
RICE UNIVERSITY 

ITALY, AUSTRIA AND THE ANSCHLUSS: 
ITALIAN INVOLVEMENT IN AUSTRIAN 

POLITICAL AND DIPLOMATIC AFFAIRS, 
1928-1938 

by 

Frederick R. Zuber 

A THESIS SUBMITTED 
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE 

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF 

MASTER OF ARTS 

Thesis Director's signature: 

/£?. 6taZ)As 

Houston, Texas 

Hay, 1973 



ABSTRACT 

ITALY, AUSTRIA AUD THE ANSCHLUSS: 
ITALIAN INVOLVEMENT IN AUSTRIAN POLITICAL 

AND DIPLOMATIC AFFAIRS, 1928-1938 

Frederick R. Zuber 

Italy's involvement in Austrian political and dip¬ 

lomatic affairs during the interwar period generally 

has been studied in light of her acquiesence in the 

Austro-German Anschluss of March 15* 1938. Mussolini's 

acceptance of the union of these two German states is 

frequently interpreted as yet another manifestation of 

the growing cooperation between Fascist Italy and Nazi 

Germany which, beginning with their collaboration during 

the Spanish Civil War, eventually led to the events of 

Munich and the Second World War. While not without a 

degree of validity, this approach to Italy's involvement 

in the Anschluss tends to ignore the basic differences 

in policy and interests that existed between these two 

states. The resulting image, therefore, overemphasizes 

the closeness of the affinity between Rome and Berlin. ' 

This study seeks to present a balanced view of 

Italy's involvement in the Anschluss by tracing the 

rather complex course of Italian foreign policy in 

Austria during the period from 1928 to 1938. The 

examination of Austro-Italian relations is divided into 

three phases. The first, extending from the initial 

Italian contacts with various rightist groups in 

Austria in 1928 to the assassination of the Austrian 

chancellor, Engelbert Dollfuss, in July, 1931+j marked 



the development of an Italian "protectorate" over 

Austria and the expansive phase of Italy*s quest for 

hegemony in Central Europe. Following the assassina¬ 

tion of Dollfuss, Italian policy entered a transitional 

phase dominated by Mussolini *s efforts to create a 

British-French-Italian ententê which would block German 

expansion in Austria and preserve Italy's position of 

influence in Central Europe. The failure of these 

efforts as a result of the events of the Abyssinian 
, i 

War obliged Italy to accept a compromise with Germany 

over Austria, culminating in the Austro-German 

"Gentlemen's Agreement" of July 11, 1936. Italy's 

foreign policy in Central Europe subsequently entered 

its final phase which witnessed the rapid erosion of 

her position in Austria. These events forced Mussolini 

to relinquish all remaining vestiges of his former 

protectorate over that country, thereby enabling 

Hitler to achieve his union of Austria and Germany on 

March 15, 1938. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

The study of Italy's Involvement in Austrian 

political and diplomatic affairs during the interwar 

period frequently has centered around a discussion of 

her role in the Austro-German Anschluss of March 15 j 

1938. Italy's acquiescence in the union of these two 

German states is generally conceded to have been a major 

factor in the success of Adolf Hitler's plans for the 

German domination of Central Europe. The attitude of 

benevolent neutrality adhered to by her fascist dictator, 

Benito Mussolini, not only insured that Italy would not 

seek to block Germany's annexation of Austria, but like¬ 

wise discouraged Great Britain and France from any active 

intervention in support of this Central European country. 

Indeed, the friendly attitude displayed by Mussolini in 

his acceptance of the Anschluss and the Italian government' 

subsequent praise of this event as "the free expression of 

the will of the Austrian people"^ have given rise to the 

interpretation of the Austro-German union as yet another 

indication of the growing cooperation between Fascist 

Italy and Nazi Germany which, beginning with the 

collaboration of these two states during the Spanish 

^The Times (London), March 14, 1938, p. ih. 
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Civil War (1936-1939)» eventually led to the events of 

Munich and the Second World War. 

While this approach to the problem of Italy's role 

in the Anschluss is not without a degree of validity, 

it nonetheless fails to present a complete picture of 

Italy's involvement in Austrian political and diplomatic 

affairs during the interwar years. Although Italy's 

acceptance of the Austro-German union can he seen as an 

example of German-Italian cooperation, from Mussolini's 

point of view, it also marked a major foreign policy 

defeat that cost him considerable popular support among 
2 

the Italian people. For nearly a decade, the duce had 

been following a policy which sought to expand Italian 

influence in Central Europe. Austria, because of her 

geographic position in the heart of the Danube region, 

naturally was to play an important part in these plans, 

and her continued independence was a precondition for 

the fulfillment of Italy's aspirations in that region. 

Mussolini's acceptance of the Austro-German Anschluss 

and his abandonment of these plans to expand Italian 

influence in Central Europe therefore marked a sig¬ 

nificant reversal of Italian foreign policy. 

The story of this alteration in Italian foreign 

policy which ultimately led to the union of Austria 

2 
Christopher Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, A Biography 

(London: Longmans, 1962), p. 89; Ivone Kirkpatrick, 
Mussolini. A Study in Power (New York: Hawthorn Books, 
Inc., 1964), p. 361. 
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and Germany in March, 1938, follows a rather complex 

course. Despite this fact, however, it is possible to 

discern three distinct phases in Italy's relations with 

Austria during the decade preceding the Anschluss. The 

first of these, extending from Italy's initial contacts 

with various rightist political groups in Austria in 

1928 to the assassination of the Austrian chancellor, 

Engelbert Dollfuss, in July, 193*+ , marked the develop¬ 

ment of an Italian "protectorate" over Austria and the 

expansive phase of Italy's quest for hegemony in Central 

Europe. Following the shock of Dollfuss' assassination, 

Italy's foreign policy entered a transitional phase. 

Efforts were made to reach an agreement with Great 

Britain and France which would block German expansion in 

Austria and preserve Italy's position of influence in 

Central Europe. The failure of these efforts forced 

Italy to accept a compromise with Germany over Austria, 

culminating in the Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement" 

of July 11, 1936. Subsequent to this agreement, Italy's 

foreign policy in Central Europe entered its final 

phase, which witnessed the rapid erosion of her position 

in Austria that ultimately forced Mussolini to accept 

the Austro-German union of March 15, 1938. In order to 

place these developments in their true perspective, 

however, it will be necessary first to examine briefly 



b 

several of the more general aspects of Italian foreign 

policy during the period that followed the conclusion 

of the First World War. 

Italy's foreign policy during the interwar years was 

oriented around two general considerations: her 

conception of herself as a "Great Poxrer" and her desire 

to revise the peace treaties that had ended the First 

World War. Italy had emerged from this struggle as one 

of the "Great Powers of Europe;" however, despite certain 

promises made to her by France and Great Britain before 
• 3 

her entrance into the war, by the end of the conflict 

she had acquired few of the trappings traditionally 

ascribed to such a status. Italian foreign policy 

sought to correct this deficiency during the 1920's 

through the creation of a colonial empire and the 

extension of Italian influence into areas vital to her 

interests. Italian penetration into the Balkans and the 

extension of her influence into Central Europe were a 

consequence of her early efforts to project a Great 

b 
Power image. 

Italy's efforts to assert her position as a major 

3 
For a discussion of the 1915 London Agreements and 

other related matters, see C. Pellizzi, Italy (London: 
Longmans, Green and Co., 1939)» PP» 35-^1» and Muriel 
Currey, Italian Foreign Policy. 1918-1932 (London: Ivor 
Nicholson and Watson, Ltd., 1932), p. 321. 

^Gordon Brook-Shepherd, Prelude to Infamy (New York: 
Ivan Obolensky, Inc., 1961), p. 193» Maxwell H. H. 
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European power ran into a number of difficulties, most 

of which centered around the Paris treaty system that 

had ended the First World War. It was this system of 

treaties that had denied Italy a share of Germany's - 

former colonial empire and had frustrated her territorial 

5 
aspirations in the Balkans. The natural result of this 

frustration of her Great Power desires was that Italy 

turned towards a policy of "revisionism." Especially 

after Mussolini's rise to power, Italy constantly sought 

to obtain alterations in the Paris peace settlement 

that would be favorable to her interests. Indeed, 

Mussolini repeatedly asserted that the treaties which 

had ended the First World War were not "sacrosanct" and 

that their revision was necessary if European peace was 
6 

to be preserved. 

Italy's Great Power aspirations and her demands 

for revision of the Paris peace treaties naturally re¬ 

sulted in a clash with France, the chief supporter of 

Macartney and Paul Cremona, Italy's Foreign and Colonial 
Policy, 1914-19^7 (London: Oxford University Press, 

■19305 , pp. 2-7. 
k 
'For a discussion of Italy's territorial aspirations 

in the Balkans and her claims to a share of Germany's 
former colonial empire, see Currey, Italian Foreign 
Policy, pp. 11-54. 

^Mussolini's speech before the Italian Senate, Rome, 
June 5, 1928, Benito Mussolini, Scritti e discorsi di 
Benito Mussolini (12 vols., Milan: Ulrico Hoepli 
Editore, 1934-1938), Vol. VI, pp. 175-228; The Times 
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the European "status quo." France, as a result of the 

Paris peace settlement, had achieved her chief foreign 

aims—the defeat of Germany and the return of Alsace- 

Lorraine—and she was naturally opposed to any 

alterations in the existing European order. Franco- 

Italian relations were troubled by a number of other 

’ 7 
minor problems during the post war period; however, 

France's unbending attitude towards the maintenance of 

the existing treaty system was the most serious obstacle 

to the fulfillment of Italian aspirations. Her creation 

of an alliance system composed of Czechoslovakia, 

Romania, and Jugoslavia (the Little Entente), which was 

designed to block Hungarian revisionist plans, also 

irritated Italy. The close ties which France developed 

with Jugoslavia assumed a particularly pernicious nature 

in Italian eyes; Jugoslavia had become Italy's chief 

rival in the Balkans and the growing Franco-Jugoslav 

partnership appeared as an effort to restrict the 
O 

expansion of Italian influence. 

(London). June 7» 1928, p. 15; Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, 
pp. 67-68. 

^Significant Franco-Italian differences in the 1920's 
also revolved around the rights of Italians residing in 
Tunsia, differences between the two governments over naval 
armaments, and the failure of the French government to 
suppress certain anti-fascist groups. See Luigi Villari, 
Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini (New York: Devin- 
Adair Co., 1956), pp. 76-87, and Currey, Italian Foreign 
Policy, pp. 145-146* 180, 204-205, 278-279, 282-2S3T 

O 

°For a discussion of Italian-Jugoslav problems, see 
Villari, Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini, pp. 17- 
19, 27-29; Currey, Italian Foreign Policy, pp. 122-123, 
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In an effort to offset the influence exerted by 

France and the Little Entente, Italy sought to establish 

her own bloc in Central Europe. Hungary and Austria, 

the two states in that region which as yet had not been 

incorporated into the French alliance system, consequent¬ 

ly became of considerable interest to Italian policy¬ 

makers. In Hungary, Italy's plans for Central Europe 

met with warm support. Hungarian-Italian relations had 

been very close as a result of Italy's support of 

Hungarian revisionist aspirations. Even before he came 

to power in October, 1922, Mussolini had given a 

Hungarian deputation written assurances of his support 
o 

for Hungarian revisionist aims. After his rise to power, 

Mussolini continued to show his sympathy for Hungary 

by signing an Italian-Hungarian Treaty of Friendship on 

April 5> 1927, and by praising the harmonious relations 

between the two countries in his foreign policy speech of 

June 5j 1928.^ 

In Vienna, Mussolini's plans for an Italian- 

dominated bloc in Central Europe met with a cooler 

^C. A. Macartney, October Fifteenth. A History of 
Modern Hungary, -1929-19*4-5 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press, 1961), p J 85* ' v. • 

•^Ibid. ; The Times (London), June 7? 1928, p. 15; 
Mussolini, Scritti e discorsi. Vol. VI, pp. 175-228; 
Currey, Italian Foreign Polisy, pp. 2*4-9-250. 



8 

reception than they had received in Budapest. Despite 

the duce's efforts to establish friendly ties with 

Austria, as exemplified by the favorable remarks which 

he made concerning that country in his foreign policy 
11 

address to the Italian Senate in May, 1925, official 

relations between the two governments remained rather 

strained. The question of Italy’s treatment of her 

German minorities in the Alto Adige (South Tyrol) Tiad 

become a subject of considerable controversy during the 

second chancellorship of Monsignor Ignaz Seipel (1926- 

1928). These difficulties were not resolved until after 

Johannas Schober became Austrian chancellor in December, 

1928. Italy, as a result, was forced to turn to various 

nonofficial sources in order to win support in Austria 

for her plans for an Italian-dominated bloc in Central 

Europe. Foremost among these sources of support was 

a rightist-oriented, paramilitary organization known 

as the Austrian Heimwehr. 

Hcurrey, Italian Foreign Policy, p. 150. 

A A discussion of the Alto Adige question is found 
in Currey, Italian Foreign Policy, pp. 163, 220-227, 
and'Villari, Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini, 
PP. 35-38. 



CHAPTER II 
THE GROWTH OF ITALIAN INFLUENCE 

IN AUSTRIA 
1928-1934 

During its initial phases, the expansion of Italian 
♦ 

influence in Austrian political and diplomatic affairs 

was closely associated with the development of friendly 

ties between Italy and the Austrian Heimwehr. Organized 

shortly after the conclusion of the First World War, the 

Heimwehr was composed largely of officers and men from 

the old Austro-Hungarian army and was ostensibly establish¬ 

ed to help maintain internal order and security after the 

collapse of the Habsburg monarchy in 1918. Although its 

early role in Austrian politics was not particularly 

significant, its rightist orientation and its need for 

funds and arms promised to make it a pliable tool for 

the expansion of Italian influence in Austria.^" 

The suggestion that the Heimwehr might serve as a 

useful instrument of Italian policy appears to have been 

first made by Count Istvân Bethlen, the minister-president 

of Hungary, during his conversations with Mussolini in 

Milan in April, 1928. The Hungarians, like the Italians, 

were interested in the establishment of a rightist ' 

government in Austria, since it would free them from 

•1 

xLa3os Kerekes, "Italien, Ungam und die osterreich- 
ische Heimwehrbewegung, 1928-1931," Osterreich in 
Geschichte und Literature, Vol. IX, No. 1 (196577 PP* 2-4. 



hostile encirclement by the Little Entente. The Austro- 

Hungarian differences over the Burgenland and the belief 

among certain Hungarian circles that the Seipel government 

was following a pro-Czech policy were additional considera¬ 

tions behind Bethlen's support of the Heimwehr. In his 

discussions with Mussolini, however, the Hungarian 

minister-president was careful to point out that a rightist 

government in Austria would also serve Italian interests. 

Such a government in all probability would look favorably 

upon the duce's plans for an Italian-dominated bloc in 

Central Europe and would readily accept a solution to the 

Alto Adige question which would be in line with Italian 
2 

interests. 

Mussolini appears to have been favorably impressed 

with Bethlen's ideas and accepted his suggestion that 

Italy use Hungary's connections in Austria to channel 

money and arms into the Austrian Heimwehr.^ Bethlen, 

through an intermediary, General Béla Jariky, subsequently 

approached Richard Steidle, a leader of the Austrian 

Heimwehr, in July, 1928, with an offer of assistance. 

Steidle submitted a request for 18,000 rifles, 190 

machine guns, and 1 million schillings as a minimum for 

2Ibid.T pp. 3-4. 

3Ibid.T p. 2. 
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the Heimwehr's current needs. This request was trans¬ 

mitted to Rome, where it was approved with the proviso 

that Steidle sign an agreement stating that in the event 

a Heimwehr government came to power in Austria it would 

recognize the Alto Adige question as an internal Italian 

matter.^ On August 1, 1928, Steidle sent the desired 

statement to Budapest, where it was then conveyed to Rome. 

Shortly thereafter, Italian funds and arms began to flow 

into the Austrian Heimwehr.^ 

Although no immediate return materialized on its 
7 

investment iji the Austrian Heimwehr, the Italian govern¬ 

ment sought to expand its involvement in that organization 

in 1929 and 1930. These efforts met with mixed success. 

While the Heimwehr accepted Italian suggestions when they 

coincided with its goals, on several occasions its efforts 

to establish a rightist government in Austria had results 

that ran counter to Italian interests. Mussolini's efforts 

to pressure the Heimwehr into moderating its opposition 

to the Schober government after the improvement in 

Austro-Italian relations that followed the dropping of the Alto 

^Ibid., p. 5. 
£ 
'xbid.« pp. 4-6. 

^Steidle to Bethlen, n. p., August 1, 1928, Ludwig 
Jedlicka, "Neue Forschungsergebnisse zum 12. Februar 193^»" 
Osterreich in Geschichte und Literatur, Vol. VIII, No. 2 
£1964), p. S2; Kerekes, "Italien, Ungarn und die 
osterreichische Heimwehrbewegung," p. 6. 

7 
'A plot appears to have existed among certain Heim¬ 

wehr groups to use the October 75 1928, Heimwehr parade in 
Vienna to touch off a series of anti-socialist demonstra¬ 
tions. However, no demonstration materialized. Kerekes, 
"Italien, Ungarn und die osterreichische Heimwehrbewegung," 
pp. 6-7. 
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Adige question and the signing of a mutual friendship 

treaty in February, 1929, met with only partial success. 

While it was willing to support Schober after his rise to 

power in December, 1928, the Heimwehr altered its position 

after the government's failure to carry out the constitu¬ 

tional reforms it desired in October, 1929. Only after 

certain Austrian business groups, an response to the 

unstable economic conditions arising out of the depression, 

shifted their support to the more moderate elements of the 

Heimwehr did a series of changes in the leadership of that 

organization occur that were favorable to Italian interests. 

