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Abstract 

 

With the Italian–Hu ga ia  T eat  of F ie dship fi ed o   Ap il , Hu ga ’s 
most important ally became Italy who approached to Hungary due to political and 

economic interests. In 1927–1928 the two States made economic treaties. In 1929 

Iginio Brocchi drew up the plan of a customs union between Italy, Hungary and Austria, 

so he planned a trilateral contract. Its realization was very difficult for many reasons. 

After the economic crisis the European States realized the importance of the Danubian 

States’ oope atio , so othe  fa ou a le offe s e e ade eside the t iple lo . And 

unless the Brocchi-plan was introduced as a bilateral contract with the signing of the 

Semmering Accord (1932), its non-viability cleared up soon. By 1933 the main problem 

of Europe was the Anschluss, and the States wanted to thwart it at any price. Because 

of this the Great Powers began to support the alliance of Hungary, Austria and Italy. 

The Hungarians and the Italians were always standing for it, and in this year they 

succeeded to convince Austria of its pertinence. The result was the signing of Roman 

Protocols on 17 March 1934.  

Keywords: economic relations, interwar period, foreign policy, commercial 

accord, Brocchi-plan, Semmering Accords, Roman Protocols 

 

The First World War has changed the European power system. The Austrian–
Hungarian Monarchy collapsed, and new, successor States replaced it. The 

collapse of the Monarchy made an end of the economic unity in the Danubian 

basin. By the 1920s the Great Powers realized they could get influence in the 

region mainly in its economic life. Especially France and Italy aimed this.  

In my essay I would like to present the aforementioned attempts made by Italy, 

in which Hungary played a key role after the Italian–Hungarian Treaty of 

Friendship. Following the world economic crisis, the States of Europe had different 

plans for managing it. Italy also had a concept made by the Italian economic 

diplomat Iginio Brocchi, who wanted a triple bloc between Italy, Hungary and 

Austria. In 1927–1928 bilateral Hungarian–Italian economic contracts were signed, 

then, from 1929, they wanted to realize the customs union planned by Brocchi. It 

did not succeed, but the Roman Protocols between Austria, Hungary and Italy 

firmed in 1934 included economic points.  

During the interwar period the economic relations of the two States were 

significants. Hereafter I ought to present these, based on primary sources (papers 

and contracts) that can be found in the Hungarian National Archives, and in the 

Italian Diplomatic Documents (I Documenti Diplomatici Italiani/Settima 

serie/Volume 6–14).
1
  

                                                             
1
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The „loser- i to ious” of the First World War, Italy preserved her ambitions for 

being a Great Power after the Versaille Peace System, too. She struggled to expand 

her influence in three directions. One was Africa where Italy wanted to gain colonies, 

the other was the Balkan, and the third – which is the most interesting for us – was 

the Danubian basin. Italy regarded for the two ulterior regions as bags with new 

possibilities.
2
 At the beginning of 1920s Italy ought to reach the wished influence in 

South West of Europe allying with the Little Entente States, so in 1924 she 

completed the Agreement of Rapallo signed on 12 November 1920 with Yugoslavia 

as a Treaty of Friendship,
3
 and she approached to Romania, as well. With the latter 

she made a contract on 16 September 1926. Its secret reservation said that if one of 

the two States began war with a third State, the other signatory would remain 

neutral.
4
 The establishment of this contract was possible because in 1926 the new 

Romanian Prime Minister had been Alexandru Averescu, friend of Italy.
5
  

In the same year Benito Mussolini planned a Danubian-Balkan alliance, 

modelling the Pact of Locarno of 1925 put across by the French and German 

Secretaries of State, Aristide Briand and Gustav Stresemann. The idea of Mussolini 

– which is often called Balkan-Locarno since nowadays – aimed for a Romanian–
Bulgarian–Hungarian bloc under Italian leadership.

