in 1932 (a Czechoslovak company ; daily service 
for four and a-half months) : 11 t.-km. per km. of line. 

E. Southern Europe. 

(a) Athens-Salonika (370 km.) in 1932 (a Greek company ; daily service all the 
year round) : 471 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(b) Barcelona-Madrid-Seville (920 km.) in 1932 (a Spanish company; daily 
service, Sundays included, all the year round) : 292 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(c) Toulouse-Casablanca (2,340 km.) in 1932 (a French company ; daily service all 
the year round) : 205 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(d) Munich-Milan-Rome (980 km.) in 1932 (an Italian company ; daily or tri- 
weekly service for eleven months between variable points, according to season) : 
163 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(e) Geneva-Marseilles (310 km.) in 1931 (a German company) : 90 t.-km. per km. 
of line. 

(f) Venice-Ancona-Brindisi (775 km.) in 1932 (an Italian company ; bi- or tri- 
weekly service all the year round) : 21 t.-km. per km. of line. 

F. Mediterranean (seaplane lines). 

(a) Marseilles-Tunis-Bone (1,293 km.) in 1932 (a French company ; daily service 
all the year round) : 162 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(b) Rome-Genoa-Marseilles-Barcelona (1,190 km.) in 1932 (an Italian company; 
bi- or tri-weekly service all the year round) : 106 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(c) Rome-Syracuse-Malta-Tripoli (1,225 km.) in 1932 (an Italian company ; daily 
service for three months and tri-weekly the rest of the year) : 94 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(d) Brindisi-Athens-Istanbul (1,437 km.) in 1932 (an Italian company ; weekly 
service for five months and bi-weekly for six months) : 30 t.-km. per km. of line. 

(e) Marseilles-Algiers (803 km.) in 1932 (a French company ; daily service all the 
year round) : 28 t.-km. per km. 01 line. 

(f) The British bi-weekly service London-Egypt showed in 1932, over 3,600 km., a 
utilisation of 167 t.-km. ; but, on the Brindisi-Alexandria portion of the route, the 
seaplane service must to-day be the most remunerative of the Mediterranean lines. 

Thus, for the thirty lines examined, the activity in ton-kilometres per kilometre 
of line varies from 5,274 to 11. Even then I am not sure that I have mentioned 
the least active line. 





Graph 5 

Division of Receipts, in Percentages, for the Different Categories of Freight, 
for Each National Company, in 1930, 1931 and 1932. 
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In particular, the figures for “ economic ” activity—i.e., showing the aggregate 
tonnage transported at various rates or even free of charge—reduced to represent a 
smaller number of ton-kilometres transported at the full rate, would be very much 
lower than those given above.1 

However, I would state once again that I do not claim to judge or classity 
lines by this over-simple criterion. It would in any case be necessary, if I wished to 
do so, to study the evolution of the traffic and receipts for each line for several 
consecutive years. I also have the impression, after making certain investigations, 
that—apart from three or four lines, including Paris-London—the variations are much 
smaller than might be expected or, above all, desired. 

I am dealing—and I shall endeavour to give the reasons for this assertion— 
with a system which has no elasticity and very little vitality as a whole; the kilometric 
activity is in nearly every case merely the quotient of the subsidy divided by the 
kilometric deficit. If the subsidy is reduced, the distance in kilometres will be reduced. 

Moreover, it is not a vast European system operated jointly. The pools are far 
less numerous than is usually thought ; as a rule, national systems exist side by side 
and often overlap, but do not co-operate. A national enterprise in receipt of subsidies 
which—even in the case of pools—it shares with no one, soon acquires permanent 
characteristics. This was shown in Chapter I, in our Graphs i and 2. 

This uniformity goes still further. It is shown even in the manner in which 
receipts from customers are distributed among the three categories of freight : 
passengers, goods, mail. This is indicated, for the three years 1930, 1931 and 1932, 
in Table XV and the eighteen graphs numbered 5-# to 5-s, which merely express 
percentages. , . n u . , 

Graphs 5~a to 5-s, each of which relates to a national enterprise, should be examined 
together with Graph 2. An idea of the actual receipts to which the percentages apply 
will thus be obtained. . . , 

In examining these graphs, the following observations should be borne m mind . 
In every case, except perhaps as regards the Germano-Russian enterprise 

“ Deruluft ”, receipts from passengers exceed other receipts. The highest percentages 
of passenger receipts accompanied by the lowest absolute receipts are to be 9n 

air transport systems which do not link up the principal European markets (Austria, 
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Spain,Yugoslavia) or which are of a seasonal charac er. 

The countries in which receipts are most evenly divided among the three categories 
of freight are Finland, France, Germany and the Netherlands. 

The increase in goods receipts is particularly noticeable in France, Germany and 
the Netherlands. , , 

Postal receipts are of great importance in the case of the Danish, hmnisti and 
Swedish enterprises (influence of special services of night mail transport between 
Scandinavia and North-West Europe). The ‘ Deruluft has the advantage o a 
favourable postal contract. 

6. Financial Return of Certain Lines. 

In reality, a study of the financial return of each line is required , but I have not 
the data at my disposal for this task. I have merely collected a few extreme results 
in Table XVI and shall next attempt to examine more closely a line which is 

1 Although the figures for the absolute utilisation of the Italian official services are often very small, the 
figures for economic utilisation (free transport deducted) are also given for each line. The generalisation of 
this loyal practice is highly desira ble, the notion of utilisation at full tariff being emphasised, as is done above. 
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Table XVI. 

Financial Results of the Traffic on Certain I ines for 1932. 

Ligne ou r^seau 
Line or network 

Coefficient 
d’utilisation 

effective 
Coefficient 
of actual 
utilisation 

Coefficient 
d’utilisation 
economique 
Coefficient 
of economic 
utilisation 

Recette de 
clientele (A) 
(en francs) 

Receipts from 
customers (A) 

in francs) 

Subvention 
absorbee 

(en francs) 
Subsidy 

absorbed 
(in francs) 

Encaissement 
total(B) 

(en francs) 
Aggregate 

revenue (B) 
(in francs) 

Indice P2 

d’au- 
B/ tonomie 

financiere 
P0 index 

of B 
financial 

autonomy 

Observations relatives 
k 1’exploitation 

Observations as to working 

% 

46 

Roseau europ6en 
(val. moyenne) 

European netw ork ( 
(average value) 

Brindisi- Athenes- / 
Athens-Istanbul 59,1 
(1.437 km.) \ 

Rome —Syracuse - 
Malte-Malta-T ri- 
poli (1.225 km.). | 

Rome — Genes- 
Genoa - Marseille | 
— Barcelone-Bar-j 
celona(l.l 90km.) 

63 

27,6 

Munich — Milan -! j 
Rome (980 km.). 

% 

35 env. 
app. 

34,1 

34,9 

Venise - V enice — j 
Anc6ne-A n c o n a ( 
— Brindisi (7751 
km.) ] 

Marseille-Tunis-^| „„ 
B6ne (1.293 km.) ( 

Marseille — Alger-) 
Algiers (803 km.)) 

Paris — Londres-1 
London (Air 
Union) ^ 

Londres -London) 
- Paris (Imperial 
Airways). . . . | 

76 

70 (?) 

54,1 

20 

33,3 

20 

37.000.000 417.000.000 

528.038 

718.900 

206.050 

11.069.239 

9.353.500 

1.609.000 

852.800 9.808.500 

18.369 

2.318.932 

908.432 

554.000.000 

11.597.277 

10.072.400 

11.815.050 

10.661.300 

2.115.100 2-133.469 

17.666.924 

15.861.500 

8.554.494 10.000.000 

13.666.950 
(?) 

4.250.000 
(?) 

19.985.856 

16.769.932 

18.554.494 

17.916.950 

% 

24 7 

4,5 

7,1 

1,8 

0,85 

11,5 

6 

46,1 

76,3 

xi mois(J_de service : hebdo- 
madaire pendant 5 mois et 
bihebdomadaire pendant 6. 

11 months’ service : weekly 
for 5 months and bi-weekly 
for 6. 

12 mois de service : quotidien 
, pendant 3 mois, et trihebdo- 

madaire pendant 9. 
112 months’ service : daily for 

3 months and tri-weekly for 9. 

I Service bi- ou trihebdomadaire. 
[Bi- or tri-weekly service. 

Service quotidien ou trihebdo- 
madaire pendant 11 mois. 
sur parcours ^ saisonniers va- 
riables. 

j Daily or tri-weekly service for 
11 months, between places 
varying according to season. 

■ Service bi- ou trihebdomadaire. 
\ Bi- or tri-weekly service. 

Service quotidien toute 1’annee 
(sauf dimanches). 

Daily service all the year round 
(Sundays excepted). 

Services pluriquotidiens, toute 
1’annee, dimanches compris. 

Several services daily, all the year 
round, Sundays included. 

The lira is reckoned at 1 fr. 30. 
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unfortunately a unique one of its kind in Europe : Paris-London. I shall thus indicate 
the most striking variations from the average results included in Table XIV 
(Chapter II). 

I regret that these variations in an unfavourable sense nearly all relate to the 
Italian system. That is doubtless due to the nature of things ; but it is only brought 
out here on account of the accurate manner in which the Italian authorities have 
replied to the basic questionnaire. 

Thus, for Italian lines in the Mediterranean, which have coefficients of actual 
utilisation varying from 27 to 59 per cent and coefficients of economic utilisation 
varying from 20 to 54 per cent, the economic independence indices are between less 
than 1 per cent and 7 per cent.1 It must therefore be concluded that a large part of 
the traffic included under economic utilisation is still granted very reduced rates. 
Otherwise, I should have to assume that, for instance, an aeroplane travelling with a 
full load from Venice to Brindisi would obtain less than 5 per cent2 of the total revenue 
which it procures for the company from receipts from customers. 

* * * 

Paris-London offers a striking contrast to these lines which, from an economic 
standpoint, are very unsatisfactory. I will, therefore, examine this line. 

7. A Short Line with a High Return : Paris-London in 1932. 

As regards their European system, Imperial Airways do not publish statistics for 
each line separately. The following traffic results for 1932 have, however, been taken 
from an official document issued by the United Kingdom Air Ministry, comparing 
the results of the British and French undertakings since 1928, between London and Paris. 
Moreover, the Air Union results for 1932 conform strictly to the French official statistics. 

For the two competing companies, the figures are as follows : 

Air Union Imperial Airways 

Kilometres flown .. 
Number of passengers 
Goods (in tons) 
Mail (in tons) .. 
Passenger-km. 

Passengers 1 
Ton-km. Goods .. 

' Mail .. 

1 passenger = 80 kg.) 

Total 
Utilisation 

960,397 
14,633 

582 
8. 

5,487,375 
438,984 
218,165 

3,255 

660,404 t.-km. 
76% 

729,121 
36,308 

384 
24-73 

13,614,661 
1,089,200 

143,978 
9,272 

1,242,450 
? % 

On the 375 km. of the Paris-London line, nearly 2 million t.-km. were thus 
utilised in 1932 (passengers, 1,528,000; goods, 362,000; mail, 12,500 t.-km.). This is 
equivalent to one-sixth of the total quantity utilised, for Europe as a whole, by the 
contractual services. 