Steidle, because of his rather extreme views, was forced 

to step aside in September, 1930, and Ernst Rudiger 

Prince Starhemberg, a man of greater moderation, became 
O 

the primary leader of the Heimwehr. 

Starhemberg's rise to the leadership of the Heimwehr 

was well received in Italy. During a visit to Rome in 

July, 1930, the prince had been warmly welcomed by the 

duce. Mussolini willingly provided Starhemberg with the 

assistance he requested and went on to encourage him in 

his efforts to unite all rightist-oriented groups under 

the Heimwehr. He further warned Starhemberg of the 

8 « 
'“'Ibid.. pp. 7-9; Ernst Rudiger Prince Starhemberg, 

Between Hitler and Mussolini (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, Publishers, 19^2), p. 30. 
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seriousness of both the Communist and the Nazi threats 

to Austria and stressed the need to avoid collaboration 

with either group. The duce went on to describe Austria 

as "essential to the maintenance of order and peace in 

Europe" and to promise the prince that Italy would oppose 
9 

any change in her international status. 

Thus when Starhemberg assumed the leadership of the 

Heimwehr in September, 1930, he had a clear picture of 

what Italy desired of him. His actions did not dis¬ 

appoint Rome. When approached by Gregor Strasser, one 

of Hitler's agents in Austria, in November, 1930, Star¬ 

hemberg refused to cooperate with the National Socialists 

even though it was suggested that Hitler might be willing 

to acknowledge him as his chief representative in Austria 

With Mussolini's support, the Heimwehr also entered the 

November, 1930, Austrian parliamentary elections in an 

effort to draw votes away from the National Socialist 

candidates.^ Mussolini, in return, provided Starhemberg 

o 
Starhemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, pp. 

22-26; Kerekes, "Italien, Ungarn, und die osterreich- 
ische Heimwehrbewegung," p. 8: Elizabeth Wiskemann, The 
Rome-Berlin Axis (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1949), P. 30. 

■^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 30; Starhem¬ 
berg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, pp. 37-50. 

^Starhemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, p. 48; 
Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 30; Kerekes, "Italien 
Ungarn ;und die osterreichische Heimwehrbewegung," pp. 
8-9. 

10 



with whatever assistance he requested and supported him 

when dissatisfied elements within the Heinwehr tried to 

remove him from his position of leadership in September, 

1931.12 

By the time of Starhemberg1s second visit to Rome 

in June, 1932, therefore, the prince’s relations with 

Mussolini were quite close. The purpose of the trip was 

again to secure money and arms for the Heimwehr. The 

discussions included a plan for the transport of 50,000 

rifles and a number of machine guns to Hungary, part of an 

agreement that had been discussed by Starhemberg and 

Gyula Gombos, then Hungarian minister of war, during 

their meeting in September, 1930 13 In addition to the 

arms for Hungary, Mussolini promised a like number of 

l4 
rifles and machine guns to the Heimwehr. Mussolini 

then went on to question the prince concerning matters 

in Austria and also on the political orientation of 

Austria’s newly appointed chancellor, Engelbert Dollfuss, 

12 
Kerekes, ’’Italien, Ungarn und die osterreich- 

ische Heimwehrbewegung,’’ pp. 10-11; Starhemberg, Between 
Hitler and Mussoliniv pp.}58-68.11 

13 
Starhemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, pp. 

31-32. 

14 Ibid.T pp. 91-93. 
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Starhemberg expressed confidence in Dollfuss' ability and 

15 
emphasized his rightist political orientation. The 

meeting between the two men once again ended on a 

friendly note with the duce assuring Starhemberg of his 

continued support of Austria and her new chancellor. 
t 

, As indicated by his questioning of Starhemberg, the 

advent of the Dollfuss government in Austria was of sig¬ 

nificant interest to Mussolini. Because of his pro¬ 

rightist leanings and his dependence upon Heimwehr support 

16 
to maintain his government in office, it was widely felt 

in Italian circles that Dollfuss would be susceptible to 

Heimwehr (and, therefore, Italian) pressures. Austria's 

uneasy diplomatic position, resulting from her recurring 

difficulties with the Little Entente, could also be used 

by Mussolini to enable him to appear as Austria's 

17 
"protector." With the advent of the Dollfuss govern¬ 

ment, therefore, Italy was able to expand the scope of 

•^Ibid.. pp. 89-90. 

16 
Dollfuss' government was based upon a coalition 

of Christian Socialists (66 seats), Agrarian Leaguers 
(9 seats), and Heimwehr members (8 seats), which gave 
him a one vote majority over the Social Democratic 
(72 seats)-Pan-German (10 seats) opposition. Since he 
was unable to work out a compromise with either of the 
opposition parties, he was forced to rely on the Heimwehr 
to maintain his government. See Charles A. Gulick, 
Austria from Habsburg to Hitler (2 vols., Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 19^8), p. 9,78. 

17 - 
Jurgen Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, 

1931-1938 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1963), 
pp. ^9-50., 
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her activities in Austria* Previously confined to working 

through the Heimwehr, Italian involvement in Austria was 

now broadened to include the Dollfuss government. 

A prelude to this expanded Austro-Italian cooperation 

can be seen in Italy's diplomatic support of Austria 

during the "Hirtenberg Affair." Developing out of the 

Arbeiter Zeitung's disclosure on January 8, 1933j of the 

involvement of Austrian officials in the secret arms 
■j Q 

traffic between Italy and Hungary, the incident became 

a serious diplomatic crisis when the British and French 

governments sent an official protest to Austria on 

February 11, 1933. The Anglo-French note demanded that 

the weapons in Austria be either returned to Italy or 

destroyed and that the Austrian government give assurances 
19 "under oath" that these demands had been fulfilled. 

The Anglo-French note was forwarded by Dollfuss to Rome, 

where it was used by the Italians to arouse public opinion 

against Great Britain and France. The Italian government 

^ Gulick, Austria from Habsburg to Hitler, pp. 1008- 
1010; Karl Renner, Osterreich von der Ersten zur Zweiten 
Republik (Vienna: Verlag der Wiener Volksbuchhandlung, 
1953)) PP* 124-125; circular of the German foreign office, 
Berlin, March 13, 1933> Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. C (6 vols., Washington, D. C.: United States Govern¬ 
ment Printing Office, 1957-1966), Vol. I, p. 157* 

•^Circular of the German foreign office, Berlin, 
March 13) 1933) Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. C, Vol. I, pp. 156-158; Renner'. Osterreich von der 
Ersten zur Zweiten Republik, p. 125. 
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subsequently expressed its willingness to take back the 

arms, and although this was never done, both the British 

and the French governments, not desiring to irritate the 

Italians any further, let the matter drop. Although little 

actually came out of the incident, the general effect was 

to impair seriously Austro-French relations and push 

20 
Austria into greater reliance on Italy. 

Internal affairs in Austria also conspired to force 

Dollfuss to place greater reliance on the Italian dictator. 

In March, 1933, a major political crisis developed over 

the question of an amnesty for the leaders of a recent 

railroad strike. The situation became critical when, as 

a result of complex procedural rules, the Austrian parlia- 
21 

ment dissolved itself. Dollfuss, having lost confidence 

in parliamentary democracy and undoubtedly believing 

that it would be easier to direct Austria's affairs without 

the obstructionism of the Social Democrats in parliament, 

moved to make sure that that body would not be reconvened 
22 

and subsequently governed Austria by decree. 

While providing a solution to a number of problems, 

the dissolution of the Austrian parliament failed to 

20 
Circular of the German foreign office, Berlin, 

March 13," 1933, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. G, 
Vol. I, pp. 156-158; Gehl, Austria. Germany and the 
Anschluss, pp. 48-49. 

21For details, see Gulick, Austria fromHabsburg to 
Hitler, pp. 1024-1027; and Renner. Osterreich von der 
Ersten zur Zweiten Remblik, pp. 128-129. 

22Renner, Gsterreich von der Ersten zur Zweiten 
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completely silence the internal opposition to the govern¬ 

ment as Dollfuss had hoped. Foreign considerations, 

especially after Hitler's rise to power as chancellor of 

Germany in January, 1933? also impressed upon the Austrian 

chancellor the need to find outside support for his 

government. Because of the support which she had provided 

Austria during the Hirtenberg Affair, Italy appeared as 

the most logical source of this assistance. Consequent¬ 

ly, Dollfuss decided to pay a visit to Rome and his 

Italian protector on April 11, 1933» 

This first meeting between Mussolini and Dollfuss 

appears to have been a success for both men. Dollfuss 

explained his plans to remodel Austria's government along 

fascist lines to the duce and received his pledge of 

support. Mussolini's remarks appear to have centered 

around a discussion of the socialist problem, and he 

suggested the creation of a "front" composed of elements 

loyal to the government which would serve as the vanguard 

in the coming anti-Marxist struggle. Within this union, 

the Heimwehr was to have a key role, and it was further 

suggested that several Heimwehr leaders should be taken 

into the government. Mussolini also encouraged the 

expansion of Austria's ties with Hungary. Finally, the 

duce assured Dollfuss of Italy's continued interest in 

Republik. pp. 127-129; Brook-Shepherd, Prelude to Infamy, 
PP. 93-96. 
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Austria's independence and of her support of the Austrian 

chancellor's efforts to suppress the various acts of 

Nazi terrorism that were then beginning to become evident 

23 
in pany parts of Austria. 

Mussolini's promises of assistance undoubtedly 

encouraged Dollfuss in his plans to rebuild Austria's 

government along authoritarian lines. Upon his return 

to Vienna, the Austrian chancellor acted on several of the 

duce's key suggestions. A new cabinet formed on May 10, 

1933» contained two Heimwehr leaders: Odo Neustadter- 

Sturmer, as sedretary of state for employment; and Emil 
24 

Fey, as minister of public security. Together with 

Starhemberg, Dollfuss founded the Fatherland Front on 

May 19, 1933» to serve as a union of all elements loyal 

25 
to the Austrian government. After some delay, a 

23 
Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, pp* 49- 

51; Sir Ronald Graham, British ambassador in Rome, to 
Sir John Simon, minister of foreign affairs, Rome, 
April 14, 1933, Documents on British Foreign Policy, 
1919-1939, ed. by E. L. Woodward and Rohan Butler 
(2nd ser., Il vols., London: Her Majesty's Stationary 
Office, 1946-70), Vol. V, p. 142; Phipps, British 
ambassador in Vienna, to Simon, Vienna, April 18, 1933, 
ibid., pp. 147-148; Ulrich von Hassell, German ambassador 
in Rome, to the German foreign office, Rome, April 20, 
1933, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. I, 
pp. 318-321. 

p4 
The Times (London), May 11, 1933, P* 13* 

^Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, p. 51* 
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meeting was arranged between Dollfuss and Gombos, then 

Hungarian minister-president, which took place in Vienna 

on July 9, 1933» Both men stressed the importance of 

their close ties with Italy and expressed a desire to 

26 
strengthen Austro-Hungarian economic cooperation. 

Mussolini, in turn, gave his assurances of support 

for Austria more concrete form than mere promises. 

Throughout its diplomatic correspondence with Germany 

during this period, the Italian foreign office made it 

explicitly clear that it would not tolerate any German 

interference in Austria.^ Her patronage of Austria, it 

should be noted, however, did not prevent Italy from 

cooperating with Germany in instances where the mutual 

interests of both countries were involved. Italy's 

interest in revisionism caused her to support Hitler's 

?6 
°Dollfuss to Mussolini, Vienna, July 22, 1933» as 

cited in Paul R. Sweet, "Mussolini and Dollfuss, an 
Episode in Fascist Diplomacy," in Julius Braunthal, The 
Tragedy of Austria (London: Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1948), 
pp. 191-192; memorandum of Department II, Berlin, July l4, 
1933» Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. I, 
p. 654. 

27 
'Memorandum of Constantin von Neurath, German 

foreign minister, Berlin, March 14, 1933» Documents on 
German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. I, pp. 161-163» 
memorandum by Department II, Berlin, March 15» 1933» 
ibid., pp. 169-170» Von Hassell to the German foreign 
office, Rome, March 19, 1933, ibid.. pp. 183-184; 
memorandum by Von Neurath, Berlin, April 27, 1933, 
ibid., p. 351. 
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demands at the Geneva Disarmament Conference for changes 

in the Treaty of Versailles which would allow Germany some 

degree of rearmament. In an effort to achieve this end 

and to break a deadlock at the Geneva Disarmament 

Conference, Italy proposed the signing of a Four Power 

Pact by Italy, Germany, France, and Great Britain, which 

would recognize Germany's right to limited rearmament 
pQ 

while also underlining the principle of revisionism. 

Yet it wais clearly understood that this support of Germany 

at the conference table did not entail any alterations 

in Italy's basic policy with regard to an Austro-German 

union. While cooperating with Germany in matters of 

common concern, Italy made it clear that she would not 

tolerate German encroachments into her "sphere of 

29 
influence" in Austria. 

In addition.to warning the Germany against involve¬ 

ment in Austria, the Italian foreign pffice was very busy 

expanding its "sphere of influence" in that country. On 

pO 
Villari, Italy's Foreign Policy under Mussolini, 

pp. 97-109; Macartney and Cremona, Italy's Foreign and 
Colonial Policy, pp. 226-232. The diplomatic correspondence 
on this subject between March and October, 1933 is con¬ 
siderable. Some key documents include memorandum by Von 
Neurath, Berlin, March 1*+, 1933» Documents on German 
Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. I, pp. 160-167; "Agreement 
of Understanding and Cooperation," Rome, June 7» 1933» 
ibid., pp. 533-536; and Graham to Sir Robert Vansttart, 
British under-secretary for foreign affairs, Rome, 
March 20, 1933» Documents on British Foreign Policy, 
2nd ser., Vol. V, pp. 66-7*77 

^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
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July 1, 1933» Mussolini sent Dollfuss a letter in -which 
on 

he clearly indicated what Italy desired of Austria.J 

After commenting on the national awakening in Austria 

and praising the creation of the Fatherland Front, the 

duce went on to give Dollfuss some practical advice. 

He encouraged him in his continued efforts to check ' 

Nazi activities but went on to suggest that the social¬ 

ists were a more serious problem. From Mussolini's point 

of view, the continued existence of the socialists would 

provide the Nazis with a propaganda weapon, enabling 

them to claim to be the saviors of Austria from the 

"red peril." By attacking the socialists, Dollfuss would 

deprive the Nazis of the propaganda weapon, at the same 

time winning greater support for his government among 

31 
anti-Marxist groups. Mussolini's letter went on to 

stress the need to carry out other reforms which would 

model Austria's government along genuinely fascist lines. 

March 19, 1933, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
C, Vol. I, pp. 183-184; memorandum by Von Neurath, 
Berlin, April 27, 1933, ibid., p. 351* 

3%ussolini to Dollfuss, Rome, July 1, 1933» Sweet, 
"Mussolini and Dollfttss," pp. 184-187. 

^^Mussolini to Dollfuss. Rome.. July 1. 1933. ibid., 
pp. 184-186. T- 
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The need for close cooperation between Austria and 

Hungary, especially in economic matters, was likewise 

32 
emphasized. 

Thus, in July, 1933, certain basic tenents of Mus¬ 

solini’s plans for Central Europe were reaffirmed. The 

need for close economic and political ties between Austria 

and Hungary, under Italian patronage, was reemphasized, 

and a campaign against the socialists was again proposed. 

Dollfuss' evasive reply to Mussolini's letter, sent from 

Vienna on July 22, 1933» assuring the duce of his intent¬ 

ions to follow a fascist-oriented course but remaining 

uncommitted as far as any precise details were concerned,^ 

did not discourage the Italian dictator. During the visit 

of Gômbôs and the Hungarian foreign minister Kâlmân de 

Kânya in Rome on July 25-28, 1933» Mussolini outlined 

his plans to the Hungarians, stressing the importance of 

^Mussolini to Dollfuss, Rome, July 1, 1933» ibid.T 
pp. 186-187; Geheimer Briefwechsel Mussolini-Dollfuss. 
with introductory texts by Karl Hans Sailer (Vienna: 
Verlag der Wiener Volksbuchhandlung, Julius Deutsch 
and Co., 19*+9)» pp. 15-16. 

•^Dollfuss to Mussolini, Vienna, July 22, 1933» 
Sweet, "Mussolini and Dollfuss," pp. 188-190. 



close economic and political ties between Austria and 

Hungary.3** 

At almost the exact moment when he was outlining 

his aims in Central Europe to the Hungarians, Mussolini's 

plans received a jolt from an unexpected source: the 

Austrian chancellor. In an effort to broaden the inter¬ 

national support of his government, thereby reducing 

his dependence on Italy, Dollfuss made an appeal to London 

on July 24, 1933» for a joint British, French, and 

Italian démarche in Berlin to protest the recurrent acts 
OS' 

of Nazi terrorism in Austria. This move, although not 

totally unexpected, had been made in opposition to 

Italian wishes, and Rome could only interpret it as a 

deliberate effort pn Dollfuss' part to free himself 

from Italian influence. Although Italy joined Great 

36 
Britain and France in making inquiries in Berlin, it 

34 
Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, July 30 

1933, Documents on. German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. I, 
pp. 702-703; Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
July 28, 1933, ibid., pp. 691-692. 

J'Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 62- 
65; British foreign office to Campbell, British ambassador 
in Paris, [London], July 4, 1933, Documents on British 
Foreign Policy, 2nd ser., Vol. V, pp. 396-398; Graham to 
Simon, Rome, July 11, 1933, ibid.. p. 409; Graham to 
Yansittart, Rome, July 15, 1933, ibid., p. 430. 