6
 This alliance of the four States 
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targeted the economic expansion of Italy, then, later, her hegemony.
7
 The Italian 

leader tried to gain Yugoslavia over for his plan so much that he even offered 

military alliance with her. But the Yugoslavs, in sight of the disapproval of the 

British Secretary of Foreign Affairs Austen Chamberlain, said no to the plan.
8
 In 

regard of the participants the plan was foredoomed to failure. To make its reasons 

clear I must refer to some events that had happened earlier. Romania became 

independent due to the Peace of San Stefano (1878) which closed the Russian–
Turkish War of 1877–1878. In the same year the Congress of Berlin was held 

where Romania received Northern-Dobruja. After the Second Balkan War in 1913 

the Treaty of Bucarest also adjudged Southern-Dobruja to the Romanians.
9
 So 

Bulgaria, in 1926, explained her insistence on Dobruja saying promptly „ o” to the 

alliance of the four States.
10

 After the First World War Romania – inter alia – 

gained Transylvania, and since the contract planned by Mussolini presumed the 

return of the Hungarian-populated territories, she said „ o” as well.
11

 Following 

this, the already mentioned Italian–Romanian Treaty was signed. 

After such antecedents Mussolini, by the end of 1926, decided that Italy had 

to return to her anti-Yugoslav policy and she would help the collapse of 

Yugoslavia at any costs. For this ambition Italy had already found the perfect 

partner in Hungary after the First World War, so our little homeland had been 

again in the lime-light of Italy (Italian politics). The only problem was that in the 

meantime Hungary even approached to Yugoslavia, against who had to act 

according to the Italian conception. Beyond this Hungary meant an excellent 

possibility for the Italian economic expansion in the Danubian basin. Weighted 

these up, Italy started to prevaricate. First, the Italian Secretary of Foreign 

Affairs Dino Grandi offered the involvement of Italy to make the Hungarian–
Yugoslav negotiations successful, flashing the possibility of a trial bloc. The 

Italia  e o  of Budapest E ole Du i i di Mo za a ou ed this pla  to Ist á  
Bethlen,

12
 who was one of the most significant Prime Ministers of the Horthy-era 

(1921–1931). He worked up the political conception of the regime. His foreign 

policy can be divided into two phases. Before 1926 it was passive, because the 

Entente States controlled Hungary both financially and militarily. By 1927 the 

control ceased and the „a ti e phase” of Bethle ’s fo eig  poli , i h 

advertised revisionism, could be begun.
13

 Bethlen thought that Italy was able to 

help revisionism, because Mussolini also wanted to disrupt the status quo 

formed in Versaille. Beyond this, neither of the two States was interested in the 

expansion of the Slavs living in Yugoslavia and in the Soviet Union.
14
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Added to this, in the 1920s for Hungary the policy of Italy and France in 

Central-Europe was determining,
15

 and that time there was the possibility to 

associate with one of them. So Bethlen travelled to Rome and on 5 April 1927 the 

Agreement of Friendship, Peacemaking Procedure and Arbitration was signed. It 

st e gthe ed Ital ’s Ce t al-European positions,
16

 which can be considered as the 

basic condition, or beginning of the economic expansion of Italy. 

We can divide the Hungarian–Italian economic relations between 1927 and 

1934 into two phases. In 1927–1928 Hungarian–Italian bilateral contracts were 

made so that was the first phase. The second phase began with the birth of the 

Brocchi-plan (1929). Following that the allies were trying to make Austria involved 

in the economic cooperation, making their relations trilateral. The trial bloc was 

finally created by the Roman Protocols signed on 17 March of 1934.  

 

Years of the Hungarian–Italian economic agreements (1927–1928) 

 

Agreements of Fiume 

 

In October 1926, when Mussolini laboured for realizing the Italian–Hungarian 

alliance, he promised to give preferences to Hungary in Fiume.
17

 After firming the 

Treaty of Friendship it occurred soon because Italy was interested in quickening 

the t ade of Fiu e’s po t i  o de  to e a le the to  to e-occupy the position it 

possessed in Central-European commerce before the dissolution of the Monarchy. 