Taken by itself, the Paris-London line thus shows more t.-km. utilised than the 
whole of the systems operated by the Belgian, Swiss, Czechoslovak, Polish, Swedish, 

1 The 1933 results brought the maximum Italian rates for the three lines in question up to 2.4% 
and 15%. 

2 According to the 1933 results, this would have to read : “ less than 10% . 



Danish, Finnish, Austrian, Hungarian, Yugoslav and Roumanian companies put 
together (1,902,854 t.-km., as compared with approximately 1,850,000). 

In 1932, the Air Union, although it secured only about one-third of the Paris- 
London traffic (660,404 t.-km., as compared with 1,242,450 secured by the Imperial 
Airways), equalled on a line 375 km. long the quantities of freight (in t.-km. utilised) 
shown by the C.I.D.N.A. and Farman lines on 8,374 km. of lines. Similarly, the 
traffic receipts amounted to 8,554,494 francs for the Paris-London line (Air Union) and 
to 9,128,548 francs for the Farman-C.I.D.N.A. European lines as a whole. 

Hence, the traffic produced, per kilometre of line, compares as follows : 

Per kilometre of line. 

T.-km. utilised Receipts from 
customers 

Paris-London (Air Union)   
Farman and C.I.D.N.A. systems combined 

Francs 
22,810 

1,090 

It is interesting to compare with these figures the State subsidies per kilometre 
flown : 

Paris-London (Air Union) 1932, 10 million francs for 960,397 km.—i.e., 10.40 
francs per km. 

Farman and C.I.D.N.A. systems (1932), 44,500,000 francs for 2,194,878 km.— 
i.e., 20.25 francs per km. 

Consequently, while the “ production ” per km. of line (both in t.-km. and in 
receipts from customers) is twenty-two times greater on the Paris-London line (French 
management) than on the continental system C.I.D.N.A.-Farman, the kilometric 
subsidies vary only in the proportion of from 1 to 2, and the receipts per t.-km. utilised 
(if not sold) amount to 12.90 francs on the Paris-London line and to 13.80 francs on the 
continental system under consideration. 

The much more frequent utilisation and the very much greater production (which 
are, in fact, quite exceptional) of the Paris-London line have, therefore, had no effect 
on tariffs. Here we have a French line with a return of 76 per cent, whose activity is 
enormous as compared with that of the continental system, and which has nevertheless 
absorbed 10.40 francs subsidy per kilometre flown. • r • 

It would be very interesting to compare the financial situation of the Air Union 
Paris-London line with that of the Imperial Airways. Unfortunately, the British 
Government was not in a position to communicate to the League of Nations particulars 
of receipts from customers. We mav, however, venture to give an approximate 
estimate based on the aggregate receipts officially communicated for the period 
April 1st, 1932, to January 31st, 1933—namely, £951,492, of which £458,000 represented 
subsidies. The receipts from customers would thus have amounted to £493,492, 
corresponding to an effective traffic of 1,860,317 ton-miles, the receipts in question 
amounting to roughly 12.60 francs per ton-kilometre—a figure which approximates 
very closely to the Air Union’s receipts from the Paris-London line—namely, 12.90 
francs. However, in order to take into account the small proportion of the most 
remunerative freight—namely, mail—on the London-Paris line (although the Imperial 
Airways receive a very low fee for mail transport), I will assume that receipts from 
customers amount to 11 francs per ton-kilometre utilised i.e., 13,666,95° francs in 
1932. These aggregate receipts represent a return from customers of 18.75 francs per 
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kilometre flown, which ought to cover the portion of the traffic costs corresponding to 
utilisation. 

In other words, if a British aeroplane from Paris-London was loaded to 75 per cent 
of its capacity in 1932, 75 per cent of its expenses would be covered. If we assume an 
average utilisation of 70 per cent, which is slightly under that of the Air Union, whose 
machines are much smaller, the British service between London and Paris probably 
absorbed in 1932 a subsidy of from 5 to 6 francs per kilometre flown—i.e., roughly 
4,250,000 francs. For the European system as a whole (London-Egypt line excluded), 
on which Imperial Airways covered a distance of 1,057,200 kilometres, the Company 
received £110,000 in subsidies—i.e., 9,350,000 francs. Each of the 280,000 kilometres 
flown elsewhere than on the Paris-London line would, therefore, have been able to 
absorb 18 francs subsidy per kilometre, a sum which was largely in excess of the 
requirements. 

Consequently, thanks to the London-Paris line, Imperial Airways were able to 
earn money on their European system in I932- Judging by the available data for 
1933, this situation has improved still further. It should also be noted that the 
competition of an unsubsidised enterprise, the Hillman service, has increased the 
general total by a small percentage without doing any harm to either of the two 
contractual companies. 

8. Seasonal Nature of the Services. 

The observations column of Table XVI is particularly interesting. It shows that 
the index of financial autonomy of the services, which depends on receipts alone, is 
obviously influenced by their regularity, frequency and seasonal or permanent nature. 
This fact would be brought out still more clearly if the table covered all the lines of 
the European system. In fact, these interruptions and irregularities in the services 
constitute the most marked characteristic of air transport enterprises in Europe, 
especially as compared with the permanent services in the United States. That is 
probably the main reason of their obvious inferiority. 

I have, accordingly, prepared for 1932 four maps—B, C, D and E—showing the 
services provided under the so-called spring, summer, autumn and winter time-tables. 
These maps cannot claim to be absolutely accurate, as the time-tables throughout 
Europe are by no means changed simultaneously. They should be regarded as 
pictures, which are more striking and more complete than the maps usually published. 
Special attention should be paid to the diagram of Sunday services included in each 
map. One cannot help being struck by the fact that, in practice, air transport services 
run only on weekdays, in the seasons when they operate, as if the enterprises seized 
every opportunity, good or bad—and in this case they are all bad—to suspend services, 
which are evidently onerous, on Sundays and in many cases on holidays. Under 
these conditions, it is hard for the public to regard air transport as a normal means 
of public transport. It is still more difficult when the services are suspended for three, 
six or even nine months. After this lengthy interruption, the advertising efforts of the 
commercial services have to be begun again, as in the case of a new enterprise. 
Customers have had time to forget the services, even if they be of real value, which air 
transport claims to render. 

This question is of great importance. I will therefore give a few examples to 
illustrate the seasonal and irregular character of contractual air transport in Europe. 

* * * 





Carte B Map B 









Carte C Map C 









Carte D Map D 









Carte E Map E 
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In the first place, if a service on a given route is to be described as regular, one 
journey at least should be made daily in each direction. This appears to be necessary , 
at all events in the part of Europe situated west of a line Helsinki-Warsaw-Budapest- 
Trieste-Corfu. 

The Belgian services, on a system of 2,900 kilometres—i.e., 5,800 kilometres for the 
daily return journey—covered 722,000 kilometres in 1932 ; this distance is thus 
equivalent to 120 days of the so-called minimum service. 

The corresponding figures are : 
Days 

For Italy, on a system of 19,564 kilometres   
For Switzerland (and its associates), on a system of 3,400 

kilometres  
For Sweden, on a system of 2,000 kilometres  
For Poland, on a system of 1,096 kilometres  
For Denmark, on a system of 1,945 kilometres   
For Hungary, on a system of 1,230 kilometres   

120 

153 
103 
106 

63 
48 

On the other hand, Spain actually provided 331 days’ minimum service on a 
system of 920 kilometres ; Greece, 263 days on 740 kilometres. It will be realised that 
the return of these two undertakings in countries whose economic activity is limited 
is very praiseworthy; these good results are no doubt largely due to the permanent 
nature of the services. 

* * * 

It is interesting to compare Graphs 6 and 7 relating to the Spanish and German 
undertakings. 

The former shows that in Spain, where the same number of kilometres is flown 
each month (supplementary journeys excluded) all the year round, the utilisation of 
the services by passengers hardly ever varies more than from 1 to 2. That is a very 
valuable characteristic of economic working. It affords a marked contrast to the 
European system as a whole, shown by the dotted line in the same graph * the average 
number—calculated per month—of passengers carried by each aeroplane belonging 
to a regular service varies on this system from 1 to 12 (0.9 to 11). 

Graph 7 shows that, in this respect, the German Lufthansa is a typical example 
of the European system. The distance in kilometres flown rose from approximately 
130,000 kilometres in January to 1,130,000 kilometres in August (increase from 1 to 8.5) 
and fell again to 260,000 kilometres in December (decrease from 8.5 to 2). Similarly, 
but with a certain difference in the public response to the company’s offer, the number 
of passengers rose from under 1,000 in January to 18,000 in August (variation from 1 
to 18) and dropped to 2,200 in December (from 18 to 2.2). 

The very considerable variations in the other freights are less easy to calculate. 
However, I can state that, for the German services as a whole, the goods traffic (in 
ton-kilometres) rose from 1 (January) to 33 (August), and fell again to 6 (December), 
while the curve of the postal freight, on another scale, is shown as 1 to 8 to 2.5* 

* * * 

Lastly, I have drawn up Table XVII on the basis of the Flugplane of the 
Deutsche Lufthansa for 1932. This shows for seven important air-ports of the 
European system the seasonal variations in the number of arrivals and departures 
(solely as regards aeroplanes carrying passengers according to the regular time-table). 
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Graph 6. 

Comparison of the Number of Passengers carried per Journey on the Spanish 
Network and on the European Network as a Whole (accoi ding to the 

Revista de Aeronauticd). 
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Graph 7. 

Seasonal Variation in the Distances flown in Kilometres and the Quantities 
of Freight carried, per Category, on the Deutsche Lufthansa 

Network in 1932. 

Variation, from January to August, from 1 to 8.5 in the 
quantity of kilometres flown during the month ; from 1 to 18 in 
the number of passengers carried. 
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Table XVII. 

Seasonal Variation in the Number of Daily Services (Arrivals 
and Departures). 

Arrivals at 
Departures from 

Spring 
(1/III-30/IV) 

Summer 
(1/V-31/VIII) 

Autumn 
(1/IX-31/X) 

Winter 
(r/XI-28/II) 

Berlin .. 
Cologne 
Hamburg . 
Copenhagen 
Amsterdam 
Prague.. 
Vienna.. 

16 
18 
16 
16 
20 
14 
14 

114 

42 
40 
22 
28 
22 
26 
26 

206 

34 
38 
20 
20 
18 
22 
20 

172 

14 
20 

2 
4 

14 
10 

8 

72 

It will be noted that the average proportion of the variation from summer to 
winter is almost three to one. It is still larger in the case of Hamburg and Copenhagen, 
but much smaller in the case of Amsterdam, which is better situated in relation to the 
permanent system.1 

9. Influence of a Large Number of Stopping-places. 

Since Europe is already well provided with rapid means of transport, it might be 
thought that air transport would be chiefly utilised for long-distance communications 
—i.e., those in which the saving of time is greatest. 

However, in 1930, according to M. Pirath, the average distances flown by 
passengers, goods and mail on three European systems were as follows : 

Table XVIII. 

Average Distance flown (1930) per Category of Freight. 

Passengers Goods Mail 

Italy .. 
Sweden 
Netherlands 

328 
470 
420 

(Kilometres) 
440 
548 
256 

353 
620 
377 

I have calculated the same values for 1930 and 1932, but in such a way as to 
reveal the tendency of the German and French enterprises in Europe. The result is 
shown in Table XIX. 

1 In 1933, an initial effort was made to deal with the problem of the excessively seasonal character of the 
traffic. 
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Table XIX. 