3 Memorandum of State Secretary Bulow, Berlin, 
July 31, 1933, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. I, pp. 704-705; memorandum of State Secretary Bulow, 
Berlin, August 4, 1933, ibid., p. 718. 
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was apparent in Rome that pressure needed to be exerted 

upon the Austrian chancellor to prevent a recurrence of 

his recent actions. To achieve this end, it was suggest¬ 

ed that Dollfuss should again visit Italy in the near 

future. 

In compliance with Italian wishes, Dollfuss traveled 

to Riccione to confer with the Italian dictator on 

August 19-20, 1933. For both men, the meeting was sig¬ 

nificant. The "note" prepared by the Italians for Dollfuss* 

consideration involved a rather clear statement of Italian 
! i ' r 

aims in Austria. The role of the Heimwehr in the Austrian 

government was to be expanded and it was expected that the 

government would, àssume a "pronounced dictatorial 

character."0 The union of all elements loyal to the 

government was to be further strengthened, and the long 

awaited-‘campaign against the socialists was to'be executed. 

Most of these changes were to be publicly announced in a 

speech to be given by the Austrian chancellor in early 

39 
September. Dollfuss was also expected to expand Austro- 

Hungarian political and economic ties. Mussolini, in 

return, promised his continued support to Austria in 

Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 69- 
70. 

3®Note to Dollfuss [Rome, August 19-20, 1933]) 
ibid., p. 193. 

39uote to Dollfuss [Rome, August 19-20, 1933]) 
ibid., pp. 192-193. 
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economic and diplomatic matters. Strong indications also 

exist that some sort of Austro-It.alian military accord 

was discussed.1*0 

Upon his return to Vienna, Dollfuss implemented a 

number of Mussolini's key suggestions. While designed to 

mollify the Italian dictator, most of these changes coin¬ 

cided with the chancellor's plans for the future Austrian 

state. At a large political rally held on September 11, 

1933} at the race track outside Vienna, Dollfuss announced 

the end of parliamentary government in Austria. Parlia¬ 

mentary democracy and political parties were held to be 

outdated. The new Austrian state was to be based on the 

principles of "authoritative leadership and the Christian 

corporative State." On September 20, 1933} Dollfuss 

also made several cabinet alterations. He strengthened 

the position of the Heimwehr in the government by appoint- 

**°Note to Dollfuss [Rome, August 19-20, 1933], ibid., 
p'. 193» Differing reports exist concerning the conclusion 
of an Austro-Italian military accord as part of the 
Riccione agreements. While no mention of such an agree¬ 
ment is found in the Sweet documents, several reports 
from the British embassy in Vienna seem to point to the 
existence of some sort of Austro-Italian military accord. 
Ludwig Jedlicka, in his recent article, "Neue Forschungs- 
ergebnisse," pp. 85-86, also presents evidence for the 
existence of such an agreement. See Hadow to Vansittart, 
Vienna, August 23,-1933, Documents on British Foreign 
Policy. 2nd ser., Vol. V, pp. 53^-535; Hadow to Vansittart, 
Vienna, August 1933, ibid., p. 535; Murrey to Vansittart, 
Rome, August 26. 1933, ibid., pp. 51+5-5l*6; the Hungarian 
military attache in Paris to the Hungarian Chief of Staff, 
Paris, January 21*, 193*+, Jedlicka, "Neue Forschungs- 
ergebnisse," pp. 85-86. 

^The Times (London), September 12, 1933, P» 12; Neue 
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Up 

ing Emil Fey as vice-chancellor. 

Yet, if Dollfuss made a number of concessions to 

the Italian dictator, he was resentful of the pressure 

placed upon him and'refused to accept all of Mussolini's 

demands. The Austrian chancellor was especially irritated 

by the duce's letter of September 9» 1933» in which 

Mussolini implied that the Austrian government was not 

moving rapidly enough "along the road to fascism" and 

suggested that the removal of the two Landbund members in 

the cabinet, Franz Winkler and Vinzenz Schumy, might 

help correct this situation by eliminating two men who 

were hindering efforts to "bring the country out of 
lo 

the morass of liberalism and democracy." J In an attempt 

to solve some of the differences between the two men, 

Richard Schuller, a close associate of the chancellor, 

was sent to Rome for a meeting with Mussolini on September 

15» 1933» The duce, while conciliatory, reaffirmed the 

need for action against the socialists. Dollfuss, in 

Freie Presse (Vienna), September 12, 1933 (Morgeriblatt), 
p. 3 • 

ho 
^Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 

71-72. 

^Mussolini to Dollfuss, Rome, September 9» 1933» 
Sweet, "Mussolini and Dollfuss," pp. 195-196; Schuller 
to Dollfuss, Rome, September 15» 1933» ibid., pp. 196-197* 

^Schuller to Dollfuss, Rome, September 15» 1933» 
ibid., p. 197* 
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his reply to Mussolini's letter on September 22, 1933» 

was likewise conciliatory; however, he stressed that the 

speed at which changes were to be made would be governed 
If * 

by internal conditions in Austria. ' 

While trying to placate the duce, Dollfuss also 

sought to establish some kind of understanding with the 

Nazis which would reduce his dependence upon Italy. On 

October 13, 1933» the first of a series of secret meetings 

was held between Dollfuss and two members of the Pan-German 

Party, Herman Foppa and Franz Langoth, who were to serve 

as intermediaries between the chancellor and Theodor 

Habicht, the leader of the National Socialist Party in 

Austria. Dollfuss, -who was reluctant to meet with Habicht, 

wished to deal directly with either Rudolf Hess, the deputy 

leader of the National Socialist Party in Germany, or 

Hitler. This proposal was vetoed by Hitler, leaving 

Dollfuss with no alternative but to try to attain an 

agreement with Habicht. Efforts, to reach an understanding be¬ 

tween the two men were- carried on intermittently during- October 

and November, but with few tangible results. In early 

January, 193^» discussions concerning a meeting between 

Dollfuss and Habicht were resumed in Berlin by Stephen 

Tauschitz, the Austrian ambassador, And secret arrange- 

ménts were made to have the Austrian Nazi leader fly to 

^Dollfuss to Mussolini, Vienna, September 22, 1933» 
ibid., pp. 198-199. 
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Vienna on January 8, 1934, for discussions with the 

1*6 
Austrian chancellor. 

Dollfuss' proposed meeting with Hahicht unfortunately 

did not remain as confidential as the Austrian chancellor 

would have liked. On the day before the meeting was to 

take place, the Heimwehr discovered Dollfuss' plans. In 

a heated discussion at the chancellor's apartment, 

Starhemherg informed Dollfuss that if he met with Habicht 
47 

the Heimwehr would cease to support him. The Italians, 

through Eugenio Morreale, the Italian press attaché in 

Vienna and Mussolini's intermediary with Starhemberg, 

48 
also protested the proposed meeting. Unable to maintain 

his position in Austria without the support of Italy and 

the Heimwehr, Dollfuss had little choice but to submit 

to their demands and cancel his meeting with Habicht. 

The Austrian chancellor's efforts to find a way 

around his dependence on Italy aroused anew in Rome the 

suspicion that Dollfuss was trying to evade the promises 

he had made during his several previous meetings with 

Mussolini. Once more pressure appeared to be necessary 

46 
Gehl, Austria, Germamv and the Anschluss, pp. 

72-75. 
L-7 1 Ibid.. p. 76; Starhemberg, Between Hitler and 

Mussolini, pp. 115-117; Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, 
p. 39. 
40 ' 
°Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, p. 76. 



to keep the Austrian chancellor in line. To exert such 

pressure on Dollfuss, Fulvio Suvich, Italy's under-sec¬ 

retary for foreign affairs, was sent to Vienna on 

January 18, 1934* with a very strongly worded message 

for the Austrian chancellor from the duce. Suvich, as 

his subsequent correspondence with Dollfuss indicates, 

stressed the need to carry through the reforms which the 
,49 

Austrian chancellor had promised at Riccione.. Things 

had been moving too slowly from Italy'jS point of view and 

Dollfuss was pressed to move more rapidly in establishing 

50 
an authoritarian state in Austria. Suvich laid 

particular stress upon the immediate elimination of the 

socialists from Austria's political life. Dollfuss was 

informed that the time for hesitation was past and was 

warned that if he did not act immediately to launch a 

campaign against the socialists, he would not be able to 

51 
count on continued Italian support. Suvich even went 

so ‘far as to indicate to Fey that he might be considered 

52 
as a possible successor to Dollfuss.' 

IfQ 
7Suvich to Dollfuss, Rome, January 26, 1934, Sweet, 

"Mussolini and Dollfuss," pp. 199-201. 
£0

j i : ' f -V • ‘ ^ • ■ • 
J Brook-Shepherd, Prelude to Infamy, p. 127. 

^ Suvich to Dollfuss, Rome, January 26, 1934, Sweet, 
"Mussolini and Dollfuss," p. 200; Geheimer Briefwechsel, 
p. 44; Renner, Gsterreich von der Ersten zur Zweiten 
Republik. p. 136. 

^Memorandum of Department II, Berlin) January 24, 
1934, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. II 
p. 412; Brook-Shepherd, Prelude to Infamy, p. 127. 
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Despite the pressure exerted by Suvich, the Austrian 

chancellor still refused to comply entirely with Italy’s 

desires. In an effort to bridge the gap between himself 

and the Social Democrats, Dollfuss held a series of 

secret meetings with several moderate Social Democratic 

leaders. Unfortunatdy these conversations failed to 

53 
produce any substantial results. In the realm of 

international politics, Dollfuss also sought to evade 

Italian pressure by arousing British and French inter¬ 

est in Austria's cause. The diplomatic maneuvering in 

January and February, 193*+» which finally led to 

Dollfuss' protest concerning continued Nazi terrorism 

in Austria before the League of Nations on February 10, 

1934, was, in part, a result of the Austrian chancellor's 

efforts to keep his channels ,to France and Great Britain 

54- 
open. The Italian foreign office, however, quickly 

perceived Dollfuss' intentions and sought to block the 

55 
appeal. Unable to do this, it was obliged to go along 

with a 3oint British-French-Italian declaration, 

^Brook-Shepherd, Prelude to InfamyT p. 127. 

5+ 
^ Ibid.T pp. 224-225? Gehl, Austria. Germany and 

the Anschluss, pp. 78-83. 

^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, Feb¬ 
ruary 7? 1934, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. II, p. 456; Vansittart to Sir Eric J. Drummond, 
British ambassador in Rome, [London], January 30, 1934, 
Documents on British Foreign Policy, 2nd ser., Vol. VI, 
p. 360. 



32 

released on February 17, 1934, which reaffirmed the 

interest of the three powers in Austria's independence.^ 

Dollfuss' efforts to avoid the implications of 

Suvich's visit and to free himself from dependence on 

Italy were brought to a close by Fey's attacks on the 

Social Democratic Party during the end of January, 1934. 

Undoubtedly as a result of his own personal ambition 
4 

and the encouragement that he had received from Suvich,^ 

Fey opened a campaign against the Social Democrats on 

January 31, 1934, by ousting their representatives from 

the provincial parliament in Innsbruck (Tyrol). This 

was followed by attacks on Social Democratic newspaper 

offices and party headquarters in Innsbruck (February 5), 

Linz, Graz, and Eisenstadt (February 6-7). On February 7, 

1934, ostensibly as part of a weapons' search, the offices 

58 
of the Arbeiter Zeituner in Vienna were attacked. 

^Drummond to Simon, Rome, February 17, 193^+, Docu¬ 
ments on British Foreiern Policy, 2nd ser., Vol. VI, p. 
427. Simon to Drummond, London, February 17, 1934, 
ibid.. pp. 425-426. 

^Brook-Shepherd, Prelude to Infamy, p. 127; Star- 
hemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, p. 120. 

^Renner, Osterreich von der Ersten zur Zweiten 
Reoublik. p. 136; Sweet, "Mussolini and Dollfuss," 
p. 120. 
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Despite these police provocations, at a meeting on 

February 8, 193^» the leadership of the Social Democratic 

Party decided to take no action, postponing a decision on 

the situation until their next meeting on Monday, 
59 

February 12. 

Events were not to wait upon the leaders of the 

Social Democratic Party. During the early morning hours 

of February 12 fighting broke out in Linz between the 

police and the Schutzbund. the Social Democratic Party's 

paramilitary organization. Following the example set 

in Linx, sporadic fighting broke out in other parts of 

Austria. In Vienna, a general strike was called, where¬ 

upon disorders broke out in several working class 

residential districts of the city. These disorders 

lasted three days and required the use of troops and 
60 

artillery before they were finally quelled. Follow¬ 

ing the revolt, the Social Democratic Party was legally 

suppressed, and a systematic purge was made of all members 

who held office in the federal, provincial, and local 

governments.61 

^Renner, Osterreich von der Ersten zur Zweiten 
Republik. p. 137. 

6oIbid.. pp. 137-138; Sweet, "Mussolini and Doll- 
fuss," pp. 177-178. 

^Selby, British ambassador in Vienna, to Simon, 
Vienna, March 5» 193^, Documents on British Foreign 
Policy. 2nd ser., Vol. VI, pp. 52^525. 



The events of February 12-15, 1934, met with a 

variety of responses from abroad. In Italy, both govern¬ 

ment and press viewed the events in Austria "with favor." 

Despite the dubious role played by Dollfuss in these 

events, the results were in line with Italy's primary 

aims, as presented by Suvich to the Austrian chancellor 

during their meeting in January, 1934. The Social 

Democrats were crushed, thereby removing not only a 

potential Nazi propaganda weapon but also the last force 

in Austria which could have aided Dollfuss in creating a 

government independent of Italian influence. Austria 

had also been successfully isolated abroad. The sup¬ 

pression of the Social Democratic Party had greatly up¬ 

set public opinion in both France and Great Britain, 

while diplomatic relations with both governments had 
64 

cooled. The suppression of the Social Democrats had, 

in short, successfully tied Dollfuss to Italy. All that 

remained was to formally underwrite these ties through 

an Austrian-Italian-Hungarian pact. 

62The Times (London), February 15, 1934, p. 13. 

^Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. 8i. 

6*+Ibid.T pp. 80-81 and 83? Simon to Drummond, 
London, February 12, 1934, Documents on British Foreign 
Policy, 2nd ser., Vol. VI, pp. 403-4047 
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The proposal for a meeting between the heads of 

government of Austria, Hungary, and Italy to underscore 

Italy's domination over Austria and solidify her position 

in Central Europe was not long in coming. Even before the 

suppression of the socialists, Suvich, in a letter of 

January 22, 193^, had suggested the idea of such a meet¬ 

ing’ to the Austrian chancellor.^ The Hungarian govern¬ 

ment was also appraised of the Italian proposal by 

Dollfuss during his conversations with Gombos on 

66 
February 7-9, 193^ and by Suvich during his visit to 

Budapest on February 21-23, 193^-• 1 After some discussion 

between the three governments, the meeting was set for 

March 15-17, 193^. 

The meetings that took place between Mussolini, 

Gombos, and Dollfuss in Rome on March 15-17? 193^, resulted 

in three agreements that have since become known as the 

^Suvich to Dollfuss, Rome, January 22, 1931*, Sweet, 
"Mussolini and Dollfuss," p. 201. 

^Neue Freie Presse (Vienna), February .8, 193^, 
p. 2. 

67 
Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, Feb¬ 

ruary 26, 193*f. Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. II, pp. 529-530; Hassell to the German foreign office, 
Rome, February 28, 193^? ibid., p. 5^0^ Von Mackensen, 
German ambassador to Budapest, to the German foreign 
office, Budapest, February 28, 193^, ibid.. pp. 5*+6. 
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Rome Protocols.00 The second and third protocols dealt 

exclusively with economic affairs. The second one en¬ 

tailed a series of bilateral treaty arrangements between 

the three partners which were designed to promote economic 

cooperation between them. The third protocol was a supple¬ 

mentary economic agreement between Italy and Austria. The 

details of these arrangements were to be worked out at a 

meeting of experts from each of the three states which 

69 
would subsequently take place in Rome. 

Of considerably greater significance than the 

economic aspects of the pact was the political side of 

the agreement outlined in the first protocol. Purporting 

to provide "real premises for wider co-operation with 

70 
other states," this protocol, while recognizing the 

independence of each of the three states, went on to 

establish a consultative agreement among them on matters 

of mutual interest. While seemingly innocent, because it 

called for the three partners to coordinate their foreign 

Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
March 17, 1934, ibid.. pp. 620-634; Arnold J. Toynbee, 
Survey of International Affairs. 1934 (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1935), pp. 499-501. 

,69 » 
Drummond to Simon, Rome, May 12, 1934, Documents 

on British Foreign Policy. 2nd ser., Vol. VI, pp. 696-698. 

^°Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs. 1934, 
p. 499. 
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policies and to consult together whenever at least one of 

the three members felt it desirable, the pact enabled 

Italy, the strongest of the three, to dominate both 

Austria and Hungary and to interfere in their affairs 

71 
whenever she felt that such intervention was desirable. 

"The conclusion of the Rome Protocols marked a high 

point in Austro-Italian relations. As a result of this 

pact, Italy was able to consolidate her position in 

Central Europe. Both Austria and Hungary were now bound 

to her by close economic and political ties. The con¬ 

sultative pact arrangements, which obliged the three 

states to meet together whenever one of the three con¬ 

sidered it desirable, provided an open door for Italian 

intervention in Austrian and Hungarian affairs. Italy 

had finally achieved the pro-Italian bloc in Central 

Europe for which she had been working—a bloc which 

would serve as* a counterweight to French and Little 

Entente influences while also blocking possible German 

72 
expansion into Central and Southeastern Europe. 

^Ibid.. pp. 1+99-501; Gordon Brook-Shepherd, The 
Anschluss (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Co., 1963), 
p. xxiii. 