On 25 July 1927 the „Protocol for Developing the Hungarian Trade passing Fiume’s 
po t” was firmed. The agreement consisted of nine articles announcing that after 

giving effect to it, the items coming from Hungary would enjoy the same 

preferences in respect of common charges and sales tax as Italian items. So „there 

will be no difference between items transported on ships with the Italian flag or 

Hu ga ia  flag”.
18

 The Italian Government would not only let Hungarian ships into 

the port, but it would also help Hungarian items to flow to Fiume. In exchange 

Hungary would have to set up a shipping company in the town within three 

months after the convention came into effect. By that time the signatories of the 

treaty would set up a joint committee for working out the details of preferences 

given to Hungary, and for the fixation of the carriages’ ta iffs. I  additio  to these 
the Italian Government promised that cereal traditionally arriving on Italian 

railway would be directed to Fiume, as well.
19

 The protocol – completed with a 

point which made Hungary to set up a warehouse for Hungarian products, mainly 

                                                             
15
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16
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cereal and sugar in Fiume – was put in effect on 18 November 1934.
20

  

One year after the protocol of 1927, on 11 June 1928 Italy and Hungary firmed an 

agreement of the „Financial Questions Revealed Due to Fiu e’s Italia  Possessio ”,
21

 

which confirmed the regulations of 27 March 1924.
22

 The treaty made in 1924 was 

necessary because in January 1924 Italy and Yugoslavia firmed the Roman Agreement 

which gave Fiume to Italy, so the sometime Hungarian port-town got into Italian 

authority. Hungary and Ital  o t olled the li uidatio  of Hu ga ia  itize s’ 
possessions in Italy. Based on the agreement of 1928 all the citizens of Fiume – 

including Hungarians as well – were Italian citizens, so inhabitants of Fiume were not 

concerned with these financial questions. Related to the settling of pre-war debts of 

Hungarian citizens living outside Fiume, but residing in Italy, the Italian demanders had 

to submit their claims within six months to the Hungarian State. If the settling did not 

succeed, the Italian demanders could ask the decision of joint arbitration. Hungarian 

citizens could pay their debts with their property found in Italy.
23

 This agreement was 

codified in Hungary in 1928 (article 23
th

).
24

 

 

The Attempt of the Italian Loan to Hungary 

 

It is well-known that after realizing the alliance, Mussolini promised military/ 

martial loan to Hungary. The Italian Government could not maintain this promise, 

supposedl  e ause of Ital ’s g a e e o o i  situatio . O   Ap il  the 

Hungarian Secretary of State Lajos Walko reported about the secret travelling of 

Bethlen to Milan, where he negotiated with Mussolini.
25

 The main topic of the 

meeting was the Hungarian treaty revision. Bethlen gave a note to Mussolini, in 

which he explained that military forces of the two States had to be warlike by 

1935. To this, Mussolini promised military training, weapons and a loan of 300 

million Hungarian „pe gő”.
26

 Mussolini – afraid of international affairs – delayed 

the disbursement of the loan, and in October told to the Roman envoy of Hungary 

A d ás Ho  that the loa  ould e gi e  o l  i  pu li , ith the false  ai  of 
building bridges and roads.

27
 One year later Grandi again asked the patience of 

Hungarian leaders, alluding to the lack in the foreign currency of the Italian 

National Bank.
28

 Another option was the treaty of the Italian National Bank and 

the Hungarian Government to the disbursement of the loan, but Italians averted 

the offer with the reason that their Bank could not give loans to neither Foreigner, 
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nor Inland Governments.
29

 This was obviously a trumped-up reason, because on 

14 November 1928 Mussolini suggested the cooperation of the Hungarian State 

and the Italian Bank, because a State could not give loans to another State. The 

Italians were afraid of the consequences of giving the loan, because if it had 

turned out, Italy would have been compromised before the other European 

countries. So Grandi announced that the aim of the money given by Italy had to be 

kept in secret.
30

 Italy could imagine the contract between the two National Banks, 

but it was not a possible solution for Hungary, for it would have meant a drawback 

to the Hungarian National Bank if it had been a borrower. If the Bank would take 

up the loan even so and give it to the Hungarian Government, the Bank had acted 

irregularly.
31

 Subsequently this, the plan was dropped. 