Comparison of the Average Distances flown (in 1930 and 1932) 
by Category of Freight. 

Passengers Goods Mail 

1930 1932 1930 1932 1930 1932 

Germany . . 
France.. .. 

(Kilometres) 
267 
537 

284 
565 

382 
560 

448 
493 

387 
1,110 

448 
1,180 

Thus, the distance covered by the “ average passenger ”, which is twice as great 
in the case of the French companies, still represents—after two years’ interval—a 
journey of approximately three and a half hours, as compared with one and three- 
quarter hours for the German lines. What service (except, perhaps, between 
London and Paris) can air transport render to-day over such short distances ? 

The German average distances for goods and mail, although they are tending to 
increase, still remain—especially as regards mail—surprisingly low. Altogether, we 
have a system which, if account is taken of its seasonal character, is far more in the 
nature of propaganda than of economic utility or the fulfilment of permanent needs. 
Apart from the Paris-London line, this remark holds good—with a few modifications— 
in the case of the European system as a whole. It does much to explain the average 
financial weakness to which I drew attention at the beginning of this report. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

MEANS OF ACTION ON THE BASIS OF THESE RESULTS. 

Such are the results achieved up to the end of 1932. It is generally felt that 
save for one or two specially favoured cases, considerable progress is necessary, and 
your Sub-Committee.while confining itself to the techn,cal field, has already pointed 
out to the Air Transport Co-operation Committee some of the steps which, in its 
oninion mMit be taken. I shall return to them shortly. 

Instead of this cautious and analytical treatment of the question, radical 
measures of re-organisation, either technical or economic, have sometimes been 
suggested and others also are conceivable. I think it desirable first to deal with 
these nroposals if only to show the objections to them, which arise not always on 
grounds oPf lo^c or on account of the nature of things, but in view of the present 
de facto situation of air transport m Europe. 

1. Review of the Radical Remedies suggested. 

It has been said that it would be sufficient to reduce by half the total amount 
of subsidies and the air-transport system would automatically adapt itself to working 
with reduced resources, and thus the general position would be less remote from sound 
economy This happy result might come about if we had at the outset to deal with 
an°air-transport system which, though carrying little traffic and far from financially 
autonomous, was the outcome of purely economic considerations We know too well 
that such is not the case. Are we, then, to apply the same arbitrary coefficient for 
the reduction of subsidies to systems the nature and immediate prospects of which are 
as dissimilar as those of the modest British airways of North-Western Europe, the 
Italian airways in the Mediterranean or the Polish air-transport system ? In other 
words are we to destroy some of them and relatively strengthen the others, when 
hitherto there has been no question of making distinctions between their respective 
justifiability ? Previous internationalisation would be a sine qua non of such a sys em. 

* * * 

Others have, said that the essential is to ensure that the r.eal Prlce of the s^™ • 
rendered is paid. First of all, that is a principle from which all public economic 
policy—particularly in the case of transport—has been departing to a remarkabe 
extent for the past half century ; and in that respect air transport has done nothing 
new. Then, again, how are we to define the price of the service rendered ? Is it to 
be the same as the price of the service offered—that is to say, the actual cost. s 
the real problem primarily that the public should attach a certain value to the services 
which air transport claims to give them ? True, there are certain lines where, in the 
absence of agreements for joint management, full advantage has not yet been taken 
of the public favour that has been won ; but perhaps there is really only one line am g 
all the European systems which would allow of such an ad]ustment. hurthe , 
when certain coefficients of economic utilisation amount to 10 per cent and t e 
coefficients of financial independence to 2 per cent, what would a sharp use in tan 
mean but a desire to “ fill the vacuum ” ? 

* * * 
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One might as well propose a purely arithmetical principle of organisation, reasoning 
as follows : 

There is available for air transport in Europe an air fleet the total effective 
tonnage of which represents 500 tons of pay-load. In 1932, these aeroplanes and 
seaplanes offered the public 27 million t.-km., of which the public used about 12£ 
millions, which would correspond to, at most, 10 million t.-km. paid for at the full rate. 
Now, an air fleet of 500 tons, flying four hours a day at 170 km. an hour, produces 
340,000 t.-km. daily—that is to say, 124 million t.-km. per year. If we accept the 
present utilisation coefficient of 46 per cent, there would be 60 million t.-km. instead 
of the present 12.5—that is to say, the quantity of transport actually effected in Europe 
might be carried with less than a quarter of the air fleet, still using it only to the extent 
of 46 per cent. 

Our only technical hypothesis was that aircraft flew four hours a day—that is 
to say, 1,460 hours a year. This figure is already regularly exceeded in the United 
States (where certain air lines are organised on the basis of eight hours per aircraft 
per day for 1934), and, in Europe, one or two companies reach it with their best aircraft. 

Implicitly, however, we have made a much bolder geographical and economic 
hypothesis : we have allowed for redistribution of means of transport—that is to say, 
of the national air-transport fleets—in time and space, in order that the air fleet as 
finally selected and organised may be more speedily utilised. We thus have a new air- 
transport system—in fact, the “ rationalised ” air-transport system which we have not 
yet been able to define. 

Who, then, under present air-transport conditions, would be prepared to sacrifice 
lines the poor results of which do not even prove that they are of no value ? A new 
aircraft and a new time-table might be sufficient to increase tenfold the value of an air 
connection which at present seems to be merely a useless burden on the air line. 

Above all, what country, in the present state of Europe, would simultaneously 
agree to do away with such lines and to continue the national subsidies granted to 
those lines for the benefit of a “ general pool ”, the distribution of which would not 
necessarily give it an equivalent compensation in respect of its national interest ? 

* * * 

I have thus been able to note certain striking inequalities as between the 
“ activities ” or the “ financial autonomies ” of the various lines, but I have not 
found a general criterion for comparison. 

Nevertheless, at the end of Chapter III, two features connected with management 
have been shown to have an unquestionable influence—on the one hand, the seasonal 
character of transport, and, on the other, the numerous landings that account for 
the very short length of the average flights which air transport is called on to carry 
out in Europe. 

Would it, then, be sufficient: 

(1) To lay down that services should be permanent ? 
(2) To complete the “ omnibus ” transport system by “ express ” services 

making non-stop flights between important terminal points ? 

This would certainly mean that the present subsidies would have to be at least 
doubled. Similarly, the traffic results would be extremely uncertain and the risk of 
counter-propaganda would be very great, since Europe is not equipped for such traffic. 

2. Influence of Natural Evolution. 

Must we, then, simply fall back on a policy of laisser-faire and trust to time and 
experience to incite to selection and bring about progress ? Some of the most highly 

4 
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^^Thi^gen^Ed improvement cannot'be3^!)1^^5^'0! regret that I have not already 

^inalY^tUriS should no^be^urprlse^tf'lhe'increase^of^'traffic over I932 in ton- Yet, I should not be 2 The coeflicient of utilisation should be 

Sly more than 50 per cent instead of 46 per cent last year, since the putting into sngntiy ^ , rounteracted the effects of the increase in traffic. 
SerTulla:f iZortont rLuhs I do not think, however, that, for Europe as a 

wholl the finanaal results of operation have appreciably increased. Greater whole, the linan renewal of air fleets, the obligation to redeem capital 
immobilisation as a e ^t^ counterbaianced most of the progress in traffic. 
more rap Y> whether this progress can be developed or even maintained if the 
Above all, I douZZ wMeh were first intended to limit the effects of competition, 
operation ^^ZeratTne countrie in a more general and more effective manner. 

d° "whi is theZS gof thif Screase in traffic ? Education of. the pubhc, 
a „ric+ra+inn of greater security ; but, above all, the putting into service pf speedier 
and more comfortable aircraft, giving cheaper s^vice with improved ^rne-tab es^ 

In this matter of technical improvement and lowering of tariffs, it will o te 
found that it is impossible in practice to do anything unless the freight offered for 

air 1 (^an^such^reigh^increase^much in Europe, Europe which we are often told is 
too small and too wdl provided with speedy surface transport for air tiansport to estal 
^^Birt is that true3? ^Has Europe already speedy means of transport ? 

Such was the first statement to be verified, the first positive fact to be ascertained. 
No doubt certain specialists have this information. Nevertheless it was difficul 
to obtain, even approximately, though working with the assistance of specialists , a 
I think it desirable to give here the results of that exammatio . 

3. Examination of Traffic Speed in Europe. 

In a letter dated April 5th, 1933, I asked the Communications and Transit 

ssiJ i,S"'» y'AsJ'szx s —- 
nications in Europe served by surface traffic. wro 

“ I should like to know the minimum time taken by travel (distinguishing 
between hours by day and hours by night) between the following towns . 

“ T rmdon Paris Amsterdam, Brussels, Antwerp, Cologne, Hanover, 
Hamburg, Copenhagen, Malmo, Stockholm, Oslo, Helsinki, Tallinn, Lemn- 
p-rad Strasburg Frankfort-on-Mam, Nuremberg, Leipzig, Prague, ^en , 
!)andg K6n"ggsberg, Kaunas, Riga Moscow Warsaw Cracow Lwow, 
Kiew Odessa, Cernauti, Bucharest Istanbul Vienna Budapest Belg ad , 
Sofia, Salonica, Athens, Ankara, Smyrna, Beirut, Cairo, Munich, , 

^ November I reeved certam oflidal resul? for mg.and, by the end of Decenrber I933, Germany had not yet indicated the r^ults^je^ ine or e checked in order to ascertain the final 

P„siZ
S: aSZ: seeraa in tael to be 

very near 50%. 
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Zurich, Geneva, Milan, Venice, Rome, Brindisi, Tunis, Tripoli, Lyons, 
Marseilles, Toulouse, Bordeaux, Barcelona, Madrid, Seville, Lisbon, Tangier, 
Casablanca, Oran, Algiers, Benghazi. 
“ Account should then be taken of seasonal variations in time-tables so as to 

show specially whether the services exist all the year or not. _ 
“ j would take as a general hypothesis that the traveller is ready to pay the 

maximum price and to be supplied with maximum comfort and convenience; 
in particular, travelling as often as possible by night and as seldom as possible 
by day, since we have in mind, above all, the traveller in a hurry (business-man) 
whose office hours are a priori the most valuable.” 

The question of permanency and seasonal variation of the communications in 
question was essential, and, indeed, characteristics of frequency as well /or ^ are not 
always dealing with daily services. Nevertheless, I quite understand the magnitude 
of the work asked for, and I was not surprised that the International Sleeping-Car 
Company was not able in its reply to take into account questions connected with 
permanency and seasonal variations. The information I have received is already 
very full and the International Sleeping-Car Company is entitled to all our gratitude. 

The members of the Sub-Committee will realise this, since I have been able, as an 
annex, to reproduce four tables which show in the case of sixty-seven European and 
Mediterranean towns, taken two by two, the time for travel required }y e es 
surface means of transport. ^ 1 _ ,, , 

This work is directly connected with that of the Sub-Committee, the towns in 
respect of which information is required being the same as those which appear on the 
map entitled “ Main network ”, which was examined at your previous session. 

Sheet I shows 1,156 connections ; Sheet II and Sheet III each show L122 i 
Sheet IV 1,089. This makes a total of 4,489 connections, which should be shown 
alongside the time of flight in hours and quarters of an hour, showing (in figures m 
italic) the number of nights occupied by the journey. In practice, such time-periods are 
expressly shown only in the case of about 3,000 connections. In most of the other 
1,500 cases, the desired time-period is obtained by adding together the two ime- 
periods shown in the tables. 

