
EXTRA! EXTRA! READ ALL ABOUT IT:  THE BRITISH AND AMERICAN PRESS' 

COVERAGE OF GERMAN-SOVIET COLLABORATION, 1917-1928 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis by 

Harvey Daniel Munshaw 

Bachelor of Science, University of Central Missouri, 2008 

 

 

 

 

Submitted to the Department of History 

and the faculty of the Graduate School of 

Wichita State University 

in partial fulfillment of  

the requirements for the degree of 

Master of Arts 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

December 2012 



 

 

 

 

 

© Copyright 2012 by Harvey Daniel Munshaw 

All Rights Reserved 



iii 

 

EXTRA! EXTRA! READ ALL ABOUT IT: THE BRITISH AND AMERICAN PRESS’ 

COVERAGE OF GERMAN-SOVIET COLLABORATION, 1917-1928 

 

 

 

The following faculty members have examined the final copy of this thesis for form and content, 

and recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirement for the degree of 

Master of Arts with a major in History 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Helen Hundley, Committee Chair 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

John Dreifort, Committee Member 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Robert Feleppa, Committee Member 

 

 

 



iv 

 

DEDICATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To Laura Theisen, Raymond Leonard, and Albert Jackson Hitt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



v 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is what really happened, reported by a free press to a free people.  It is the raw material of 

history; it is the story of our own times. 

Henry Steele Commager 



vi 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

 

 It would have been impossible to complete this thesis without the patient, steady, and 

wise guidance and support Dr. Helen Hundley and Dr. John Dreifort have provided during the 

past two years.  Dr. Dreifort and Dr. Hundley were instrumental in narrowing down my topic, 

providing guidance about where to look for sources, and spending countless hours proof reading 

my thesis. Gratitude is also in order for the third member of my thesis committee, Dr. Robert 

Feleppa.  I would also like to thank Denise Burns, History Department Secretary, for all the 

assistance she provided in ensuring that all the paperwork required for my degree was completed 

correctly and sent to the right parties.  I would also like to thank the dedicated employees of 

Wichita State University’s Ablah Library, the University of Kansas’ Anschutz Library, the 

Kansas City, Missouri Public Library, and the Mid Continent Public Library for enabling me to 

do my research by providing me with access to the microform and online editions of the 

newspapers I used, and assisting me in obtaining texts through interlibrary loan.  Thanks is also 

due for my mother, Adelia Hitt, who provided economic and moral support during the writing of 

this thesis.  Last, but certainly not least, I owe a great debt of gratitude to Paula Theisen and 

Joshua Rueschhoff for the logistical support that both went out of their way to provide. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



vii 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

 The purpose of this thesis is to uncover what the British and American press knew about 

Germany’s military-industrial collaboration with Soviet Russia during the period that began with 

the Bolshevik Revolution in November 1917 and ended with the Shakhty Trials in March 1928.  

Although much research has been conducted regarding German-Soviet diplomatic, economic and 

military collaboration during this era, very little research has been conducted regarding what 

British and American journalists wrote about Berlin's collaboration – especially its military and 

industrial partnerships– with Moscow.  To reveal what British and American newspapers 

reported about German-Soviet military collaboration,  articles from some of the most important 

British and American newspapers will be examined and compared with existing scholarship and 

primary source  materials such as memoirs and document collections. 

 An analysis of Anglo-American newspapers printed from 1917 to 1928 reveals that 

although Germany's illegal military and industrial collaboration with the USSR was supposed to 

be a closely guarded secret, it was one of the most well-known and poorly kept secrets of the 

twentieth century.  The full extent and martial nature of German-Soviet collaboration was not 

reported in British and American newspapers until Frederick Augustus Voigt, the Manchester 

Guardian's Berlin correspondent, wrote a series of articles on the subject in December 1926.  

However, the evidence suggests that journalists on both sides of the Atlantic were aware of 

German-Soviet military and industrial collaboration as early as 1921.  Unfortunately, even 

though the British and American press provided substantial evidence of German-Soviet 

collaboration, the governments of Western Europe and the United States chose to ignore it.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

  

 On Friday December 3, 1926, a pair of articles reporting that Junkers was operating a 

military aircraft factory near Moscow, and the Soviet Union was smuggling munitions to 

Germany appeared in The Manchester Guardian.  Frederick Augustus Voigt wrote these articles 

after he obtained a copy of the Junkers Aircraft Works’ memorandum to the Reichstag 

demanding reimbursement for financial losses it suffered because of its illicit aircraft factory in 

Fili, Russia.
1
  Voigt was The Manchester Guardian’s Berlin correspondent from1920 to 1933, 

and according to David Ayerst’s The Manchester Guardian: Biography of a Newspaper, he “felt 

and spoke with the passion of a Hebrew prophet.”
2
 Voigt was strongly anti-Fascist and anti-

Militarist. Therefore, it is unsurprising that Voigt saw Germany’s partnerships with Soviet 

Russia as nothing less than a blatant attempt by the Reichswehr to make preparations to wage a 

new war of aggression.  Voigt and German Social Democrats in the Reichstag, such as Philipp 

Scheidemann, were fully convinced that Germany’s illicit military collaboration with the USSR 

needed to end immediately.  On December 16, 1926, Scheidemann confirmed the veracity of 

Voigt’s reports in a speech to the Reichstag, but was unable to convince Chancellor Wilhelm 

Marx to sack Otto Gessler – the German Defense Minister – and increase parliamentary 

oversight of the Reichswehr’s budget.  Even worse, the governments of France and Great Britain 

                                                 
1. Voigt was given a copy of Junkers’ memorandum to the Reichstag regarding the Fili aircraft plant by Philipp 

Scheidemann, Chancellor of Germany from February to July 1919 and a prominent Social Democrat member of the 

Reichstag throughout the 1920s.  After Hitler ascended to power in 1933, Scheidemann fled to Denmark where he 

died of natural causes in 1939. Fili was an industrial town which was absorbed by Moscow in 1935.  For a more 

complete discussion of Voigt’s exposé and Scheidemann’s speeches to the Reichstag regarding the Reichswehr’s 

operations in the Soviet Union please refer to chapter five.  

2. David Ayerst, The Manchester Guardian: Biography of a Newspaper (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press), 501. 
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paid no attention to Voigt’s reports and Scheidemann’s revelations.  As a result, the Reichswehr 

and German industrialists continued their collaborative ventures with the Soviet Union.  

 Although Voigt’s articles confirmed the existence of German-Soviet military 

collaboration, they were by no means the first to detail diplomatic, economic, and military 

relations between Germany and Russia.  The British and American press’ coverage of German-

Soviet relations began with Lenin’s seizure of power on November 7, 1917.  From the beginning, 

the Western press knew about Soviet Russia's desire to advance the Bolshevik revolution; the 

ruinous state of affairs faced by its economy and military; its diplomatic and economic isolation; 

and other factors which caused it to seek collaboration with Germany.  The media also paid close 

attention to the reasons Germany sought an alliance with the Soviet Union.  These reasons 

included a distrust of Poland, a desire to circumvent the Versailles Treaty's limits on its 

rearmament efforts, and a desire to escape economic and diplomatic isolation.  Furthermore, the 

international press was able to quickly detect increasing levels of collaboration between German 

industrialists, military officers, and government officials and their counterparts in the Soviet 

Union in the months leading up to the Rapallo Treaty. 

  After the conclusion of Rapallo in April 1922, the Soviet Union enjoyed close diplomatic 

and economic relations with Germany until March 1928, when a combination of the Shakhty 

Trial and unintended consequences of the Locarno Pact temporarily ended them.
3
  Rapallo also 

helped form strong ties between the Red Army and the Reichswehr which were not severed until 

Hitler’s rise to power in 1933.  Although the Germans and Russians went to great lengths to keep 

their alliance secret, the sheer scope of their collaboration meant the international press quickly 

                                                 
3. The Shakhty Trial was a trial involving several dozen engineers –including six Germans – who were arrested on 

the suspicion that they were attempting to sabotage Soviet coal production.  The trial occurred in the small Soviet 

industrial city of Shakhty, which sits on the Don River forty seven miles northwest of Rostov.  For more information 

about the Shakhty Trial and its impact on German-Soviet relations please refer to chapter six. 



 3 

became cognizant of it.  As a result, their secret was one of the most poorly kept and widely 

known of the twentieth century.   

Purpose 

The topic of German-Soviet collaboration during the Weimar Era has been well 

documented by several historians since the early 1930s.  The first text written on the subject was 

Cecil Melville’s The Russian Face of Germany, which was published in 1932.  Melville 

examined German-Soviet collaboration from 1919 to 1930.  He was compelled to write because 

of the British government’s apathetic response to revelations regarding German-Soviet military 

collaboration.  Melville believed that  

the writing is on the wall for those who have eyes to see.  It would seem that we 

are drifting back to the atmosphere of 1914, albeit under new conditions and with 

new orientations, and it is in just such a drift as this that the new politico-

economic-military groupings in Europe, of which the German-Soviet 

understanding is the most concrete example, assume their most alarming aspect 

. . . . I feel that my personal feelings of attachment to the German people . . . 

should not act as a deterrent upon the duty of publishing this warning of 

Germany’s new campaign of revenge, a campaign which she is preparing in 

collusion with her principal partner in the embryo bloc des malcontents, 

Bolshevist Russia.
4
  

 

In the aftermath of World War Two, several more historians researched the German-Soviet 

military, economic, and diplomatic collaboration that occurred during the 1920s.  From the 

1940s to the 1980s, a stunning mosaic was constructed revealing how Germany’s collaboration 

with the Soviet Union helped create the war machines of both nations.  A more complete 

depiction of German-Soviet cooperative efforts and their role in developing the Red Army and 

the Wehrmacht was made available in 1991 when the USSR collapsed and its archives were 

opened.  Although almost eight decades of scholarship has indisputably proven the existence of 

                                                 
4. Cecil F. Melville, The Russian Face of Germany: An Account of the Secret Military Relations Between the 

German and Soviet-Russian Governments (London: Wishart and Co., 1932), 3. 
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German-Soviet collaboration, its militaristic nature, and its enormous scope, surprisingly little 

research has been done regarding what the international press knew about the collaborative 

military and industrialization efforts which existed between Weimar Germany and Soviet Russia.   

This thesis will attempt to help resolve this oversight by recording what British and 

American journalists knew about German-Soviet collaboration and how they reacted to it.  It will 

explore the British and American news media’s coverage of the eleven year period of German-

Soviet diplomatic, military, and industrial cooperation that began in November 1917 with the 

Bolshevik Revolution and ended in March 1928 with the Shakhty Trial.  Chapter two examines 

what factors caused Germany and Soviet Russia to ally.  Chapter three discusses the news 

media’s coverage of how Moscow and Berlin formalized this collaboration at Rapallo, how 

Rapallo destroyed the Genoa Conference, and how the Anglo-American press reacted to Rapallo.  

Chapter Four explores what the media knew about German-Soviet military and economic 

collaboration during the Rapallo Era.  Chapter Five discusses how Locarno threatened the 

alliance, how Berlin attempted to save it, and how the press reacted to the revelations made in 

December 1926 regarding Germany’s illicit military collaboration with Soviet Russia.  Chapter 

Six explores why collaboration between Berlin and Moscow continued despite the revelations 

made by the Reichstag and The Manchester Guardian, and how the Shakhty Trial combined with 

unintended effects of Locarno to end the alliance.     

In order to obtain a well-rounded picture of what the British and American news media 

knew about German-Soviet collaboration, this thesis will incorporate articles found in the 

leading British and American newspapers of the era.  The articles and editorials used in this work 

primarily come from seven major British and American newspapers.  Articles from The 

Economist and The Wall Street Journal are included because they were two of the world’s most 
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prominent financial news publications, and contain articles cogent to German-Soviet industrial 

collaboration.  The Manchester Guardian is included because it was the first newspaper to report 

the full extent of German-Soviet military collaboration. Articles are taken from The Observer 

because of the close relations it enjoyed with The Manchester Guardian.  Selections from The 

Times (London), The New York Times, and The Chicago Daily Tribune are also incorporated in 

this research because these three papers were among the most widely read publications in Great 

Britain and the United States.  Another reason these organizations were selected is that each of 

them had their own teams of correspondents reporting from across the globe.  A few notable 

examples were The Chicago Daily Tribune’s David Darrah and Sigrid Schultz, The Manchester 

Guardian’s Arthur Ransome, Frederick Augustus Voigt, and Michael Farbman, and The New 

York Times’ Walter Duranty, Lincoln Eyre, and Edwin James.  This work also contains three 

articles from The Philadelphia Inquirer which provide particularly colorful commentary on 

German-Soviet relations. 

To understand what British and American journalists knew  about German-Soviet 

collaboration, articles from these periodicals will be compared to a variety of other primary 

source materials such as memoirs, letters, and memoranda written by German and Soviet 

diplomats, generals, and government officials.  These newspaper clippings will also be compared 

to the lush fruits of almost eighty years of scholarship on German-Soviet relations during the 

Weimar era.  As such, before this study can discuss what the press knew about German-Soviet 

diplomatic, economic, and military collaboration in the era spanning November 1917 to March 

1928, it is important to say something of the universe of scholarship that this study seeks to 

augment. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

HISTORIOGRAPHY 

 

 

Early Work: Louis Fischer and Cecil Melville 

 The research that has been done over the course of the past eighty years regarding 

German-Soviet military relations during the 1920s is extensive.  The history of research on this 

topic can be divided into three distinct eras.  The early period, which lasted from 1930 to 1945; 

the Cold War Era, which stretched from 1945 to 1991; and the modern era which started in 1991.  

In each of these periods, the story of German-Soviet collaboration has been increasingly fleshed 

out.  In the early period, research was conducted primarily by the same journalists who were 

responsible for covering German-Soviet relations.  In the Cold War era, the understanding of 

German-Soviet relations during the 1920s was deepened as historians gained access to the 

archives of the German Foreign and Defense ministries.  Furthermore, starting in the late 1940s, 

several German military leaders, government officials, and diplomats wrote memoirs to protect 

their legacies, and absolve themselves of the evils committed by Hitler’s regime.  However, the 

historical narrative that resulted was somewhat one sided because unlike the German 

government’s archives, those of the Soviet Union remained sealed until the collapse of Marxism-

Leninism in 1991.  Since the collapse of communism, the State Archives of the Russian 

Federation have been made increasingly available and accessible to those conducting historical 

research.  As a result, a myriad of new scholarship incorporating Russian primary source 

material has been published, and the story of German-Soviet collaboration during the Weimar 

era has become very well rounded.  

Scholarship about German-Soviet relations from 1917 to 1928 first appeared in 1930.  In 

that year, Louis Fischer – a journalist for the radical leftist American newspaper, The New York 
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Nation – wrote The Soviets in World Affairs.  Fischer was able to befriend many Soviet leaders 

including Georgi Chicherin and Maxim Litvinov, who ran the Commissariat for Foreign Affairs 

from 1918 to 1939.  Fischer documented what forces led the Soviets to conclude the Rapallo 

Treaty with Germany, why they found Locarno so injurious to their relations with Berlin, and 

what Soviet Russia’s top ranking diplomats felt  regarding foreign policy with a score of nations 

including Germany.   While Fischer was the first to write an exhaustive study of Soviet foreign 

policy, Cecil F. Melville – a journalist for The Westminster Gazette and later the Sunday Referee 

– was the first to write about German-Soviet military collaboration.     

In 1932, Cecil F. Melville wrote The Russian Face of Germany “to bring to the notice of 

British public opinion the menace to the peace of Europe constituted by the secret military 

relations between the German and Soviet-Russian governments.”
1  

Melville wrote extensively 

about the illicit German arms factories and military training camps that were established in 

Russia in the aftermath of Rapallo.  He concluded by stating that this collaboration could only 

result in another world war.  However, his work was met with considerable criticism when it was 

first published.  For instance, a reviewer for the Royal Institute of International Affairs wrote that 

Melville was a warmonger who saw Germany as “the secret ally of Moscow and the principal 

agent of the ‘Black-Red Menace.”  This reviewer went on to suggest that “those who fail to share 

the comfortable theory of the natural wickedness of the Prussian may deplore this ill-timed 

attempt to revive international hatred and mistrust.”
2
 
 
    

The 1930s also witnessed the publication of several useful primary sources.  In 1937, 

German General Heinz Guderian published Achtung Panzer.  Although this text primarily 

                                                 
1. Melville, The Russian Face of Germany, 1. 

2. Unsigned review of The Russian Face of Germany: An Account of the Secret Military Relations Between the 

German and Soviet-Russian Governments, by Cecil F. Melville, International Affairs 11, no. 6 (November 1932): 

875.  http://www.jstor.org/stable/2602761. 
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discussed Guderian’s armored warfare theories, it also hinted at the military collaboration that 

occurred between the Soviet Union and Germany.  For instance, Guderian’s thoughts about the 

Red Army stemmed from what he saw when he visited the Soviet Union in 1933.
3
 A far more 

valuable source was published in 1940, when Eric Sutton, an English historian, compiled and 

translated a three volume collection of writings by Gustav Stresemann, who was Germany’s 

foreign minister from 1923 to 1929.  This collection included many letters and other documents 

detailing German-Soviet relations during the Rapallo Era.  Sutton’s collection is also significant 

because it was the last research done on Rapallo era German-Soviet collaboration until after the 

Second World War.    