 

The Agreements of 4 July 1928 

 

It can be said that the Italian–Hungarian Commercial and Shipping Agreement of 

4 July 1928 was more successful than the contracts discussed earlier, because it was 

put in effect soon and was valid all along in the period examined. The Agreement 

as sig ed  A d ás Ho  a d atta hé Alf éd Ni kl f o  Hu gary, while from Italy 

the signatory – as usual – was Benito Mussolini.
32

 The signatories of the treaty 

arranged that they would vice versa guarantee the liberty of the commercial, the 

shippi g a d the othe  sig ato ’s o e ial ights to ea h othe . So the 
signatories could travel, settle down and trade into the territory of the other State, 

and they could have the same properties as the citizens of the given State. In each 

othe ’s ou t  the sig ato ies ould a a ge thei  o e ial affai s li e all  a d 
they did not have to pay for this. They could practice industrial activities, too. The 

signatories acquitted from military service and from the payment of its obligations. If 

the taxes had caused any problem, the citizens of the other State had the right to the 

same financial litigation as the inland people. They applied the principle of maximum 

preferences to each othe ’s a  ate ials a d i dust ial ite s. The  did ot 
agg a ate the othe  pa t ’s i po t a d e po t, a d thei  o e e ith duties o  
other abridgements. They used eased tariff for items taken on railway passing 

th ough ea h othe ’s ou t . The Ag eement also announced that Hungarian ships 

arriving at Italian ports had the same rights as Italian ones.
33

 The Agreement signed 

for three years was codified in Hungary in 1929 (article 20
th

).
34
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Hungary and Italy signed – together with the commercial contract, on 4 July 

1928 – the Agreement of Animal Health.
35

 Its main point was that the eased 

commercial conditions were also applicable for animals as well, but since the 

animals – especially the poultries – could diffuse illnesses, they could be imported 

only with a medical letter stating their healthiness. In case of animal carriages it 

was necessary to annex the certificate of origin, too.
36

  

* 

In 1929 the world economic crisis exploded, and because of its effect the countries 

of Europe made different attempts to manage the crisis. Both the little States earlier 

intentions of creating an independent economic policy and the Great Powers realized 

the necessity of economic cooperation in Central-Europe.
37

 In Italy the plan of the 

customs union between Italy, Hungary and Austria began to be outlined. Beside this 

Hungary – which is situated in the centre of the Danubian basin – received more offers 

from other States, so I think it is important to speak briefly about these, too.  

 

From the Brocchi-plan to the Roman Protocols (1929–1934) 

 

Plans for Economic Cooperation in the Danubian basin 

 

After the world economic crisis the Great European Powers, such as Great-

Britain, France, Italy and Germany all had a conception that aimed at economic 

cooperation. The little, but very ambitious Czechoslovakia also figured out a plan. 

The P eside t Edua d Be eš a ou ed his o eptio , ith the ai  of a usto s 
union between Czechoslovakia, Austria and Hungary, in November 1931.

38
 

Although the plan became public just in that year, Beneš had already spoken about 

it in 1928 to the States of the Little Entente. Then he had thought about an alliance 

of four States, where the fourth would have been Yugoslavia. The third member of 

the Little Entente, Romania would have been left out of the alliance.
39

 Be eš 
accepted that the plan – if it was realized – would make it possible for 

Czechoslovakia the retention of Hungarian-populated territories, the deepening of 

the alliance with Yugoslavia, and economic expansion in Austria.
40

 In the plan 

announced in public in 1931 neither Romania, nor Yugoslavia were mentioned, 

e ause Be eš thought these t o States to be strongly German-orientated, and he 

wanted to close Germany from the Danubian basin. He thought that this offer 

would please both Great-Britain and Italy.
41
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In March 1931 the possibility of a customs union between Austria and 

Germany became apparent, which scared most European States, as it seemed to 

be the „a te oo ” of Anschluss, even though the two States said that the plan 

would have let the other countries to enter the union.
42

 This explanation, in fact, 

was for veiling their real plans. Romania and Yugoslavia liked the plan, because 

Germany offered preferences to their raw materials and farm products.
43

 Probably 

that is h  Be eš said that these two had seemed German-orientated. Great-

Britain recieved the conception indifferently, but in France, Italy and 

Czechoslovakia it did not meet with success
44

 - moreover, it caused panic –, so the 

plan failed. 