4. Aeronautical Significance of Surface Speeds. 

In Table XX below, I have classified about thirty characteristic air-transport 
connections in the decreasing order of their speed, as reckoned for commercial purposes. 
This table shows that, if we take international connections over distances e(lua 

to 700 km. or more, only one of them, Paris-Berlin, provides transport at a speed 
exceeding 60 km. per hour. I am not sure that there is more than one exceeding 
50 km. per hour ; several (perhaps five or six) enable a speed of 40-50 km. per hour 
to be maintained over a distance of 700-1,050 km. For distances between 1,100 and 
2,000 km. the speed falls to 30-40 km. The greater part of the connections shown 
in the “ main network ” of your Sub-Committee show speeds of 26, 21, 17 and even 

13 kIf, therefore, we take a network of through air communications between those 
terminal points providing a commercial speed of 225 km. per hour which has to-oay 
been technically achieved, it is possible by air to save the theoretical time-xieriods 
shown in the last column of Table XX. These are some of them : a saving of 
9 hours 15 mins, on the route Paris-Berlin (820 km.), of 19 hours 23 hums. Amsterdam- 
Copenhagen (700 km.), of 36 hours 40 mins. Lwow-Sofia (750 km.), of 60 hours 13 mins. 
Oslo-Leningrad (1,000 km.), of 126 hours 13 mins. Moscow-Ankara (1,750 m.). 
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Les temps de ce tableau sont ceux qui out 
et6 indiques par la Compagnie Interna- 
tionale des Wagons-Lits et qui figurent 
aux tableaux A, B, C et D annexes k ce 
rapport. 

The duration of time of this table is that 
indicated by the International Sleeping-Car 
Company, and which figures in Tables A, 
B, C and D annexed to this report. 

Parcours 
Journey 

A 60 km.-h. 
At60km.-h. 
A 50 km.-h. 
At 50km.-h. 

De 40 k 50 
km.-h. 

From 40 to 
50 km.-h. 

Paris-Berlin 

Paris—Rome 

T-v V Paris-/ 

Hambourg__Zurich Hamburg 
CoPENHAGUE 
Copenhagen 

^ Bruxelles Prague gRUSSELS 

Geneve—Vienne 
Gevev a—Vienna 

De 30 k 40 
km.-h. 

From 30 to 
40 km.-h 

Copenhague—Geneve 
Copenhagen—Geneva 

Copenhague 
Amsterdam—qope;iS[HAGEN 

Amsterdam-Stockholm . 
Varsovie Madrid—Warsaw • • 

Madrid-Sofia . . ■ 
Londres—Moscou 
London—Moscow 
Moscou _R . . 
Moscow 
Londres_jstanbul 
London 

Varsovie 

De 20 h 30 
km.-h. 

From 20 to 
30 km.-h 

De 10 h 20 
km.-h. 

From 10 to 
20 km.-h 

Rome- Warsaw 
Istanbul—Stockholm 
Berlin—Tripoli . . . 
LisbonnE—l>RlpoLI . _ Lisbon 

Copenhague-Le Caire 
Copenhagen—Cairo 
Lwow—Sofia . . . 
TT Le Caire Helsinki qairo 

Oslo-Leningrad . 
Brindisi-Istanbul 
Alger—Le Caire 
Algiers—Cairo 
Istanbul-Tripoli . 
Moscou 

Liaisons actuelles par moyens 
de surface 

Present connection by surface 
means of transport 

Distance 
en ligne 

droite 
Distance 

in a 
straight 

line 

Km. 
820 

25 

700 

1.050 

800 

800 

1.150 

700 
1.150 
2.250 
2.300 
2.400 

2.250 

2.400 

1.250 

Moscow' -Ankara 

2.200 
2.250 
2.200 

3.250 

Liaison 
aerienne 

technique- 
ment 

possible 
Air 

connection 
technically 

possible 

Temps 
Time 

Vitesse 
commer- 

ciale 
Commer- 
cial speed 

Temps {k 
225 km.-h.) 

Time (at 
225 km.-h.) 

Gain 
theorique 
possible, 
grace & 

I’avion a 
225 km.-h. 

Gain 
theoretically 
possible by 
aircraft at 
225 km.-h. 

750 
3.400 

(jj?a
r Stockholm) 
1.000 

950 
2.600 
1.700 
1.750 

13 h. 15 

22 h. 30 

16 h. 

25 h. 

19 h. 30 

21 h. 

35 h. 45 

22 h. 30 
35 h. 45 
58 h. 15 
68 h. 15 
64 h. 15 

73 h. 

64 h. 30 

41 h. 

83 h. 
89 h. 30 
97 h. 
(S «•«•) 

155 h. 

Km.-h. 
62 

50 

43 

42 

41 

38 

32 

31 
32 
38 
33 
37 

30 

37 

30 

26 
25 
22 

21 

40 h. 
191 h. 

64 h. 45 
54 h. 

106 h. 
132 h. 30 
134 h. 

19 
17 

16 
17 
12 
13 
13 

4 h. 

5 h. 

3 h. 07 

4 h. 40 

3 h. 30 

3 h. 30 

5 h. 07 

3 h. 07 
5 h. 07 

10 h. 
10 h. 14 
10h. 42 

10 h. 

10 h. 42 

5 h. 22 

9 h. 42 
10 h. 

9 h. 42 

1 4 h. 25 

3 h. 20 
15 h. 07 

4 h. 32 
4 h. 08 

11 h. 33 
7 h. 33 
7 h. 47 

9 h. 15 

17 h. 30 

12 h. 53 

20 h. 10 

16 h. 

17 h. 30 

30 h. 38 

19 h. 23 
30 h. 38 
48 h. 15 
58 h. 01 
53 h. 33 

63 h. 

53 h. 48 

35 h. 38 

73 h. 18 
79 h. 30 
87 h. 18 

140 h. 35 

36 h. 40 
175 h. 53 

60 h. 13 
49 h. 52 
94 h. 27 

124 h. 57 
126 h. 13 
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First conclusion : Surface traffic does not provide fast transport in Europe, or at 
least its speed bears no relation to that to which the slowest commercial aircraft has 
already accustomed us. . „ . 

To return to Table XX, we see that the longest connection shown, Helsinki-hairo 
(3,400 km. in a straight line), requires 191 hours—that is to say, eight days and eight 
nights—if surface transport is used ; it can be reduced to 15 hours 7 mins, by air 
transport at a commercial speed of 225 km. an hour. In this case, such an estimate 
of speed is an optimistic one, for account must be taken of the unavoidable landings 
(or landing), and the need for night-flying over part of the route.. But with the exception 
of these two connections, Helsinki-Cairo and Copenhagen-Cairo, our table shows all 
the flights that aircraft (at a commercial speed of 225 km. per hour) make within 
a time-period which is always less than twelve hours. 

Second conclusion : The European area is suitable for fast day-time flying. 
If now we take, not the whole of Europe, but the north-western zone in which 

the networks with the greatest density of traffic are established (the quadrilateral 
London-Malmd-Budapest-Marseilles), we see that the greatest distance equivalent 
to the longest diagonal (see below) is 1,450 km. This is barely 6| hours non-stop 
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v+ 0+. Vm an hour Paris-Warsaw, London-Warsaw, London-Stockholm, 

Paris-Belgrade, London-Madrid, London-Rome, Paris-Algiers are flights shorter t an 

1116 dThfrd con'dusion of Europe which is economically the most active will 
sconce one single territorial district which a fast aircraft will cross m half-a-day s day-time 
flying. 

5. Significance of Very Great Speeds. 

Verv great speed is an essential condition to justify the use of aircraft and to cause 
x near future for short and medium distances m Europe. Indeed, 

L t Witten that the saving in time by air traffic is purely theoretical m 
fhe^ase o thfofd nary blslness mam He prefers to travel during the hours of the 

right which are supposed to be unproductive, provided he can rest on the journey 

aIld (Jn^this” hypoth^sis^Paris^B"erlin ^by^ratlway (a journey of 13 hours 15 mins 
including a comfortable night in a sleeping-car and with arrival early in the morning) 
is infinitelv nreferable to a journey by air which actually starts at 7.30 in the morning 
and doe^imf ericTbeforeVp•m• (summer time-table for the line in i933, with allowance 

^°r ^IrTa^moreTgeneral'^way,'the Railway!1 though its speed is. 50 or 4o km. an hour 
runs bothTav fnd right, and thereby places a severe handicap on air transport if 
effected by day at ibo^m. an hour. This is clear from Graph 8, where, in two cases 
which are obviously imaginary, I show the comparative use by air and by mil of 
one and two working-days by a man whose time is a prion valuable. 

Graph 8. 

Table showing a Comparison between the Use for Travel of Railw 
(Day and Night) and Aircraft (Day). 

18h 
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! Voyage par avion 
Travei by aircraft 

Above : scale showing the time taken, for three days. Below : examples of 
use of means of transport for one or two working-days occupied in travel. 
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This comparison presupposes that the aircraft flies ten hours a day, which, even 
in summer, obliges the traveller to begin his day very early. Moreover, the en ours 
of flight are necessarily interrupted by from one to three landings, with which ev 
the average 1933 aircraft will have difficulty in keeping up for a distance of i,boo m. 
the compiercial speed of 160 km. an hour between the terminal points. It will be seen 
that, even if we accept this optimistic hypothesis, the railway, at 5® km. an hour, 
enables 1,900 km., or 300 km. more than the aircraft, to be travelled as a coun er- 
balance to the working-day sacrificed. Furthermore, the hours during the day m a 
train de luxe are much more suitable for work or for resting the mind. 

Having sacrificed two working-days, the passenger in the train ae Luxe covers 
(in two days and three nights) 3,100 km. at 50 km. an hour This time, the air era 
will have caught him up ; but, in order to rest from twenty hours m a slow an craft 
two days, the night on land on arrival will not have been any too much. 

At 225 km. an hour effective commercial speed, the aircraft, m ten hours dayhg 
flying, easily beats the train, which travels for one day and two nights at 50 km. an 
hour (2,250 km. as against 1,900). In two days, the aircraft will beat the tram by 
1,400 km., without any need for night-flying. 

The position of the fast aircraft is much more favourable still over long distance , 
since there is no surface transport of 50 km. an hour over a distance of 4,500 km. ; m 
Europe, over 2,000 km., and even sometimes over 1,000 km., the average speed is 

km. an hour ; over 3,000 km. it falls to 20 km. an hour 01 less. . . , 
It might, then, be thought that the gain of 50 to 175 hours, which is obtame . 

by aircraft, exceeds the minimum required for attracting traffic. I do not ttimX so 
in practice, these connections are very often those m which the need for speed has 
yet been felt, and a much greater saving of time must be offered if passengers and 
those not very numerous—are to think it worth while to change their habits. 