72 
Book-Shepherd, The Anschluss, p. xxiii; Brook- 

Shepherd. Prelude to Infamy, p. 223; Nicholas Horthy, 
Memoirs (London: Hutchinson,' 1956), p. 140; Renner, 
Osterreich von der Ersten zur Zweiten Republik. p. 139» 
Simon to Drummond, [London], March 27, 1934, Documents 
on British Foreign Policy,' 2nd ser., Vol. VI, pp. 588-589» 



Yet, if the Italian foreign office had reason to 

congratulate itself upon the achievement of a ma]or 

success, it must he noted that clouds were already 

gathering on the horizon. The sudden German withdrawal 

from the League of Nations and the Geneva Disarmament 

73 
Conference on October l4, 1933? had been a serious 

blow to Italy since it ruined the possibilities for the 

final ratification of the Four Power Pact—a goal towards 

lb 
which Mussolini had been working throughout 1933* The 

visit of Herman Goring, the Prussian minister-president, 

to Rome on November 6-7, 1933? also left behind several 

disquieting impressions. While seeking to salve Italy's 

ruffled feelings concerning Germany's sudden withdrawal 

from the League of Nations, Goring made several references 

to an eventual union of Austria and Germany which greatly 

irritated his Italian hosts.?-* Nor was Suvich able to 

73 1 -'Proclamation of the German government to the 
German nation [Berlin], October 1^-, 1933? Documents bn 
German Foreign Policy, ser; C, Vol. II, pp."l-2. 

7b 
Hassell to the German foreign- office, Rome, 

October 20, 1933? ibid., pp.' 28-29; Graham to Simon, 
Rome, October 21, 1933, Documents on British Foreign 
Policy, 2nd ser., Vol* V, pp. 701-702. 

? ^Memorandum1 by HassellV Rome, November 8-, 1933? 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C‘,' Vol. II, 
pp.. 88-91; memorandum by Von Neurath, Berlin, November 20, 
1933, ibid., pp. 11+2-1^3. 
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alter Germany’s stand on this matter during his visit 

to Berlin on December 12-13, 1933. While admitting that 

the Austrian question was not "urgent," Hitler informed 

his Italian guest that the Austrian government had to 

make some kind of accommodation with the National Social¬ 

ists and that it must follow a policy compatible with 
n/f 

its position as a German state.' Suvich, in reporting 

these discussions to the duce, appears to have been very 

disappointed and described the German position as being 

77 
"very rigid." 

In March, 193**> however, there was still reason for 

Mussolini to believe that Austro-German differences 

could be resolved without a union of the two states, 

thereby leaving Italy's predominant position in Central 

Europe undisturbed. Both Hitler and Goring, during their 

recent conversations with the Italians, had asserted that 

the Austrian question was not pressing. This view had 

frequently been reiterated by Ulrich von Hassèll, the 

78 
German ambassador in Rome. Was it not possible, the 

^^Memorandum by Von Neurath, Berlin, December 13j ' 
1933, ibid., pp. 224-225. 

"^Hassell to Department II (Kopke), Rome, December 
22, 1933, ibid.. pp. 270-271. 

^See Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
February 7* 1934, ibid., p. 456; Hassell to the German 
foreign office, Rome, February 26, 193**? ibid.. pp. 
529-530; and Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
March 235 193**> ibid.. pp. 668-669. 
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Italians therefore reasoned, that the existence of a 

fascist government in Austria would fulfill Germany's 

basic demands. Indeed, Mussolini is reported to have 

felt that much of the antagonism between Austria and 

Germany was to some extent the result of personal bitter¬ 

ness between Hitler and Dollfuss, and he believed that 
79 

these individual differences could be easily resolved. 

The duce even went so far as to express the hope that 

once the difficulties between Berlin and Vienna had been 

settled Germany would see fit to join the Italian-Austrian- 

Hungarian alliance system.^ 

Mussolini's plans for an Italian-dominated bloc in 

Central Europe were significantly affected by Hitler's 

visit to Venice on June 15-16, 193*+• The meeting of the 

two men served as a prelude to subsequent Italian-German 

differences over Austria. The duce’s efforts to play 

the role of "mentor" to his German guest were rudely 

brushed aside by Hitler during the first series of 
81 

discussions between the two heads of government. 

7%adow to Vansittart, Vienna, August 21*, 1933» 
Documents on British Foreign Policy. 2nd ser., Vol. V, 
PP. 53^539. 

OQ 

Hassell to the-German foreign office* Rome, 
March 17} 193*+j Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. C, Vol. II, pp. 620-627; Hassell to the German 
foreign office, Rome, March 23, 193*+, ibid., pp. 668-669. 

®llvone Kirkpatrick, Mussolini. A Study in Power 
(New Yorks Hawthorn Books, Inc., 19$+), p. 291. 
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The second of the two rounds of sessions, held at the 

Alheroni Golf Course, proved to he no better. While 

little is known as to the substance of the conversations, 

Constantin von Neurath, the German foreign minister, re¬ 

ported that at one ppint the two men "roared at one 

aftother like bulls."®2 Although a large number of 

subjects, ranging from disarmament to Austria, were dis¬ 

cussed, no concrete agreements were made. Much to 

Mussolini's disappointment, Hitler, while admitting that 

the Austrian question was not of immediate importance, in¬ 

dicated that he would not refrain from meddling in that 

83 
country's internal affairs. The actual results of 

the discussions, as indicated by the subsequent confusion 

which they bred, were clear to neither side. While Mus- 

soliyii felt that he had secured a promise from the German 

chancellor that force would not be used in solving the 

Austrian question and that Italy would be consulted before 

any further actions were taken in that country, Hitler 

came away from the meetings with the impression that he 

had received the duce's approval of his plans for an 
Qb ■ 

eventual Austro-German union. 

Op 

°^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 36. 

®®Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, pp. 191-192. 
81+ 
Memorandum by Von Neurath, Venice, June 15, 193*+j 

Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. Ill, 



The misunderstandings which were produced by the 

Venice conferences between Hitler and Mussolini were 

further increased as a consequence of various actions 

committed by the German leader in his handling of the 

Rohm Purge on June 30, 193^. Hitler's ability to execute 

a number of his closest collaborators in cold blood 

greatly shocked Mussolini and aroused a number of doubts 

in Rome concerning the extent to which the German chan- 
85 

,cellor could be trusted. The Nazi accusations that 

Dollfuss was involved with Rohm in the "plot" to over¬ 

throw Hitler, however, were more than Mussolini could 

tolerate. The Italian foreign office, in a strongly 

worded note, indicated tb Von Hassell that the very fact 

that such attacks on the head of government of a friendly 

neighboring state were permitted by Berlin had created a 

most unfavorable impression in Rome and had cast "a 
O 

shadow over the days at Venice." D 

pp* 10-12; Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
June 21, 193*+, ibid.« bp. 65-66; Hassell to the German 
foreign office, Rome, July 5» 193*+, ibid.. pp. 131-132; 
Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 91-92; 
Villari, Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini, pp. 
112-113; Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, pp. 291-293. 

®^Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 291*. 

®%assell to the German foreign office, Rome, July 
19, 193^, Documents on-German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. Ill, p. 193. 
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Thus, despite the efforts of both countries to 

harmonize their positions in Central Europe during the 

Venice conferences, German-Italian relations remained 

uneasy. Hitler's credibility in Italian eyes, already 

impaired as a result of the Venice conferences, had been 

severely damaged by the purge of Rohm and his supporters 

on June 30, 1934. Yet, disturbing as these developments 

appeared to the Italians, they were only a prelude to the 

events that were to follow. Within less than a month, 

German-Italian relations would be completely shattered 
* 

and the course of Italian foreign policy in Central 

Europe would be seriously altered as a result of an 

attempt by a small group of Austrian Nazis to seize 

control of the Austrian government. 



CHAPTER III 
THE TRANSITIONAL YEARS 

1934-1936 

At approximately 1 p.m. on July 25, 1934, a group 

of 154 Austrian National Socialists, disguised in police 

and army uniforms, seized the chancellory in Vienna in an 

effort to overthrow the Dollfuss government. The putsch 

failed to achieve its goal largely because the Austrian 

chancellor, warned an hour earlier of the Nazi plot, had 

interrupted a meeting of his cabinet so as to enable its 

members to avoid capttire by the insurgents. Dollfuss, 

however, was not among those who were able to escape. 

Having stayed behind in order to assist in organizing 

the defense of the chancellory, he was wounded while 

attempting to leave his office and died before police 

and army units were able to recapture the building. 

The news of the Nazi attempt to overthrow the 

Dollfuss government, followed by that of the death of 

the federal chancellor, aroused a wide range of responses 

both at home and abroad. While the putsch had not been 

successful in its effort to overthrow the Austrian govern¬ 

ment, it nonetheless posed a serious threat to that 

country’s security and independence. Rumors concerning 

an imminent German invasion of Austria were rampant in 

many official circles. The swift action of Austria's 



Italian protector, however, quickly stilled such reports. 

Within hours after the Nazis had initiated their attack 

on the Austrian chancellory, Mussolini ordered four 

Italian army divisions to the Austrian border as a symbol 

of Italy's determination to preserve Austria's indepen¬ 

dence, even if it meant war with Germany.^" 

Mussolini's dramatic gesture, accompanied by his 

renewed pledge to preserve Austrian independence, marked 

the high point in the development of Italy's "protectorate" 

over that country. Enraged by what he considered to be a 

violation of the understanding concerning Austria accepted 

by Hitler during their meeting in Venice on June 15-16, 

1934—that Germany would not use force to solve the Austrian 

question and that Italy would be consulted on any future 

German actions in that country—the duce condemned both 

the German chancellor and the Nazis for the July 25, 1934, 

attack on the Austrian government and the "murder" of the 

p 
Austrian chancellor. Speaking the next day at Riccione, 

he asserted that the continued independence of Austria 

was of key importance to Italy's national interests and 

^The Times (London), July 27, 1934, p. l4; Villari, 
Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini, pp. 113-114; 
Starhemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, p. 164. 

o 
^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, August 

8, 1934, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C*., 
Vol. Ill, pp. 300-305i Drummond to Simon, Rome, July 26, 
1934, Documents on British Foreign Policy, 2nd ser., 
Vol. VI, pp. 869-870 ; Wiskemann, The Rome -Berlin Axis, 
pp. 38-42. 
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that she would never tolerate a Nazi seizure of power in 

that country.^ Similar assurances of support were made 

to Starhemberg during his visit to Rome on August 11-15> 

1934, and later to Kurt von Schuschnigg, Dollfuss' 

successor as chancellor of Austria, during his visit to 

4 
Florence on August 21, 1934. 

The appearance of strength and confidence evidenced 

by these assurances to Austria, however, belied a number 

of doubts that had begun to develop iji certain circles in 

the Italian government following the events of July 25, 
* 

1934. The abortive Nazi putsch had taken Italian policy¬ 

makers completely by surprise and had forced the Italian 

foreign office to reexamine its position in Central Europe. 

While Italy's past initiatives in Austria and Hungary had 

been successful in achieving their objective of an 

Italian-dominated bloc in that region, they had also led 

to'her estrangement from Great Britain and France. The 

resulting isolation had been keenly felt following 

Dollfuss' assassination and had aroused a number of 

questions concerning the widdom of Italy's earlier approach 

to Central European affairs. The Italian foreign office 

uMussolini, Scritti e discorse. Vol. IX, p. 103. 
If 
Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, August 

l5j 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy. _ser. C, 
Vol. Ill, pp. 321-3247 Starhemberg, Between Hitler and 
Mussolini, pp. I67-I60; Kurt von Schuschnigg, Austrian 
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consequently was obliged to alter its revisionist policies 

and to cultivate the friendship of the two Western Great 

Powers in order to insure that in the event of another 

crisis over Austria, Italy would not have to face Germany 

alone. 

This need to obtain outside support to protect Austria 

from German aggression was first expressed by Mussolini 

during his discussions with Starhemberg in August, 1934, 

when he stressed to the Heimwehr leader the need for 

France and Great Britain also to take an active interest 

in the affairs of Central Europe. Italy, while 

interested in Austria's continued independence, might not 

always be able to come to her assistance. The ideal 

approach, according to the duce, would be the establish- 
s 

ment of an international guarantee for Austria. Indeed, 

the first step in. this direction was taken on September 27, 

1934, when, largely as a result of Italian efforts, a 

joint British, French, and Italian declaration was issued 

which reaffirmed the interest of these three governments 
£ 

in Austria's continued independence. 

Requiem trans. by Franz von Hildebrand (New York: G. P. 
Putnam's Sons, 1946), pp. 109-110. 

Starhemberg, Between Hitler and- Mussolini, pp. 167- 
168; Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, pp. 71-72. 

^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, October 
4, 1934, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. III,"iFT4:57^455. 
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Mussolini's response to Dollfuss' assassination and 

his subsequent efforts to establish a joint British-Frënch- 

Italian pact to protect Austria were perhaps nowhere more 

closely watched than in Berlin. Hitler, caught partly 

unawares by the abortive Nazi putsch, was even more sur¬ 

prised by the duce's transfer of troops to the Austrian 
7 

frontier. Unprepared for a war with Italy, the German 

chancellor was forced to disassociate himself from the 

Nazi failure in Vienna. All connections between the 

National Socialist Party in Germany and its counterpart 

in Austria were severed, and Nazi terrorism in that 
8 

country was brought to a halt. In an effort to soothe 

relations with the Austrian government, Franz von Papen, 

Hitler's former vice-chancellor, was sent as special 

ambassador to Vienna in August, 1934. 

Von Papen's efforts to improve Austro-German re¬ 

lations met with only limited success during the first 

few months of his stay in Vienna. The Austrian govern¬ 

ment, under Italian pressure, initially had been hesitant 

7 ~ 
Ulrich Eichstâdt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler. Geschichte 

des Anschlusses Gsterreichs 1933-1938"TWiesbaden: Franz 
Steiner Verlaglf G. M. B. H.,' 195577PP» 51-52; Gehl, 
Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 96-97» 

8 
Hitler to Joseph Goebbels, minister of propaganda, 

Rudolf Hess, deputy leader of the Nazi Party, and Von 
Papen, Berlin, August 8, 1934, Documents on German Foreign 
Policy, ser. C, Vol. Ill, p. 299> memorandum by Von Papen, 
Berlin, August 19, 1934, ibid.. pp. 342-343. 
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to accept his appointment as German ambassador to Austria, 

and only after the German foreign office indicated that 

it would consider his rejection "as a declaration of dip- 
9 

lomatic war" was Von Papen able to assume his post. 

Differences also existed in Austrian government circles as 

to the response that should be made to Hitler's efforts to 

soothe diplomatic relations between the two German states. 

While Starhemberg, representing Mussolini, consistently 

opposed any dealings with the Nazis, Schuschnigg on 

several occasions indicated an interest in reaching an 

understanding with Germany which would resolve the major 

differences between the two countries. Shortly after his 

appointment as chancellor, Schuschnigg attempted to unite 

the various nationalist-oriented political groups in 

Austria, including the Nazis, into a new organization 

that would have superseded the Heimwehr-dominated Father- 

land Front* Such.efforts were rudely brought to a halt, 

however, by Starhemberg's disruption of the initial meet¬ 

ing between Schuschnigg and the various nationalist party 
, 10 

leaders on October 27, 1934. Starhemberg's actions at 

this meeting and subsequent Italian pressure forced the 

Austrian chancellor to suspend his dealings with the 

Nazis. The failure of these discussions once again 

^Memorandum by State Secretary Bulow, Berlin, 
August 3, 1934, ibid., pp. 290-291. 

10 
Gehl. Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, DD. 

106-108. 
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demonstrated the extent of Austria's dependence on Italy 

and indicated to Germany that any future Austfo-German 

rapprochement would he largely dependent upon conditions 

in Rome. 

In Italy, the foreign office continued its earlier 

endeavors toward attaining an international guarantee 

of Austria's independence. While the Joint French- 

British-Italian declaration of September, 1934, was an 

important step in this direction, British opposition 

blocked Italy's efforts to include in the agreement a 

promise of armed support in the event of a German attack 

on Austria.^ The general improvement in Franco-Italian 

relations during the fall of 1934, however, created an 

atmosphere that was more favorable to a multinational 

pact on Austria. In an effort to expand Franco-Italian 

cooperation on matters of mutual concern, a conference was 

held between Mussolini and Pierre Laval, the French 

foreign minister, in Rome on January 4-8, 1935* Aside 

from colonial matters and the disarmament problem, the 

Austrian question was thoroughly discussed. A Franco- 

Italian protocol was signed which recommended the con¬ 

clusion of a non-intervention pact between Austria's 

neighbors (Italy, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Germany, 

Jugoslavia, Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, and France) pro¬ 

hibiting each state from either interfering in the 

11 Ibid., pp. 112-114 



internal affairs of any of the others or supporting any 

organization within its boundaries which espoused such 

12 
goals. Until such time as an agreement of this nature 

could be concluded, Italy and France agreed to consult 

together in the event some threat to Austria's independence 

were to arise.^ 

Efforts to achieve a multinational guarantee for 

Austria were advanced yet another step as a result of 

e series of talks between the French and British govern¬ 

ments in Paris on February lr3, 1935» Among other sub¬ 

jects, the recent Franco-Italian agreements were discussed 

at length by the leaders of both countries. The French, 

represented by Premier Pierre Flandin and Laval, suggest¬ 

ed the extension of these agreements to include Great 

Britain. While not committing itself militarily to the 

defense of Austria, the British delegation, headed by 

Stanley Baldwin, Lord President of the Council, and 

Anthoney Eden, Lord Privy Seal, did go so far as to 

"associate itself" with the spirit of these proposals 

and agreed to "consider [itself] to be among the powers 

which will. , .consult together if the independence and 

12 
Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, Jan¬ 

uary 8, 1935, Documents onJ German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. Ill, pp. 790-792; Von Neurath to Hitler, Berlin, 
January 8, 1935, ibid., pp. 792-795. 

n 
Neurath to Hitler, January 8, 1935, ibid., pp. 