Cold War Era Research 

 Starting in 1945, many historians desired to discern what led to the outbreak of war in 

September 1939.  1945 also witnessed the start of the forty-five year long Cold War between the 

United States and the Soviet Union.   The onset of the Cold War motivated many historians in 

the United States and Great Britain to see what role the Soviet Union played in the 

destabilization of international relations between 1917 and 1941.  Unfortunately – until 1991, 

when the USSR fragmented into fifteen independent republics – Western historians were denied 

access to Soviet state archives.  As a result, they were forced to piece together the story of 

German-Soviet collaboration in the Weimar era from a combination of official Soviet histories 

and state sanctioned memoirs and document collections; memoirs by German diplomats and 

documents from captured German archives; as well as newspapers and other periodicals.  While 

                                                 
3. Heinz Guderian, Achtung Panzer! The Development of Armoured Forces, Their Tactics and Operational 

Potential, trans. Christopher Duffy (London: Arms and Armour Press, 1995), 159.  Guderian visited the Soviet 

Union in early 1933.  This visit is somewhat significant because the year which occurred was the year that 

Germany’s military collaboration with the USSR ended.  For more information regarding the military collaboration 

between the Red Army and the Reichswehr, please refer to Chapter Four.  
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these documents only allowed for an incomplete picture, much useful information was gleamed 

from them. 

   Although many official Soviet document collections and memoirs were sanitized and 

self-aggrandizing, they provided useful insight into the mindset of Soviet leadership during the 

1920s.  Research about Weimar era German-Soviet relations was also assisted by the publication 

of the autobiographical accounts of several German generals and diplomats in the years 

following the end of the Second World War.  Of these, the most useful were Herbert von 

Dirksen’s Moscow, Tokyo, and London: Twenty Years of German Foreign Policy, and Gustav 

Hilger and Alfred Meyer’s The Incompatible Allies.  Dirksen’s work, originally published in 

1952, is valuable because it detailed his career as a German diplomat in Russia from 1923 to 

1933.  He recorded the goodwill established by Rapallo, the discord caused by Locarno, and the 

uneasy relations that existed between Berlin and Moscow from 1928 to 1933.  A year later, 

Hilger and Meyer wrote The Incompatible Allies.  Hilger and Meyer were legal experts assigned 

to the German embassy in Moscow from the mid-1920s until just hours before operation 

Barbarossa began on June 22, 1941.  Their book provided a first-hand account of German-Soviet 

relations from the visit of the Niedermayer team in 1921 to the outbreak of war between 

Germany and the Soviet Union twenty years later.    

During the Cold War era, several researchers compiled archival material.  The first 

collection of material from the Soviet Union was assembled by Jane Degras Tabrisky in 1948 

under the title of Calendar of Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy.  This volume featured a 

chronologically organized list of important documents relating to Soviet foreign policy from 

1917 to 1941.  Tabrisky attempted to circumvent her inability to access the Soviet archives by 

making extensive use of Pravda, and documents such as the League of Nations Treaty Series.  In 
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the United States, Xenia Eudin and Harold Fischer, two historians at Stanford University’s 

Hoover Institute, compiled Soviet Russia and the West: 1920-1927.   While historians had to 

clear great hurdles to obtain information from Soviet archives, they had easy access to the 

German state archives.  This was because the Western Allies captured most of Germany’s 

archives at the end of the Second World War.   

From 1945 to 1991, several historians studied the nature of German-Soviet relations in 

the interwar era.  In 1951, Edward Hallett Carr wrote German-Soviet Relations Between the Two 

World Wars, 1919-1939.  Carr discussed what forces made Russia and Germany ally, what 

caused Germany to agree to Locarno, and why collaboration between Berlin and Moscow 

survived after the international press uncovered it.  He was also the first scholar in twenty years 

to link German-Russian diplomatic agreements back to the ambitions of German military and 

industrial leaders.
4
  In his review of German-Soviet Relations, Dennis Nowell Pritt – a 

sympathizer of the Stalin regime, political writer, and Labour Party Member of Parliament from 

1935 to 1940 – criticized Carr for attempting to discuss too many topics in to short of a volume.  

However, he praised the groundbreaking nature of Carr’s work, and called it, “the stuff of history 

‘stuff’ is the right word, for it is the raw material.  In the language of the cinema, it is not perhaps 

a great film, but it is a good ‘trailer.’”
5
 Over the course of the next thirty years several historians 

used the “raw material” found in Carr’s treatise to produce a bevy of research into German-

Soviet military industrial collaboration. One of the first to expound upon Carr’s work was Lionel 

Kochan.   

                                                 
4. Edward Hallett Carr, German-Soviet Relations Between the Two World Wars, 1919-1939 (New York: Harper and 

Row, 1966), 9. 

5. D.N. Pritt, review of German-Soviet Relations Between the Two World Wars, 1919-1939, by Edward Hallett Carr, 

Science and Society 16, no. 3 (1952): 284-285, http://www.jstor.org/stable/40400140. 
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  In 1954, Lionel Kochan wrote Russia and the Weimar Republic.   Kochan elaborated on 

the reasons why Moscow and Berlin concluded Rapallo. He suggested that a combination of the 

Dawes Plan and Locarno in 1925, and the Young Plan and evacuation of the Rhine in 1930 

destroyed Rapallo.  Kochan argued that the Treaty of Rapallo which “had its origin in opposition 

to Versailles . . . could not but lose its value as the structure of Versailles gave way.  On each 

occasion . . . there took place a certain swing away from Russia by Germany.  It was barely 

noticeable in 1925 but well to the fore in 1929-1930.”
6
 In 1957, Gerald Freund wrote Unholy 

Alliance: Russian-German Relations from the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk to the Treaty of Berlin.  In 

his introduction to Freund’s book, historian John W. Wheeler-Bennett wrote that Freund 

recorded “with a wealth of documentary support, the strange and ever fascinating story of 

German-Russian collaboration during the ‘twenties. . . . The genius manifested by General Hans 

von Seeckt in making bricks without straw and fashioning swords out of ploughshares. . . . And 

 . . . the enigma of Gustav Stresemann’s condonation of, and participation in, von Seeckt’s 

clandestine rearmament policies.”
7
  In 1966 Harvey Leonard Dyck wrote Weimar Germany & 

Soviet Russia, 1926-1933; a Study in Diplomatic Instability.  This book provided a survey of the 

diplomatic background of German-Russian collaboration, and gave an in depth analysis of 

Russo-German economic relations.  In 1984 Günter Rosenfeld wrote Sowjetunion und 

Deutschland, 1922-1933.   This book was the most thorough study of German-Soviet economic, 

military, and diplomatic relations composed before the opening of the Russian state archives in 

the early 1990s.   

 

 

                                                 
6. Lionel Kochan, Russia and the Weimar Republic (Cambridge, MA : Bowes and Bowes, 1954), viii. 

7. Gerald Freund, Unholy Alliance: Russian-German Relations from the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk to the Treaty of Ber-

lin, with an introduction by J.W Wheeler-Bennett (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1957), xiv. 
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Recent Scholarship 

 In 1991, the world’s geopolitical situation changed when the Soviet Union collapsed.  

The end of Marxism-Leninism in Russia resulted in the opening the Soviet State Archives.  

During the 1990s, more than three and a half million classified files were opened.  These files 

dealt with extremely delicate subjects.  Throughout the 1990s 

thousands of fonds, long hidden away and whose very existence was long denied, 

[were] made public . . . (fonds dealing with the White movement, Jewish 

communities, MVD-KGB repressions, the Russo-Finnish War, Soviet-Nazi co-

operation, GULag, Communist Party and Central Committee records. etc). . . . 

Politicians, often very powerful, who stood to gain by the publication of the truth 

about the past, pressured for ever-more openness.  Thus, even more once-taboo 

fonds concerning the Comintern, the State Committee on Defense during World 

War II . . . and human losses during WWII were declassified.
8
 

 

 Even though the rate of declassification slowed down by 1995, astounding amounts of records 

had already been opened.  These records were “described and publicized as never before. . . . 

This is a critical turnabout from former practice: into the 1980s, archival inventories and guides 

were . . . almost always restricted, stamped “for internal service only.”
9
  The release of so many 

previously classified documents led to the publication of several new histories and the 

compilation of many new collections of primary source material.  These works were written by a 

wide variety of authors from non-historians such as Viktor Suvorov to classically trained 

historians such as Manfred Zeidler.  Suvorov, a disgruntled ex-KGB officer who defected to 

Great Britain in 1978, wrote a series of books which suggested that the Soviets suffered 

devastating losses in the opening stages of the Great Patriotic War because they were caught in 

the midst of preparations for a surprise attack on Germany when Hitler launched a preemptive 

invasion.  He also contended that Stalin’s whole purpose for Rapallo was to prepare Germany for 

                                                 
8. George Bolotenko, “Frost on the Walls in Winter: Russian and Ukrainian Archives Since the Great Dislocation 

(1991-1999),” The American Archivist 66, no. 2 (2003): 298-299, http://www.jstor.org/stable/40294234. 

9. Ibid. 
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a second world war.  Suvorov believed the Soviets wanted the Germans to conquer all of Europe 

so that the Red Army could launch a single offensive in which they would crush the Germans 

and occupy the remainder of the continent.
10

 However, Suvorov’s work was somewhat 

counterfactual as Stalin was not yet in power in 1922, and German-Soviet military collaboration 

ceased with Hitler’s rise to power in 1933.   

Fortunately, many credible historians also wrote about German-Soviet relations.  In 1993 

Manfred Zeidler wrote Reichswehr und Rote Armee 1920-1933. Wege und Stationen einer 

ungewoehnlichen Zusammenarbeit [Reichswehr and Red Army 1920-1933.  The paths and 

Stations of an Unusual Partnership].  This was the first academic history to employ previously 

untapped materials from the Russian archives to discuss German-Soviet military collaboration 

during the interwar period.
11

  In 2005, J. David Cameron wrote an article for the Journal of 

Contemporary History called “To Transform the Revolution into an Evolution: Underlying 

Assumptions of German Foreign Policy Toward Soviet Russia.”  Cameron utilized a wide 

assortment of German and Soviet source material to argue that German authorities wanted to use 

economic and military collaboration to move Soviet Russia away from Marxism and towards 

capitalism.
12

  

In the past twenty years, several collections of source material confirming the close 

military, diplomatic, and economic ties between Moscow and Berlin have been assembled.  One 

of the most comprehensive of these collections was Yuri D'yakov and Tatyana Bushuyeva’s The 

                                                 
10. Viktor Suvorov, The Chief Culprit: Stalin’s Grand Design to Start World War II (Annapolis: Naval Institute 

Press, 2008), 18. 
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Red Army and the Wehrmacht: How the Soviets Militarized Germany, 1922-33, and Paved the 

Way for Fascism.  This book is a collection of documents fully exposing the military and 

industrial collaboration between Moscow and Berlin.  It has documents detailing the nature of 

the illicit military training programs the Germans operated on Soviet soil and the martial nature 

of German industrial concessions in the USSR.  It also contains documents identifying the Soviet 

officials responsible for establishing collaboration with the Germans.   

Because of the large amount of scholarship that has been written throughout the past 

eighty years regarding German-Soviet collaboration during the Weimar era, it is somewhat 

surprising that nobody has researched the international press’ coverage of German-Soviet 

relations.  As such, it is hoped that this work will assist in remedying this oversight.  The story of 

what the British and American press knew about German-Soviet relations began on November 7, 

1917, when Lenin – who had been smuggled by German authorities in a sealed rail car from 

Switzerland to the Russian border – launched a coup that toppled Alexander Kerensky’s 

provisional government.  From the first day of Bolshevik rule in Russia, many in the British and 

American press felt Lenin was an extension of the German Foreign Office.   This belief was 

given credence by the history of German-Russian relations that stretched back to 1871 when 

Bismarck established a unified German state.    
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CHAPTER III 

REASONS FOR COLLABORATION 

Historical Context 

 When Lenin's government reached out for German industrial and military aid, it 

continued a tradition of Russo-German economic and military collaboration that dated back to at 

least the last quarter of the nineteenth century.  Beginning with the unification of Germany in 

1871, Bismarck sought to have good relations with both Austria and Russia so that he could 

isolate France.  To strengthen ties with Russia, Bismarck encouraged German industrial 

magnates to invest in Russia and sought military alliance with St. Petersburg.  However, 

Bismarck's program of good relations with Russia to isolate France collapsed in 1890 when 

Wilhelm II forced Bismarck to retire.   

Nevertheless, Russo-German economic ties remained strong until the outbreak of war in 

August 1914.  The main reasons for this were that Russia was a vibrant market for German 

goods and investments; the Russian and German royal families were blood relatives; German 

and Russian military officers, businessmen, and merchant enjoyed good relations; and because 

Russia had long held a profound admiration for German efficiency and technology.  Considering 

Russia's ties with Germany before the World War, it was only natural that Germany sought to 

achieve victory over Great Britain, France, and the United States by assisting Lenin’s bid to seize 

power in Russia.  The result of the German government's partnership with the Bolsheviks was 

Lenin's November 7, 1917 coup in Petrograd, which toppled the provisional government and 

established the world’s first communist dictatorship.  Many in Western Europe and the United 

States were irate about the Bolsheviks' betrayal of Russia's allies.  This anger took on biblical 

proportions in an editorial that appeared in The Philadelphia Inquirer on December 21, 1917.  
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The Inquirer bitterly proclaimed that “Russia is today the Judas of the nations. . . . But it was the 

German firm of Lenine [sic] and Trotzky [sic] which collected the thirty pieces of silver.”
1
  As 

suggested by this editorial and an article that appeared in The Chicago Daily Tribune on 

February 9, 1918, many in the British and American press suspected that Lenin was on the 

payroll of the German government.
2
   

 Following the October Revolution, Lenin’s government was forced to engage in a civil 

war which it won in early 1920.
3
  British and American newspapers – echoing the sentiments of 

their governments – viewed Lenin's regime as illegitimate, and gleefully reported every 

Bolshevik setback.  A striking example of this was seen in the July 27, 1918 edition of The New 

York Times.  The New York Times reported that “with the capture of Simbirsk, on the Volga, 

Czechoslovak troops now control not only the left bank of the river, but part of the territory on 

the right bank.” It proceeded to state that according to the Soviet government, the defeat at 

Simbirsk should cause the “proletariat to tremble for the fate of the . . . revolution.”  It also 

reported that Lenin believed the “position of the Soviet Republic had become acute” because of a 

combination of the Soviets’ defeat against the Czechs and international complications, 

counterrevolutionary activities, and a chronic food shortage.
4
 Conversely, British and American 

newspapers viewed every Soviet victory with fear and disdain.  This was seen in an op-ed article 

written by Fortier Jones in the January 18, 1920 edition of The New York Times that reported the 

capture of Tomsk by the Bolsheviks.  Jones began by stating that Tomsk was the Athens of 
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Siberia, and was responsible for preserving Russian intellectual life when “the red gloom of 

Bolshevism drifted down like a fog from Petrograd to Moscow.”  Then he wrote that many who 

were exiled to Tomsk by the tsars for seeking “true freedom, are today crushed by the rabid 

Bolsheviki, and . . . are made to witness now, even in the region of their exile, a tyranny more 

heartless.”  Jones concluded by implying that after the Bolsheviks conquered Russia, they would 

turn their attentions towards enslaving the entire world.
5
 

As the civil war wound down in Russia, Lenin's government was confronted with war 

against Poland.  In April 1920, the Polish Army under Marshal Joseph Pilsudski launched an 

offensive aimed at annexing Ukraine, but the Soviet Army led by Trotsky and Mikhail 

Tukhachevsky launched a counterattack which drove the Poles back to within ten miles of 

Warsaw.  Although infighting between Trotsky and Stalin cost the Soviet Union victory over 

Poland, Lenin and the other Bolshevik leaders believed they had had a glimpse of the future.  