The plan of the German–Austrian customs union was an excellent blind for 

Be eš to announce his own idea, because the Czechoslovakian–Austrian–
Hungarian alliance could be reasoned as if it would be necessary against the 

Anschluss.
45

 However, the plan displeased to the other Great-Powers, mainly to 

Germany.
46

 The Czechoslovakian conception was not welcomed neither in the 

States involved in, and – for reasons understandable – mainly Hungary was dead 

against it. Czechoslovakia and Hungary were in customs war with each other. In 

 Be eš did ot enew the Czechoslovakian–Hungarian Commercial Agreement 

made in 1927, and he raised the customs of Hungarian cereal and animal imports. 

The Hungarian Government responded with the raising of the customs of 

Czechoslovakian industrial items.
47

 According to one French comment among 

Hungarians „no one showed the least interest for economic or political peace with 

Czechoslovakians. Beyond that it is probable that in the case of the Danubian 

cooperation neither their own ideas, nor the councils from Rome would make them 

to take sides with Prague”.48
 

Although at the beginning England supported the plan of Be eš, i  De e e  
1931 she said „ o” after all, because by that time her own ideas began to be 

formed, as well. She thought that regarding the point of view of the economic life 

of the region the most fruitful solution would be the customs union of the six 

Danubian States, Hungary, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Romania, Yugoslavia and 

Bulgaria. The plan was nipped in the bud.
49

  

In his memorandum of 5 March 1932 the French Prime Ministe  A d é Ta dieu 
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offered a preferential cooperation between Austria, Hungary and the three members 

of the Little Entente. His plan aimed – at least according to the Italian politicians – the 

removal of Austria and Hungary from Italy and Germany.
50

 The French plan, which 

actually had already been revealed in 1930, wanted to quicken the trade of cereals.
51

 

The Tardieu-plan met the most vehement opposition in Germany, because in case of 

its realization her South-West-European field would have been closed. But the German 

Government did not wish to oppose France straight, so she gathered allies. Germany 

thought that mostly she could count on Italy, so she approached either Italy or 

Hungary, and offered preferences to Romania, too.
52

 In her memorandum of 7 March 

1932 Italy did not openly opposed the plan, she rather explained her own ideas.
53

 This 

was the Brocchi-plan outlining for years, which Italy – in sight of the other concepts – 

wanted to realize as soon as possible..  

Ist á  Bethle , i  o e of his spee hes, formed a common opinion of the plans 

of Ta dieu, Be eš a d E gla d. He thought that the ideas lapsed because „they do 

not resolve the economic problems, they were born from political back-door 

intents, or vice versa, they could be said to be political plans covered with political 

mantle. They were invented for the aim of housing Hungary into the power 

structure of the Little Entente, without the satisfaction of the Hungarian revisionist 

lai s.”54
 The plan of Italy, which would withdraw Hungary in one bloc with 

Austria, not with the members of the Little Entente, was welcomed with much 

greater expectations in Hungary. 

 

The Brocchi-plan and Semmering 

 

In 1929 the Italian economist diplomat Iginio Brocchi began to work out a plan, 

which could make it possible to Italy the wished economic expansion in the 

Danubian basin. Originally the plan sought an Austrian–Hungarian agreement with 

the protectorate of Italy. The Italian–Austrian–Hungarian commercial zone created 

in this way would have been enlarged with Yugoslavia according to the conception 

of Brocchi.
55

 That Italy would like to make Austria involved in the Central-European 

economic cooperation came up first on 10 September 1929 in the official 

documents.
56

 Since that time the Italians had made advances towards Austria 
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economically as well as to Hungary, so it can be said that Italy was not so satisfied 

with the intensification of the bilateral Hungarian–Italian economic relations, but 

they had been thinking of economic expansion in the Danubian region.  