Further I agree that the advantage of great effective commercial speed (225 m. 
and over) is still more conclusive in the case of short- and medium-distance connections, 
particularly in the heavy traffic quadrilateral London-Malmo-Budapest-Marsei e^ 
There the desire for speed already exists and is inadequately met both by the rai w y 
and by the daylight aheraft flying at 150-160 km. an hour, according to the seasonal 
time (tables ^"fhand^at 225 km. an hour a large system of through connections may 

attract passengers who are ready to pay the fares of the main e^ 
trains to cover 700-1,200 km. m 16-36 hours (see Table XX). If ^ J 
four hours’ surface travel, from 8 p.m. to 8 p.m., for instance, 
of comfortable daylight flying, we offer the special public which uses thls ™®an 
travel an undoubted saving in time and fatigue, particularly if the journey both ways 
is taken into account and if we assume that the normal passenger prefers his own home 
to a hotel and a hotel to a railway berth. , , - 1 OT. . Wh nHred 

We should have more tangible evidence if we took the number of Jugh-pnced 
seats sold during the year between two given terminal points. We should thus ob a 
an idea of the volume of traffic now being carried at high transport rates and the 
connections in respect of which air services would have the best prospects of securing 
speedy returns. 

6. High Speeds and Ground Organisation for Aviation. 

High commercial speed has another advantage ; it enables daylight flying to be 
regarded as normal flying in Western Europe—at all events for passenger traffic. 
IUs thus possible to continue to concentrate work m respect of light signals on those 
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of aircraft suitable for use in such permanent traffic. Thus the idea of a protected 
zone takes the place of an equipped line, at all events in the European zone of heavy 
commercial traffic. Within such a zone, all direct connections must become equally 
possible^imiiar {< protection ” system has been studied by M. Petzel one of 

Professor Pirath’s collaborators in preparing the latest publication of the Stuttgart 
Institute,1 which considers the following concrete case : Zone 300 km. in diameter, 
with central airport, crossed by two routes with day- and night-flying and a frequency 
of 1-8 aircraft per hour. The cost per hour of protection of flight (Flugsicherung) 
varies from 101.47 RM. (for 4 hours’ working a day) to 45-45 RM- (for 24 hoiys)- 
To this must be added, per hour of night traffic, 77.24 RM. (if there are 4 hours traffic), 
43.01 RM. (if there are 12 hours’ traffic) and 38.74 RM. (if there are 16 hours night 
traffic). Thus 24 hours’ protective measures, 12 of them by night, will cost 1,007 RM. 
daily, or 586,555 RM.—that is, about francs—a year. _ 

Another of Professor Pirath’s collaborators, M. Rossger, examines the case of the 
American line Richmond-Atlanta (758 km.) and estimates the cost of protection of 
flight over that line at 869,500 RM. yearly. The details of expenditure are as follows : 

RM. 
268,000 

59>200 

30,800 
126.500 
192.500 
174.500 

Light signals   
Five emergency aerodromes   
Regional meteorological information service .. 

Aerodrome meteorological information service 
Wireless and wireless beacons  
Messages by teletypewriter   

869,500 

This amounts to about 5,200,000 francs, or 6,880 francs per km. of line, exclusive, 
of course, of cost of initial establishment. . ,, 

I received from the competent American administration, thiee years ago, the 
following information with regard to the expenditure in question and cost of opeiation 
(1930 dollars, reckoned at 25 francs per dollar) : 

1. Cost of establishing an air route equipped with suitable beacons and 
light signals for night traffic : $370 per mile. 

1 “ Forschungsergebnisse des verkehrswissenschaftlichen Instituts fiir Luftfahrt”; No. 6 : "Die Grand 
lagen der Flugsicherung.” 
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2. Cost of maintenance of civil-aviation route, including hire of land and 
preparation of such land for emergency landing-places (intermediate field) . 
$210 per mile and per year. 

3. Annual hire of automatic “ teletypewriter ” telegraph service : $70 pel 
mile. 

4. Establishment of a wireless beacon : $12,000. 
5. Maintenance of wireless beacon : $6,000 per year. 
6. Establishment of a wireless station for meteorological and urgent 

messages to aircraft : $24,000. 
7. Maintenance of wireless station : $14,000 per year. 

This somewhat heterogeneous information will at least give us a possibility of 
comparison with the more definitely established prices which everyone will know in 
such particular cases. 

At all events it will be clear that, if, in Europe, we are to have a proper 
“protective equipment” for air transport (that is to say, an _ equipment making it 
possible to have permanent services at an effective commercial speed of 225 km.), 
a more substantial proportion of the public credits granted to commercial aviation 
will have to be used for the purpose ; perhaps 25 per cent instead of 10-15 per cent. 

Lastly, it may be questioned whether the mountains and seas and climate 01 tne 
Europe-Mediterranean area will not place more serious obstacles in the way of 
developments in this direction than that which it meets in the United States. 

It would not appear that we have to fear that, if we turn to the following analysis 
made by M. Petzel. In the summer of 1931, the network of air communications 
included : 

(a) 11 per cen t flight over the sea ; 
( b) 35 per cent flight in flat country ; 
(c) 3 per cent flight coastal and flat country ; 
(d) 28 per cent flight flat and fairly mountainous country ; 
(e) 3 per cent flight fairly mountainous country ; 
(f) 14 per cent flight various, including high mountains ; 
(g) 6 per cent flight high and fairly high mountains. 

Thus, if we set aside the last two categories, 80 per cent of the routes over which 
aircraft fly would appear to be suitable for the establishment of flight protection . 
Naturally-; we may say that if certain lines which would have been very useful have 
not been established, it is simply because the route would have been too difficul o 
equip and protect. Nevertheless, the most active part of Europe economically 
includes, besides the southern part of the United Kingdom, the great north-western 
plain stretching from Poland to France. , ^ , x, <{ . j ^ » 

The system of zone protection, even more than that of the equipped route , 
requires that “ technical unity of equipment ” which the Air Transport Co-operation 
Committee recommended during its last session. On that account, we should welcome 
and study the idea put forward by your late colleague M. Chaumie of International 
Ground Equipment Companies ”, meaning by that term the general safety equipment 
connected with the ground. Such companies would guarantee, better than any other 
system, technical uniformity, uniformity in methods and even in instructions , and 
such uniformity is particularly necessary in the cases—which in the near future will 
be very frequent—of “ radioguided ” aircraft approaching the ground and even landing, 
when the crew, which is solely responsible for manoeuvring them, should be able 
almost by instinct to use the approaches placed at its disposal. Should not certain 
precautions be taken in view of the twenty or twenty-five languages spoken in Europe ? 
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With a view to meeting the suggestions of your Committee, the “ Internationa] 
Ground Equipment Companies ” might first be set up by means of periodical Inter- 
national Air Conferences and within the territorial area for which such Conferences 
are competent. 

7- Main Network of Permanent Air Routes. 

Referring here to the actual words in which one of the tasks of your Sub-Committee 
was defined two years ago, I should like to point out^ the inconsistency between 
these terms and those I have just used: “ protected zones , direct connections , etc. 

Furthermore, our Committee, examining the map of the essential connections 
which was carefully prepared by the Sub-Committee, had already recommended its 
revision. In its end-of-session report it asked the Sub-Committee to continue its 
work “on the basis of this map , but added immediately . 

“ This scheme in no way affects conditions and modes of operation ; the latter 
may be influenced by technical progress and by the desire to connect distant points 
without intermediate stopping-places.” 

It is this possibility which is being achieved now. The progress in aviation, 
the need for longer direct connections, the disfavour felt for continuous light signa s 
confining aircraft to one route—everything is tending to reduce the usefulness of a 
suggested network which is already inadequate. Commercial aviation to-day is 
nroposing much more than was asked of it two years ago ; it is suggesting very last 
direct connections between all important destinations. A continuous itinerary from 
town to town can only facilitate and assist operation if the succession of landings 
procures traffic that more than compensates for the outlay involved. _ 
P A specialist in “ air work ”, M. Henri Balleygmer, Managing Director of the 
Compagnie Aerienne Frangaise, three years ago criticised contractual commercial 
aviation as suffering from “ rail psychosis ”. There was much truth in that ^sse , 
but technical progress and the economic difficulties encountered as a result ol 
hidebound management have already done much to cure that psychosis and>abo vea 
to make us aware of the fact. Aviation ought to be freer than is as yet realised. 
It is this freedom that will give it its permanent strength ; at all events if we can 
construct a framework suitable for its operation. 

8. Aircraft for Fast Air Transport. 

Throughout Europe, commercial air-transport fleets are m full process of lenewal. 
Undoubtedly, in this matter, most national technical experts have followed develop- 
ments in America, and, indeed, certain exhibition flights—particularly th°se of 

“ Swissair ”—which have been carried out with American aircraft have done muc 
to spread the conception of very high speeds. . ^ 

It is therefore of particular interest to recall briefly how, during the last five years 
public air-transport aircraft have developed in the United States over a network o 
airways allowing or necessitating landings every 400-500 km. : 

Average 1929 aircraft: Single 450 h.p. engine carrying 400-450 kg. of “ pay- 
load ” at a cruising speed of 160 km. an hour. _ . « 1 j „ 

Average 1932 aircraft: Triple 900-1,400 h.p. engine carrying a pay-ioaa 
of 1,000 kg. at a cruising speed of 160-185 km. an hour. 
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1933 aircraft : The triple engine of 1,000-1,600 h.p. carrying 800 kg. P^Y* 
load ” at a cruising speed of 200-220 km. an hour takes a prominent place. But 
at the same time the attempt to obtain cruising speeds of 240, 260 and even 
2oo km. an hour is having the effect of “ refining ” single-engined aircraft of the 
Lockheed “ Orion ” or Northrop type, and has, in particular, led to the construction 
of a new class of 1,400 h.p. twin-engined aircraft which, while more “ refined 
and faster, are also more comfortable than triple-engined aircraft of the same power. 

Advocates of triple engines are also pressing forward, so that the year 1934 will 
doubtless see existing simultaneously in the United States mixed public transport 
aircraft (mails—to keep the vital benefit of their contracts—parcel post and, above all, 
passengers) with single, twin or triple engines, carrying loads of 500-1,000 kg. at 
cruising speeds of 200-280 km. an hour. T ,, 

In Europe, the improvement in the performance of Junkers Ju 52-3 m., the appear- 
ance of the new Dewoitine and Fokker machines, and certain decisions like that ol the 
Deutsche Lufthansa, which is basing its 1934 time-tables on an average travelhng 
sneed of 220 km. an hour instead of 160 km., all means the coming of fast aviation. 
It seems certain, however, that Europe will abandon the fast smgle-engined aircraft 
even sooner than the United States—since it does not adequately satisfy the sense 
of safetv—and that Europe will be almost exclusively equipped for several years with 
triple-engined machines with the following characteristics : total engine-power 
1 200-2,000 h.p. ; load 1,000-1,600 kg. (8-15 passengers) according to the length of 
direct flights, at a cruising speed of 240-270 km. an hour (time-table speed . 210 240 km. 
an hour). ^ supersec|e those which in 1932 were still carrying an average 

pay-load of 825 kg. with an engine-power of 630 h.p., and, in 1933. 805 kg. with 660 h.p. 
For icm therefore, there is a sharp increase m engine-power in proportion to the 
commercial load. At the same time, the load per square metre of carrying surface 
rises from 75 to 100 kg. ; the load per horse-power falls from 8 to 5 kg. , the percentage 
of total weight representing the pay-load falls from 19 per cent to 12 per cent , the 
maximum speed rises from 230 to 310 km. per hour and the landing speed from 80 

t0 1 It will be noted that the margin between the extreme speeds (100 to 310 against 
80 to 230 km. an hour) would thus seem to increase by 60 km. an hour (210 against 150) 
—that is to say, by a figure equivalent to three-quarters of the increase shown 
maximum speeds (80 km. an hour). This is evidence of a very remarkable technical 
advance which, however, will have to be pursued energetically. Indeed it is a 
question whether the actual service will show these differences m speed and also if, 
once the differences are verified, they will not be insufficient in practice^ Pe^ona y, 
I think that—so long as the hypothesis of emergency landings is not exclude < 

minimum speed of 100 km. an hour is still too high ; and that, in my opinion is sufficient 
to condemn the use in Europe of a very fast single engine and perhaps of engi e 
since should one engine stop, the remaining unit will often have to work at full 
pressure, even though assisted by a variable pitch propeller. I prefer triple engines 
If speed and safety alone are to be considered ; or the quadruple-engmed aircraft 
with units grouped laterally or in line along the carrying surface, if much consideration 
is to be shown for the comfort of passengers, particularly on long flights. 