The Red Army had nearly succeeded in taking Poland, and in Western Europe various Moscow-

led communist groups had launched work stoppages and strikes which crippled the ability of 

France and England to send arms to Poland.  Until Pilsudski turned the Soviets back before 

Warsaw, delegates to the Second Congress of the Third International in session in Moscow 

“followed with wild enthusiasm the progress of the Soviet forces.  In Western Europe, news of 

the Soviet advance caused alarm in conservative circles.  People had visions of Soviet troops 

arriving at the German frontiers, bringing revolution to Germany.”
6  

 Even more politically 

moderate groups feared that the Red Army's advance into Poland was only the first stage of an 

armed Soviet takeover of the continent.  An article printed in The Times (London) on July 31, 
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1920 reported that the Bolsheviks were offering peace terms to Warsaw that would advance 

communism to the German border.
7
  Five days earlier, an article in The Manchester Guardian 

had reported that Trotsky had told an assembly of Soviet railway workers “that Poland would 

become a Red bridge of social revolution for the whole of Western Europe.”
8   

However, the 

Bolsheviks’ dreams of advancing the revolution were halted by Pilsudski before Warsaw.  The 

Red Army was defeated by Pilsudski’s forces because its commanders had failed to coordinate 

operations and had overextended their supply and communications lines.
9
   Furthermore, Soviet 

Russia’s industrial infrastructure was incapable of supporting prolonged military operations.  

The Bleak State of the Red Army and Russian Industry 

 After more than seven years of war, the strength of the Russian military was completely 

sapped, and the industrial infrastructure Lenin’s government inherited from Nicholas II's 

government was in a miserable state of disrepair.  In the early 1920s the Red Army lived an 

imperiled existence as Soviet authorities could not come to an agreement on what role the 

military should have in a socialist society.  Soviet industry was so ravished by the war 

communism of the civil war that Lenin's government had even begun to embrace limited 

capitalism in the form of NEP or New Economic Policy.  The Red Army that fought and won the 

Russian civil war was poorly armed, badly led, and unprepared to fight advanced industrial 

powers.  The Soviet government had to build a new Red Army upon the tattered remnants of 

Nicholas II's army that Trotsky and other members of the Petrograd Soviet had labored so 

intensely to destroy.   
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The Red Army's main problem was that its leaders were hopeless military organizers.
10

 

However, the situation improved somewhat when Trotsky assumed the position of People's 

Commissar for Military Affairs.  Trotsky enacted several measures to provide the Red Army 

with competent leadership and ensure that it would be faithful to the Bolshevik cause.  To 

provide adequate leadership for the Red Army while competent communist commanders were 

being trained, Trotsky took the unpopular step of creating a command staff comprised of 

members of the officer corps of Nicholas II's army.
11

  However, Trotsky quickly discovered that 

former tsarist officers could not always be trusted.  As a result of this, the Soviet government 

undertook draconian measures to ensure their loyalty.  These steps included taking officers’ 

families hostage and executing officers who appeared intentionally negligent in their 

responsibilities.  To whip the Red Army into shape Trotsky also applied violence to officers who 

were loyal communists.  In January 1919, to reestablish discipline in the Red Army, Trotsky 

overturned Military Order Number One and reintroduced the very tsarist military regulations that 

it had sought to abolish.
 12

  Trotsky turned the Red Army into a violent organization where 

officers and men were executed for even the slightest hint of shirking their responsibilities.  He 

ruthlessly used terror to make the Red Army more efficient.  He ordered political commissars to 
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be shot alongside officers “if unsanctioned retreat occurred,” and “introduced the Roman policy 

of decimating regiments which failed to carry out higher commands.”
13

   

 However, after the cessation of hostilities in late 1921, most of Trotsky’s efforts in 

establishing organization and leadership were halted by the fact that most of the Red Army's civil 

war forces returned to civilian life. The conditions faced by those who remained in the Red 

Army after the civil war were horrendous.  The personnel of the Soviet army suffered from low 

pay, inadequate housing, and limited career prospects.  Exacerbating the deplorable condition of 

the Soviet army was much disagreement within the Soviet government about what it should look 

like in peacetime.  In January 1924, the Central Committee established a commission to examine 

the role of the Red Army in the Soviet State.  The commission's findings were a scathing 

indictment of the state of chaos and near collapse that prevailed in the Red Army after the Civil 

War.  The commission found that 

many units had only half their officers. Out of 87,000 men trained to officer 

standard during the civil war, only 25,000 remained in service.  Of the rest 30,000 

were dead and approximately the same number demobilized.  The supply 

situation was found to be anything but adequate, with insufficient weapons and 

poor levels of food and equipment.  The rank and file were regarded as 

demoralized; their officers were condemned as ill-trained and unprofessional.
14

   

In the early 1920s, Soviet Russia was also confronted with the lack of an industrial 

infrastructure capable of supporting a modern army.  By 1921, industrial productivity within the 

boundaries of the former Russian Empire had dropped to below one-fifth of its 1913 level.  

Attempts to energize the sluggish Soviet economy by imposing central planning on it failed 

miserably, and mismanagement of factories drastically lowered productivity.  The economic 

policies of the Soviet government were catastrophic. Large-scale industrial production in 1920 
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was eighteen percent of what it had been in 1913; the output of coal dropped to twenty seven 

percent and iron to less than three percent.  The number of industrial workers in 1921 was less 

than half of what it had been in 1918.
15

    

 By the end of 1920, the condition of Russian infrastructure was deplorable enough to gain 

the attention of the international press.  The British and American press’ coverage of the woeful 

state of Russian infrastructure was typified by an article written by Michael Farbman, The 

Manchester Guardian’s Petrograd correspondent, on December 20, 1920.  Farbman wrote about 

the abysmal condition of Soviet transportation infrastructure.  He stated that “there is a 

considerable section of public opinion in this country which believes that in the Ukraine and in 

Siberia there must be large stocks of grain inaccessible to the rest of Russia because of the 

ruinous state into which Russian transport has fallen.  It is true that transport is so shaken as to be 

unable to deal adequately with these large stocks of grain, even if they were in existence.” 

Farbman wrote that the worst problem plaguing Soviet transportation infrastructure was “the 

disorganisation of railway and river transport.”
16

  

In the same article Farbman addressed the ailments suffered by Soviet industry.  He wrote 

that although the Soviets had begun building agriculture machinery again by the end of 1918, the 

supply produced was only able to satisfy one seventh of annual requirements.  Another area that 

made the dire state of Russian industry apparent was the textile industry.  Farbman reported that 

“the productivity of the cotton factories . . . is . . . only 6 per cent of what is was before the war.  

Out of 7,284,000 spindles which were formerly at work, we find that only 400,000 spindles are 

now working.”  He wrote that although the condition of the Russian linen industry was healthier, 
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it was only operating at forty percent of its 1913 capacity.  He concluded by writing that Russian 

hemp factories were only operating at ten percent of their 1914 productivity.  Considering the 

dreadful condition of Soviet industry and infrastructure, neoconservative historian Richard Pipes 

was correct when he described what happened to the Soviet economy between 1917 and 1920 as 

a “calamity 'unparalleled in the history of mankind.'”
17

 

The effects of Soviet Russia's economic woes on the Red Army can be seen by 

examining the pitiable conditions under which the Siberian military district operated.  This 

district, which encompassed a vast area stretching from the Urals to the Pacific, “had only thirty 

light tanks and twenty-one armoured cars. . . . There were not enough uniforms to go around.”  

Prior to the start of the Five Year Plans, the severe material shortages found in the Siberian 

military district were shared by most of the Soviet military.  According to Kliment Voroshilov – 

a faithful lackey of Stalin, and later the commander of Soviet forces during the disastrous Winter 

War against Finland – among the country's greatest deficiencies “were transport, roads, the low 

quality of military equipment . . . and the alarming lack of raw materials.
18

 
  
 

To enable the Red Army to defend the revolution, the USSR needed to establish both a 

general staff educated in modern warfare and a large armaments industry.  To do this, the Soviets 

needed to obtain extensive capital investment, machinery, and technical advice from 

technologically advanced Western nations.  However, there were few Western nations who 

officially recognized the Soviet state, and even less who wished to establish trade and military 

ties with the Bolsheviks.  The singular exception to this was Germany.  Germany and Russia 

were outcasts because of the nature of international politics that prevailed in the aftermath of 
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World War One.  As such, both states were willing to unite in a marriage of necessity.  What 

solidified the German-Soviet alliance more than anything else was a common hatred for Poland.    

Mutual Antagonism against Poland    

Although Germany was suspicious of Lenin and viewed communism as an existential 

threat, it was thrilled when Russian troops appeared close to destroying Poland during the Russo-

Polish War.  Sensing that the imminent ruin of Poland – a state which it viewed as a French 

pawn – was near, the German government issued a declaration of neutrality which banned the 

shipment of armaments to Poland through Germany.  An article appearing in The Economist 

reported that the German Foreign Minister, Walter Simons, declared that “if Entente forces 

invade German territory on their way to a possible campaign against Russia 'no German must 

accept such a plan silently or help towards its execution.'” This article also stated that strong anti-

Polish feelings in all classes “has almost transformed the Bolsheviks – as long as they stop short 

at Warsaw – into German heroes.”
19

  In Danzig, German dock workers, under the leadership of 

the German Communist Party, went on strike to hinder the transport of munitions to the Polish 

Army.  Furthermore, the German government granted its approval for German volunteers to fight 

on behalf of Russia.
20

    

Although the Polish Army eventually defeated the Russians, the basis for active 

collaboration between the two great anti-Versailles powers had been established.  In Moscow, 

Lenin observed that during Tukhachevsky’s march on Warsaw “everyone in Germany, even the 

blackest reactionaries and monarchists, said that the Bolsheviks would save us, when they saw 

the Versailles peace splitting at all its seams.”
21

  Because of Germany's strong declarations of 
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neutrality and attempts to stymie Anglo-French support of Poland during the Russo-Polish War, 

Simons had to assure the French and British that Germany was not involved in any secret 

alliance with Russia.  However, The Economist suggested that Simons' refutation was only due 

to the fact that “Bolshevik defeats . . . cooled German pro-Russian sentiment.”
22

  

German support for the Soviets against Poland was rooted in the clichéd theory that “the 

enemy of my enemy is my friend.”  General Hans von Seeckt – chief of the German general staff 

from 1919 to 1926, and one of the most prominent figures of the German army during the 

interwar era – hoped that the Russian army would destroy the Polish state, and would halt 

operations upon reaching the pre-world war German frontier.  Seeckt sought to collaborate with 

the world's first proletarian dictatorship for the purpose of developing modes of offensive 

warfare because he felt an alliance with Russia would safeguard Germany from “a Red invasion 

and gain her Soviet support against an allied invasion.”
23

  However, he was also cognizant that 

the Russians might still attempt to invade Germany, and believed that in such an eventuality the 

German army must confront them at the border.  When asked by the government of the province 

of Silesia if Germany could hold off the Russians with a force of 100,000 men – the maximum 

allowed the Reichswehr under the terms of Versailles – Seeckt replied in the negative. However, 

the General did not see this as a problem because he believed “the probable defeat of Poland by 

Soviet Russia coupled with Germany's inability to halt the Red Army constituted an attack on the 

narrow military decrees of the Versailles treaty.”  Britain and France, Seeckt continued, “would 

be forced to scale down their reparations and disarmament demands if they wanted to count on 

Germany as a bulwark against Communism.”
24
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More than anything else, Germany's support for Soviet Russia in its war against Poland 

stemmed from a clause in the Versailles Treaty which ceded several thousand square miles of 

territory from Germany to Poland for the creation of the Polish Corridor.  Herbert von Dirksen – 

a career diplomat in the German foreign ministry who served as Germany's ambassador to 

Poland from 1920 to 1923, later as a high level diplomat, and then ambassador to the Soviet 

Union from 1923 to 1933 – wrote of the danger and resentment the Germans felt because of this 

corridor which separated Germany from East Prussia.  He wrote that the cession of land to 

Poland for the corridor placed more than two million Germans under Polish rule, “which they 

found unbearable.  A million returned home and swelled the ranks of a discontented population.  

The remaining million were subjected to harsh and discriminatory treatment by a Polish 

government which was resolved to retaliate for the harshness of Prussian rule.”
25

   

Exacerbating matters was the fact that Poland was also interested in annexing parts of 

Masuria and Upper Silesia.  Although Upper Silesia had a predominantly Polish population, it 

was viewed by Berlin as crucial to the German economy.  According to The Economist, Upper 

Silesia “formed in some sense 'an economic basis of Germany's world supremacy.' Coal seams of 

superior quality pass beyond this kingdom. . . .  This coal is particularly suited for coke, and for  

. . . steel manufacturers, and in the years before the war it was very much used by Germany for 

flooding the world market.”  The Economist said that when German economists spoke of the 

“importance of the Upper Silesian coal seams, they are thinking mainly of the production from 

them of benzene and toluene, which have done so much to supply the necessary high explosives 

for the Central Empires in the Great European War.”
26

  Furthermore, many Germans believed 

Poland had been created by France to surround and isolate Germany.  Dirksen accepted this line 
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of thought as he felt that France influenced many of Poland's foreign policy decisions.  In his 

memoirs, he wrote that “France did not encourage her ally to seek conciliation with its neighbor.  

Poland was intended to be the gendarme watching the suspect German evildoer even . . . when 

she was sincerely willing to be co-operative, as during the Weimar Republic.”
27

  To end the 

threat of Franco-Polish encirclement created by Versailles, the Germans sought an alliance with 

the Russians.  This led to three years of negotiations which resulted in the conclusion of the 

Rapallo Treaty in April 1922.  Although antagonism against Poland served as the catalyst for 

German-Soviet collaboration, it was not the only factor involved in creating the alliance. 

Versailles Drives Germany Closer To Soviet Russia    

   While Russia's need to rebuild her economy and build up an army capable of expanding 

the revolution into Europe caused her to seek an alliance with Germany, Germany was forced to 

ally with Russia because of the severe limitations the Versailles Treaty imposed upon her.  

Versailles forced Germany to accept blame for the war, pay reparations to the victors, and yield 

all of her overseas territories and great swaths of her homeland to France, Denmark, and Poland.  

It also served to undermine Germany's ability to defend itself in an increasingly hostile world.  

According to Colonel Walter Krivitsky – the first high ranking member of the Soviet intelligence 

apparatus to defect – the most critical reasons for the creation of a German-Soviet pact were that 

“both the Soviet Union and the German republic were then being treated as outcast[s] . . . were in 

disfavor with the allies . . . [and] . . . opposed the Versailles system.”
28

  Under the terms of 

Versailles, Germany was prohibited from having an army of more than 100,000 troops, barred 

from building armored vehicles or heavy artillery, denied the right to an air force, and prohibited 

from having battleships or submarines.   

                                                 
27. Dirksen, Moscow, London, Tokyo, 25. 
28. Walter G. Krivitsky, In Stalin’s Secret Service: Memoirs of the First Soviet Master Spy to Defect (New York: 

Enigma Books, 2000), 4. 



 27 

 On July 8, 1920, the Allied Control Commission issued a severe ultimatum to ensure 

Germany's compliance with the terms of Versailles.  According to The Manchester Guardian, 

this ultimatum stated that Germany must “disarm its civil militias, abolish compulsory military 

service, and execute naval and aviation requirements listed in the treaty.”  It also stated that by 

January 1, 1921, the Reichswehr must be reduced to 100,000 troops, and threatened occupation 

of German territory “by the Allies at any date before January 1 if and when they find that the 

terms now imposed are not being loyally acted upon.”
29

  Despite threats of occupation in 

response to noncompliance, the Reichswehr repeatedly violated Versailles' arms reduction 

clauses.  To elude detection by international arms inspectors, members of the German general 

staff sought cooperation with their counterparts in the Soviet Union. 

 Germany's efforts at covert cooperation with the Soviet Union were led by Seeckt, and 

the theories he devised were crucial for the development of both Blitzkrieg and Deep Battle.
30

 

Seeckt believed a well-organized and equipped mobile force could rout a numerically stronger 

foe.  He believed future battles would be decided by a combination of superior firepower, 

superior mobility, superior air power, a predominantly motorized army, cohesive command and 

control, and surprise.  Heinz Guderian, who led Hitler's ill-fated drive on Moscow in 1941, 

credited Seeckt for establishing “the ground rules for a unique form of offensive warfare, based 

upon the rapid deployment of large-scale motorized forces using surprise and speed to penetrate 

deep into and beyond the enemy’s lines.”
31

  However, the prerequisites for this type of warfare 

were illegal for Germany to possess.  While the Reichswehr managed to circumvent some of the 
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restrictions imposed on it by Versailles with the establishment of police units and flying clubs, 

they could not develop Seeckt’s tactics on German territory without alerting international arms 

inspectors.  As such, they sought to establish training programs in friendly nations such as Soviet 

Russia. 