The original Brocchi-plan included three points. The first said that between the 

Danubian States the difficulties of the export of the agricultural products had to be 

eleased ith the usto s ta iff’s edu tio . A o di g to the se o d poi t the 
signatory countries would have to find banks that used the favourable tariffs 

created for the participants. The third point spoke about the enlargement of the 

agreement with Yugoslavia.
57

 The Yugoslavian State mentioned an excellent 

te ito  fo  the pa ti ipa ts’ e po t, a d if she had joined, the commerce of Fiume 

and Trieste would be quickened.
58

 But Hungary wanted to discuss all details with 

Italy before other States entered the bloc, because she wished to make Italy form 

concrete offers and conditions.
59

 This was because Hungary was afraid that if the 

plan realized, the Italian industry would gather ground overly in our homeland.
60

  

On 4 December 1930 Brocchi explained that the involvement of Yugoslavia is 

necessary to make commercial ports directly accessible to Central-European 

States. As he could see, Germany wished the approach to the Danubian States, 

too. So B o hi suggested e a i i g Ge a ’s i te tio s ith autio , e ause 
the extraordinarily strong German industry meant concurrence to Italy. Brocchi 

thought that the biggest advantage for Italy was the economic cooperation with 

Hungary. Since Hungary was industrially under-developed, she could mean a 

significant territory for Italian export, while Italy could rectify her defects with 

Hungarian farm products.
61

 The Hungarian point of view of the plan was 

su a ized  the deput  of the Se eta  of State Sá do  Khue -Héde á  i  
his memorandum.

62
 According to the note, the general economic crisis made the 

agrarian States think of preferential systems created on regional bases. Naturally, 

politi al o epts had to e o side ed as ell. Si e Hu ga ’s e po ts e e 
mainly farm products she was interested in the birth of a solution as soon as 

possible. Because of the already mentioned political view-points Hungary thought 

that the only possible partner between the countries who made an offer to her 

was Italy. According to the memorandum the two States would give preferences to 

each other on certain products. Hungary would transport cereals, flour, neat, pork 

and butter on low customs to Italy, while Italy would ship fruits, rice, cheese, 

automobile, machines, and products made of glass or textile.
63
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The Hungarian project actually corresponded to the Brocchi-plan, which – as 

we could see – gave secret preferences for the signatories and they provided 

bilateral preferences to each other in export primes.
64

 The signing of bilateral 

agreements occurred by 1931. In order to arrest the German–Austrian customs 

union, Brocchi explained in his memorandum of 26 March 1931 that Italy had to 

make an agreement with Austria that as long as the Italian–Austrian commercial 

accord lived the latter State could not make similar contracts with other 

countries.
65

 The Italian–Austrian Treaty of Friendship, which was the basis of 

introducing the Brocchi-system, was signed in February 1930.
66

 Almost one year 

later, on 26 January 1931 was made the Austrian–Hungarian Treaty of Friendship 

as an Agreement of Friendship, Peacemaking Procedure and Arbitration.
67

 Since 

the German–Austrian customs union meant an enticing offer to Austria, the Envoy 

of Italy to Budapest Mario Arlotta and Bethlen agreed that there is an urgent 

necessity to restart negotiations on the Brocchi-pla ’s ealizatio .
68

 In May, after 

the fail of the German–Austrian customs union Grandi announced happily to 

Mussolini that either France or Germany promised not to obstacle the Italian 

projects.
69

 For the reason of this promise Grandi did not write anything. 