792-795; unsigned memorandum, Berlin, January 23, 1935, 
ibid., pp. 852-857. 



52 

integrity of Austria are menaced." The "basis for further 

joint British, French, and Italian cooperation was thus 

laid. 

Other events also encouraged the development of 

further cooperation between the above mentioned states. 

In an effort to stabilize Austro-French and Austro-British 

ties, thereby encouraging the creation of a French-British- 

Italian coalition, Schuschnigg visited both Paris and 

London, in February, 1935. During these discussions with 

his French and British counterparts, the Austrian chancellor 

was assured once again of their continued interest in 

15 
Austria's independence. Germany's decision to rearm, 

16 
announced by Hitler on March 16, 1935} also served to 

push the French, British, and Italian governments together. 

A violation of the disarmament clauses in the Treaty of 

Versailles, the move also contradicted the recent Franco- 

Italian and Anglo-French declarations (January 8, 1935} 

and February 3, 1935) that had rejected the unilateral 

1lx 

The Times (London), February V, 1935} p. 12. 
1 

'Von Papen to the German foreign office, Berlin, 
March 3, 1935} Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. C, Vol. Ill, pp. 976-977; Neue Freie Presse (Vienna), 
February 22V 1935 (Morgenblatt), p. 1; and ibid.. 
February 27, 1935 (Morgenblatt), p. 1. 

l6Editor's note, Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. C, Vol. Ill, p. 65. 
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abrogation of any portion of the peace treaties which 

17 
had ended the First World War. ' 

In.an effort to resolve a number of outstanding 

differences and to prepare a joint reply to Hitler's 

announcement of Germany's rearmament, a meeting between 

the leaders of France, Great Britain, and Italy was held 

at Stresa on April 11-14, 1935. The French and Italian 

governments once more put forth their porposals for a 

non-intervention pact designed to prevent outside inter¬ 

ference in Austria's domestic affairs. While the British 

did not object to these proposals in theory, they once 

again refused to bind themselves to any agreement that 

involved additional military commitments in Central 

Europe. As a result, these discussions ended in a 

compromise. A declaration was issued similar to the one 

of September 27» 1934, reaffirming the importance of 

Austria's independence for European peace, and plans 

were made for a subsequent conference that would deal 

more precisely with the problems of securing the indepen¬ 

dence and territorial integrity of the states in the 
18 

Danube Basin. 

■^Note from the Italian embassy to the German 
foreign office, Berlin, March 21, 1935» ibid.. pp. 1038- 
1039. 

1 ft 
The Times (London), April 13, 1935» P» 12; chargé 

d'affaires to the German foreign office, London, April 
25» 1935» Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 



Despite disagreements, an image of solidarity be¬ 

tween France, Great Britain, and Italy emerged from the 

Stresa conference, creating the outward appearances of a 

"common front" against Germany. The appearance of a joint 

British-French-Italian bloc tended to encourage the 

Austrian government to resist German pressures for an 

19 
Austro-German pact. Consequently, the favorable remarks 

contained in Hitler's speech of May 21, 1935» assuring 

Austria that Germany had no intentions of interfering in 

her domestic affairs and Von Papen's efforts in July, 

1935» to "normalize" relations through an agreement 

designed to resolve the major difficulties between the 

two countries failed to arouse a positive response in 

20 
Vienna. Subsequent efforts by Von Papen to revive his 

Vol. IV, pp. 79-82; Hassell to the German foreign office, 
Rome, May 10, 1935, ibid., pp. 142-144. 

19 
Starhemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, pp. 

186-188; Von Papen to Hitler, Vienna, May 27, 1935, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C,- Vol. IV, 
pp. 213-2187 

20Max Domarus, Hitler. Reden und Proklamationen. 
1932-1945 (2 vols., Munich: Suddeutscher Verlag, 1965), 
p. 511; unsigned memorandum, Vienna, July 11, 1935, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. IV, 
pp. 434-437; Franz von Papen, Memoirs (London: Andre 
Deutsch, Ltd., 1952), pp. 362-364. 



plan in October, 1935» were also unsuccessful.^ Austria 

had committed herself to Italy and the Stresa Front—at 

least for the moment. 

The image of solidarity which emerged out of the 

conferences held at Stresa, however, was only an illusion. 

Von Papen1 s remark that the British-French-Italian agree¬ 

ments were merely "strong words" that did not take into 

consideration the many divergent interests of these three 

22 
powers possessed considerable truth. Indeed, within 

less than a month after the Stresa meetings, the first 

difficulties began to appear as a result of the conclusion 

of a Franco-Russian mutual assistance treaty on May 2, 

2^ 
1935. While the Italians were not initially disturbed 

by this move, the subsequent Russo-Czechoslovakian 

assistance pact, signed on May 16, 1935, aroused suspicions 

in Rome that a new anti-Italian coalition in Central Europe 

might be under consideration and caused Mussolini to 
24 

reexamine his earlier position. More disturbing, however 

^Austrian foreign minister to Von Papen, Vienna, 
October 1, 1935» Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
C, Vol. IV, pp. 676-678. 

22 
Von Papen, Memoits. p. 360. 

^Treaty 0f mutual assistance between France and 
the Soviet Union, League of Nations Treaty Series (205 vols 
Geneva: Publications Department of the League of Nations, 
1920-40), Vol. CLXVII, pp. 395-406. 

Oh. 
The development of this shift in Italian policy 

can be seen in Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
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was the Anglo-German Naval Agreement, signed on June 18, 

1935’. The British move, taken without consulting her 

Stresa partners, in effect legitimized German rearmament 

and indicated to Mussolini that Great Britain was a weak 

and unreliable ally’, concerned only with her own 

security.^5 

Yet it was an Italian action—the precipitation of 

a war in Abyssinia—that presented the greatest threat 

to the continued stability of the Stresa Front. Abyssinia 

had been of interest to Italy for over half a century. 

Since the }.880's Italian policymakers had felt a need 

for a source of industrial raw materials, for new markets, 

and for an outlet for Italy's expanding population. These 

same problems, accompanied by the desire to enhance his 

prestige and the need to divert public attention from 

certain domestic difficulties, also prompted Mussolini to 

turn toward a policy of colonial expansion. Because ôf 

Italy's extensive économie investments and her earlier 

dealings in the country^ Atyssinia naturally became a 

primary target of the duce's colonial ambitions. Indeed, 

indications exist that plans were being considered for the 

26 
invasion of this African country early in 1932. It was, 

May 10, 1935» Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. IV, p. 142, and Hassell to the German foreign office, 
Rome, May 26, 1935» 1 ibid.. p. 209. 

25 
Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 311. 

26Ibid., pp. 306-307. 



however, an unexpected clash between Italian and Abyssinian 

troops on December 4, 1934, at an isolated point along the 

Eritrean-Abyssinian border known as Wal Wal that led to 
2 7 

the initiation of hostilities between the two countries. 

An Italian military response to the Wal Wal incident 

was not immediately forthcoming. For nearly ten months 

the Italian government waited, building up its forces in 

Eritrea, before it launched an invasion of Abyssinia on 

October 3> 1935* The intervening time was consumed by 

Mussolini in an effort to gain international approval 

for his plan to seize the eastern and northern portions 

of the country which had only recently been brought under 
28 

Abyssinian control. 

France was the first country to whom the duce turned 

for approval of his colonial plans. During the meetings 

between Mussolini and Laval in January, 1934, colonial 

matters had been thoroughly discussed. As part of the 

compensation due her in accordance with the 1915 London 

Agreements, Italy received two small strips of desert on 

the western borders gf Lybia and Eritrea, as well as the 

^Varying accounts may be found in ibid.. p. 309; 
Villari, Italian Foreign Policy under Mus solini« pp. 
127-128: and Geoffrey T. Garratt, Mussolini's Roman 
Empire (New york: Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1938), pp. 62-65» 

p Q 
^°Villari, Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini, 

pp. 130-134. 
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islet of Dumeira in the Red Sea. In exchange, she was to 

renounce certain special privileges enjoyed by her 

citizens in Tunsia. Special attention was also given 

to the Abyssinian question, and Mussolini received the 

imnression that Laval had approved of his colonial plans 

in that area. The French understanding of these agree¬ 

ments was somewhat different. Laval subsequently insisted 

that, while he had agreed to Italian economic penetration 

of Abyssinia, he had not approved the duce's plans for 

making that country an Italian colony. This difference 

in outlook, unfortunately, became apparent only after 

Italy had invaded Abyssinia.^ 

Italy's expansionist policy also appears to have 

been discussed during the Stresa conference, at which time 

Great Britain was also made privy to Mussolini's plans. 

On several occasions during these meetings, the duce made 

29 
‘ Ibid.. p. 124; Macartney, Italy's Foreign and 
Golonial Policy, pp. 130-131. The extent of Laval's 
concessions to ,Italy concerning Abyssinia has been the 
subject of considerable controversy, and, since no 
written record .of the conversations between Mussolini 
and Laval was made, it is unlikely that the differences 
over this matter will ever be entirely resolved. None¬ 
theless, a recent article by William C. Askew indicates 
that the French government was kept rather fully informed 
throughout the summer of 1935 concerning Mussolini's aims 
in Abyssinia, and that it raised no serious objections to 
these plans. See William C. Askew, "The Secret Agreement 
between France and Italy on Ethiopia, January, 1935?" 
The Journal of Modern History, Vol. XXV (1953/? pp. 
47^5^ 
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pointed reference to Italy's desires in Abyssinia. Al¬ 

though they realized the implications of his remarks, 

the British chose to do nothing. Consequently, Mussolini 

once again came away from a meeting with his allies with 

the impression that both France and Great Britain had 

accepted his plans for Abyssinia.3° 

Mussolini's impressions concerning French and British 

attitudes with regard to his colonial aspirations were 

shattered, however, as a result of Eden's visit to Rome 

on June 22-25, 1935» The British minister made it 

clear that the London government, faced with a general 

election and under considerable pressure from supporters 

of the League of Rations (the Peace Ballot movement), 

could not approve an invasion of Abyssinia by Italy. In¬ 

stead, Eden proposed a compromise solution which would 

have given Italy Ogaden province and certain economic 

concessions. These proposals included far less than 

Italy had anticipated, however, and were curtly rejected 

31 
by Mussolini. Subsequent British and French efforts to 

•^^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, pp. 43 -44; 
Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, pp. 301-303; Nicholas Horthy, 
Memoirs (London: Hutchinson and Col; Ltd., 1956), p. 
138; Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, pp. 72-73» 

31 J The German embassy in London to the German foreign 
office, London, July 2, 1935» Documents on German Foreign 

. Policy, ser. C, Vol. IV, pp. 393-395; Kirkpatrick, 
Mussolini, pp. 312-316. 



achieve an understanding with Italy within the framework 

of the League of Nations also failed,^ and on October 5, 

1935} the Italian army launched its invasion of Abyssinia. 

Mussolini's invasion of Abyssinia shattered what 

little unity still remained in the Stresa Front. On 

October 11, 1935» Italy was declared to be an "aggressor" 

by the Assembly of the League of Nations, and, despite the 

dissenting votes of Austria, Hungary, and Albania, 

33 
sanctions were subsequently imposed against her. While 

these economic sanctions were not severe enough to force 

Mussolini to halt his actions in Abyssinia, they did 

impose a number of hardships on the Italian people which 

tended to intensify the public animosity towards Great 

34 
Britain and France, Italy's former Stresa partners. 

32 
The Times (London), August 19, 1935» p. 10; 

Macartney and Cremona, Italy's Foreign and Colonial Policy 
p. 311; unsigned memorandum, Geneva, September 6, 1935, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. IV, pp. 
620-623; Krauel, attached to the embassy in Geneva, to 
the German foreign office,-Geneva, September 13, 1935, 
ibid., p. 630. 

33 
Pellizzi, Italy, pp. 174-177; Macartney and 

Cremona, Italy*s Foreign and Colonial Policy, pp. 314-316; 
Villarif Italian Foreign Policy under Mussolini, pp. 
130-132. 

34 
Macartney and Cremona, Italy's Foreign and Colonial 

Policy, pp. 316-317? Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, pp. 78- 
79. 
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Despite British assurances that no form of military action 

was being contemplated, there were widespread fears in 

Rome of an armed clash between British and Italian 

35 
forces. Such was the extent to which the Stresa Front 

had deteriorated by late November, 1935- 

France, still desirous of a rapprochement with Italy, 

did, however, make an effort to bridge the gap created 

by the Abyssinian War. At a meeting in Paris on 

December 7-9» 1935» Laval was able to persuade the British 

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Sir Samuel Hoare, 

to accept an agreement which would have granted Mussolini 

nearly all the territorial concessions he had demanded in 

January, 1935» Italy, in addition to what she had already 

conquered, was to receive a large portion of Tigre and 

Ogaden provinces. An extensive area dn southern Abyssinia 

was also to be reserved as an Italian "zone of economic 

expansion and settlement."'5 The Italian response to the 

Hoare-Laval proposals (although they were never officially 

o £ 
J'Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 

October 3, 1935, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
C, Vol. IV, pp. 687-690; the German embassy in London to 
the German foreign office, London, October 21, 1935, 
ibid., pp. 763-764. 

^Garratt, Mussolini's Roman Empire. p. 109; Gehl, 
Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 120-121* 
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communicated to her) was highly favorable. The offer was 

viewed as an "extraordinary success for Italy," providing 

37 
a promising starting point for further negotiations. 

Before the Hoare-Laval proposals could be acted upon, 

however, the British press published the proposed con¬ 

cessions. British public opinion reacted violently 

against the Anglo-French agreement, forcing the resignation 

of Hoare and the British abandonment of any attempts to 

appease Italy. French public opinion was similarly 
O Q 

aroused, and forced Laval's resignation five weeks later. 

The failure of the Hoare-Laval proposals had a sig¬ 

nificant effect on Italian foreign policy. ' For Mussolini, 

the defeat of the proposed Anglo-French concessions at the 

hands of the British public marked the end of the Stresa 

Front. Neither Great Britain nor France, so it appeared 

to the duce, could be trusted to keep her promises, and 

the foreign policies of both countries had proved them¬ 

selves hostile to Italian interests. For Italy, there¬ 

fore, the Stresa Front was dead, and its chances for 

39 
reconstruction were very slim. Having severed her 

earlier ties with Great Britain and France, Italy after 

December, 193*+ , entered a period of drift, and few matters 

^Memorandum by Department II, Berlin, December 12, 
1935> Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. 
IV, pp. 903-904-. 

■^Gehl, Austria. Germany, and the Anschluss, pp. 
120-121. 

^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
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aside from the successful conclusion of the Abyssinian 

War elicited much attention from the Italian foreign 

office. 

The drift of Italian foreign policy, however, was 

not entirely without direction. Fearful of being com¬ 

pletely isolated, Italy was obliged to seek an alliance 

with at least one of the European Powers. Having excluded 

France and Great Britain as possible allies, Germany was 

the only available choice left. Difficulties admittedly 

still existed which tended to obstruct an Italian-German 

rapprochement, but Germany's neutral attitude during the 

Abyssinian War, her refusal to sell arms to Italy's 

enemy, and her unwillingness to follow the sanctionist 

policies of the League of Nations greatly facilitated the 

bO 
reduction of tensions between the two countries. It 

should be noted, also, that the focal point of German - 

Italian difficulties—their rivalry over Austria—had 

lost much of its importance for Italy. Unable to. maintain 

January 7> 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
C, Vol. IV, pp. 974-975; memorandum by Hassell, Berlin, 
January 20, 1936, ibid., pp. 1013-1014; Hassell to the 
German foreign office, Rome, January 28, 1936, ibid.. 
pp. 1042-1043. 

40 
Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 122- 

123; Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, January 
7j 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. IV, pp. 97^-977. 



her preeminence in Austria while engaged in the creation 

of an African empire, Italy was forced to accept the 

expansion of German influence in the Danube region. 

Yet despite his desire to establish a closer under¬ 

standing with Germany, Mussolini did not wish to surrender 

his position in Central Europe entirely. Although he was 

willing to admit that Austria was in reality a German 

state and that she should follow a German-oriented foreign 

policy, the duce insisted that her formal independence had 

Ul 
to be guaranteed. The best solution to the Austrian 

question, Mussolini informed Von Hassell, would be the 

conclusion of a treaty of friendship between the two 
42 

German states. A reorientation of Austrian policy along 

these lines was also discussed with Starhemberg during his 

visit to Rome on March 4-8, 1936. Although the duce 

assured the Heimwehr leader of Italy's continued support 

for Austria, the prevailing mood among various governing 

circles in Rome indicated to Starhemberg the advisability 

4l 
Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 

January 75 1936, ibid., pp. 974-975; memorandum by 
Department II* Çerlin, ,Jpjiua£y 9^1936, ibid.. pp. 
978-980; Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 
January 28, 1936, ibid.. pp. 1042-1045. 

UP 
^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 

January 7, 1936, ibid., pp. 974-975. 



of a closer alignment between Austria and Germany. 

The desirability of an Italian-German rapprochement 

became even more evident after Hitler's successful in- 
. l+L. 

vasion of the Rhineland on March 7» 1936. Although the 

German chancellor's move took him by surprise, Mussolini 

accepted the reoccupation of the Rhineland as an un- 
45 

alterable fact. Indeed, the German action was welcomed 

in Rome, since it diverted world attention from Italy's 

activities in Abyssinia. The fact that the German move 

was not forcefully opposed by Great Britain and France 

also served to reaffirm Mussolini's opinion concerning the 

weakness of these two countries. Consequently, a re¬ 

habilitation of the Stresa Front would be of little value 

to Italy, since these two governments lacked the will to 

halt German expansion even when their own interests were 

involved. During the subsequent Locarno Pact conferences 

held to discuss Hitler's action in the Rhineland, Italy, 

therefore, refused to cooperate with her former Stresa 
46 

Front partners in any action against Germany. 