 In addition to creating a pro-French Polish state and reducing the Reichswehr’s ability to 

thwart a French or Polish invasion, the treaty of Versailles was hated in Germany because it 

forced Germany to admit that she alone was responsible for the outbreak of the World War.  The 

treaty also forced Germany to pay enormous sums of money and material in reparations.  

Versailles caused Germany to lose large chunks of territory to Poland, and allowed France to 

occupy crucial industrial centers in the Rhineland and the Saar.  The loss of these territories 

crippled the German economy.  According to an editorial in the October 11, 1919 edition of The 

Economist, the loss of the Saar for fifteen years and cessation of Alsace and Lorraine meant 

“Germany's output of iron ore, which before the war was about 27 million tons per annum, is not 

expected at present to exceed seven million tons.  And since it takes four and a-half tons of coal 

to make a ton of steel Germany's shortage of coal must for a long time place her low in the ranks 

of steel producers.”
32

   

Financial Matters 

Financial matters also played a major role in uniting the Weimar Republic and the Soviet 

Union.  In the aftermath of World War One, Germany's economy was in ruins and was saddled 

with a debt of more than thirty billion marks in reparations payments.  The devastation inflicted 

upon the German economy was best illustrated by an article that appeared in The Economist on 

January 4, 1919.  This article began by mentioning the havoc wrought on Germany in the 

aftermath of the war by a series of communist uprisings, Polish occupation of swaths of eastern 
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Germany, and the closure of industrial plants because of a lack of coal.  Then it reported that 

demobilization caused a rapid increase in unemployment, which brought further ruin to the 

German economy.  The article also stated that “complaints are made against restrictions placed 

on German trade with neutral countries, which, it is said, destroy any hope of raising or even 

maintaining Germany's last shreds of credit abroad.”   The article concluded by suggesting that 

the Entente's refusal to permit food imports was leading to starvation in German cities and 

fueling communist insurgency.
33

  A week later, The Economist captured the sense of economic 

despair prevalent in Germany when it reported, 

for the immediate future the economic recovery of the country is impossible, in 

view of the occupation of the left bank of the Rhine, the armistice conditions, and 

the continuance of the blockade.  And after that will come the problem of how a 

Germany which during the war has grown far poorer than almost any of its people 

yet realize, will be able to support a huge war debt created during a period of 

inflated prices, and pay the interest necessary when prices and wages are again 

falling, and how further, with little to expect, it will be able to restock its depleted 

workshops with the raw material it requires from abroad without raising huge 

foreign loans, if it can find anyone abroad ready to become one of its creditors.
34

 

This article also bore the news that Krupps profits plunged at the end of the war from                  

₤ 2,049,000 in the 1916-1917 fiscal year to just ₤ 246,000 in the 1917-1918 fiscal year.  Making 

matters even worse for Krupp was the fact that “some of its largest furnaces . . . [were] . . . in 

occupied . . . territory,” and that “peace demand for war material is likely to be greatly reduced, 

while it will have great difficulty in renewing its connections with the pre-war foreign customers 

for its peace products.”
35

 

 Versailles' crippling restrictions on German industry was evidenced by an angry letter to 

the editor of The Economist by Friedrich Krupp regarding an article which alleged that his 

                                                 
33. “Germany – Fears and Depression – Exchange Prices in Berlin and Vienna – The Steel Works Union and the 

Armistice,” The Economist, January 4, 1919. 

34. “Germany – New Year Reflections – An Impoverished Country – Stock Exchange Movements – Krupps in 

1917-18 – Timber Supplies,” The Economist, January 11, 1919. 

35. Ibid. 



 30 

factories were illegally manufacturing armaments.  Krupp stated that production of illegal 

armaments at his factories was impossible given the number of Anglo-French agents assigned to 

monitor his plants.  He argued that although the size of his labor force had remained constant at 

around 45,000, he had had to reduce working hours from ten to eight, and that “out of our 16 

existing blast furnaces, to which no addition has been made since 1914, for the greater part of the 

year 1919-20 only six were working.”
36

  The crushing sanctions placed on Krupp and other 

industrial magnates caused the German government to work with their Soviet counterparts to 

improve relations.  As early as 1921 several German firms established concessions in Soviet 

Russia to ameliorate the economic constrictions caused by Versailles.
37

 A combination of Soviet 

government officials and German industrial captains desires to establish strong trade ties, and 

similar desires among members of the Soviet and German general staffs for military 

collaboration led to Rapallo.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RAPALLO 

The Life and Times of Karl Radek 

 Soviet collaboration with the Weimar Republic was made possible by the diplomacy of 

Karl Radek.  Radek first gained notoriety in the Anglo-American press for his role in attempting 

to foment revolutions in several nations including Germany.  On December 23, 1918, The 

Chicago Daily Tribune reported that Radek had helped start a school in Moscow to enable 

revolutionaries to receive training “preparatory to returning to their own countries to spread 

revolutionary ideas.”
1
  In December 1918, Radek went to Germany at the behest of Lenin to 

recruit delegates for the founding congress of the Comintern – that was held in March 1919 – 

and to inculcate revolutionary sentiment there.
2
  He was also responsible for providing funding 

and guidance to the Spartacist Movement, which became the German Communist Party in 

January 1919.  This was not lost on The New York Times, which reported on December 22, 1918, 

that Radek was instrumental in delivering Soviet funds to Karl Liebknecht, who used them to 

“conduct an extensive terrorist campaign.”
3
  By the time this article was written, Radek was 

widely regarded as the leading Bolshevik agitator in Germany.  

 Because of his involvement in the Spartacist revolt of January 4-5, 1919, Radek faced 

arrest by German authorities.  However, much to the chagrin of the German authorities, he 
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disappeared and evaded arrest until the middle of February of that year.  During his flight from 

German authorities, Radek continued to agitate German workers and soldiers to start a revolt.  

For almost two months Weimar authorities were content to monitor Radek from a distance, but 

his continued agitation for revolution led to his arrest on February 13, 1919.
4
  However, he was 

only detained until January 1920.   

Radek enjoyed such a brief incarceration because German military authorities found him 

to be a useful agent for pressing their agenda of establishing ties with the Soviet government.  

Reichswehr officials were willing to talk with Radek because Moscow named him as its official 

envoy to Berlin shortly after he was arrested.  Although the German government refused to 

release him from prison because of his recent revolutionary activities, they allowed him to 

receive visitors.  The reason for this was that Baron Eugen von Reibnitz – a close acquaintance 

of Seeckt, and an officer on the German general staff during the World War – believed Radek, in 

his capacity as a Soviet diplomat, could be useful in communicating with Lenin’s government.  

Although the German Defense Ministry viewed communism as a mortal threat, it believed that 

an alliance with Soviet Russia could be used to circumvent the constraints of the Versailles 

Treaty.
5
  Seeckt’s hopes of using Radek to gain access to the Kremlin were evidenced by the fact 

that his first visitor was “Seeckt’s friend Enver Pasha. . . .  On Radek’s suggestion, and with 

Seeckt’s help, Enver set out for Moscow in October 1919 to discuss mutual problems with the 

Soviet leaders and to make contacts for Seeckt.”  After Enver Pasha was granted an audience by 

the Kremlin, several other German military and industrial leaders visited Radek using passes 

signed by the German Defense Ministry.
6
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The significance of Radek’s discussions with German government and business leaders 

during his incarceration was seen in an article that appeared in the September 6, 1921 edition of 

The Philadelphia Inquirer.  This article underlined the importance of Radek's negotiations with 

Felix Deutsch in establishing German-Soviet trade relations.  It also reported that Deutsch, head 

of A.E.G., was “the German manufacturer most active in trying to develop trade between 

Germany and Russia.”
7
 However, the most important partnership Radek established was with 

Krupp Steel.  Krupp was a willing partner because it desired to reestablish armaments 

production.  To do this, Krupp negotiated a trade contract with Russia in which Krupp artisans 

would supervise “the manufacture of projectiles on assembly lines in the Urals and near 

Leningrad” in exchange for the Soviet government “setting aside tracts of land for the Germans, 

who used it to test heavy artillery and instruct young fighter pilots.”
8
       

 The agreements Radek obtained resulted in Germany constructing several factories in 

Russia, led to the establishment of several joint trade consortiums, and culminated in the 

adoption of the Rapallo Treaty in April 1922.  On July 8, 1921, The Philadelphia Inquirer 

discussed the economic deals the Soviet government had brokered with the Weimar regime.  It 

stated that “it is the purpose of the German shipping, industrial and banking interests . . . to take 

the initiative in carrying on business in Russia.” It also suggested that many German industrial 

and government leaders believed Russia was “becoming more liberal and . . . [were] . . . not 

inclined to share the opinion prevailing in many quarters that the country [was] being ran by 

radicals.” It went on to mention that several German industrial firms including Krupp, 
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Rheinmetall-Borsig, Henschel aircraft, and Vulkan steel had already accepted Soviet production 

orders.
9
 

 At the same time Radek was negotiating with the heads of German industrial firms, he 

was working to gain the trust of the Reichswehr.  The first proposal Radek presented to the 

Germans regarding military collaboration was an offer to provide assistance in the event of a war 

between Germany and Poland.  However, Seeckt rejected this offer because such collaboration 

would lead immediately to conflict with France.
10

  Although Seeckt did not want an alliance with 

Soviet Russia that could result in a two front war against France and Poland, he was not entirely 

against military cooperation with the Soviets. This is reflected by the fact that he recommended 

that “the Reichskanzler offer a pledge of benevolent neutrality towards Russia in the event of a 

Russo-Polish war.”
11

  While Radek suggested that the Soviet government was in favor of 

cooperation with the Germans, he made it known that he was also actively engaged in 

negotiations with the Western powers.  Radek’s simultaneous dealings with the Germans and the 

French were discussed in an article that appeared in The Chicago Daily Tribune on February 20, 

1922.  Radek’s threats to seek an alliance with France were potent enough to convince The Daily 

Tribune that most of the three months Radek spent in Berlin in late 1921 were used to angle “for 

friendly proposals from France.”
12

  Radek's negotiations with Seeckt succeeded as he was able to 

convince Seeckt that Germany's future was closely linked with Russia's.  
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 Count Ago von Maltzan, head of the German Foreign Ministry's Russian department, 

aided Seeckt in his attempts to develop close ties with the Soviets.  What united both was that, at 

least initially, they were Russophiles.  Maltzan convinced Chancellor Joseph Wirth of the 

importance of solidifying diplomatic relations with Russia.
13

  Wirth believed that “in a time, in 

which our politics in the West are deadlocked, we need to be active in the East.”
14

  Because of 

the pro-Russian sentiments of Seeckt and Maltzan, pro-Soviet sentiments soon held sway within 

the German Foreign Ministry and the Reichswehr.   The correspondence between Seeckt and 

Radek that lasted throughout 1921 paved the way for the Rapallo Treaty.  In early April 1922, 

Maltzan and Wirth spent close to two weeks at Rapallo with Georgi Chicherin – the Soviet 

foreign minister – and on April 16, 1922, the Germans concluded the Rapallo Treaty with the 

Soviets.  Rapallo was responsible for wrecking the Genoa Conference and bonding the Soviets 

and Germans together until 1928. 

How Rapallo Destroyed Genoa 

  The Genoa Conference was held to discuss the economic reconstruction of Central and 

Eastern Europe.  However, before it even began, Genoa was plagued by the inability of the 

assembled nations to agree on its objectives and an unshakable feeling that it would fail.  This 

sense of apprehension was reflected in newspaper headlines on both sides of the Atlantic. The 

Observer, a British weekly, reported that the French believed Genoa would be nothing less than 

a new Tower of Babel resulting in “the greater confusion of mankind.”  It wrote of the delegates 

gathered at Genoa, that “their power to settle is limited. . . . The differences are profound in this 
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torn continent.  Suspicions are virulent.  The differences are enormous.  But if the beginnings of 

some great thing do not come out of it in spite of all another reproach will be added to the moral 

bankruptcy and practical impotence of European politics since the war.”
15

  An editorial in The 

Times (London) concurred with the French sentiment that Genoa would be a monument to 

confusion.  The Times reported that “the grave defects of the lack of order and method are 

already apparent. . . . It is entangled with vague general plans and with arithmetical calculations 

in such a way as to awaken suspicion and anxiety.”
16

  While the British press believed the 

conference would fail because the assembled nations could not agree on its purpose, The New 

York Times felt Genoa was doomed because of America’s absence.  A New York Times editorial 

suggested that “America’s abstention will mean that the greatest moral force which Lloyd 

George could count upon will at best be an indirect influence.  Great Britain will not lack 

support. . . . But she will be exposed to the suspicion of ploughing the soil much more in her own 

interest than in that of her neighbors.”
17

  In the end, the sense that Genoa was doomed because 

the assembled nations had no unified purpose proved correct.  Although The New York Times 

was correct in its assumption that at least one nation would seek its own interests more than that 

of its neighbors, it incorrectly guessed the identity of which nations would do this, as it was the 

Germans and the Soviets – not the British – who wrecked Genoa. 

When the Genoa Conference began on April 10, 1922, there was “an incompatibility 

between the objectives which the Soviet Union and the European Powers . . . were seeking.”
18

 

The Soviets wanted to obtain loans to rebuild their economy while Great Britain and France 

wanted the Soviets to guarantee the rights of owners of foreign businesses operating in Russia.  
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However, what the Western powers wanted more than anything else was to get Lenin to honor 

tsarist era debts.
19

   On April 16, 1922, Edwin James reported that David Lloyd George – British 

Prime Minister from December 1916 until October 1922, and leader of the British delegation – 

had informed Chicherin that if the Soviets hoped to receive economic assistance that they would 

have to honor Russia’s prewar debts, and agree to repay the sums borrowed by Nicholas II’s 

government from the Allies during the War.  The Russian debts the British and French wanted 

the Soviets to recognize totaled some sixty billion gold francs.
20 

 The Western Allies hoped the 

USSR would acknowledge this debt because in the aftermath of the World War they teetered on 

the brink of bankruptcy, and were heavily in debt themselves.
21

 

 From the beginning, the differences between Russia and her Western European 

counterparts caused discord and misunderstanding, and the international media was quick to pick 

up on it.  One of the first things to cause rancor at the conference was the Italian government’s 

decision to quarter the Soviet delegation in Rapallo.  The Manchester Guardian reported that 

according to Chicherin, Rapallo was thirty kilometers from Genoa, and “the only communication 

with Genoa is a long road especially convenient for assassination.  'In view of threats already 

made by the monarchist followers of General Savinkov, it may be impossible for us to go to 

Genoa if we have to run a daily gauntlet of thirty [kilometers] in motorcars.'”
22

  However, 
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Chicherin's sentiment that his delegation was being treated like an afterthought was erroneous.  

According to The Manchester Guardian, the Soviets were assigned posh quarters at Rapallo's 

Hotel Imperial and enjoyed the protection of 200 Italian mounted police and a sizable force of 

undercover Cheka operatives.
23

   

Although Chicherin disliked being quartered at Rapallo, it was there that he formally 

concluded a treaty with Wirth and Maltzan that officially restored diplomatic and economic 

relations between Moscow and Berlin and shattered Genoa.  When the Rapallo Treaty was 

announced, it caused outrage at Genoa and fury in the international press.  The April 18, 1922 

edition of The New York Times featured an article by Edwin James which captured the outrage 

caused by the German-Soviet pact.  James reported that Raymond Poincaré, the French Prime 

Minister, felt that “the German and Russian accord creates in Europe a new group of interests, 

and by the manner in which it was prepared and concluded it creates a new principle of division.  