In July 1931 the Italian–Hungarian commercial agreement made in 1928 had 

staled, so on 21 July 1931 the signatories confirmed that –according to the 

conception of Brocchi – they would use reduced tariffs in their trading between each 

other. Hungary would export agricultural products to Italy, who would transport 

industrial items in return. The Italians would buy Hungarian products for 40 million 

lire, and Hungary would import Italian goods for 10 million lire.
70

 This agreement for 

exporting is known – by the place of its signature – as Semmering Accords. 

The procrastination of giving effect to the Semmering Accords supposedly 

happe ed e ause i  August  Hu ga  had a e  P i e Mi iste , G ula Ká ol i, 
who wished to have a good relationship with France as well. But at the same time 

Bethlen continued to play an important role both in the Hungarian internal affairs 

and in foreign policy. So it could happen that in February 1932 Bethlen travelled to 

Rome, and urged both the Italian–Austrian–Hungarian customs union and the 

promulgation of the Semmering Accords.
71

 So these were officially signed on 23 

February 1932, and it can be said as a result that the Brocchi-plan was realized 

partially. This signing did not mean the end of the agreements, because in order to 

prove without obstacles the commercial preferences fixed in Semmering the 

signatories had to found an incorporated company. So the Hungarian–Italian 
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Exporting Incorporated Company was born by the „Agreement on the Regulation of 

Fi a ial Questio s of the T ade et ee  Hu ga y a d Italy”.
72

 During the following 

negotiations in Rome the signatories agreed to found the incorporated company on 

12 August, and the firm would be registered within 10 days. The flaw of the 

ag ee e t as that Ital  had o faith i  the Se e i g A o ds’ p a ti al 
application, and it was meant to be a political gesture towards Hungary.

73
 

Considering this fact, it can be said that the Brocchi-plan was unprosperous. 

 

The Roman Protocols 

 

Similarly to the realization of the Brocchi-plan, the signing of the Roman 

Protocols was the result of extended negotiations that continued for years. On 1 

O to e   the e  P i e Mi iste  of Hu ga  had ee  G ula Gö ös, ho 
wished the consolidation of the Italian–Hungarian friendship and the approach of 

the two States to Germany in his foreign policy.
74

 He wrote a handwritten letter to 

Mussolini, in which – beyond expressing his friendly feelings to Italy – he brought 

up the reconsideration of the Italian–Austrian–Hungarian customs union 

suggested earlier by Bethlen. Further on, this union could be completed with 

Germany.
75

 Gö ös isited Ro e on 9 November 1932. During his rest of three 

days the two Prime Ministers negotiated about the trial bloc, with the involvement 

of Austria. Since Austria opposed the customs union of the three countries, it was 

not created then, but they reached an agreement on a three-member joint 

committee, of which role was to further negotiate in the subject.
76

 Another 

committee was set for controlling the bilateral Italian–Hungarian commerce. This 

determined that the Hungarian cereal product had not been satisfying, so Hungary 

had to aise he  a i al e po t. Fu the o e, Mussoli i p o ised Gö ös that i  
the futu e the t o States ould help ea h othe s’ e o o .

77
  

Si e Gö ös thought that to ui ke  the Hu ga ia  e o o  the pa t e ship of 
Germany was needed anyway, he did not give up his struggle for creating a foursome 

cooperation with Germany instead of the trial bloc. In the summer of 1933, he visited 

the new German chancellor Adolf Hitler with the aim of economic negotiations, and he 

spoke about his plan of an Italian–German–Austrian–Hungarian union to Hitler. The 

meeting caused surprise and displeasure in Italy.
78

 Ma e the easo  of Gö ös’s 
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approach to Germany was the plan of a Four Power Pact between England, France, 

Germany and Italy invented by Mussolini. The pla  displeased Gö ös ho as af aid 
that its realization would have obstructed the Hungarian ambitions,

79
 so – being angry 

with Italy – he began to make up to others as well. Mussolini suggested in his original 

idea that „fo  the Eu opea  pea e” the four Great Powers would not have to hold aloof 

the revision of the Versaille Peace System,
80

 but France pinned down the principle of 

status quo, so modifications were carried out on the project, and the Great Powers – 

together with Italy – accepted them in order to preclude the German expansion.
81