9. Technical Consequences of the Use of the New Fast Aircraft. 

I am, however, of opinion that, within two years, the stock of aircraft of the 
European companies will have been renewed. On the assumption fat the principles 
of management remain the same as to-day, 300-400 machines of 1,200-1,500 h.p. 
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will replace 650 machines of 660 h.p. This would be a very heavy burden, first by 
reason of the capital which would have to be sunk (400-500 million francs) and 
secondly by reason of the difficulty of keeping this aircraft fleet, the payment .01 
which has not yet begun, up to the level of technical progress—which is developing 
so rapidly. It would therefore be most desirable that the various companies should 
not be compelled to adopt the new “ uniform ” technical system and that competition 
should enable a number of them to choose, without external pressure, the matenal 
which is most suitable for their operation and the area in which they will chiefly work 
For, though I think that a speed of 225 km. an hour is necessary, I also think that it 
may be attained by multiple engines of average power (three engines of 150-200 h.p.). 

Above all, we must not forget that, at the present stage of technical progress, 
high speed necessarily involves the maintenance of subsidies. It has been shown 
to-day that, if the needless rivalry between contracting companies were no longer 
fostered, it would be possible to organise a certain number of regular air services across 
Europe, without subsidy, at a speed of 160 km. per hour.1 But, firstly, I am of opinion 
that these services would justify themselves only over very few routes, and, second y, 
a speed of 160 km. an hour is not a deciding factor either in itself or mainly on 
account of the extra services it involves in respect of variations in weather conditions. 
Lastly, as there is no prospect in present circumstances in Europe of abolishing 
subsidies by general consent, the first problem is to make the best use of such subsidies 
in a manner enabling air transport to establish itself once and for all. 

We must therefore always be ready to take advantage of future technical progress, 
and for that reason the mass renewal of air fleets—made necessary by competition- 
may constitute an unfortunate hindrance. Borrowed capital spent on material is 
already being currently repaid at annual rates of 20-25 per cent ; some of the mam 
European companies paid off capital borrowings to the extent of 30-35 per cent during 
the financial year 1932. How could that be possible for any considerable time without 
a real or concealed increase in subsidies, so long as the seasonal traffic and overlapping 
or duplication as between national concerns prevent an intensive annual re-allocation. 
Can we expect to go on for a long time with a system which involves 200 hours per 
annum for four years, and then 500 hours for two years, using excessively large air 
fleets which we shall have to renew as soon as competition makes such renewal 
necessary ? With an increase in the price per unit, which is the inevitable consequence 
of increased speed, no economically sound system of renewal will be possible until we 
can deal with large numbers. The first result of the renewals at present being carried 
out will, no doubt, in the case of each national operating company, be a reduction m the 
number of aircraft in use. Thus we should go further than a £ pool, of receipts and 
tend in the direction of a “ pool ” of aircraft—that is to say, am air fleet, based on 
the smallest possible number of models and technical characteristics, common o a 
number of national operating companies bound together by ties of competition. 

Nevertheless, it will be difficult to develop the re-allocation of an craft speedily 
enough to prevent the longevity of aircraft being an obstacle to. technical progress. 
We are thus led to determine or to establish, which will necessitate reciprocity agi eements, 
secondary “ operation areas ”—that is to say, zones or lines in which there would be 
used aircraft, still in excellent condition but technically out of date,, which, m wo or 
three years, would have flown only 3,000 or 4,000 hours on the busiest European air 
lines. For we have already begun to count in thousands of hours. 

1 In 
and the 
per km. 

1933, this experiment was carried out by the 
“ Cruiser ” Spartan triple-engined aeroplanes. 

“ Dragon ” de Havilland twin-engined aeroplanes 
Accommodation was provided at 0.35-0.45 franc 
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10. Consequences of Operation. 

It is not within my competence to draw up a traffic programme of a more or less 
co-operative character. I will rather refer to the recommendations made by the 
Air Transport Co-operation Committee at its last session, which were inserted in the 
final Report under the title : “ Operation of a Main Network.” 

The Committee recommended : 
“ i. Special treatment for postal services to the extent required by the 

exigencies of this type of freight.” 

It would, I think, be very interesting to know the results obtained at the end of 
the 1933 season by the postal experiment made in Northern Europe. I would only 
point out for the moment that this seasonal operation has not yet led to the building 
of aircraft exclusively intended for postal work and having a capacity proportionate 
to the quantity of freight carried. Furthermore, in the case of surtaxed mails, the 
quantity would necessarily be very small, and if the cost of the small postal aircraft 
were the present rate—say 30 francs per ton-kilometre—I doubt whether it would 
pay its way to the same extent as passenger aircraft. 

The following recommendations of the Committee apply specially to passenger 
transport : 

“ 2. Greater frequency of air services on certain routes. 
“ 3. Permanence of air services. 
“4. Endeavour to secure greater commercial speed.” 

I have already examined these points. I would add that, once general day air 
transport were provided in Europe at a rate of 225 km. per hour, it would be difficult 
to justify the maintenance of night air postal services, similarly subsidised, unless such 
services provided an essential connection with certain non-daily long-distance services. 
Experience has shown that few letters are so urgent that they cannot be delayed for a 
few hours ; if such be the case, however, there are the telegraph or telephone, or even 
the taxi-aeroplane let out for hire by a specialised undertaking, to meet such 
exceptional requirements. _ . . ,. 

To sum up, I believe in the general introduction of day air services, sometimes 
almost extending into the night, with very few landings, carried out by the safest 
fast aircraft at present proposed by technical experts. These services ^ would be 
indiscriminately available for all traffic ; special measures ( humane time-tab es, 
extension of life insurance policies in the case of regular air transport,1 further facilities 
for heavy baggage, compensation for delay, etc.) should, however, be taken with a view 
to increasing passenger traffic, which at present provides two-thirds of the receipts 
and might be enormously developed if the service given became more effective. 

It is for the purpose of making such services more effective that attention shou d 
be given to the recommendation of the Committee as to the constant endeavoui 
to make the best use of the possibilities of combined transport ”. A traveller should—- 
particularly at night—be allowed to make use of a train if he takes a through ticke 
by air between any two terminal points, should the time of his journey be shortened 
by taking the train, ., 

It would, further, be most desirable, in order to avoid the sterile competition wh ch 
is already taking shape, to raise the whole problem of fast transport across Europe. 
The aeroplane should offer its co-operation to the previously established surface means 

1 But not automatic insurance of all passengers, which is a heavy burden on the operating company. 
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of transport ; in so far as it is also subsidised, air transport has no light even if it has 
the means—to set itself up as a stern rival of the railway or of shipping. For the 
second time I therefore point out to the members of the Sub-Committee that, besides 
the problem of combined transport, the problem of transport by mutual arrangement 
(“ transports conciliSs ”) requires a solution which will have to be dealt with by the 
Governments. . , T j + 

If such negotiations are undertaken, the question of rates will be raised, 1 do not 
intend to deal with it here. In view of the official replies that have been received, 
I only desire to lay stress on the serious character of this problem. There is no doubt 
that the fall in air rates has been brought about by competition between subsidised 
air companies much more than by the desire of competing with surface transport. 
The fact remains, however, that, in the period 1930-1933, after allowance has been 
made for the reductions and rebates currently practised in Europe (books of tickets, 
etc.), the average one-way rate has fallen from 1 fr. to 0.70 fr. per passenger-kilometre, 
and from 0.90 fr. to 0.55 fr. in the case of return tickets. I only hope I was no true 
prophet when I raised before you the spectre of free transport . 

11. Consequences of Organisation : from the “ Pool ” to the Denationalised 
Company. 

Last recommendation of the Committee : 
“ Co-operation between national companies concerned, as the best method of 

operating international services”. 
The inclusion of this passage in the Report is due to inadvertence on the part oi 

myself, the Rapporteur. The above opinion was expressed in the reply of one of the 
members of your Sub-Committee to the questionnaire of November 12th, 
Through this oversight, the report of the Sub-Committee (in 1932) gave this individual 
opinion a general character. I naturally set forth the opinion in question m my 
preliminary summary, which was an objective review of the opinions expressed. As 
there was no discussion, and as the view in question was the only one expressed on this 
matter, it passed on from the initial summary to the report of the Sub-Committee 
and then to the final Report of the Committee, which gave it the value of a general 
recommendation. t . 1 . , , 

You will all recall that the question of partial pools, of the complete pool and ol 
the “international company” formed the chief subject of your discussions in }932- 
though no agreement was reached. Furthermore, at the second session of the Cornmittee, 
held at Geneva, May 9th-i2th, 1932, the Chairman stated, in connection with the 
study of the “ legal status of an international company ”, that, in spite of the disagree- 
ment of members of the Committee on this subject, there could be no question ol the 
Sub-Committee’s interrupting its work on this matter. 

The present work having been undertaken at the request of the Sub-Committee, 
I have thus doubly the right not to feel bound by the “ recommendation of the 
Committee. . . 

In fact, I feel less than ever that “ co-operation between^ national companies 
concerned ” can provide—particularly in the European area the best method o 
operating international services ”. 

Already the “ average air service ” (I do not mean the ‘ average passenger 
journey”) in 1933 flies over three national territories; in the near future, with 
increased speed and radius of action, that number is bound to increase. Above 
all, the general spread of “ direct connections ” will lead to a regular system of 
unvarying routes being replaced by more and more frequent and free undetermined 
crossings of routes. The problem will therefore be to give air transport the freedom 
which is natural to it, but which as yet it has practically not demanded. 
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What, then, will be the value of the solution of the “ pool ”, should the “ pool ” 
not be a complete one ? We have seen from our four large maps, where the services 
provided for by the “ pool ” are shown in thicker lines, what a small proportion such 
services still represent. This is not through lack of goodwill, since the present 
companies themselves—so long as they keep profits separate and distinct from 
national subsidies—can only benefit from such a system. It is rather incapacity 
to bring into a common framework national airways which have sometimes a common 
field of operation, but have no common measure, still less a common aim. 

I should, however, have been glad to explain here more definitely the real nature 
of the “ pools ”, as well technical as administrative and financial. But by its letter of 
March 7th, 1933, the International Air Traffic Association, which was duly consulted, 
informed the League of Nations that “ particulars concerning ‘ pools ’ should be 
given by the respective Governments ”. 