It would be derisive to say that it is inspired by a truly European spirit.”  In the same article, 

James warned that if Genoa “is to be used to secretly build combinations whereby nations seek to 

strike at others, then it will be a serious obstacle to the re-establishment of an era of confidence 

and peace.”
24

   

In the days immediately following Rapallo, Poincaré suggested that the new German-

Russian treaty was not only destructive toward the aims of Genoa but illegal under the terms of 

Versailles.  Poincare called for the immediate cancellation of the new treaty.  On April 19, 1922, 

the nations assembled at Genoa decided to continue with the conference despite the separate 

treaty concluded by the Germans and the Soviets.  However, Lloyd George issued Wirth an 
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ultimatum stating that Germany must either scrap its treaty with Russia or quit the committee 

discussing relations with the USSR.
25

  On April 21, 1922, Wirth responded to Lloyd George’s 

ultimatum with a telegram to Luigi Facta, the Italian Prime Minister from February to October 

1922 and chairman of the Genoa conference.  The following day, The New York Times published 

an article containing the contents of Wirth’s telegram.  According to this article, Wirth’s 

telegram stated that Germany made a separate treaty with Russia for the purpose “of establishing 

peace with one of the greatest belligerent powers under conditions excluding lasting dictatorship 

and rendering possible, on a fresh basis unencumbered by the past, a renewal.”  Wirth’s telegram 

also suggested that 

this course of action most clearly shows that the German delegation did not 

proceed to negotiations with Russia from a lack of solidarity but from compelling 

reasons.  It just as clearly shows that the German delegation have strived to keep 

clear of all secrecy in their procedure.  It would be quite in accordance with the 

wishes of the German delegation if the conference should succeed in arriving at a 

general settlement of the Russian question, and if the German-Russian treaty were 

embodied in this general arrangement.
26

   

 Wirth’s refusal to scrap Rapallo meant Chicherin could use it as leverage against the 

Entente powers.  On April 24, 1922, Chicherin suggested that the USSR would give former 

owners of foreign owned businesses preference in establishing concessions if the international 

community formally agreed to recognize Lenin’s government and provide economic credits for 

the reconstruction of Soviet industry.  On May 3, 1922, the British and French informed the 

Soviets that they approved these requests, but stated that in exchange, the Soviets would have to 

refrain from stimulating revolution in other states, adopt a position of strict neutrality, recognize 

all tsarist debts, and not pursue loss claims stemming from the civil war.  On May 11, 1922, the 

Soviet delegation condemned the political restrictions the allies had attached to its proposals. On 
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May 19, 1922, the conference ended without resolving the Russian question.
 27 

 However, as 

early as May 9, 1922, it was apparent that because of Moscow’s duplicitous diplomacy Genoa 

could not be redeemed.  This was evidenced by a New York Times editorial which stated, 

For the past few days at Genoa the conference has seemed to feel itself in the 

shadow of failure, and the various delegations have been casting about to decide 

upon whom to fix the responsibility.  It is like a party broken up by a mischievous 

boy, and the question is, Who must be pronounced the guilty one? . . . All 

depended . . . upon the forthcoming reply of the Russians.  If they conducted 

themselves as bad boys, even the charm of Genoa could not long lure the 

delegates to stay on.  They might resolve merely to adjourn for a time and 

reconvene later, but the present crisis was one which only the decisions reached at 

Moscow could surmount.  The French would disavow the blame, and . . . the 

Russians alone would be at fault.
28

 

Rapallo’s Legacy 

   While the Genoa Conference accomplished nothing, a mere nineteen miles away at 

Rapallo, representatives of Soviet Russia and the Weimar Republic signed an agreement which 

established a diplomatic and economic partnership that remained intact until 1928.  The reason 

the Russians signed a separate treaty with Germany was twofold.  First, Lenin's diplomats hoped 

Rapallo would result in more favorable offers at Genoa. Second, Germany's overtures of 

friendship and alliance were far stronger than those offered by the other European powers.
 29

   On 

April 18, 1922, two days after it was concluded, The Chicago Daily Tribune published the full 

text of the Treaty of Rapallo.  The first two articles of the treaty resolved issues caused by the 

World War.  The third article dictated that “consular and diplomatic relations between Germany 

and the Federal Soviet Republic shall be resumed immediately.” Article four established mutual 
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most favored nation status between the USSR and the Weimar Republic.  Article five called for 

mutual economic assistance between the two powers.
30

   

Rapallo paid huge dividends for the Soviet Union.  The Soviets obtained a valuable 

partner that would help restore the Soviet Union's industrial infrastructure and turn the Red 

Army into a formidable force.  The Soviet government was also able to use Rapallo to gain 

diplomatic leverage to improve its bargaining position with the Entente powers.  On April 27, 

1922, The Manchester Guardian reported that the Soviet Union intended to use its treaty with 

Germany to isolate Poland and force the Warsaw government to submit to its whims.
31

  Rapallo 

also assisted the Soviet Union in establishing trade connections with the rest of the world.  After 

the USSR established good trade and diplomatic ties with Germany, many other European 

powers sought to normalize relations with Russia.  On June 15, 1923, The Manchester Guardian 

reported that in the year after the Soviet Union established trade relations with Germany several 

nations concluded trade agreements with Lenin's government.  The Japanese obtained fishing 

rights in Russian waters.  Finland obtained rights to navigate on Lake Ladoga and the Neva 

River.  Sweden, Italy, and Denmark also normalized trade with Russia.  Adolf Joffe, spokesman 

for the Soviet delegation at Genoa, was quoted by The Manchester Guardian as saying that 

Rapallo was the foundation for “preliminary negotiations . . . [that] . . . are now proceeding for a 

conference on a commercial trade treaty, and we have hopes that the conference will open very 

soon.”
32

 

 
Rapallo also advanced German interests.  Germany was able to escape her diplomatic and 

economic isolation.  More importantly, German industrialists and the Reichswehr were able to 

establish enterprises in the USSR which helped circumvent Versailles’ prohibitions on German 
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rearmament.  After the conclusion of the treaty, the Reichswehr engaged in secret negotiations 

led by Seeckt to develop military cooperation with the Red Army.  This proved essential to both 

nations’ militarization programs as “the Germans would provide capital, technical expertise, and 

military training; the Russians would provide secret training bases and factory sites where the 

Germans would build armaments forbidden by the Versailles Treaty.”
33

  Although many in 

Germany were wary of supporting the Soviets, Seeckt praised the treaty because it enabled a 

covert German armaments industry to be established in Soviet Russia.  He believed Rapallo 

would “strengthen Russia economically and politically, and thereby indirectly strengthen 

ourselves by building up a potential ally; and . . . directly . . . by helping Russia build an 

armaments industry that would be useful to us in case of need.”
34

 

Rapallo promoted German and Soviet ambitions, and as a result the treaty was lauded in 

both Berlin and Moscow.  On May 22, 1922, The Manchester Guardian reported that Adolf Joffe 

sent a telegram to the French and British in defense of Rapallo.  Joffe stated that Russia agreed to 

the Rapallo because “it was the only means of avoiding the danger of war.”  He added his hope 

that “the principles underlying that treaty should govern the relations between Russia and 

capitalist states.”
35

 Regardless of German and Soviet assurances to the contrary, however, many 

European governments believed Rapallo was designed to do nothing but flout the restrictions of 

Versailles.   Nevertheless, the fears expressed by many European powers were proved to be 

unfounded by the Allied Reparations Commission. According to an Associated Press story 

picked up by The New York Times on May 5, 1922, the Allied Reparations Commission 

announced that it “failed to find that the Rapallo treaty . . . was a violation of the treaty of 
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Versailles.”  However, the Commission informed Wirth’s government that it assumed “Germany 

has not given up under the treaty any rights to property upon which the allies have first lien and 

warns Germany that the commission will watch closely to see that the Rapallo treaty does not 

interfere with the due fulfilment of the provisions of the treaty of Versailles.”
36

  

More pernicious and long lasting than Lloyd George and Poincaré’s accusations that 

Rapallo violated Versailles, were rumors that Rapallo contained secret military clauses.  These 

rumors began appearing in the pages of British and American newspapers in April 1922 and 

continued to appear as late as May 1927.  On April 20, 1922, The New York Times reported that 

Allen Clement Edwards – a Liberal Party Member of Parliament – had ample evidence that 

Rapallo included both a published commercial agreement and an unpublished military 

arrangement assuring the collaboration of German and Soviet military forces in the event that 

either nation engaged in a war against Poland.
37

  On May 15, 1922, The Times (London) featured 

an article which reported that the Germans and Soviets had established a secret protocol calling 

for military-industrial collaboration.  This article stated that even though the Germans and 

Soviets vehemently denied ever signing such a document, “evidence from an authoritative 

quarter . . . has now been received in London tending to confirm the report.” The article justified 

its claim that a secret military treaty existed because of the presence of German military officers, 

munitions experts, and industrial tycoons on Russian Soil.
38

  These rumors prompted Chicherin 

to write a letter to Poincaré to debunk them.  Chicherin insisted, as later investigations proved 

correct, that “the Rapallo agreement [contained] no secret military or political clause and [was] 
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accompanied by no such clause.”
39

  Regardless of Chicherin’s assertions and investigations by 

the League of Nations, rumors of a secret military treaty between Berlin and Moscow persisted 

until 1927.  On March 10, 1927 – during a time when journalists across the world were reporting 

revelations about German-Soviet military collaboration made by the former German Chancellor 

Philipp Scheidemann – The Chicago Daily Tribune revived reports that Rapallo carried secret 

diplomatic and military clauses.  According to a report by Chicago Daily Tribune correspondent 

David Darrah, Rapallo featured two secret protocols.  The first protocol “obligated Germany to 

refuse to join the League of Nations without previous consultation with Moscow.” The second 

protocol “established consultative and cooperative staffs of the Reichswehr and the Red army.”
40

 

 The collaboration established by Rapallo lasted from April 1922 until the Shakhty show 

trial in March 1928.  During this era of friendship, German government, economic, and industrial 

leaders pumped billions of dollars into the Soviet economy; rebuilt, expanded, and created 

industrial infrastructure across the vast expanse of the USSR; and helped the Soviets continue 

their path to industrialization that had been hindered by the outbreak of the World War in 

summer 1914, and all but halted by the revolution and the civil war.  Simultaneously, the 

Reichswehr established officer exchange programs, training centers, and weapons testing 

facilities on Soviet soil which helped Germany overcome limitations which Versailles had placed 

on its rearmament efforts and helped the Soviets erect a modern military force.  The presence of 

Reichswehr personnel and German arms factories in Soviet Russia in the aftermath of Rapallo 

means that the press’ allegations of a military treaty between Germany and Russia were de facto 

true. 
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CHAPTER V 

 

 GERMAN-SOVIET COLLABORATION DURING THE RAPALLO ERA 

 

 

The Industrial Dimension   

After the conclusion of the Rapallo Treaty in April 1922, Germany and Russia entered 

into an era of collaboration that continued without interruption until the Shakhty Trial in March 

1928.  The USSR sought to use its partnership with Germany to repair the damage inflicted on its 

military-industrial infrastructure by seven years of war, revolution, and social upheaval.  

Germany aimed to use Rapallo to rebuild its economy and to circumvent the restrictions that the 

Versailles Treaty had placed on its military.  The Rapallo era saw German industrial giants 

supplying weaponry and establishing factories for illicit arms manufacturing in Russia, and the 

Reichswehr establishing joint military training ventures with the Red Army.  The Weimar 

Republic’s large scale industrial and military collaboration with Soviet Russia quickly attracted 

the attention of the Anglo-American press.  Although the full extent of German-Soviet 

cooperation was not reported until Frederick Augustus Voigt’s exposé in The Manchester 

Guardian in December 1926, British and American journalists were cognizant of its existence as 

early as 1921.
1
 

 After Soviet-German ties were solidified at Rapallo, Germany sold a large quantity of 

war material to Russia.  In 1923 alone, the Germans supplied the Red Army 100 planes, more 

than 300,000 rifles, large quantities of ammunition, military and civilian vehicles, large 

quantities of chemicals needed to manufacture ammunition, and industrial machinery required 

for the mass production of weapons and munitions.
2  

British and American journalists began 
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reporting the shipment of military supplies – especially aircraft – from Germany to the Soviet 

Union in April 1923.  Many of these journalists feared that this equipment was actually being 

built for the German army.  Evidence of these fears was seen in an April 18, 1923 New York 

Times article which stated that “American Secret Service Operators in Germany . . . discovered 

the existence of a giant plot on the part of the German government for the construction of an 

enormous airplane fleet ostensibly for Russia but available for a sudden onslaught against 

France.”
3
 German firms also provided the Soviet Union with “enormous transports of . . . 

supplies required for the reconstruction and extension of all branches of industry in Russia which 

indirectly enhanced the Soviet potentiel de guerre.”
4
  An example of the industrial machinery 

that was shipped to the USSR from Germany was an order for $ 30,000,000 worth of mining 

machinery for use in the Nikopol manganese beds in the Ukraine.
5
 To purchase German vehicles, 

weaponry, munitions and industrial machinery, the Soviet Union needed to obtain foreign capital 

and credit. 

The need for foreign money was acute after Rapallo because the Soviet treasury was on 

the verge of bankruptcy.  According to a blurb that appeared in The Wall Street Journal on 

October 11, 1922, the Soviet government only had £ 3,500,000 worth of gold remaining in its 

reserves out of the £120,000,000 it had inherited in November 1917.  The blurb reported that 

Lenin’s regime had spent most of its money on propaganda and the purchase of war materials 

from Germany.
6
  Moscow’s chronic lack of money meant that obtaining funding for military-

industrial development was at the forefront of Soviet relations with Germany throughout the 
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Rapallo era.  The importance of German credits to Soviet economic development was seen in an 

interview Chicherin gave to The Observer on August 13, 1922.  Chicherin remarked, “All I can 

say is that Russia needs money and technical equipment too, and these she can best obtain from 

Germany.”
7
   

 One way the Soviets funded imports was by making trade deals exchanging raw 

materials and foodstuffs for finished goods.  In 1923, the Soviets and the Germans concluded a 

generous credit for grain arrangement in the so called Grain Agreement.  This agreement was 

“based on German willingness to advance 50 per cent of the value of twenty million poods of 

grain to be delivered by Russia.  In turn, the Soviet trade representation agreed to use the 

advance for the purpose of placing additional orders with German industrial firms.”
8
 Another 

way the Soviets obtained credits from Germany was by accepting short term loans from German 

banks and corporations.  However, the Soviets – who were always short on funds – pressed the 

German government for credits worth several hundred million marks and a generous repayment 

schedule.  On October 12, 1925, while Germany was negotiating with France and Great Britain 

at Locarno, Berlin and Moscow began discussing a credit agreement for one hundred million 

Reichmarks to be fully repaid at an eight percent interest rate by February 28, 1926.
 9

  The funds 

extended to the Soviet Government by this deal were granted by a consortium of Germany’s 

largest banks.
  