4o 
JStarhembèrg*' Between Hitler and Mussolini, pp. 

210-216; Von Pauen to the German foreign office, Vienna, 
March 13» 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
C, Vol. V, p-. 125* T'r 

44 
The German foreign office to all legations, Berlin, 

March 5» 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
C, Vol. V, pp. 11-15; Domarus, Hitler, Reden und 
Proklamationen, Vol. I, Pt. 2, pp. 583-597- 

^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, March 
7» 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. V, pp. 36-38. 

^^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, March 9 
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Italy, as indicated by Mussolini’s conversation with Von 

Hassell, now deliberately sought to follow a foreign 

47 
policy in agreement with that of Germany. 

The German victory in the Rhineland also caused 

Mussolini to push his proposals for an Austro-German 

rapprochement with greater force upôn the Austrian govern¬ 

ment*? During the March 21, 1936) Rome Pact conference 

the duce impressed upon Schuschnigg the desirability of 
i 

achieving an understanding with Germany. While the usual 

promises of political and economic support were exchanged, 

Schuschnigg was informed that Italy would have fewer 

difficulties in assisting his government if Austro-German 

relations were less strained. Mussolini went on to indi¬ 

cate that Italy was involved elsewhere (in Abyssinia) and 

that she could not assist Austria alone. Therefore, an 

agreement with Germany offered Austria the best hope of 

48 
maintaining her independence. As a first step in this 

direction, it was indicated that further Austrian contacts 

47 
'Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 

March 9) 1936, ibid., pp. 65-66. 

^Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, p. 101; 
"Diary of events in Rome," Rome, March 21-23, 1936, 
Magda Âdâm, Gyula Juhâsz, and Lajos Kerekes, Allianz 
Hi tler-Hor thy-Mussolini. Dokumente zur ungarischen 
Aussenoolitik (Budapest: Akâdêmiai Kiadô,*1966), 
pp. 123-125. 
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with members of the Little Entente should be suspended. . 

The duce went on to suggest that it might also be de- 

49 
sirable to drop Starhemberg from the government. 

Mussolini's suggestions at the Rome conferences 

had a rather marked effect on policymakers in Vienna. 

Since the fall of 1935 Austria had been following a 

strongly Italian-oriented policy in both internal and 

foreign affairs. Domestically, the promise of a quick 

Italian victory in Abyssinia led to the strengthening of 

the "Starhemberg wing" in the Austrian government. Fey, 

because of his apparent involvement in various dealings 

with the Austrian Nazis, was forced to resign from the 

government in October, 1935» The resulting cabinet changes 

led to Stathemberg's assumption of the office of minister 
t 

of interior in addition to his post as vice-chancellor 

and^to the appointment of Ludwig Drexler, a close per¬ 

sonal friend of the Heimwehr leader, as minister of 

50 
finance. In the realm of foreign affairs, the 

failure of the Hoare-Laval proposals and the collapse of 

49 
Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 

125-126. 

5°Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, pp. 49-50; Von 
Papen to Hitler, Vienna, October 1Ô, 1934, Documents on 
German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. IV, pp. 751-753» 
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the Stresa Front had led Schuschnigg, with Italian approval, 

to seek to improve relations with Czechoslovakia as a 

prelude to establishing closer ties with the other members 

51 
of the Little Entente. In an effort to provide a basis 

for closer economic and political cooperation between the 

two states, a series of discussions was held between the 

Austrian chancellor and Milan Hod^a, the Czechoslovakian 

minister-president, in Prague on January 16-17, 1936, 

and later in Vienna on March 9-10, 1936.*^ 

The results of the March, 1936, Rome conferences 

significantly altered these earlier policies. The first 

to feel the effect of these changes was Starhemberg. In 

April, 1936, Schuschnigg struck a severe blow at the 

Heimwehr leader's position by introducing a program of 

universal compulsory military service. Since the army 

was part of the Fatherland Front, the resulting influx' 

of new men into the Front would weaken the Heimwehr's 

^Starhemberg, Between Hitler and Mussolini, pp. 
206-207. 

^Circular of the German foreign office [Berlin, 
February 6, 1936], Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. C, Vol. IV, pp. IO96-IO98; circular of the German 
foreign office, Berlin, March 16, 1936, ibld.t pp. 
168-171; Neue Freie Presse (Vienna), March 11, 1936 
(Morgenblatt), p. 2; ibid.. January 18, 1936, p. 1; 
The Times (London), March 11, 1936. p. 15. 
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influence in that organization. Starhemberg, in an 

effort to counter Schuschnigg ' s move, entered into 

negotiations with Franz Hueber, the brother-in-law of 

Herman Goring, the German air minister, in hope of 

achieving an agreement with the Nazis that would enable 
çl* 

him to maintain his position of power in Austria. 

Before these discussions produced any results, however, 

Schuschnigg dissolved his cabinet on May l4, 1936, and 

Starhemberg was excluded from the new government that 

followed. 

In accordance with Mussolini's suggestions at Rome, 

negotiations concerning an Austro-German rapprochement 

were also initiated during the end of April and the 

early part of May, 1936. Despite several initial 

obstacles, discussions during May and June, 1936, between 

Von Papen and Dr. Guido Schmidt, the Austrian foreign 

minister, progressed rapidly, so that by the time of his 

trip to Venice on June 4-6, 1936, Schuschnigg was able 

53 y Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. 126; 
Von Papen to the German foreign office, Vienna, April 21, 
1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, 
p. 457. 

54 y Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 
127-129; memorandum of Department II, Berlin, May 6, 
1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, 
Vol. V, p. 511. 



70 

to give Mussolini a general outline of the terms of the 

proposed pact. The duce, while reaffirming his continued 

interest in Austria’s independence, gave the agreement 

his warm support and encouraged the Austrian chancellor 

in his efforts to bring these negotiations to a success- 

55 
ful conclusion. Subsequent to his return from Venice, 

Schuschnigg assumed personal control over the discussions 

with* Von Papen which culminated in the signing of an 

Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement" in Vienna on 

July 11, 1936. 

The agreement between Germany and Austria signed on 

July 11, 1936, had as its primary goal the elimination 

of all of the key differences which had troubled relations 

between the two states for the past two and a half years. 

The communiqué issued upon the signing of this agreement 

stressed Germany's recognition of Austrian independence, 

the abstention of each party from interferring in the 

internal affairs of the other, and a promise by Austria to 

maintain a foreign policy consistent with her position as 

56 
a German state. The "Gentlemen's Agreement," which 

-^Chargé d'affairs (Plessen) to the German foreign 
office, Rome, June 6, 1936, Documents on German Foreign 
Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, pp. 601-602; Neue Freie Presse 
(Vienna), June 7, 1936 (Morgenblatt), p. Zi Wiskemann, 
The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 59» 

^The "Gentlemen's Agreement," Communiqué, Berlin, 
July 11, 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, 
Vol. I, pp. 281^282: 
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remained confidential, went on to develop a general out¬ 

line for future cooperation in cultural, economic, and 

political areas. Press restrictions were to be reduced; 

greater freedom was to be permitted in the displaying of 

nationalist emblems and insignia, and a very broad amnesty 

was to be granted to National Socialists imprisoned for 

57 
political reasons. Such concessions, it was anticipated, 

would result in the reduction of Austro-German tensions 

and lead to a new era of friendship between the two German 

states. 

57 Protocol of the ''Gentlemen's Agreement," Berlin, 
July 11, 1936, ibid., pp. 278-281. 



CHAPTER IV 
THE DECLINE OF ITALIAN INFLUENCE IN AUSTRIA 

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ITALIAN-GERMAN "AXIS" 
1936-1938 

The Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement" of July 11, 

1936, had a significant effect on the foreign policies 

of all three countries that had a part in its conception. 

In Austria and Germany the pact initially was hailed as 

marking the beginning of a new era in relations between 

the two countries. As the friendly exchange of telegrams 

between Hitler and Schuschnigg on July 11, 1936, indicated 

the leaders of both countries anticipated that the normal¬ 

ization of Austro-German relations would be mutually bene- 
1 

ficial. For Austria, the agreement brought the promise 

of improved economic relations with Germany and a reduc¬ 

tion in Nazi terrorism. Schuschnigg, having concluded a 

truce with the National Socialists, could now reduce his 

dependence upon the Heimwehr, which he. subsequently 
2 

dissolved on October 10, 1936. In Germany, the pact was 

Text of the telegrams exchanged between Hitler and 
Schuschnigg, Berlin and Vienna, July 11, 1936, Domarus, 
Hitler, Reden und Proklamationen. Vol. I, Pt. 2, p. 630; 
Von Papen to Hitler, Vienna, July 28, 1936, Documents on 
German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 290-292. 

O 

Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 
143-144. 



received as a major diplomatic victory which served to 

offset any lingering memories of her involvement in the 

fiasco of July 25, 1934. At the same time, while it did 

not fulfill all of Hitler's expectations, the "Gentlemen's 

Agreement" was an important new step in the gradual Nazi 
3 

penetration of Austria. 

Like most compromise solutions, however, the Austro- 

German agreement raised nearly as many problems as it 

purported to solve and was open to as many interpretations 

as there were parties to the pact. Thus, while 

Schuschnigg saw the accord as embodying the maximum 

concessions that he was prepared to make to the Nazis, 

Hitler viewed it as the first step in a process that 

would eventually lead to a union of the two German states. 

Ultimately, it was the German view that triumphed. After 

the signing of the "Gentlemen's Agreement," Austrian 

policy was no longer based on opposition “to the Nazis 

but rather on cooperation with them. Austria's recogni¬ 

tion of her status as a German state and her pledge to 

^Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, pp. 115-116. 

^on Papen, Memoirs, pp. 376-377; Gehl, Austria, 
Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 144-145; Hibbert, Benito 
Mussolini, pp. 78-79. 
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follow a foreign policy consistent with that position 

seriously restricted her freedom of action. At the same 

time, however, it soon became apparent that the agreement 

did not provide Austria with any compensating advantages 

since it failed to check Germany's interference in her 

5 
domestic affairs. 

For Italy, the “Gentlemen's Agreement" also had 
i 

considerable importance. Mussolini, when informed of 

its general terms, expressed his complete satisfaction. 

Indeed, because of the significant role played by Italy 

in its conception, the Austro-German agreement was seen 
6 

as a major victory for Italian diplomacy. Since it 

involved German recognition of Austria's independence, 
I 

the pact also served to reduce Italian fears of an 

Anschluss between the two German states. Most important, 

however, was the fact that the agreement removed "the 
7 

last and only mortgage on Gcrman-Italian relations." 

By recognizing Austria as a German state and encouraging 

^Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. l44. 

6 
Hassell to the German foreign office, flome, July 

11, 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, 
Vol. I, pp. 283-284; Hassell to the German foreign office, 
Home, July 17, 1936, ibid.. ser. C, Vol. V, pp. 774-776. 

7 
'Hassell to the Germanfforeign office, Rome, 

July 11, 1936, ibid., ser. D, Vol. I, p. 283. 
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Schuschnigg to follow a course more closely parallel to 

that of Germany, Italy had in effect relinquished her 

"protectorate" over that country*.- 

The Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement" thus 

marked a major turning point in Italian foreign policy. 

Mussolini's support of the pact not only signified the 

end of Italy's single-handed support of Austria but also 

was an important step in the further expansion of German- 

Italian relations. Yet this shift in Italian policy was 

not, as some have suggested, an outright surrender to 

Germany. Mussolini had admittedly abandoned the instru¬ 

ment of Italian policy in Austria—the Heimwehr—and 

consented to the participation of the National Socialists 

in the Austrian government. In exchange, however, he had 

secured Hitler's recognition of Austria's independence 

and his assurance that the Anschluss question would be 

postponed. It was further assumed that Germany would 

not take any action that would disturb this balance with¬ 

out first consulting Italy. As a result of the "Gentle¬ 

men's Agreement," therefore, German-Italian differences 

over Austria were greatly diminished. The door was now 

open for closer cooperation between the two dictators. 

A situation that was favorable to expanded Italian- 

German cooperation did not take long to develop. On 



76 

July 17, 1936, a group of Spanish army officers, led by 

General Francisco Franco, initiated an uprising in 

Moracco against the liberal republican government in 

Madrid. The revolt quickly spread across the Strait of 

Gibralter to Spain, where it grew into a bitter struggle 

between rightist-oriented groups seeking to establish a 

conservative, military regime and supporters of the 

existing government. The situation was further compli¬ 

cated by the intervention of several outside governments— 

Italy and Germany in support of Franco and the Soviet 

Union in support of the liberal republican forces—which 

turned the conflict into an ideological contest between 

Fascism and Bolshevism. 

The Spanish Civil War consequently had a considerable 

impact on relations between Rome and Berlin. Prior to 

this time, Italian-German cooperation had been largely 

confined to diplomatic affairs, as seen in Germany's 

attitude of benevolent neutrality towards Italy during 

the Abyssinian War and in Mussolini's favorable response 

to Hitler's reoccupation of the Rhineland. Italian 

pressure in Vienna had also been of critical importance 

in forging the Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement." 

The Spanish Civil War carried this German-Italian 

cooperation yet one step further into the realm of military 
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affairs. Indeed, in Berlin it was hoped that the inter¬ 

action between German and Italian armed forces in Spain 

would provide the basis for an alliance between the two 

countries.^ 

For Berlin—and likewise for Vienna—the Spanish 

Civil War was also of importance because it diverted world 

attention from Nazi activities in Central Europe. Indeed, 

German strategy planners, rather than attempting to secure 

a rapid victory for Franco, sought to prolong the struggle 

in Spain for as long as possible so as to enable Hitler to 
9 

expand his influence in Central Europe. In general, this 

strategy worked quite admirably. The British and French 

governments quickly lost sight of Austria and focused their 

attention on Spain, where their opposition to Franco led 

to renewed diplomatic clashes with Italy, Mussolini was 

in a similar situation. Deeply embroiled in the struggle 

in Spain, the duce could give little attention to affairs 

in Central Europe. 

The growing influence of the Spanish Civil War on 

German-Italian relations became clearly evident during the 

O 

Elizabeth Wiskemann, Europe of the Dictators. 1919- 
194? (New York: Harper and Row, 1966) , p. 133» 

^Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 340. 



discussions between Mussolini and Hans Frank, the German 

minister of justice, in Rome on September 23, 1936. 

Events in Spain naturally were the central topic of these 

talks, and German-Italian cooperation in support of Franco 

was lauded by both men. Frank went on to assure the duce 

that Germany had no interests in the Mediterranean, a 

region which she had already recognized as an Italian 

sphere of influence.^ Germany’s involvement in Spain 

was based solely on ideological considerations and "out 
11 

of loyalty to Mussolini." The duce,in reply, praised 

Germany's support of Franco and described the battle 

against Communism in Spain as involving Germany and Italy 

in a "life and death struggle sgainst almost the whole 

world."^2 

The Austrian question was also discussed at length 

during the Frank visit. Mussolini warmly praised the 

Austro-German agreement and went on to describe Italy's 

■^Galeazzo Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, ed. by 
Malcolm Muggeridge, trans. by Stuart Hood (London: Odhams 
Press Ltd., 1948;, p. 44; Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, 
p. 65» Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 
134-135. 

^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 65. 

12 
Unsigned memorandum [Frank], [Rôme], September 23, 

1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, 
pp. 1001-1002. 
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part in urging Schuschnigg to seek an understanding with 

13 
Germany. Frank responded to these remarks by assuring 

the duce that with the conclusion of the "Gentlemen’s 

Agreement," Hitler considered the Austrian question 

closed. Germany could be relied upon to adhere strictly 

14 
to the terms of the pact. The discussions between the 

two men were subsequently brought to a close by Frank's 

invitation to Mussolini to visit Germany in the near 
^ 15 
future. 

The foundations for close Italian-German cooperation 

that had been well laid during Frank’s trip to Rome were 

further expanded by the visit of Count Galeazzo Ciano, 

the Italian foreign minister, to Berlin on October 21-24, 

1936. During the conferences between Ciano and Von 

Neurath, every aspect of German-Italian relations was 

examined. Once again events in Spain dominated the dis¬ 

cussions, and each man reaffirmed his country’s support 

13 
Ibid., p. 1001; Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, 

p. 45. 

^Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. 135> 
Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 65» 

15 
Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. 47; unsigned 

memorandum [Frank], [Rome], September 23, 1936, Documents 
on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, p. 1002. 
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of Franco in his struggle against the forces of Bolshevism. 

Colonial matters were also discussed, and Germany renewed 

her promise to recognize the Italian Empire. Italy, in 

return, reaffirmed her pledge to protect German interests 

in Abyssinia and to support her demands for a restoration 

of her lost colonies and for freer access to sources of 

raw materials. Ciano went on to once again praise the 

conclusion of the Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement," 

and both countries pledged themselves to coordinate their 

17 
policies in Central Europe. These general points of 

agreement were subsequently embodied in a protocol signed 
18 

by Von Neurath and Ciano in Berlin on October 23, 1936. 

The high point of Ciano's visit to Germany, however, 

came the next day, when he was taken to Berchtesgaden for 

an interview with Hitler. The German chancellor quickly 

managed to captivate his Italian guest by his praise of 

Mussolini as "the leading statesman of the world" and his 

complimentary remarks concerning the "maturity" of Italian 

^Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. 53j Von Neurath 
memorandum, Berlin, October 21, 1936, Documents on German 
Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, p. 1127. 

17 
'Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, pp. 5^-55; Von 

Neurath memorandum, Berlin, October 21, 1936, Documents 
on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, pp. 1128-1129. 

i O 

°German-Italian agreement, Berlin, October, 1936, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. C, Vol. V, 
pp. 1136-1138. 
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19 
Fascism. 7 Hitler went on to laud German-Italian coopera¬ 

tion in the struggle against Bolshevism in Spain and held 

out the promise of a German-Italian alliance which would 

be directed against both the Russian menace and the 

20 
possibility of encirclement by France and Great Britain. 