 So 

Gö ös as ot a g  ith Mussoli i e ause of the pla  of the Fou  Po e  Pa t, ut 
for accepting the modifications which meant disadvantage for Hungary. In the Pact the 

four Great Powers agreed that they would help the economic and financial 

stabilization of Central-Europe.
82

 

After signing the Four Power Pact the main question of European diplomatic 

life became the Anschluss, or rather, the struggle for its to halt it. That is why 

Gö ös thought it as ti e to i g up the plan of the Italian–Austrian–
Hungarian customs union again, even if it was already evident by 1933 that the 

Brocchi-system was unrealizable in practice.
83

 The Austrian chancellor Engelbert 

Dollfuss thanked Mussolini his friendly behaviour with Austria, and he explained 

that he had not insisted on an economic and political cooperation with Italy and 

Hungary anymore, although he pinned down that he wanted to have good 

relations with Germany as well.
84

 During the summer another very important thing 

happened after that the realization of the trial bloc was really wrapped up: France, 

ho as Ital ’s i al i  the Da u ia  asi , e og ized that Ital  as the p i ipal 
power in the region because the Danubian States were interested in Adriatic 

commercial.
85

 The final kick to Mussolini for the realization of the trial agreement 

was the signature of a contract which completed the Hungarian–German 

commercial accord made in 1931.
86

 In this new agreement, signed on 21 February 

1934, the signatories agreed that in the future Germany would buy the 

overproduction of Hungarian wheat. In exchange for it Hungary promised that in 

her foreign policy she would lean on Germany as much as on Italy.
87

 This contract 

made Mussolini awake to the fact that Italy had to consolidate her position in the 

Danubian region before the appearance of Germany.
88

 

On 14 March 1934, in Rome began the eeti g of Mussoli i, Gö ös a d 
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Dollfuss,
89

 which ended with the signature of the Roman Protocols on 17 March. 

The Second Protocol was entitled to [Protocol – H. P.] „between Hungary, Austria 

a d Italy to ui ke  the e o o y”.
90

 It explained that the aim of the protocol was 

to re-establish the economy of the Danubian States. For this, the three States gave 

p efe e es to ea h othe ’s e po ts so thei  atio al economy was vice versa 

completed. They agreed to resolve the difficulties that concerned Hungary 

because of the falling of the wheat price. They would urge and make the traffic 

passing the Adriatic easier, and set up a committee of three members for 

controlling the economic development.
91

 The agreement included a secret 

protocol as well, in which the signatories agreed that Hungary would maintain a 

part of her market to Austria and Italy in return for the preferences given
92

 [they 

thought of resolving the difficulties because of the falling of the wheat price. – H. 

P.]. Austria also had to give preferences to the Italian import to Austria.
93

 

The agreement – except for Germany – was welcomed favourably in all Europe. 

Actually, in the political world it extenuated the protocols.
94

 

 

* 

 

To summarize, it can be said that with the Italian–Hungarian Treaty of 

F ie dship Ital  e a e Hu ga ’s ost i po ta t pa t e . Fo  Ital  Hu ga  as 
significant for realizing the Italian economic plans in the Danubian basin. During 

1927–1928 the two States made bilateral contracts with each other, then in 1929 

the Brocchi-plan was born, which aimed a trial bloc with the involvement of 

Austria. On the basis of this plan were signed the Agreements of Semmering in 

1932 which proved to be inapplicable in practice. In 1933 the main problem of 

Europe was the Anschluss. To arrest it, the Great Powers supported the creation of 

the Italian–Austrian–Hungarian bloc, so on 17 March 1934 the guiders of the three 

States signed the Roman Protocols. It – in principle – established the contract 

which aimed the Italian economic expansion in the Danubian region, but – 

considering the fact that the protocols were not taken seriously – the expansion 

itself cannot be regarded to be realized. So, to sum up, the economic expansion of 

Italy remained an attempt without realization. 
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