On November 21, 1925, an article in The New York Times reported that the 

Soviets used these credits to purchase agricultural equipment, 40,000 tons of pig iron, 10,000 

tons of chemicals, paper, and leather goods.
10
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One of the most important conduits Germany used to send money and material to Soviet 

Russia was the Gesellschaft zur Förderung gewerblicher Unternehmungen (Society for the 

Encouragement of Industrial Enterprises), or GEFU.  GEFU was established by the Reichswehr 

to convey material, machinery, money, and weaponry between Germany and Russia.  The 

Weimar Republic used GEFU to convince the Russians to allow German arms makers to 

establish plants on Soviet territory in exchange for granting the Russians a percentage of the 

weaponry and hardware produced.  GEFU's value to the success of German-Soviet military-

industrial collaboration far exceeded the miniscule amount of funding, seventy five million 

Reichmarks, German Finance Minister Joseph Wirth was able to allocate towards it.  According 

to Cecil Melville, GEFU “carried out, without exception, all the transactions, beginning with the 

erection of the Junkers factory in Russia, and including the erection of the poison gas factory at 

Trotsk, the transport of munitions, the forwarding of chemicals from Germany to Russia, and, 

last, but not least, the whole financial manipulation in which very considerable funds were 

involved.”
11

  

Viktor Kopp, a Soviet diplomat of Lithuanian heritage, provided GEFU with great 

assistance in establishing its collaborative efforts with the Soviet government.  In March 1921, 

Kopp received Lenin’s blessing to invite a mission of German technicians to Moscow  to discuss 

the establishment of shipyards and factories for the construction of ships, submarines, airplanes, 

guns, and shells in Russia by Albatross, Bloehm and Voss, and Krupp.
12

  A few weeks later, a 

German diplomatic mission comprised of Colonel Oskar Ritter von Niedermayer, Major Fritz 

Tschunke, and Colonel Wilhelm Schubert arrived in Moscow.  Kopp invited the Niedermayer 

team to inspect arms factories and shipyards near Petrograd.  He hoped these inspections would 
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encourage the Germans to “provide financial and technical assistance in restoring these war-

ravaged facilities, in return for a share of Soviet armament production.”  However, 

Niedermayer’s team found that the scope of disrepair of the Soviet facilities far exceeded the 

funds allocated by Wirth’s government.  Although the Soviets were unable to obtain German 

assistance in rebuilding these facilities, Niedermayer’s mission established long lasting contacts 

between Moscow and Berlin.
13

  

From 1922 until 1928, GEFU lured German industrial companies to Russia, and as a 

result British and American newspapers were littered with reports about German industrial firms 

opening factories in the Soviet Union.  On April 17, 1922, The Wall Street Journal reported that 

Felix Deutsch – president of A.E.G., the German General Electric Company – desired to 

establish an international reconstruction syndicate in Soviet Russia.  It also reported that Krupp 

desired to establish a railroad syndicate, Stinnes wanted to construct hotels, the Hamburg 

American Line wanted to restore its shipping facilities, and A.E.G. wanted to flood Russian 

markets with its manufactures.
14

  On October 7, 1925, Lincoln Eyre of The New York Times 

wrote that A.E.G. had concluded a five year deal with the Russian Electro Trust “for 

electrification of Russian industries.”
15

 On July 2, 1926, The New York Times reported that “the 

Soviet Government has about completed purchase from Germany of the entire ‘Rheinmetall’ 

factory, one of Germany’s largest plants for manufacture of locomotives and railroad rolling 

stock. . . . The deal is being handled by the Ukrainian government, which intends to transport the 

works to Kharkov, 420 miles southwest of Moscow.  Not only all machines will be taken to 
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Russia but a large percentage of the German staff will be employed.”
16

 On January 12, 1925, The 

Times (London) reported that Krupp was assisting the Soviets in laying some 1,500 miles of 

railroad tracks in Siberia.
17

 

It is not surprising that Krupp was listed in the litany of press reports about German firms 

operating in Soviet Russia as it was heavily involved in one of GEFU’s three main ventures in 

the Soviet Union, the production of 300,000 artillery shells for the German army.  GEFU’s other 

two major projects in the USSR were the establishment of a military aircraft factory at Fili 

controlled by Junkers, and a poison gas factory at near Samara owned by I.G. Farben.
18

  To 

produce munitions for the Reichswehr, GEFU had Krupp assume responsibility for the former 

Putilov works in Leningrad and the Slatust works in Tula, an industrial city 120 miles south of 

Moscow.   From the time of Niedermayer’s mission to Moscow in April 1921, members of the 

British and American press were suspicious of Krupp's interest in assuming management of 

Russian factories such as the Putilov works.  In September 1922 an article appeared in The 

Observer, which reported that Krupp was involved in a 

transaction which marks a notable step in the recent co-operation of Germany in 

the revival of industry in Russia.  Messrs. Krupp have for some time been in 

negotiation with Dmitri Rubinstein, formerly a banker in Petrograd, and the friend 

of . . . the family of Putiloff, the owners of the famous armament works.  These 

negotiations have . . . resulted in Messrs. Krupp acquiring a controlling interest in 

the Putiloff works, which have been taken over by their former owners from the 

Soviet government.
19 

As suggested by an article that appeared in The Times (London) on January 12, 1925, 

Krupp was also involved in Soviet Russia's railroad construction program.  Because of the 

Russo-Krupp Concordat, the Soviet Union became the only foreign state in possession of 
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locomotive engines produced by the Krupp Rail Factory.
20

  As early as 1921, Russia's railway 

deal with Krupp paid enormous dividends.  According to The Manchester Guardian, Viktor 

Kopp stated that German locomotives from Krupp would “assist to a considerable extent in 

improving our transport and raising our productivity inside the country by increased 

electrification for the purpose of exploiting Russia's natural resources.”  Because of the deal 

Kopp made with Krupp, Russia was able to place an order for several locomotives in 1921, and 

Kopp believed that the deal he made would eventually allow the USSR to purchase more than 

“1,000 locomotives per year.”
21

   

While the Soviets sought Krupp’s assistance in establishing munitions plants and laying 

railroad tracks, they also requested Junkers’ aid in the establishment of domestic aircraft 

production.  Although Junkers' products were primarily retained for German usage, the Soviets 

only agreed to allow Junkers to establish manufacturing plants if they would manufacture planes 

and engines for the Red Army.
22 

 However, the joint venture with Junkers was an abysmal 

failure.  The venture failed because the Reichswehr officials in charge of the operation failed to 

adequately fund it, and because misunderstandings arose between the government partners of 

this forbidden enterprise.  In an October 10, 1928 article about the Junkers factory in Fili, The 

Manchester Guardian reported that one of the major reasons the Junkers concession in the Soviet 

Union failed was because Professor Hugo Junkers was “hopelessly hampered by lack of funds 

. . . . When in the winter of 1921-22 . . . Junkers decided to undertake the work both he and the 

Russian government were misled into supposing the Reichswehr Ministry could produce the very 
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large sums of money for this purpose – 500,000,000 paper marks, for instance, – whereas 

140,000,000 was really the maximum that came in question.”
23

 In 1925, the failure of GEFU to 

provide adequate funding for Junkers’ factory at Fili prompted Junkers to shut down the plant 

and seek compensation for his losses by writing a memorandum to the Reichstag exposing the 

Reichswehr’s illicit military cooperation with the Soviet Union.  In December 1926, Junkers’ 

memorandum formed the basis of Frederick Augustus Voigt’s exposé in The Manchester 

Guardian and Philipp Scheidemann’s denunciations against the Reichswehr.  

 The most clandestine joint venture Germany established in the Soviet Union was for the 

production of chemical weaponry.  Information regarding this program did not appear in the 

British press until January 23, 1927, when The Observer reported the existence of a German-

Soviet gas warfare program.  The Observer stated that 

two German workmen who were employed up to May last year, in the poison gas 

factory which the Reichswehr, with the help of the Soviet authorities, set up at 

Trotzk, near Samara, on the Volga, have given names and have cited facts which 

involve the Reichswehr, and, therefore, the German Government in the person of 

the Reichswehr Minister very deeply.  The preliminary effect of this intrigue 

seems to have been to provide the Reichswehr with a secret store of 1,000,000 

poison gas shells; and though the factory was washed out by the Volga floods last 

May, there is no certainty that it has not since been re-started.
24

   

As suggested by this article, the joint chemical weapons production venture was one of the few 

illicit German operations in the USSR whose full details were not fully exposed by the scrutiny 

of British and American newspapers.  Very little information about the Trotzk factory was made 

public knowledge until Vladimir Ipatieff, a chemist who defected from the USSR in 1930, wrote 
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his memoirs in the early 1950s. In his memoirs, Ipatieff wrote extensively about the Soviet desire 

to obtain technical assistance in the production of chemicals from I.G. Farben and other firms.
25

   

The Military Dimension 

In addition to large scale industrial collaboration, Germany established close military ties 

with Soviet Russia.  The two nations established an officer exchange program where Soviet 

officers were trained in German military academies in exchange for the Soviets providing the 

Germans training facilities for armored, aviation, and chemical warfare in the USSR.  At Lipetsk 

airfield the foundations for a fully modern Luftwaffe were laid, and at Kazan the nucleus of 

Germany’s panzer divisions was created.  During a time when German armored troops were 

forced to train in Germany with canvas models, they were able to go to Russia and practice 

Seeckt’s tactics using real tanks. In Panzer Leader, Heinz Guderian acknowledged the 

importance of the Kazan school in training German tank crews when he wrote, “Equal in 

importance to organisation and employment was the problem of the equipment which would 

enable us to abandon the theoretical for the practical. A certain amount of work had been done 

on the technical side.  Since 1926 a testing station had been in existence abroad where new 

German tanks could be tried out.”
26

  Because of the extensive presence of German military 

officials in the Soviet Union and cooperation between the Red Army and the Reichswehr, it 

should come as no surprise that the international press was aware of at least some of Berlin’s 

collaborative military efforts with Moscow. 
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 Germany’s military cooperation with the Soviet Union began when the Reichswehr 

accepted Kopp’s invitation to come to Moscow to discuss military and industrial collaboration.  

In April 1921, Colonel Niedermayer’s detail discussed joint military training programs with the 

commanders of the Red Army.  Niedermayer arranged for the Soviet government to give the 

Germans military bases for training air force, motorized, and chemical weaponry units at no cost 

along with a free exchange of information and discoveries in the military sciences.  In exchange 

for this, Niedermayer promised that Red Army officers and pilots would be given every 

opportunity to benefit from the theoretical, technical, and tactical knowledge gained by the 

Germans in the course of their work in Russia.  Red Army personnel were to have “free access to 

the German bases, and German officers and technicians were to be assigned to instruct Red 

officers and train Red pilots and engineers.”
27

 High ranking Soviet military officers took courses 

at the War Academy in Berlin, and Reichswehr officers were invited to lecture at Soviet military 

academies.
 28

  Soviet officers benefited from spending significant amounts of time in Germany 

absorbing the strategic thinking, tactical doctrine, and logistical support concepts being 

developed by the Reichswehr.  Glimpses of the military collaboration between the Weimar 

Republic and Soviet Russia first appeared in the pages of British and American newspapers in 

1922.  The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and The Times (London) printed several 

articles discussing German-Soviet military collaboration.  In June 1922, just two months after 

Rapallo, a New York Times article reported the arrival of the first German army officers sent to 

Soviet Russia to help train the Red Army.  This group of officers included Colonel Max Bauer, 
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General Ludendorff’s chief of staff in the World War and later head of a German mission in 

China designed to train Chiang Kai Shek’s forces.
29  

    

The benefits the Soviets extracted from cooperation with the Germans were evident in a 

report written in December 1928 by General Ian Berzin – chief of the Red Army’s intelligence 

directorate – titled “On Cooperation of WPRA and the Reichswehr.”  This report evaluated the 

joint training ventures at the Lipetsk Aviation School; the Kazan Tank School, given the code 

name KAMA; the Volsk chemical weaponry facility, given the code name TOMKO; and the 

officer exchange program.
30

  While Berzin had mixed feelings about the performance records of 

the secret training bases, he had nothing but praise for the officer exchange program.  He was 

pleased with the officer exchange program between the Red Army and the Reichswehr because it 

developed a high command versed in modern military ideas.  Berzin wrote, 

The most appreciable results are yielded by our officers’ maneuvers observation 

and field trips as well as by their attending academic courses in Germany.  By 

studying the organization of individual branches of the service, the arrangement 

of staff work, methods of instruction and training as well as the development of 

military thought, our officers not only acquire a good amount of useful knowledge 

and broaden their outlook, but also get some stimulus to examining certain 

problems and trying to solve them independently as applied to our conditions.  In 

short, our officers, enriching their knowledge, acquire so called ‘military 

culture’.
31

 

Although it took several years for its full potential to be realized, a New York Times editorial 

printed on November 26, 1922, hinted at the dramatic influence the officer exchange program 

had on the development of the Red Army.  It praised Trotsky for building up, in less than a year, 

“an organization that compares well to anything in the west.”  It also stated that “classes of 
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cadets are regularly turned out by military colleges in Moscow and Petrograd.”
32

 Although the 

editorial did not mention the Reichswehr, it must be remembered that 1921 – the year that 

Trotsky sculpted the Red Army into an effective fighting force – was the same year that the 

German Army began assisting Soviet Russia in developing its military. 

 In addition to the establishment of an officer exchange program, German-Soviet military 

collaboration during this era was responsible for the establishment of secret training camps by 

the Germans on Soviet soil.  At Kazan the Germans and the Soviets established the KAMA 

armored warfare training center.  The lessons about tank operations learned at KAMA were of 

vital importance to both the Red Army and the Reichswehr.  KAMA was established to instruct 

Soviet military officers how to best employ the various types of weapons used in tank combat, 

how to maintain these weapons systems, and how to communicate within armored formations.  

KAMA was also tasked with training Red Army commanders how to apply advanced military 

theories developed by the Germans, which emphasized proper deployment of troops and 

equipment on the battlefield, combined arms operations, independent tasks of the tanks, 

command and control, familiarity with the terrain, and logistics.
33 

Because Versailles expressly 

forbade Germany from building up armored divisions and constructing tanks, the Reichswehr 

attempted to keep its operations in the Soviet Union a closely guarded secret.  However, an 

article in the June 6, 1923 edition of The Times (London) reported some of the things the 

Reichswehr was doing with the Red Army when stated that the Soviet army had developed a new 

type of tank and had sought German aid in testing it.
34
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In the same article, The Times hinted at the Reichswehr’s role in developing the USSR’s 

chemical weapons program.  According to The Times,  

All of the Border States are excessively anxious about one point in the Bolshevist 

military programme.  That is, are the Red chemists making poison gas?  A 

combination of German skill in this connexion with Bolshevist ruthlessness would 

be a fearsome alliance especially in view of Russia’s territorial impregnability and 

the proposed developments of the Red Air Fleet.  In order to pierce the veil that 

the Reds have thrown over this secret, scores of military agents employed by the 

Poles, the Esthonians, the Latvians, and other nations have risked their lives 

during the last twelve months – and have, most of them, lost their lives. 
35

 

 

The concerns of the Polish, Lithuanian, and Latvian governments about the Soviets’ gas warfare 

program were valid because the Soviets, with German assistance, had established a chemical 

warfare school codenamed TOMKO.   TOMKO was established at Volsk, about 150 miles north 

of Stalingrad, to test “new instruments and methods of application of poisonous substances in the 

artillery, aviation using the device-gas projectors, etc., as well as . . . new means and methods of 

degasification.”
36

   

 The development of military aviation was as important to Soviet military planners as the 

development of armored and chemical warfare.  At Lipetsk, 270 miles south of Moscow, the Red 

Army and the Reichswehr collaborated on aviation training.  The Soviets supplied the Germans 

with a base complete with landing strips, hangars, and barracks.  In exchange for supplying 

equipment and facilities, the Soviets expected the Germans to train Russian pilots.  In a 1926 

report to Stalin, Iosif Unshlikht – Deputy Chairman of the Soviet Revolutionary Military Council 

and Deputy People’s Commissar for Naval Affairs from 1925 to 1930 – wrote about the 

importance of the Lipetsk program.  He believed Lipetsk would give the USSR the ability to 

train personnel as qualified specialists, mechanics, and workers; learn new aerial combat tactics; 
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participate in experimenting with new aviation technology and technique; and provide its pilots 

with practical applications of new theories.
37 

 The Lipetsk program was the worst kept secret of 

all the German-Soviet collaborative military ventures.  While the June 6, 1923 Times article 

titled “Russia To-Day” hinted at the existence of a Soviet chemical weapons program that was 

receiving German assistance and speculated at the existence of a collaborative armored warfare 

venture, it reported the presence of German military pilots in Russia as common knowledge.  

Three weeks later, an article in The New York Times confirmed the presence of former German 

combat pilots in the Soviet Union.  The only difference in The New York Times coverage and The 

Times (London) coverage was that British suspected that the German pilots were in Russia for 

military purposes, while the American press reported that “German war aces, who have no field 

of endeavor in Germany, have come to Russia as commercial fliers.”
38

   

 As The Times (London) June 6, 1923 article indicated, the Germans and the Soviets went 

to great lengths to keep their training programs from being uncovered.  German military 

personnel participating in the illicit training programs were officially retired from military 

service, entered Soviet Russia dressed in civilian attire, and carried false passports.
39

 Personnel 

involved in the training operations were not allowed to have contact with the local populaces in 

the areas surrounding the bases, were not allowed cameras, and were not allowed to travel 

outside the vicinity of the bases involved.  The secrecy involved in these covert training 

operations sometimes reached levels of macabre comedy, and this was most clearly seen in the 

aftermath of an aviation accident near Lipetsk when three German pilots were killed.  To return 

their bodies to Germany for burial, the pilots’ corpses were “crated, declared spare parts, and 
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slipped into the port of Stettin with the collusion of the local German customs officials.”
40

 

However, as has already been seen, the cloak of secrecy surrounding German-Soviet military 

cooperation was mostly ineffective as newspapers in the United States and Great Britain started 

getting sprinkled with reports of German military training programs in Soviet Russia less than 

two months after the conclusion of Rapallo.  