While no direct references were made to Austria, the 

German chancellor, nonetheless, took care to indicate 

where his desires lay in that matter. Prior to Ciano's 

departure, two telescopes were set up pointing towards 

Salzburg as a clear indication that the Austrian 

question had not been forgotten. The Italians made no 

21 
reply to this gesture. 

Ciano's visit to Berlin thus had significant impli¬ 

cations for both countries. Germany's dominant position 

vis-à-vis Austria was tacitly recognized by Italy, and 

she was further assured that there would be no resurrec¬ 

tion of the Stresa Front. For Mussolini, the meeting had 

even more important results. Italy's isolation—a conse¬ 

quence of her actions in Abyssinia—was finally brought 

to an end. At the same time, Italy was reassured that 

no changes would be made in Central Europe without her 

^Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 345; Wiskemann, Europe 
of the Dictators, p. 66. 

^°Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, pp. 56-59» 

^-Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 346. 
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approval. As a result of these discussions, therefore, 

German-Italian relations reached a new peak of friendship 

and cooperation which led Mussolini on November 1, 1936, 

triumphantly to proclaim the creation of "an axis around 

which can revolve all those European states with a will 

22 
to collaboration and peace." 

The alterations in German-Italian relations evi¬ 

denced by the results of Ciano's visit to Berlin in 

October and Mussolini's "Axis speech" in November, 1936, 

did not go unnoticed in Vienna. Despite assurances by 

Mussolini and Ciano that there had been no basic change 

in Austro-Italian relations, it was increasingly apparent 

that continued Italian support for her independence would 

be dependent upon Austria's implementation of the July 

Agreement and her adherence to a German-oriented foreign 

policy. Indeed, this shift in Italy's relations with 

Austria had first become apparent nearly two months 

earlier during Schmidt's visit to Rome on September 15, 

1936. While Ciano had at that time reassured the Austrian 

foreign minister of Italy's continued political and 

economic support, the importance of the Austro-German 

"Gentlemen's Agreement" to future good relations between 

the two countries had been strongly emphasized and Schmidt 

^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 68; Ciano, 
Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. 60; The Times (London), 
November 2, 1936, p. l4. 
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had been urged to work toward better relations with 

Germany. 

Goring also sought to exert pressure upon Austria 

to bring her foreign and domestic policies into closer 

alignment with those of Berlin at the time of Gombos' 

funeral in Budapest on October 3, 1936. The Gorman air 

minister, by a combination of threats and promises, had 

tried to convince Schuschnigg of the necessity for closer 

Austro-German cooperation. The Austrian chancellor was 

informed that Italy, because of her difficulties with 

England, could do nothing for Austria and that if Germany 

really desired to solve the Anschluss question, it would 

be a matter which the nearest German divisional commander 

could easily handle. Goring had gone on to assure 

Schuschnigg that Hitler desired to resolve the differences 

between their countries peacefully. At the same time, 

however, he had indicated that some form of union between 
24 

Austria and Germany was inevitable. 

While not intimidated by Goring*s remarks at Buda¬ 

pest, Schuschnigg, nonetheless, felt the need to reaffirm 

OO 

°Ciano, Ciano1 s Diplomatic Papers, pp. 38-41. 

24 _ 
Memorandum of the GoringôSchuschnigg meeting, 

Budapest, October 13, 1936, Documents on German Foreign 
Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 308-309; memorandum of the 
Goring-Kanya meeting, Budapest, October 11, 1936, 
Âdâm, Allianz Hi tier-Horthv-Mussolini, p. 130. 



his ties with Rome. The results of Ciano's trip to Berlin 

and Mussolini's speech on November 1, 1936, only further 

impressed upon the Austrian chancellor the necessity for 

such conversations. During the meetings between the 

foreign ministers of Austria, Italy, and Hungary in Vienna 

on November 11-12, 1936, therefore, Schuschnigg informed 

Ciano of Goring's threats and inquired whether there had 

been any alteration in Italy's policies concerning 

Austria. The Italian foreign minister assured the Austrian 

chancellor that there had been no change in Italian policy 

and that Italy would continue to support Austria, 

economically and politically. J The protocols signed 

between Italy, Austria, and Hungary at the close of this 

conference went on to provide for expanded economic co¬ 

operation between the three states and for Austrian and. 
p /f 

Hungarian recognition of the Italian Empire in Abyssinia. 

Despite the reassurances given Schuschnigg by Ciano, 

however, government circles in Vienna felt obliged to 

clarify relations with Berlin. It should be noted that 

the Austrian government had already fulfilled many of 

the pledges which it had made as part of the "Gentlemen's 

^Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. 137* 

^Protocol signed by Italy, Austria, and Hungary, 
Vienna, November 12, 1936, Adam, Allianz Hitler-Horthy, 
Mussolini, pp. 132-133. 



Agreement." More than 17,000 persons had been amnestied, 

and legal proceedings against an additional 12,618 had 

been dropped. 
1
 Press restrictions had been eased, and 

greater freedom had been granted for the display of 

nationalist emblems and insignia. Schuschnigg had also 

fulfilled his promise to admit several members of the 

"opposition" into his government. As a result of a series 

of cabinet changes on November 3, 1936, most of the anti- 

German elements in the government had been removed, and 

two Nazi sympathizers—Odo Neustadter-Sturmer and Edmund 

Glaise-Horstenau—had been given the posts of minister 

of public security and minister of interior, respectively. 

Yet the recent changes in German-Italian relations made 

it apparent that these concessions were not entirely 

adequate. Consequently, when Von Papen suggested that 

Schmidt pay a visit to Berlin to discuss some of the 

difficulties that had arisen between Austria and Germany 

since the conclusion of the July Agreement, the Austrian 

29 
government was quick to accept. On November 19, 1936, 

^Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. 144. 

28 
Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. 146; 

Neue Freie Presse (Vienna). November 4, 1936, Morgenblatt, 
p. 1; Von Papen to Hitler, Vienna, November 4, 1936, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, 
pp. 31^-316. 

29Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss m Hitler, pp. l40-l45? 
German foreign office memorandum, Berlin, November 9j 
1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, 
p. 320. 
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therefore, Schmidt traveled to Berlin to meet with his 

German counterpart. 

The discussions between Schmidt and Von Neurath in 

Berlin on November 19-21 resulted in a series of agree- 
► 

ments between the two countries that were designed to 

extend and clarify the provisions of the July, 1936 pact. 

Press restrictions were further reduced, and trade regu¬ 

lations were eased. Austria renewed her pledge to follow 

a German-oriented foreign policy and promised to assume a 
30 

more active role in the struggle against Bolshevism. 

The most significant aspect of the agreement, however, 

was the provision which barred either country from enter¬ 

ing into any new "extensive economic coalition in the 

Danube region."33, In making this concession, Austria 

seriously limited her freedom of action in Central Europe 

and virtually precluded the possibility of any new pact 

with the Little Entente. 

Contrary to expectations in both countries, however, 

the Schmidt-Von Neurath agreements failed substantially 

to reduce the difficulties that plagued Austro-German 

relations. The general easing of tensions between the two 

30 
Protocol between Austria and Germany, Berlin, 

November 21, 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 3*+2 —3)+6. 

31Ibid.. p. 3^3. 
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countries that followed the Berlin conferences was 

abruptly reversed as a result of Schuschnigg's speech 

to a group of leaders of the Fatherland Front at Klagen- 

32 
furt on November 26, 1936. The Austrian chancellor's 

description of National Socialism as the most serious 

problem that confronted Austria infuriated Hitler and was 

viewed by the German foreign office as entirely inconsistent 

with both the "Gentlemen's Agreement" and the recently 

33 
signed November accords. Schuschnigg's attempts to 

explain away the speech as an effort to pacify the more 

radical elements of the Fatherland Front made little 
31+ 

impression upon government circles in Berlin. In 

German eyes, the Austrian chancellor was obviously trying 

to evade the agreements he had previously accepted. Since 

the Austrian government could not be relied upon to ful¬ 

fill its promises voluntarily, pressure would have to be 

applied in Vienna to insure that these obligations were 

met. Before any move could be made in this direction, 

^Neue Freie Presse (Vienna), November 27, 1936, 
Morgenblatt, pp. 4-5.' 

•^Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, p. 148.1 

34 
Stein to the German foreign office, Vienna, 

November 27, 1936, Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
ser. D, Vol. I, p. 350; Stein to the German foreign office, 
Vienna* n. d., ibid.. p. 356; Von Papen, Memoirs, p. 38l; 
Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, pp. 148-149. 
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however, Italian acquiescence had to he secured. 

Goring's visit to Rome in January, 1937} afforded 

Berlin an excellent opportunity to ascertain Italy's 

probable response to any change in the Austro-German 

"status quo." During his discussions with Mussolini, 

the German air minister expressed his government's dis¬ 

satisfaction with the manner in which Schuschnigg had 

been fulfilling the promises that he had made in July and 

November, 1936. The Austrian chancellor's speech at 

Klagenfurt was condemned as contrary to the spirit of 

thé Austro-German "Gentlemen's Agreement," and the Aus¬ 

trian government was described as being dominated by 

clerical groups that were opposed to National Socialism. 

Goring, while reaffirming Hitler's intention to continue 

to adhere to the promises he had made to Austria, went 

on to express the hope that Italy would apply pressure 

on Schuschnigg to insure that the Austrian chancellor 

35 
would follow a policy more in accord with German wishes. 

Mussolini's reply to Goring's remarks revealed much 

of the caution and uncertainty that had begun to character 

ize Italy's relations with Berlin and Vienna. While the 

duce insisted that he was unable to intervene in Austria's 

3>Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. 88; Wiskemann, 
The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 73; memorandum by Von Hassell, 
Rome. January 30. 1937. Documents on German Foreign Policy 
ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 381+-3S5:  
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domestic affairs on Germany's behalf, his attempts to 

counter Goring's charges against the Austrian government 

lacked much of their earLier vigor. The events of the 

last several months had had a rather marked effect upon 

Italian foreign policy. While Italy still desired to 

maintain Austria's independence, her recent efforts to 

build an African empire and her current commitments in 

Spain prevented her from becoming actively involved in 

Central European affairs. Her recent failure to achieve 

a genuine understanding with Great Britain concerning 

their mutual interests in the Mediterranean only further 

distracted Italy from National Socialist activities in 
37 

Austria. Mussolini's support of Schuschnigg had also 

been greatly undermined by certain recent reports that 

indicated the existence of considerable anti-Italian 
3g 

sentiment in Vienna. Thus when Goring made several 

remarks concerning the eventual union of Austria and 

39 
Germany, the duce could only shake his head. 

■^Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, pp. 88-90. 

^Ibid., pp. 75-775 Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, pp. 
347-350. 

Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. 89. 

39von Hassell memorandum, Rome, January 30, 1937, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 
384-305;Brook-Shepherd, The Anschluss, p. 2. 
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Germany, it was agreed, would not act against Austria 

without consulting Italy. However, there would be no 

repetition of Italy's gesture of July, 193^ 

The weakness of Italy's position in Central Europe, 

which was amply demonstrated by Mussolini's inability to 

take a firm stand in support of Austria when confronted 

by Goring's suggestions concerning an eventual Austro- 

German Anschluss, was also impresson upon Schuschnigg 

during his discussions with the duce in Venice on 

April 22, 1937» While Mussolini reaffirmed Italy's 

interest in Austria's continued independence, a subtle 

change in Italian policy was noticeable. Italy no longer 

pledged herself to defend Austria militarily but instead 

promised to protect her politically through the Rome- 

41 
Berlin Axis. In explaining the reasons for this 

change in policy, the duce stressed the difficulties 

Italy faced in Spain and in the Mediterranean and em¬ 

phasized the importance of her close ties with Germany 

in overcoming these problems. Italy, therefore, could 

no longer defend Austria by herself. Consequently, 

the Rome-Berlin Axis provided the only realistic basis 

H*0 
Gehl, Austria, Germany and the Anschluss, p. l40; 

Brook-Shepherd, The Anschluss, p. 2; Von Papen, Memoirs, 
p. 387. 

l+i 
Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, pp. 110-112; 

and Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis. p. 76. 
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for her continued independence. Schuschnigg was informed 

that Austrian policy had to adapt itself to that of the 

42 
Axis. The promises made in July and November, 1936, 

were to be fulfilled, and members of the National Social¬ 

ist "opposition" were to be given a greater role in the 

Austrian government. Austria's foreign policy would 

also have to be brought into closer alignment with that 

of Germany, and further attempts to establish friendly 

ties with either the Western Powers or the Little Entente 

would have to cease 

Mussolini's decidedly pro-German outlook during 

these talks was also illustrated by an interesting in¬ 

cident which occurred during Schuschnigg's stay in Venice. 

While the Austrian chancellor was laying a wreath on a 

tomb dedicated to the Austro-Hungarian sailors who had 

died in the First World War, Mussolini was visiting the 

MilwaukeeT a German "strength through happiness" ship 

visiting Venice. During his tour of the German vessel 

the duce was reported to have expressed his elation at 

^Ciano, Ciano*s Diplomatic Papers, pp. 110-112. 

43 
Testimony of Dr. Guido Schmidt at his trial in 

Vienna, February 28, 1947 j Per Hochverratsprozess gegen 
Dr. Guido Schmidt vor dem Wiener Volksgericht. Die 
gerichtlichen Protokolle mit den Zeugenaussagen. 
unveroffentlichen Dokumenten, samtlichen Geheimbriefen 
und Geheimakten (Vienna: Druck und Verlag der 
Osterreichischen Staatsdruckerei, 1947), p. 43; Ciano, 
Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, pp. 108-109. 
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having finally trodden on German soil. This incident, 

accompanied by the suppressed tone of Mussolini's 

assurances to Schuschnigg, had a significant impact on 

Austro-Italian relations. While the Austrian chancellor 

was not about to alter his ties with Italy, it was 

apparent to policymaking circles in Vienna that the duce 

could no longer be relied upon to defend Austria's independ- 

45 ence. 

Events during the summer of 1937 further indicated 

the decline of Italy's position in Central Europe and her 

increasingly pro-German orientation. During Von Neurath's 

visit to Rome on May 3, 1937» Mussolini reaffirmed his 

acceptance of German hegemony in Central Europe. The 

duce went on to inform his German guest of his suggestion 

to Schuschnigg that several National Socialists be given 

46 
cabinet posts in the Austrian government. This meeting 

was followed by Ciano's speech before the Italian Chamber 

of Deputies on May 13, 1937 , in which the Italian foreign 

minister, in accordance with German suggestions, chided 

Austria for not adequately fulfilling her obligations 

44 
Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 75» 

45 
Testimony of Dr. Guido Schmidt at his trial in 

Vienna, February 28, 1947, Per Hochverratsprozess g'egen 
Dr. Guido Schmidt, pp. 43-44. 

^^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 77j Ciano, 
Ciano* s Diplomatic Papers, pp. 115-116. 
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under the July Agreement. At the same time, however, 

Italy failed to respond to Austria's protests concerning 
48 

German violations of this accord. 

The various indications of increasing Italian-German 

cooperation evidenced during the first half of the year, 

however, only served as a prelude to the events that 

marked Mussolini's trip to Germany on September 24-28, 

1937» The preparations for the Italian leader's visit 

had been elaborately planned, and no expense was spared 

in order to make the duce aware of Germany's unity and 

strength. When he arrived in Munich, Mussolini was 

received by Hitler and feted at the Brown House, the head 

quarters of the National Socialist Party. During the two 

days which followed the Italian leader was treated to an 

impressive show of German military and industrial might 

as he was taken to see the German army maneuvers at 

Mechlenberg and the Krupp industrial complex at Essen. 

The visit was culminated by the triumphal entry of the 

two fascist leaders in Berlin on September 27 and by the 

duce's address to the German people, delivered at the 

49 
Maifeld on September 28, 1937* Mussolini, deeply 

^Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, May 14 
1937? Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, 
p. 421. 

Lft 
Gehl, Austria.' Germany and the Anschluss, pp^ 

156-157; Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, p. 174. 
49 
Hassell to the German foreign office, Rome, 



impressed by what he considered to be the emergence of 

50 
"the most powerful nation in modern Europe," used the 

occasion to emphasize Italian-German solidarity. While 

Bolshevism was vigorously attacked as the implacable 

enemy of both countries, the main thrust of the duce's 

speech centered around the desire for world peace shared 

51 
by both peoples. 

As might be expected, Mussolini's visit to Germany 

had a pronounced effect on Italian foreign policy. While 

no formal agreements were concluded between the two states 

the meeting between the two fascist leaders served to 

solidify the ties that had been gradually developing as 

a result of their activities in Spain and their joint 

campaign against Bolshevism. Although the Austrian ques¬ 

tion was not actually discussed during these talks, Italy 

clearly indicated that she was willing to recognize 
52 

Germany's special interests in that country. During 

October 8, 1937» Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. 
D, Vol. I, D• 10: Wiskemann. The Rome-Berlin Axis. DD. 
79-81 

^Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, p. 8^-. 

^~The Times (London), September 29, 1937» p. 12; 
Macartney and Cremona, Italy's Foreign and Colonial 
Policy, p. 167. 

^The German foreign office to all legations, Ber¬ 
lin, September 30, 1937» Documents on German Foreign 
Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, p. 1. 
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one of his conversations with Goring the duce was shown 

a map on which the border between Austria and Germany 

had been deliberately removed. Mussolini, in rejply to 

this obvious challenge to Austria's independence, could 

only remark that Czechoslovakia might be disagreeably 

53 
in the way. Indeed, because of his involvement in Spain 

and his increasing reliance on German support, the duce 

had no other choice. Despite the apparent pomp with which 

the Italian dictator had been received in Berlin, the 

relationship of 193*+ had been clearly reversed. Germany, 

not Italy, now determined which course events would follow 

in Austria. 