I am all the more ready to believe this, since “ pools ” are sometimes an indirect 
means of competition. I have already told the Committee that the Deutsche 
Lufthansa, at the end of 1931, denounced the danger of “ Ueberfremdung ” (excessive 
participation of foreign companies in German air transport) which it ran from “pools”, 
even those negotiated and concluded by itself; the German company reverted to the 
subject in 1933 in the same terms. The maximum of subsidies being limited, such 
“ abandoning of traffic to foreign companies ” is regarded by the Lufthansa, not as 
an amputation, but as a relief from a burden; it can thus devote all its efforts to more 
important traffic or to traffic connected with more ambitious schemes. 

* * * 

In conclusion, I would once more state that the problem of air transport has not 
yet been raised in Europe as a matter of public utility. 

Is it desired to raise it as such ? 
If not, obstacles will arise in the way of the national aircraft in international 

transport ; these obstacles will become more formidable and opposition will be more 
resolute the more ambitious certain national programmes may appear and the farther 
they may seem from economic or financial realities, and the more powerful assistance 
is provided in furtherance of them by the renewal of material. 

If the answer is “ Yes ”, as it should be, the new realities of the situation must be 
taken into account—namely, a Europe in which aircraft, in order to have that freedom 
which is natural to them, can no longer follow routes imposed on them, and cannot 
keep to Customs airports, “ corridors of approach ” or “ prohibited zones ”. 

If aviation were untrammelled, would it be so as far as States are concerned ? 
Some may desire that it should, but nobody can believe that it would. 

Suppose that the technical progress of to-morrow enabled air transport to be 
financially independent, how could the Governments of a divided and mistrustful 
Europe allow the indefinite development of a powerful means of transport when 
aircraft sent on peaceful missions over national territories and to the very heart of 
those territories may also carry out other missions ? Thus the problem is and remains 
a political one. It cannot be solved by experts. 

* * * 

Even if the study of this political problem were not shortly to be undertaken, 
the task of the Air Transport Co-operation Committee remains an important one, and I 
hope that this Report—after being brought up to date for 1933 and discussed—may 
to some extent assist them. 

It will further be seen that, up to the last pages, I have always dealt with the 
present situation without assuming that some political decision may soon make a 
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radical change in it. With this hypothesis of continuity, subsidised air transport 
in Europe knows fairly well on what resources it can rely. 

Sir Eric Geddes, speaking of subsidies to commercial aviation, said one day that 
they made it possible to “ buy the future This may be true, but in Europe it 
would be true only if the present subsidies were used to multiply direct and fast air 
services across territory better equipped and more freely accessible. 

The future which subsidies would thus buy would be based on co-operation, and 
necessarily close co-operation. Aviation, therefore, if it won such a victory, would 
bring to the moral unity of Europe a contribution which would perhaps prove decisive. 
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Part II 

THE EVOLUTION OF AIR TRANSPORT IN EUROPE IN 1933 

CONCLUSION. 

A. Variations in Quantities. 

Under the same conditions as in Chapter /, and as far as possible on the basis of 
official replies and documents, I have summarised in Table XXI the traffic results 
in kilometres for 1933. , , 

A comparison with Table I shows that, between 1932 and 1933. taking the 
European network : 

The number of kilometres flown increased by 5,070,777, or 17 per cent ; 
The number of passenger-kilometres increased by 27,873,642, or 25 per cent ; 
The number of ton-kilometres increased by 2,885,806, or 22 per cent. This 

increase represents 25 per cent on passenger traffic, 18.5 per cent on goods traffic, 
and 16.5 per cent on mails. 

B. Variation in Returns. 

To ascertain this variation, I now rely on only one index of comparison, that which 
in Chapter I I called P2, defined as : 

Receipts from customers. 
Total revenue. P2 = 

This ratio shows at a glance the degree of financial autonorny of the concerns, 
since if P2 = 1, the revenue consists, by definition, solely of receipts from customers. 

As in 1932, no national contractual air line in Europe had in 1933 reached that 
stage ■ but it will be seen from Table XXII that four countries, and not three as in I932> 
have reached or passed the ratio P2 = 0.5. In other words, assuming that we take 
this criterion only, they are more than half the way towards financial autonomy. 
These countries are : the Netherlands (0.76), Finland (0.70), the United Kingdom 
(0.61), and Denmark (0.55). In the case of the last-named country, it should be 
pointed out that we have only the total figure of traffic receipts, and that, as they 
amounted in 1933 to almost three times the total earned in 1932, it is conceivably 
possible that a total lump-sum payment for mails, in the nature of a subsidy, was made. 
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Table XXI. 

Regular Air Transport of Subsidised Companies. 

Quantities of Transport produced 1933* 

(For detailed comparisons see Table I.) 

Kilometres 
Passenger- 

kilometres (i) 

Ton-kilometres 

Passengers 
(i) 

Goods Mails Total 
Coeffi- 

cient of 
utilisa- 

tion (°/o) 

Germany—Deutsche 
Lufthansa (Europe) 

Austria—“ Oelag ” 
Belgium—“ Sabena ” .. 
United Kingdom— 
“ Imperial Airways 

(Europe and London- 
Egypt) • • • • • • 

Denmark—D.D.L. 
Spain—L.A.P.E  
Finland—“ Aero O.Y.” 
France—Five compa- 

nies (then, for seven 
months, Air-France) 
for the European net- 
work   

Greece-—S.H.C. A. 
(E.E.E.S.)  

Hungary—“ Malert ” . 
Italy—(European net 

work)  
Netherlands—K.L.M 

(Europe)  
Poland—P.LX. “ Lot 
Roumania—L. A.R.E.S 
Sweden—A.B.A. 
Switzerland—“ Swiss- 

air ” (international 
network)  

Czechoslovak! a-C.L.S. 
—C.S.A  

Yugoslavia — “Aero- 
put ”  

German.y-U.S.S.R.— 
“ Deruluft ” . . .. 

Whole area ( 1933 •• 
considered ( 1932 

Differences \ Absol. fig. 
I Percentage 

8,926,355 
493>649 

1,036,255 

i,575.ooo 
209,705 
523,220 
225,104 

7,468,000 

348,609 
127,730 

4,763,863 

2,211,632 
1,469,469 

243,564 
37i,7!3 

761,100 

967,600 

223,784 

1,216,403 

34>I42,755 
29,071,978 

5,070,777 
+ 17% 

34,151,128 
1,537,000 
2,789,720 

22,121,000 
844,275 

2,078,000 
781,170 

24,653,000 

2,169,680 
617,625 

17,407,954 

11,000,000 
4,108,763 

600,000 
2,869,678 

2,518,525 

2,860,139 

503,591 

3,600,000 

137,211,288 
109,337-646 

27,873,642 
+ 25% 

2,720,000 
123,277 
223,178 

[,809,680 
67,520 

166,040 
62,494 

1,968,000 

173.520 
49,360 

1,392,636 

950,893 
305,879 

48,000 
229.520 

201,482 

228,800 

40,280 

288,000 

11,048,559 
8,817,000 

2,231,559 
+ 25 % 

957,178 
19,000 
96,785 

339,200 
19,002 
28,700 
12,799 

780,000 

50,200 
6,000 

336,428 

340,000 
105,521 

4,000 
60.000 

23,283 

82,901 

2,619 

95,000 

3,258,616 
2,748,326 

510,290 
+ 18.5% 

185,048 
3,300 

11,856 

211,200 
9,605 

33,700 
H,59I 

204,000 

3,692 
7,212 

147,869 

60,000 
6,738 

8 
54,967 

26,459 

3,063 

113 

20,208 

1,000,629 
856,652 

143,977 
+ 16.5 % 

3,862,226 
145,577 
331,819 

2,360,080 
96,127 

228,440 
86,884 

2,952,000 

269,055 
62,572 

1,876,993 

1,350,893 
418,138 

52,008 
344,487 

251,224 

535,720 
(314,764 according to 

C.I.N.A.) 
43,012 

403,208 

15,307,804 
I2,42X,998 

2,885,806 
+ 22 % 

46 
32 

68 

48 
52 

53 

70 
53 

42-5 

54-i 
40.4 

70 

47 

43 

(1) In this estimate, the passenger (with free luggage allowance) is reckoned at SO Ag. and not *g., 
the figure adopted in the official statistics of certain countries, which is less in accor ance small 

Albania has not been included, as we have only the absolute figures, which are naturally sm 
(e.g., 102,000 km. in 1933) and do not affect this comparative table. , . . , S Uncertain figures, whether calculated by analogy or by approximate breaking-up of total figu e , 
are shown in italics. 
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Table XXII. 

Comparative Positions of Concerns in 1932 and 1933, as regards 
Financial Autonomy ”• 

Country- 
Receipts from customers 

1932 1933 

Official subsidies 

1932 1933 

Financial autonomy (P*) 

1932 1933 j Variation 

Germany (i) 
Austria 
Belgium 
United Kingdom 
Denmark (2) 
Spain .. 
Finland (2) 
France 
Greece 
Hungary .. 
Italy .. 
Netherlands 
Poland 
Roumania .. 
Sweden (2).. 
Switzerland 
Czechoslovakia 
Yugoslavia 
Germany- 
U. S. S. R. (Deruluft) 

6,083,124 RM. 
446,392 S. 

5,824,470 B.f. 
360,000 £ 
150,0°0D.C.(3) 
603,125 p. 

3,100,704 F.m. 
31,97!,701 F.f. 
6,428,209 Dr. 

84,592 Pengo 
6,658,203 Lire 

900,117 FI. 
420,710 Zl. 
559>522 Lei 

581,000 S.c. 
347,2308.1. 

1,749,149 C.c. 
642,907 Din. 

618,965 RM. 

0,500,399RM.(3) 
454,474 s. 

5,563,880 B.f. 
340.000 £ 
423,000 D.c. 

3,464 
29,300 

7,076 
75 

6,889 
1,241 

447 
615 
889 
563 

2»4I5 

982 F.m. 
,000 F.f. 
.354 L>r. 
,587 Pengo 
,255 Lire 
,777 FI. 
993 Zl. 
,084 Lei 
,453 S.c. 
,733 S.f. 
819 C.c. 

663,173 RM. 

14,100 
1,53° 

16,218 
200 
350 

3.450 
1,943 

124,829 
18,000 

200 
72,223 

628 
5,3i2 

8,590 
i,257 
i,474 

13,801 
6,276 

000 RM. 
,ooo S. 
,522 B.f. 
,000 
,000 D.c. 
,000 P. 
,930 F.m. 
,625 F.f. 
,000 Dr. 
,000 Pengo 
,538 Lire 
,044 FI. 
,000 Zl. 
,000 Lei 
000 S.c. 
,504 S.f. 
,5IoCc- 
573 Din. 

17,311,071 RM. 
1,486,500 S. 

16,549,392 Bf- 
200,000 £ 
350,000 D.c. 

1,851,395 RM- 

2,118, 
109,588, 

14,752 
200, 

72,377- 
404, 

5,603, 

97° 
1,120 

13,860 

900 F.m. 
,000 F.f. 
667 Dr. 
000 Pengo 
644 Lire 
,268 FI. 
,215 Zl. 

p 
,500 S.c. 
,702 S.f. 
,000 C.c. 

2,616,912 RM. 