After The Manchester Guardian published its exposé on German-Soviet weapons 

smuggling and military collaboration on December 3, 1926, even more articles appeared in 

newspapers on both sides of the Atlantic that reported German activity in Soviet Russia.  A 

January 14, 1927 article appearing in The Manchester Guardian verified the existence of a 

military aviation academy for Reichswehr officers in Russia.  This article stated that “German 

officers traveled to and from Russia with two passports known as 'blue' and 'gray' passports, the 

latter being made out by the Russian authorities.”
41

  Further evidence of the existence of the 

German-Soviet training program at the Lipetsk aerodrome was published by The Manchester 

Guardian on August 30, 1930.  The Manchester Guardian reported that an officially retired 

German aviator named Amlinger had not died during a horse racing accident as the German 

government had claimed.  After his grieving wife committed suicide, the truth slowly emerged 

that he had been killed in a plane crash at a Soviet airfield. This led members of the press to ask, 

“What was an ex-officer of the Reichswehr doing in Russia, and in a Russian military 

aeroplane?”  The French soon began speculating that Captain Amlinger “belonged to a German 

military detachment which the Reichswehr has formed in Russia in order to get round the 
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prescriptions of the Treaty of Versailles, by which Germany is not allowed to have a military air 

force”
42

    

Overall, the Anglo-American press reacted with alarm whenever German attempts at 

collaboration with the Soviets were suspected of violating the Versailles Treaty.  This was 

especially true in the years before Germany agreed to the Locarno Treaty.  Until the Germans 

ratified Locarno, there was a sense among Western journalists that Germany’s collaboration with 

Soviet Russia was almost exclusively intended to enable Germany to undermine the Versailles 

Treaty.  This sentiment was readily apparent in a story that appeared in The New York Times on 

December 1, 1922.  According to this story, German military and industrial officials hoped to use 

Russian industry to rearm Germany with the types of weaponry that Germany was expressly 

prohibited from producing domestically under the terms of Versailles.  It also suggested that 

German military officers were in Russia to train Red Army soldiers to fight for the Reichswehr.
43

  

Although both British and American newspapers expressed concerns about the possible military 

aspects of German-Soviet collaboration, British journalists tended to be more pessimistic about it 

than their American counterparts were.   This was evidenced by differences in how The Times 

(London) and The New York Times reported the presence of former German military pilots in 

Russia.  While The Times (London) stated that German pilots were in Russia to train Red Army 

Aviators, The New York Times reported that these pilots were in Russia to obtain civilian work. 

However, after Germany’s ratification of the Locarno Treaty, the international press’ 

coverage of Germany’s partnerships with Russia became less vitriolic.  This was because many 

British and American journalists believed Germany’s adoption of Locarno and entry into the 

League of Nations suggested that her government wanted to entwine its foreign policy with that 
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of Great Britain and France.  As such, most journalists – with the notable exception of Voigt –

were willing to ignore many of Germany’s less egregious violations of Versailles.  Another 

result of the Locarno Treaty was that it caused British and American newspapers to distinguish 

between the behavior of the German government and the behavior of the Reichswehr.  Generally, 

they no longer blamed the German government for violations of Versailles as much as they did 

Reichswehr officials such as Seeckt.   Many journalists believed that breaches of Versailles were 

merely attempts by the Reichswehr to undermine the power of Germany’s democratically elected 

government.   This sentiment was seen in a September 1930 story published in The Manchester 

Guardian, which stated that a group of German Generals led by Seeckt was “trying to run a 

foreign policy of its own which is not the policy of the German Government.”
44
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CHAPTER VI 

 

AN IMPERILED ALLIANCE 

 

 

The Locarno Treaty 

 The Locarno Treaty of October 1925 was the first major threat to Rapallo, and ultimately 

began the unraveling of relations between Berlin and Moscow.  The long term impact of Locarno 

on German-Soviet relations begs the question of why the Germans were willing to enter a treaty 

which threatened the favorable military-industrial relations they enjoyed with the Soviets.  The 

answers to this question are many.  Germany agreed to the terms of Locarno to protect the 

precarious equilibrium that her central position in Europe required for national survival. 

At Locarno, German Foreign Minister Gustav Stresemann agreed to guarantee the 

western frontiers established in the aftermath of the World War in order to remedy problems 

created when the victors at Versailles redrew Germany's eastern borders.  Domestically, 

Stresemann was criticized for agreeing to cede Alsace-Lorraine to the French because this region 

had been a critical component in the rise of German industry in the period leading up to 1914.  

Many Germans, especially members of right wing political factions, believed this region was 

surrendered to France by a treaty that “had been signed under duress, and was consequently not 

binding.”
1
  The conservatives’ stance on Alsace and Lorraine was illustrated in an article which 

appeared in the 
 
October 8, 1925 edition of The New York Times.  This article reported that Count 

Kuno von Westarp, leader of the conservatives in the Reichstag, argued that “neither German 

entry into the League of Nations nor the conclusion of a security compact can mean renunciation 

of German land or people.”  It went on to state that Westarp believed a “French guarantee of the 
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proposed Eastern treaties was out of the question.”
2
  Nevertheless, Stresemann was willing to 

sacrifice Alsace-Lorraine in exchange for creating the potential of abolishing the Polish Corridor.  

He believed “Alsace-Lorraine was not so near to the heart of the Germans as the Corridor, and its 

severance from the body of the mother country did not create such a fatal wound.”
3
   Germany's 

disdain for the Polish Corridor, which severed East Prussia from the rest of the nation, ultimately 

led to popular support for the ratification of Locarno.  Stresemann and his supporters convinced 

the German people that the treaty meant the allies would divert their attention from German aims 

to amend their boundaries with Poland.   

However, Westarp and the conservatives were adamantly opposed to any agreement 

which relinquished Germany’s claims on Alsace and Lorraine.  To win the conservatives’ 

support for the treaty, Stresemann emphasized the fact that Locarno also promised restoration of 

German sovereignty over the Rhineland, the Saar, and the Ruhr.
4
  The treaty enabled this by 

ensuring that the army of occupation was “sensibly reduced; and . . . [that] all measures [would 

be] taken to facilitate the unhampered activity of the German administration in the occupied 

area.”
5 

Stresemann elaborated on the details concerning the Allied concessions regarding the 

return of the Rhineland to German control in his diary entry on November 9, 1925.   Stresemann 

wrote that there would be a significant reduction in the number of occupation troops, 

“cancellation of a large number of decrees intended to provide for the safety of the troops and 

their upkeep,” and a general negation of some of the more punitive aspects of Versailles.  In a 

speech delivered on December 14, 1925 to the Central Association of Provincial Organizations, 
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Stresemann stated that because of Locarno, “it is observed in the Rhineland that the French flag 

is being lowered and the German flag is hoisted once again.”  Stresemann also expressed his 

opinion that the treaty meant that in a plebiscite regarding their future, the people of the Saar 

could vote in favor of remaining a German province without fearing that “the next day the 

French would march in and declare the Saar to be occupied . . . territory.”
6
  

 Another reason Stresemann supported Locarno was that he wanted Germany to become a 

fully accepted member “in the good society of the Western Powers, and . . . read it as a sign that 

some revision of the Versailles treaty was approaching.”
7
 Stresemann knew that if he could 

complete a deal at Locarno that was favorable towards Germany, he could restore Germany's 

diplomatic credibility and regain a level of diplomatic prestige that Berlin had not enjoyed since 

before the World War.  In this regard, Stresemann exceeded his wildest expectations.  Germany's 

entry into the League of Nations in 1926 and reconciliation with the British and French “were 

unheard of successes for a German statesman six years after Versailles.”
8
  Germany's improved 

diplomatic ties with England, France, and Belgium and subsequent entry into the League of 

Nations achieved Stresemann's aims of isolating Poland, restoring sovereignty over the Rhine, 

and regaining diplomatic credibility.   

At the time it was signed, the Locarno Pact was widely praised in the newspapers of the 

United States and Great Britain.  In a New York Times editorial, P.W. Wilson proclaimed that “in 

the Swiss town of Locarno . . . there was worked out last week a new and broader basis for a 

permanent peace in Europe.” Wilson stated that while none of the other conferences since 

Versailles seemed to have any purpose, “Today a few tired men, representing tired peoples, have 

talked together without using megaphones and have taken a long step toward a European 
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settlement.”  He added that he had great hopes for Locarno because unlike the dictates of 

Versailles, “the pacts of Locarno embody a peace negotiated with Germany – the peace which 

must precede any further measure of disarmament.”
9
 In a similar fashion, an editorial in The 

Times (London) stated that  

The little town of Locarno . . . now has its assured place in history.  Last evening 

the representatives of Powers and peoples who for eleven years had struggled in 

war, or with the bitter consequences of war, registered their free and deliberate 

agreement in a pact of genuine peace. . . . Humbled and chastened by an 

unimaginable calamity, the peoples of Europe . . . have learned to limit their 

hopes and purposes.  Safety for a time that may be foreseen, some real confidence 

that the work done to-day will not be undone to-morrow, even that would mean a 

marvelous release of energy in the present state of Europe.  This, at the very least, 

is the result of the work that culminated yesterday in the Treaty of Locarno.  It is a 

genuine Treaty of Peace.
10

   

 

Unlike many other treaties which the Weimar Republic entered, not even the usually cynical and 

skeptical Manchester Guardian made any negative remarks about the treaty.  While Locarno was 

praised by the governments of Western Europe and the journalists of the United States and Great 

Britain, it threatened to sever the ties Rapallo had established between Moscow and Berlin.  

  Locarno caused great damage to German-Soviet relations because it meant Germany no 

longer had to rely on its alliance with Russia as a bargaining chip in international relations.   

Chicherin, and other Soviet officials, feared that the Germans – by accepting the Locarno Treaty 

and joining the League of Nations – would allow their foreign policy to become a mere extension 

of the Entente powers.  In May 1925, five months before the conclusion of the Locarno Treaty, 

an article in The Times (London) discussed Chicherin’s fears concerning Germany forming an 

alliance with the British or joining the League of Nations.  This article reported that the Soviet 
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Commissar for Foreign Affairs “hinted that it would hardly be good for Germany if she made a 

guarantee pact with Great Britain or joined the League of Nations, for a position would then arise 

in which it would be difficult [for the Soviet Union] to maintain . . . relations with Germany.”
11

  

Stresemann was forced to spend the remainder of his career trying to alleviate the tensions 

caused by Locarno.  Because Stresemann had gained the favor of British Foreign Minister Sir 

Austen Chamberlain and French Foreign Minister Aristide Briand, who wanted to “enmesh 

Germany so deeply in all-European economic, political, and diplomatic arrangements that she 

could never make war on France again,” the Soviets believed the Germans had become willing 

lackeys to the imperialist powers.
12

  The Russians were terrified by the possible implementation 

of Article Sixteen of the League of Nations Covenant, which obliged member states to render aid 

to any state that was the victim of aggression, and to permit passage through their territory of the 

armed forces of any other member acting in pursuit of a decision of the League.
13

 The Russians 

feared Germany's acceptance of this obligation meant that she would ally with France and 

Poland in a future war against Russia.   

 In the lead up to Locarno, Stresemann repeatedly attempted to convince the Soviet 

government that it had nothing to fear from Germany improving its relations with France and 

Great Britain or joining the League of Nations.   During a meeting with Nikolai Krestinsky – the 

Soviet Ambassador to Berlin – on April 15, 1925, Stresemann said that for several years 

Germany had refused to join the League unconditionally because doing so would mean the 

ratification of Article Sixteen and would lead to conflict with Russia.  Stresemann did his best to 

assure Krestinsky that the German government was doing everything possible to avoid being 

forced into an alliance with Poland against Russia.  Later, when he wrote about his interview 
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with Krestinsky, Stresemann noted that “if the ambassador stated that we should be forced by the 

logic of events to align ourselves with the Entente powers against Russia, I could assure him that 

it was never our intention to go with Poland against Russia. . . . But Russia must also understand 

that we could not base our policy solely on an alignment with Russia.”
14

  

However, nothing Stresemann said could convince the Soviets that Germany was doing 

anything but realigning itself into an anti-Soviet bloc.  On September 26, 1925, Maxim Litvinov 

told Stresemann that in Russia, Germany's entry into the League was viewed with disfavor, and 

“if Germany did not make clear by her interpretation of Article Sixteen that she would not be 

used as an offensive instrument against Russia, the impression would be aroused that Germany 

was adopting a Western orientation.”
15

 Litvinov's fears echoed those of others in the Soviet 

diplomatic corps.  According to an article published in The Manchester Guardian on December 

31, 1925, Chicherin talked with Seeckt about his concern that British policy was aimed at using 

Locarno to bond Germany to other Western powers against Russia.  This article reported that 

Chicherin told Seeckt that as a result of Locarno, “Germany would be used as a 'battering ram' 

against the East.”
16

  On November 27, 1926, a little more than a year after the conclusion of 

Locarno, Pravda ran a series of articles suggesting that Germany’s entry into the League of 

Nations constituted a breach of its alliance with the USSR.  Pravda stated that “Germany was . . . 

entitled to her neutrality; but matters would be altered when it was established that any definite 

state was to be recognized as the aggressor.”  It went on to insinuate that “in the event of the 

Soviet Union being recognized as the aggressor state, Germany . . . would not be able to preserve 
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her neutrality.”  Stresemann was hurt by the scathing editorials published by the Soviet press and 

retorted that the articles appearing in “the Russian papers were quite false, and a malignant 

distortion of the facts.”
17

 

 The main problem with Locarno was that Germany's ambition to establish good relations 

with the West was at odds with the Soviet Union's aim of using Germany to prevent a possible 

attack by an imperialist coalition.  This diplomatic incongruity compelled the Russians to seek 

out bilateral treaties with Poland and France, and posed a threat to the good relations between 

Berlin and Moscow that had been formalized at Rapallo.  The Kremlin's fears that Locarno 

would push Germany into an Anglo-French orbit were also seen in the responses to an interview 

that the Soviet Charge'd'Affaires in London, Christian Rakovsky, gave to The Manchester 

Guardian in November 1925.  Rakovsky summarized Soviet fears by stating, “naturally, we 

cannot but be disturbed when a member of the British Government declares that the Locarno 

agreement forms an instrument for defence against the Soviet Union, and that the most important 

service rendered by the agreement is the wedge that has been driven between Germany and 

Russia.”
18

    

Another reason the Soviets distrusted Germany's adoption of Locarno was that they 

feared the Germans were seeking a policy that favored Poland to the detriment of Russia.  

Stresemann addressed Russia's fears by stating that “we had little occasion to offer special 

support to Polish policy or to pursue an anti-Russian Border-State policy.  No such instructions 

had ever been issued by the German government, and I could not see the point of our indulging 

in such a policy at the present juncture.”
19

   Moscow also distrusted Berlin’s acceptance of the 
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Locarno Treaty because it contained clauses forcing Germany to guarantee the permanence of its 

borders with France and Belgium, but lacked similar provisions regarding its eastern borders.
20

  

The fact that Locarno left the borders of the Eastern European states open to revision alarmed the 

Soviets because they feared that their borders with their neighbors could possibly be adjusted in 

ways that would encroach on their territory.
21

 

 Although Stresemann tried to ameliorate the Soviet government's fears, the first blow to 

German-Soviet relations had been dealt.  The political and diplomatic interests of Germany were 

no longer welded to those of Soviet Russia, and Germany no longer had to correlate its 

diplomacy with that of Russia.  Chicherin was angered by Locarno because it threatened to 

undermine his policy of getting the nations of Eastern and Central Europe to “come round to 

recognizing and doing business with the Soviets.”  Because the Germans appeared to be aligning 

themselves with the French and the British, the Soviets believed they had no choice but to seek 

improved relations with Warsaw.  In October 1925, while Germany was negotiating Locarno 

with Great Britain and France, the Soviets informed the Poles that they were willing to seek 

improved relations.  The New York Times reported that during a visit by Chicherin to Warsaw, “a 

good deal has been heard about a Russo-Polish rapyrochement [sic] and possible guarantee 

arrangements safeguarding Poland’s Russian frontier.”
22

  However, the Germans convinced the 

Russians to forgo such a pact until a better settlement of the Polish Corridor could be established.  

Although Stresemann was willing to sacrifice his diplomatic credibility by supporting Locarno, 

he also attempted to allay Soviet fears by establishing a new diplomatic accord with them. 
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The Berlin Treaty 

Even while he was working on concluding the Locarno Treaty, Stresemann knew that 

“Germany could not . . . forgo the advantage of friendly relations with Soviet Russia.”
23

 

Germany could not risk severing ties with the USSR because this would force the Soviets to seek 

improved relations with the French and Poles.  Stresemann also understood that Germany could 

ill afford to lose Soviet trade and military cooperation.   In the aftermath of the diplomatic crisis 

caused by Locarno, the Germans attempted to reduce tensions.  Stresemann and Chicherin 

engaged in frequent talks in which Stresemann attempted to convince Chicherin that the Soviets 

had no reason to fear a German alliance with the French and British.  Stresemann also attempted 

to soothe German-Soviet relations with what eventually became the Berlin Treaty.   