Less than two months later the "spiritual bonds" 

forged during-Mussolini ' s tour of Germany were formally 

underwritten with Italy's signing of the Anti-Comintern 

Pact on November 6, 1937» Italy's adherence to the year- 

old German-Japanese agreement reaffirmed her opposition to 

Bolshevism and was intended as "the first basic gesture 

which would lead to a much closer understanding of a 

5^ .. yjGoring's affidavit, presented at the trial of 
Dr. Guido Schmidt, Vienna, July 6, 1946, Per Hochverrats- 
prozess gegen Dr. Guido Schmidt, p. 300; Wiskemann, The 
Rome-Berlin Axis, p. Ô1. 

54 
German-Italian protocol, Rome, November 6, 1937, 

Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, 
pp. 26-27. 
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55 
political and military nature between the three states." 

Aside from strengthening German-Italian political and 

military ties, however, the pact also had definite implica¬ 

tions for Austria. The agreement generally defined 

certain spheres of influence for each of the three powers. 

In accordance with this understanding, Italy’s pre-eminent 

position in the Mediterranean was recognized while German 

hegemony in Central Europe was reaffirmed. Austria was 

thus clearly recognized as part of Germany’s sphere of 

influence, and, while the Germans agreed not to take any 

action in that country without first consulting Rome, 

the Italians indicated that they would raise no objections 

to a union of the two German states if the Austrians could 

56 
be won over to the idea. 

The strengthening of German-Italian political and 

diplomatic ties that resulted from Mussolini's visit to 

Germany and Italy’s adherence to the Anti-Comintern Pact 

was not without its effect on relations between Rome and 

Vienna. Despite the duce's assurances that the Austrian 

question had not been discussed in Berlin, it soon became 

apparent to government circles in Vienna that significant 

^Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. I*f2. 

^Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, pp. Ib5-lb6$ 
Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 86; Kirkpatrick, 
Mussolini, p. 357* 
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alterations in Italy's policy towards Austria had none¬ 

theless occurred as a result of the Italian leader's 

talks with Hitler. The increased importance which Italy 

attached to her ties with Germany was clearly demonstrated 

during the Rome Pact conferences held in Budapest in 

January, 1938, by the emphasis which she placed on the 

Rome-Berlin Axis as the dominant factor in Central European 

politics.■" While the usual pledges of economic and 

political assistance were exchanged between the three 

countries, considerable significance was attached to 

Austrian and Hungarian adherence to the principles of the 

Anti-Comintern Pact and their recognition of the Franco 

government in Spain.^ Ciano went on to stress the im¬ 

portance of Austria's continued adherence to the July 

Agreements and to emphasize that the cultivation of friend¬ 

ly relations with Germany provided the most secure basis 
I,Q 

for her future independence." 

The results of the Budapest meetings reinforced the 

view among policymakers in Vienna that some sort of new 

57 
Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis T p. 91» 

58 
Erdmannsdorf, the German ambassador in Hungary, to 

the German foreign office, Budapest, January 12, 1938, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, p. 173j 
memorandum of the German foreign office to all foreign 
missions, Berlin, January 26, 1938, ibid., pp. 186-189; 
Kurt Schuschnigg, Austrian Requiem (New York: G. P. 
Putnam's Sons, 1946), p. 102. 

^^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis. p. 91» 
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détente with Berlin was imperative. As a consequence of 

the expanded Nazi terrorism during the summer and fall of 

1937° and the weakening of Italian support following 

Mussolini's trip to Germany, the Austrian government had 

already sought to initiate diplomatic negotiations in¬ 

tended to lead to a new agreement with Hitler's Reich. 

During the end of October, 1937? the Austrian foreign 

office tried to arrange a meeting with Goring to discuss 

6l 
Austro-German differences. Although this suggestion 

was declined, the idea of a meeting between German and 

Austrian leaders was not totally abandoned. Before the 

end of December, 1937» Von Papen put forward to Schmidt 

a proposal for a conference between Schuschnigg and 

Hitler. After some delay, this suggestion was accepted 

"in principle" by the Austrian government on January 8, 

1938.62 

Following the Rome Pact conferences on January 12, 

1938, discussions involving Von Papen's proposed meeting 

between the chancellors of Austria and Germany began in 

For a discussion of the major incidents of Nazi 
terrorism during the summer and fall of 1937» see 
Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, pp. 170-173. 

^Eichstadt, Von Dollfuss zu Hitler, p. 211; Von 
Papen, Memoirs, p. 4oi. 

^2Von Papen, Memoirs, pp. 409-^10; Eichstadt, Von 
Dollfuss zu Hitler, pp. 266-268. 
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earnest. Questions concerning the date and location for 

the conference and the topics to he discussed occupied 

Austro-German negotiations for the next month. While 

Von Papen appears to have refused to commit his govern¬ 

ment to any detailed agenda for the meeting, he did assure 

the Austrian chancellor that the July Agreement would he 

reaffirmed and that no demands would he made which would 

transgress Austria's independence.^ Following the German 

ambassador's return from Berlin on February 7» the few 

remaining procedural details were cleared up, and the 

date for the meeting of the two German chancellors was 

set for February 12, 1938. 

Schuschnigg's fateful trip to Berchtesgaden in Feb¬ 

ruary, 1938, marked the beginning of the final phase of 

Austria's independence. As his own account of these meet- 

ings reveals, the Austrian chancellor was no match for 

Hitler. After having been attacked for betraying the 

"German cause," Schuschnigg was compelled to accept a 

series of demands which virtually abrogated Austria's 

independence. The Austrian government was obliged to 

recognize National Socialism as compatable with the 

63 
Testimony of Dr. Guido Schmidt at his trial in 

Vienna, March 3, 1947, Per Hochverratsprozess gegen Dr. 
Guido Schmidt, pp. 56-57; Von Papen, Memoirs, p. 4ll. 

64 
Schuschnigg, Austrian Requiem, pp. 12-19. 
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existing political structure of the Austrian state, to 

admit National Socialists into the Fatherland Front, to 

release all persons arrested as a result of their involve¬ 

ment in National Socialist activities, and to cooperate 

more closely with Germany in military matters. Several 

cabinet alterations were also demanded. Arthur Seyss- 

Inquart and Hans Fischbock, both sympathetic to the Nazi 

cause, were to be apppinted minister of interior and min¬ 

ister of finance. The Austrian chancellor was given three 

days to secure the acceptance of these demands by, the 

other members of his government. Once this was achieved, 

a statement reaffirming the July Agreement would be issued 

65 
in Berlin. Unable to resist, Schuschnigg accepted these 

demands, and on February 15} 1938, the Austrian government 

officially indicated its adherence to the Berchtesgaden 

66 
Agreements. 

In Rome, the results of Schuschnigg1 s meetings’with 

Hitler were received with a mixture of relief and fore¬ 

boding. Officially, Mussolini gave the Berchtesgaden 

Agreements his warm approval and once again pledged Austria 

65 
Ibid., pp. 21-27; protocol of the conference of 

February 12, 1938, Berchtesgaden, February 12, 1938, 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I,' 
pp. 515-517. 

^^Brook-Shepherd, The Anschluss, p. 69. 
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67 
his continued support. Privately, however, the Italians 

were far from optimistic about Austria's future. Ciano, 

in his dispatches to the Italian ambassador in London, 

Dino Grandi, indicated that Italy found herself "between 

the fourth and fifth act of the Austrian affair" and that 

in his own opinion Germany was already at the Brenner 

68 
frontier. Mussolini's views concerning the eventual 

outcome of the Berchtesgaden Agreements differed little 

from those of his foreign minister. While the duce in¬ 

structed Ciano to inform the German foreign office that 

he was annoyed at not having been consulted about the 

agreements concluded between Hitler and Schuschnigg, no 

69 
formal protest was sent to Berlin. Italy had already 

accepted the idea of an eventual union between Austria 

and Germany. All that remained for her to do was to ex¬ 

tract herself as gracefully as possible from her commit¬ 

ments to Vienna. Subsequent Austrian appeals for assist¬ 

ance were, therefore, tactfully ignored. Schuschnigg's 

plans for a plebiscite which would enable the Austrian 

people to express their desire to maintain their country's 

67 
'Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 95* 

68 
Ciano, Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, p. 163; Gehl, 

Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 178-179; Brook- 
Shepherd, The Anschluss, pp. 77-79» 

69 
'Gehl, Austria. Germany and the Anschluss, pp. 

178-179» 1 
* 
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independence were also discouraged since they would 

probably provoke a military response from Germany. In¬ 

deed, Mussolini went so far as to warn the Austrian 

chancellor that he was playing with a bomb which could 

70 
easily go off in his own hands. When Schuschnigg per¬ 

sisted in his course despite Italian warnings and called 

for a plebiscite on March 9» 1938, his actions were dis¬ 

avowed 

Italian premonitions concerning the German reaction 

to Schuschnigg's plebiscite proved to be relatively 

accurate. On March 11, 1938, 3ust two days after the 

announcement of the plebiscite, Germany presented Austria 

with an ultimatum demanding Schuschnigg' s resignation and 

the appointment of a new government headed by the pro-Nazi 
72 

minister of interior, Arthur Seyss-Inquart. Schuschnigg's 

efforts to arouse his former Italian protector proved to 

no avail. Mussolini remained "unavailable" throughout the 

crisis of March 11, and the Italian foreign office felt 

73 
itself "obliged to refrain from [expressing] any opinion." 

^^Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 98; Pellizzi, 
Italy, p. 118; Brook-Shepherd, The Anschluss, p. 118. 

7^Plessen, member of the German embassy staff, to the 
German foreign office, Rome, March 11, 1933» Documents on 
German Foreign Policy, p. 

72Brook-Shepherd, The Anschluss, pp. 139-1^-1. 

73rbid., p. 165. 
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Still distrustful of her former Stress partners, Italy 

likewise failed to respond to the promptings of France 
7k 

and Great Britain in favor of intervention in Austria. 

By this time Italy had become too closely tied to Germany 

to act in opposition to her. Italy's difficulties in 

Spain and the Mediterranean and her reliance upon German 

support to surmount these obstacles had long ago made it 

impossible for her to assume an active role in Central 

European affairs. Consequently, when Hitler's letter 

explaining his reasons for the invasion of Austria arrived 

in Rome on March 11, 1938, Mussolini accepted the union 

of the two German states as an inevitability.^ Thus, 

the last phase in the history of the Austro-German 

Anschluss was allowed to pass without any serious 

objections from Rome. 

Atfiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, pp. 100-104. 

75 
Schuschnigg, Austrian Requiem, pp. 309-310; 

Hitler to Mussolini [Berlin], March 11, 1938, Documents 
on German Foreign Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 573-576; 
Wiskemann, The Rome-Berlin Axis, p. 102. 



CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 

On March 13, 1938» Austria was declared to be part 

of the German Reich. The official Italian response to 

this event was delivered the same day by Dino Alfieri, 

minister of propaganda, in an address to the Italian 

people. The Anschluss, he declared, was the "outcome of 

a pre-existent state of affairs" and represented "the 
p 

free expression of the will of the Austrian people." 

Ciano, in his remarks to the Fascist Grand Council, went 

even further in his defense of the German annexation of 

Austria by asserting that if Italy had eight million 

Italians living on her frontier, she would have acted in 

a similar manner. The disappearance of Austria had 

merely removed a troublesome ambiguity from the map of 

Europe. 

The Italian acceptance of the Anschluss, as indicated 

by the statements of Alfieri and Ciano, however, could not 

hide the widespread displeasure and uneasiness that the 

^Memorandum concerning the union of Austria and 
Germany, Berlin, March 13, 1938, Documents on German Foreign 
Policy, ser. D, Vol. I, pp. 591-592. 

^The Times (London), March l4, 1938, p. lb. 

^Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 360. 
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event had aroused both in public and in government circles. 

The Italian people, told only a few months earlier that 

Italy would never allow a German annexation of Austria, 

were shocked by the events of March 11-13. Both the 

Palazzo Venezia and the Palazzo Chigi were deluged by 
4 

letters protesting against the Anschluss. Government 

circles were equally upset by the way Italy had been 

treated by Hitler. The Italian government had been in¬ 

formed of the German leader's plans only hours before 

German troops marched into Austria, and Italian interests 

in that country had been largely ignored. Many Italian 

leaders also felt very uncomfortable with Germany as 

their northern neighbor and were fearful of the expansion 
5 

of German influence in the Alto Adige. 

Mussolini*' s acceptance of the Anschluss could not 

be seen, therefore, as a decision which he really favored 

or which was intended to win popular acclaim. Indeed, the 

surrender of Austria to Germany represented for the duce 

the end of his dream to extend Italian hegemony in Central 

Europe, a dream which had been nearly realized with the 

signing of the Rome Protocols in March, 193*+) and for which 

k 
Hibbert, Benito Mussolini, p. 89; Ciano, Ciano's 

Diplomatic Papers, p. 201; Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 
361. 

Kirkpatrick, Mussolini, p. 360. 
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Italy had threatened to go to war in July, 1931*. Yet the 

balance of power in Central Europe had been seriously 

altered between July, 193^ and March, 1938. The Italy 

that had marched to defend Austria following the assassina¬ 

tion of Dollfuss was no longer able to prevent her union 

with Germany. 

Italy's position in March, 1938, however, was not 

entirely of her own choosing. Instead, it was the 

culmination of a gradual alteration in Italian policy 

which had begun to develop almost at the time of 

Mussolini's intervention in Austria in July, 193*+ • 

Realizing that Italy would be unable to check German 

expansion in the Danube region without outside assistance, 

Mussolini had sought British and French aid to insure 

Austria's independence. The Stresa agreement of April, 

1935) represented the culmination of these efforts. 

Italy, France, and Great Britain appeared united in a 

"common front" for the preservation of the "status quo" 

in Central Europe. 

The image of solidarity which emerged from the Stresa 

pact, unfortunately, was to be of very short duration. 

Mussolini's expansionist aspirations in Abyssinia were 

in a large part responsible for the collapse of the 

British, French, Italian entente. Yet if Italy was primarily 

at fault, both France and Great Britain must also share in 

the blame for the breakdown of the Stresa Front. Laval, 
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during his conversations with the duce in January, 1935» 

had given Mussolini the impression that France approved 

his plans for expansion in Abyssinia. The British also 

had been appraised of these plans during the Stresa meet¬ 

ings and had offered no objections. Indeed, Mussolini 

could see no reason for either power to protest Italian 

expansion in Africa; Italy was, after all, only follow¬ 

ing a policy of imperialism similar to that adhered to 

by Great Britain and France during the late nineteenth 

century. 

Italian illusions concerning French and British 

acceptance of her colonial aspirations in Abyssinia 

were soon shattered, however, as a result of the support 

given by these two powers to the League of Nations 

resolutions which branded her as an "aggressor" and im¬ 

posed economic sanctions against her. The war in Africa 

and the debates at Geneva consequently left Italy isolated 

and greatly embittered. Her former allies had demonstrat¬ 

ed by their actions in the League of Nations that their 

foreign policy differed with her own on several key 

points. The failure of Great Britain and France to 

prevent the German reoccupation of the Rhineland in 

March, 1935» also raised doubts as to the ability of these 

two countries to block German aggression. 

The doubts and feelings of distrust which had re¬ 

sulted from the Abyssinian War and the German reoccupation 
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of the Rhineland had, therefore, cut Italy adrift from 

her former allies in Western Europe. While efforts were 

made by Rome to restore the Stresa alliance, they were 

unsuccessful. The differences between the three powers 

over Africa and Spain proved to be insurmountable. At 

the same time, Italy's ties with Germany underwent a 

marked improvement. The German government had refused 

to adhere to the sanctionist policies of the League ’of 

Nations and was one of the first to offer to recognize the 

Italian conquest of Abyssinia. The tremendous growth of 

German military power since July, 193*+, and the apparent 

weakness of Great Britain and France also had a profound 

impact on Italian policy-makers and caused Mussolini to 

look with favor upon Berlin's suggestions for an 

Italian-German alliance. 

Yet German friendship was not to be had without a 

price, and that price was Austria. For Mussolini, the 

choice between Austria and Germany was not an easy one; 

indeed, the duce sought to put off a final decision on 

the Anschluss problem for as long as possible. From the 

summer of 1936 until March, 1938, Italy sought to find a 

solution to the Austrian question that would avoid a 

union of the two states. Austria was urged to make a 

number of concessions to the National Socialists in the 

hope that a compromise could be found which would preserve 
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her independence. In the meantime, Italian interests 

had shifted away from Central Europe to Abyssinia, the 

Mediterranean, and Spain. Mussolini's involvement in 

these areas forced him to reduce his commitments to 

Austria and enabled Germany to more rapidly expand her 

influence in that country. 

The resulting decline of Italian influence in Central 

Europe, counterbalanced by a corresponding growth of 

German power in that region, led to the gradual formation 

of a compromise between Rome and Berlin over Austria. By 

the time of Mussolini's visit to Berlin in September, 

1937> Italy had come to recognize Germany's dominant 

position in that country. Berlin, however, was to inform 

Rome before any action was taken which might alter the 

"status quo" in Austria. After February, 1938, even this 

position had been abandoned. The failure of Great 

Britain and France to demonstrate any interest in the 

preservation of Austrian independence following the 

Berchtesgaden agreements indicated to Mussolini that if 

he were to attempt to defend Austria, he would probably 

have to act alone. Italy, however, was no longer in a 

position to challenge German power in Central Europe. 

After Berchtesgaden, therefore, Mussolini completely 

surrendered his position as Austria's protector. The road 

had been opened for the Anschluss. 
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