0/ /o 
30.1 
22-5 
26.5 
64 2 
*0(3) 
14.8 
61.4 
20.3 
26.3 
29.9 

•4 
58.9 

7-3 
6.1 

31.6 
19 
11.2 
9.2 

25 

0/ /o 
35-4 
23 
25.2 
61 
54-6 

70 
21 
32 
27 

8.7 
76 

7-4 ? 
48 
33 
15 ? 

20.2 

°/o 
+ 4-3 
+ 0.5 
— 1-3 
— 3.2 

+ 24.6(3) 

+ 8.6 
+ 0.7 
+ 5-7 
— 2.9 
4- 0.3 
+17. i 
+ 0.1 

? 
+ 16.4 
+ 14 
+ 3-8 

? 

— 4.8 

fil In the absence of official information, I have taken the figure for “ traffic and other receipts 

t0tal(2)VItTo»H ^interesting to know how mnch of the revenue of the Swedish Danish and Finnish lines 
is derived from mail contracts, so far as the latter involve a lump-sum payment. 

(3) In italics, uncertain or estimated figures. 
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The variations of the index P2 between 1932 and 1933 are shown in the last 
columns of Table XXII. They are particularly high for the Netherlands (+ 17.1%), 
Finland (+ 8.6%), Sweden (+ 16.4%), and Denmark (+ 24.6%). There appears to 
have been substantially no change in the position of the United Kingdom. 

These five national lines represent a total of somewhat more than 4 million ton- 
kilometres actually carried, or about 27 per cent of the European total. 

The remaining 73 per cent has been produced in much less satisfactory conditions. 
The French and Italian lines (31 per cent of the grand total) are practically no nearer 
financial autonomy. The German lines (25 per cent of the grand total) seem to have 
improved their autonomy coefficient by about 4 per cent ; but, in the absence of 
detailed information as to the subsidies, every reservation must be made as to the 
indirect support (supplies of material, payment for training supernumerary personnel) 
that may have been received by the Lufthansa. 

Apart from Switzerland (+ 13%), the other lines show very small increases or 
decreases in the autonomy coefficients, which, as a whole, are low ; these national lines 
form a very small proportion of the whole European system, which of course does not 
make them any less interesting, but prevents their having any serious influence on 
the general result that it is my primary object to ascertain. 

C. The Resources employed. 

I933 was the first year in which the European air lines showed a marked trend 
towards speedier renewal of material and more intense utilisation of modernised fleets. 
While the latter, therefore, still continued to consist officially of a comparable number 
of aeroplanes and seaplanes, served by equally numerous crews, this must be ascribed 
mainly to what I have already called “ statistical overcrowding ”. Only the results 
for 1934, and more particularly for 1935, will enable us to adjudge the efforts made in 
Europe to reach the “ utilisation ” percentages of personnel and material which the 
United States achieved as far back as 1932. 

As evidence, it may be pointed out that, on December 31st, 1933, Air-France was 
certainly not employing more than 100 aeroplanes in Europe (instead of 181 a year 
earlier), and was getting out of each of them, not, as before, 234 hours’ work annually, 
but at least 400. In Belgium, the S.A.B.E.N.A. had, in 1933, reached the point of 
getting each of its pilots to fly 438 hours, instead of 375 in 1932. In Italy, the turnover 
of material increased by 15 per cent between 1932 and 1933, without any reaction on 
the 'personnel. 

In this connection, it should also be pointed out that most European companies 
could work with far fewer pilots without reaching the American averages, or even 
the legal limits, recently fixed at 1,000 hours per pilot per year, in the United States. 
Governments, however, sometimes impose supernumerary staff on the companies, 
and oftener still the companies find themselves, in times of depression, unwilling to 
dismiss good professional pilots, who would be likely to swell the ranks of the unem- 
ployed. This, moreover, is not a problem peculiar to commercial aviation ; but it 
affects the return from air transport as it does other working returns, and must be 
taken into consideration before rigid conclusions are drawn from statistics alone. 

D. Extreme Cases of Air Transport in Europe. 

Imperial Airways are possibly second to no other European line as regards economic 
working. It is, however, difficult, in the case of a concern whose main justification 
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lies in Imperial communications, to see what advantages the European lines only have 
over the rest. Moreover, the British Government does not supply separate figures for 
the revenue earned by each line of Imperial Airways. _ 

To get an idea, therefore, of the best achievements of air transport in Europe, 
the proper way is to analyse the returns of the Netherlands K.L.M. for its European 
network (omitting the Indies line, even as regards its Amsterdam-Athens-Cairo 
section). . , 

In 1933, for the whole of its European network, the K.L.M. received a subsidy of 
404,268 florins. At the same time it earned : 

825,182 florins in 'passenger revenue, 
305,406 florins in goods revenue, 

35,309 florins in luggage charges, 
75,880 florins in mail charges, 

or 1,241,777 florins total revenue. 

The revenue from traffic therefore amounted to 13 million francs, as compared 
with 4,100,000 francs Government subsidy. The financial autonomy of the 
was therefore 76 per cent, and the Company is only 24 per cent away from its assumed 
goal—economic independence. . . . 

Graphs 9 and 10 show at a glance the changes from 1930 to 1933 inclusive, first 
in the quantities of traffic produced by the Company, and secondly in the revenue 
(both from customers and from the State) which it has succeeded in setting off agams 
the former. Particular attention will be attracted by the striking achievement of the 
K.L.M. in 1933, when, by putting on bigger aeroplanes, extending the services and 
making them more frequent, it raised the number of ton-kilometres produced from 
1 630,000 to 2,500,000. Of this 50 per cent higher number, it succeeded m utilising 
and selling a higher proportion than with the lower figures of previous years. At the 
same time, it raised its coefficient of financial autonomy from 58.5 per cent (1932) 
to 76 per cent (1933)- . , ,, . , ,, , 

This splendid result is mainly due to the comparatively small size of the system 
served ; to the fortunate position occupied by the Netherlands, at the intersection 
of the most important trade routes for the whole of Northern and North-western 
Europe, which is economically the most active ; and to the proportion maintained 
between the resources employed and the results that can be expected. Additiona 
advantages are the Free Trade system traditional in the Netherlands, and the deter- 
mination of those in control of the Company to have the requisite machines built 
or purchased, at the proper time and in the proper place. , ,, , 

In spite of the difficulties of 1934. the K.L.M. would appear to have even bettered 
during that year the results of 1933. According to Press statements, traffic receipts 
for the whole system covered 82 per cent of total expenses ; what is certain is that the 
traffic figures show a fresh and very striking increase. 

Taking the question from the standpoint of financial return, commercial air lines 
such as those in Italy seem to be badly handicapped as compared with the K.L.M. 
As there can be no question of the quality of the personnel and machines, and as sue 
widely different results must be primarily attributed to insuperable differences m 
economic geography, I have no hesitation in pointing to the following fac s. n 193T 
the Italian air services—all covering the territory dealt with in my report—produced 
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4,360,000 ton-kilometres, 1,880,000 of which were utilised, or 40 per cent more than 
the K.L.M. Yet the Italian revenue from customers does not exceed 9,000,000 francs, 
as compared with 94,000,000 francs in subsidies. The following table shows the 
comoarison between the two national concerns : 

Per ton-kilometre carried 
Receipts from Government 

customers subsidy 
Francs Francs 

Netherlands   9-6o 3-00 

Italy  4-75 50.00 

Thus, for each ton-kilometre carried, the Italian lines require receipts totalling 
54 75 francs, whereas the K.L.M. can manage with 12.60 francs. This striking differ- 
ence is only to a small extent due to the utilisation of the tonnage afforded (54 per 
cent bv the K.L.M., 43 per cent by the Italian lines). It is due more to the difference 
in the rates actually charged : the K.L.M. earns twice as much on every ton-kilometre. 
Finally, it may be suspected that the machines operated on the Italian lines are 
expensive to run, and that a great proportion of the ton-kilometres carried pays no, 
or merely nominal, charges. In these circumstances, if transport is the real objective 
of commercial aviation in Europe, it will be seen that the Italian Government pays seventeen 
times as much as the Netherlands Government per unit of actual transport. 

It will be gathered that, in setting down these figures, I have no desire to make 
invidious comparisons. I would merely point out that in 1934, as in 1933, the organi- 
sation of air transport in Europe is still faced with the same main obstacle : the 
impossibility of generalising by merely technical action, over the whole of a network 
that is extremely heterogeneous, the results obtained on certain profitable routes by 
favoured companies which know how to take advantage of their privileged position. 

* * * 

No official figures for the whole of 1934 are available as I conclude this survey, 
but I feel I can say that the advance made in 1933, as compared with 1932, has not 
as a whole been maintained either in respect of quantity or of quality (quality being, 
ex hypothesi, represented by the degree of financial autonomy) ; the European network 
considered by the Committee is undoubtedly just as far away from independence, and 
its economic activity is no higher at the end of 1934. than ^ was two years earlier. 
The general reasons for this state of affairs are known ; it should, however, be borne 
in mind that European commercial aviation, nearly three-fourths of the cost of which 
is still carried on national budgets, has to that extent been very largely sheltered from 
what is known as the “ slump ” ; its subsidies have hardly been reduced at all. It is, 
however, still waiting for the most valuable gift that it could receive : a doctrine 
of collective action calculated on a European scale to meet European needs, and based 
on strictly economic lines. 

January 12th, 1935. (Signed) Henri Bouche. 
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de nuits inoluses dans le voyage. 

Note : The italic figure in parentheses placed after each time figure shows the number of mg/its included 
in each journey. 
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TABLEAU B. — TABLE B. 

Temps de parcours, en heures, par les transports de surface, entre soixante- 
sept villes de 1’ensemble territorial consid£r6, prises deux & deux. (Docu- 
mentation etablie, sur questionnaire du rapporteur et a la demande de la Societe 
des Nations, par la Compagnie internationale des Wagons-Lits.) 

Time of Journey in Hours, by Surface Transport, between Sixty-seven Towns 
of the Territorial Area considered, taken Two by Two. (Documentation 
prepared on the basis of the rapporteur’s questionnaire and at the request of the 
League of Nations by the Compagnie internationale des Wagons-Lits.) 
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TABLEAU G TABLE G. 

Temps de parcours en heures, par les transports de surface, entre soixante- Time of Journey in Hours, by Surface Transports, between Sixty-seven Towns 
sept villes de 1’ensemble territorial consid£r6, prises deux & deux. (Docu- of the Territorial Area considered, taken Two by Two. (Documentation 
mentation etablie, sur questionnaire du rapporteur et a la demande de la Society prepared on the basis of the rapporteur’s questionnaire and at the request of the 
des Nations, par la Compagnie internationale des Wagons-Lits.) League of Nations by the Compagnie internationale des Wagons-Lits.) 



' f f"':; 





 
 



TABLEAU D. — TABLE D. 

Temps de parcours en heures, par les transports de surface, entre soixante- 
sept villes de 1’ensemble territorial consid6r&, prises deux a deux. (Docu- 
mentation etablie, sur questionnaire du rapporteur et a la demande de la Societe 
des Nations, par la Compagnie internationale des Wagons-Lits.) 

Time of Journey in Hours, by Surface Transport, between Sixty-seven Towns 
of the Territorial Area considered, taken Two by Two. (Documentation 
prepared on the basis of the rapporteur’s questionnaire and at the request of the 
League of Nations by the Compagnie internationale des Wagons-Lits.) 
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inciu&es dans le voyage. Note 1 The italic figure in parentheses placed after each time figure shows the number of nights included 
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