 The road to the Berlin Treaty began in December 1924, when the Russians approached 

their counterparts in Berlin about establishing closer economic and political relations.
24

  

However, the Germans and Soviets were unable to conclude a treaty reaffirming their diplomatic 

and economic ties until the spring of 1926.  On March 23, 1926, Count Ulrich von Brockdorff-

Rantzau – the German Ambassador to Moscow – notified his Soviet counterparts that Germany 

was willing to finalize negotiations for the Berlin Treaty.  Although the Soviets would have 

preferred Germany adopting a treaty similar to the December 1925 Turko-Soviet Pact, which 

practically barred Turkey from entering the League of Nations, Stresemann convinced them to 

accept provisions in the Berlin Treaty promising that if the Soviet Union were attacked, German 

neutrality would “follow immediately and automatically.”  Stresemann reinforced Germany's 

guarantee of neutrality in the event of an imperialist attack on Russia by stating that “Germany 

                                                 
23. Louis Fischer, The Soviets in World Affairs: A History of Relations Between the Soviet Union and the Rest of the 

World (New York: Jonathan Cape & Harrison Smith, 1930), 2:600. 

24. Stresemann, Diaries, Letters, and Papers, 2: 467. 



 71 

and not the League would decide whether Russia had been peaceful or rather she was the 

aggressor.”
25

 Stresemann was able to make this promise to Russia and comply with article 

sixteen of the League of Nations Covenant because of a written agreement he concluded with 

Chamberlain and Briand.  Stresemann convinced them to reinterpret article sixteen to mean 

“‘each state member of the League is bound to co-operate loyally and effectively in support of 

the Covenant and in resistance to any act of aggression to an extent which is compatible with its 

military situation and takes its geographical location into account.’ In other words, Germany 

could now join the League without any binding obligations whatsoever.”
26

 

 Although Germany wiggled its way out of the military obligations found in Article 

Sixteen of the League Covenant and attempted to mollify Russia's concerns, Moscow remained 

suspicious of Berlin's intent.  However, Germany was able to get the Soviet Union to agree to a 

new treaty because the USSR needed money for its industrialization efforts.  Dirksen pledged 

credits in the amount of 100,000,000 reichmarks to the Soviets and encouraged industrial deals 

which allowed for continued military-industrial collaboration.  The negotiations for these deals 

were backed by German industrialists who desired Russian business.  This is reflected by an 

article written on November 10, 1925 in The Manchester Guardian.  This article said that the 

Soviet Commissariat for Foreign Trade “ratified a number of large import agreements concluded 

with . . . German firms . . . for the supply of agricultural implements.  Not-withstanding the 

difficult financial position of the German machine-building industry, the firms are being assisted 

by the banks which are granting credits for a period of three harvests.”
27
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  The Soviets and Germans concluded the Treaty of Berlin on April 24, 1926.  On April 

27, 1926, The New York Times featured an article by Lincoln Eyre which contained the full text 

of the new agreement.  According to this article, the treaty contained provisions stating that 

Rapallo would continue to be the basis of relations between Berlin and Moscow; that in the event 

that one power went to war, the other power would declare strict neutrality; neither party would 

join another coalition in an economic boycott against the other; and that the treaty would retain 

effect for at least five years.  Eyre wrote that the significance of the new treaty was that “Locarno 

and the League of Nations policy remains unaltered. . . . But political and economic 

collaboration between the two major powers of Central and Eastern Europe is to be so close as to 

constitute a comprehensive entente cordiale, though with the military background left out – at 

least both sides so aver.”
28

  Because the Berlin Treaty was a German assurance to Moscow that 

Locarno did not mean Germany was a slave to the Entente powers, Le Temps “considered it a 

victory for Soviet diplomacy.”
29

 However, Moscow did not view the Berlin treaty the way Le 

Temps did.  The Soviet government was disappointed that Germany refused to abrogate Locarno 

and quit the League of Nations.  As a result the Soviets were no longer willing to continue a 

mutually exclusive alliance the Germans, and this led them to establish a series of bilateral 

agreements with the nations of Eastern Europe.    

Much like the governments of France, Great Britain, Soviet Russia, and Germany, British 

and American journalists responded to the Berlin Treaty with mixed emotions.  Unlike Locarno, 

which they lavished with universal acclaim, British and American newspapers reactions to the 

Berlin Treaty ranged from cautious optimism to grave suspicion.  Lincoln Eyre of The New York 

Times was cautiously hopeful because it appeared that the new treaty would maintain the gains 
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of Locarno, and stimulate Russo-German trade, business throughout Europe, and world 

commerce in general.
30

 While the most prominent American newspaper was guardedly 

optimistic about Berlin, The Times (London) reacted to the new treaty with caution.  On April 

15, 1926, The Times published an article stating that Berlin would have little effect on European 

affairs because “Germany is determined at all costs to refrain from becoming wholly committed 

to an Eastern policy, just as the German statesmen at Locarno and Geneva declined to be drawn 

into the orbit of Western policy.”
31

  The Manchester Guardian treated the Berlin Treaty with 

suspicion.  On April 26, 1926, it featured an editorial which asked, “What are Russia and 

Germany aiming at?  Is it a new Rapallo, changed and adapted to the new circumstances, or is it 

Russia's game to achieve an Eastern Locarno, including all the Border States and Germany, as a 

counterblast to what the Soviet press calls the 'English Locarno?'”  The editorial proceeded to 

state that “the mere fact of Russo-German association is enough . . . to endanger the whole treaty 

system in Eastern and South-eastern Europe and to render Germany unworthy of the privilege of 

the unlimited veto that the permanent membership of the League would give her.  Germany 

would be Russia's proxy and protector at Geneva.  Thus the whole functioning of the Geneva 

institution . . . will be falsified by this Treaty of Berlin.”
 32

 The coverage of Locarno continued 

the British and American newspapers’ tradition of closely monitoring German-Soviet relations.  

On December 3, 1926, in the spirit of this journalistic tradition, The Manchester Guardian broke 

one of the most important yet most ignored stories of the Weimar era. 
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The Manchester Guardian's Exposé and Philipp Scheidemann’s Revelations 

Starting on December 3, 1926, Frederick Augustus Voigt – The Manchester Guardian’s 

Berlin Correspondent from 1921 to 1933 – wrote a series of articles detailing the illicit military 

nature of Berlin's collaborative efforts with Moscow.  Voigt reported that 

an aeroplane factory has been built by the Junkers' Works in Russia for the 

purpose of manufacturing military aeroplanes for German as well as Russian use.  

Arrangements for erecting chemical works in Russia to manufacture poison-gas 

for both countries were also made by German and Russian military experts.  

These activities began at least five years ago, but have been going on ever since.  

To make the necessary arrangements officers of the Reichswehr have travelled to 

and from Russia with false papers, visaed by the Russian authorities.  General von 

Seeckt, until recently Commander-in-Chief of the Reichswehr, was on the best of 

terms with the Russians, particularly with officers of high rank in the Soviet 

Army.  It seems that he was not unaware of the facts mentioned above.
33

 

He also wrote that a Soviet cargo vessel that had sunk in the Baltic en route to Germany was 

discovered to have a cargo consisting of weapons and ammunition for the Reichswehr, and 

implied that most of the cargo the Germans received from Russia was of a military nature.   

Voigt learned about Germany’s arms trade with Russia when he obtained possession of a 

memorandum written by the Junkers aircraft company to the Reichstag.  Junkers wrote this 

memorandum in 1925 after the Reichswehr refused to allocate funds to subsidize Junkers’ 

aircraft factory at Fili. “Since all the financial and political agreements between Junkers and both 

Special Group R and the Soviet negotiators  . . . were . . .  secret, Junkers could not sue either the 

German or the Soviet Government for breach of contract and for the losses sustained by the 

company.  Determined to make good on its claims, Junkers issued a detailed memorandum about 

the matter and distributed copies of it to leading members of the Reichstag.”
34
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 The December 3, 1926 exposé was the first of many investigative articles about German-

Soviet military collaboration that Voigt wrote over the next few months.  On December 6, 1926, 

he wrote a follow up article that was even more damning than the original.  In it, Voigt gave a 

detailed account about the Junkers plant at Fili.  He wrote that 

the Junker Works in Moscow were as a preliminary to further production to 

manufacture a hundred aeroplanes.  Almost the entire expense of fitting out 

works, dispatching and maintaining experts, as well as of providing material and 

constructing aeroplanes, was borne by the Germans.  The construction program 

was to reach 300 aeroplanes yearly, of which the majority were to be for German 

use.
35

 

On December 16, 1926 Philip Scheidemann – a prominent Social Democrat member of 

the Reichstag – delivered an address to the Reichstag which confirmed The Manchester 

Guardian’s reports regarding Russo-German collaboration.  Scheidemann proceeded to launch a 

harangue against Wilhelm Marx’s government in which he demanded the resignation of Defense 

Minister Otto Gessler, the curtailing of all illegal military collaborative efforts with the Soviet 

Union, and parliamentary oversight of the actions of senior military officials and the funding of 

Reichswehr operations.
36

  According to an article in The New York Times, when Scheidemann 

gave his speech, “the Nationalists shouted: ‘Traitor! Blackguard! That’s treason!’ and Chancellor 

Marx, Communist members and others denied the truth of the charges.” This article also reported 

that Marx denied that funds were being diverted illegally for militaristic purposes, defended the 

Reichswehr as a dependable instrument for safeguarding the state, and asserted that the hoarding 

of arms and illegal militaristic organizations referred to conditions that no longer existed.
37

     

The Reichstag’s response to Scheidemann’s speech was indicative of a fundamental flaw 

in the construction of the government of the Weimar Republic.  This weakness was that the 
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government was dominated by the Reichswehr.  According to historian Edward H. Carr, the 

Reichstag “exercised its functions within the limits of major policy determined by them.  Any 

attempt by the political parties to exceed these limits and to interfere in vital issues . . . was not 

so much repelled as ignored.”
38

  Because the Reichswehr viewed military collaboration with 

Russia as vital to national security interests, pro-military factions in the Reichstag shouted down 

or ignored the Social Democrats calls for military officials to be sacked and for more stringent 

oversight to be directed towards the annual military budget.  

Although Scheidemann’s diatribe against the Reichswehr failed to curtail German-Soviet 

collaboration, it confronted the Reichswehr with its second major scandal of 1926.
39

  The 

scandals that plagued the German government, especially those of the Defense Ministry, were 

satirized in a political cartoon featured in the Christmas Eve, 1926 edition of ULK, a weekly 

editorial magazine published by the Berliner Tageblatt.  This cartoon was titled “Tree 

Ornaments,” and showed Saint Nicholas grabbing Chancellor Marx’s arm and pointing at 

ornaments with various scandals committed by the German government inscribed on them.  One 

of the two most prominent ornaments dealt with the scandal that Voigt’s reports inflicted upon 

the Reichswehr.  In the accompanying caption, Saint Nicholas exclaimed, “Michel: My 

goodness, because of these things I will certainly pass on giving you Christmas gifts.”
40

   

In 1927, the Social Democrats continued to demand Gessler’s resignation and provided 

further details proving the Reichswehr’s collaboration with the Soviet Union.  According to an 

article that appeared in The Times (London) on February 24, 1927, the Social Democrats 
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continued to uncover “evidence which . . . seems to leave little doubt as to the existence of the 

alleged arrangements between the Reichswehr and Soviet Russia.  The Socialist Deputy, Herr 

Kuenstler, has published the results of inquiries among trade union officials and stevedores in 

Stettin harbor, according to which shells from Soviet Russia were unloaded secretly last 

October.”
41

 However, the only long term ramifications of Voigt’s exposé and Scheidemann’s 

denunciations of the Reichswehr were the closure of a few unprofitable German concessions in 

the Soviet Union and Gessler’s resignation on January 14, 1928.  An article in The Times 

(London) reported that Gessler stated that his resignation was due to poor health.  However, this 

article also stated that Gessler may have been forced to resign because of the “evidence which 

had come to light of close technical cooperation between the Reichswehr and the Red Army.”
42

  

 In the Soviet Union, Pravda shrugged off The Manchester Guardian’s article with an 

editorial that said “supposing this information to be correct, it is in itself of little significance.”  

Another editorial in Pravda admitted that there were German armaments factories inside the 

Soviet Union, but defended their presence by stating, “If we grant foreigners concessions for the 

erection of factories and workshops for the production of material necessary to our consumers' 

market, then why should we forbid them, or even not encourage them, to open factories and 

workshops necessary to our defense?”  Radek wrote a similar minded editorial for Izvestia, 

declaring that “the U.S.S.R does not refuse the use of foreign technicians in order to strengthen 

its defences against foreign imperialists.”
43

 One of the Soviet government's leading political 

theorists, Nikolai Bukharin, justified the Soviet government’s seeming abandonment of 

communist dogma by declaring that “we have already grown up enough to conclude a military 
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alliance with the bourgeoisie of one country so as to be able, with its help, to crush the 

bourgeoisie of another country. . . . This is purely a question of strategic and tactical 

expediency.”
44

 In an editorial in Izvestia on January 13, 1927, Bukharin wrote, 

We have had and continue to have a contract with the firm of Junkers which, as 

Pravda correctly wrote a few days ago, is concerned with the manufacture of 

aeroplanes. . . . We do not, nor have we ever hidden the fact that there was a 

contract with Junkers, they did and do build aeroplanes; and we may declare with 

perfect candour that we will not refuse to use any capitalist state whatever that 

will send us instructors and which, for appropriate payment, will produce on our 

territory . . . weapons of war for the defence of the country.  Although we are 

arming proportionately much less than any other powerful state, we are certainly 

not such fools, at a time when all countries are re-arming, as to disarm or to allow 

ourselves to be taken by the nose and shown that sort of “socialist reconstruction” 

which we would never forget.
45

 

 The American government paid no attention to reports about German-Soviet relations 

because it was firmly committed to isolationism during the 1920s, and dead set against getting 

entangled in anything even remotely resembling a potential conflict in Europe.  The British and 

French governments chose to ignore Voigt and Scheidemann’s revelations because they “viewed 

Germany as playing a central role in the containment of Bolshevism and the maintenance of 

European stability.”  As such, they believed that to “castigate Germany in December 1926 

appeared to threaten the tenuous consensus established by the Locarno Pact in 1925.”
46

 

Scheidemann’s revelations to the British press were brushed aside “as something that was either 

too trivial to be noticed or belonged exclusively to the forgotten past.” The French and British 

cared so little for Scheidemann’s revelations that they fulfilled a promise made at Locarno and 

removed the Allied Control Commission from Germany on January 31, 1927.
47

 While
 
the French 

and British ignored Germany’s violations of Versailles because they hoped the Germans’ 
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acceptance of Locarno had permanently intertwined Berlin’s interests with those of London and 

Paris, they ignored the martial nature of Soviet collaboration with Germany because they desired 

to evolve the USSR’s economic and political system away from Marxism.
48

  

 The British and French saw in Soviet Russia’s trade with Germany, and her adoption of a 

mixed economy during the NEP era that lasted from 1921 to 1928, a glimmer of hope that the 

Soviets were abandoning Marxism.  Another reason the French and British did nothing against 

the USSR in the wake of Voigt’s exposé and Scheidemann’s denunciations was that Stalin had 

yet to consolidate his control over the Politburo.  Although Stalin had become well known in the 

international press as a prominent member of the Soviet government by 1925, he did not become 

undisputed master of the Soviet Union until he expelled Trotsky and his supporters from the 

communist party in October and November of 1927. While the British and French detested 

Marxism-Leninism, they did not want to destabilize Soviet politics and create a situation that 

would result in the rise of a radical such as Stalin, Trotsky, or Zinoviev.  However, German-

Soviet collaboration would probably have continued even if the French or British reacted more 

harshly than they did because of a combination of German and Soviet geopolitical, economic, 

and military concerns.  
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CHAPTER VII 

WHY COLLABORATION SURVIVED AND WHY IT ENDED

Why Collaboration Survived 

Despite the allegations made by the British press, and Scheidemann’s denunciations of 

the Reichswehr, collaboration continued.   The German government ignored Scheidemann’s 

denunciations and The Manchester Guardian’s report because of geopolitical concerns.  The 

German Foreign Office wanted to protect the favorable balance of power that its adoption of 

both Rapallo and Locarno had created.  In April 1926, Stresemann ensured that the good 

relations and military collaboration that were ushered in by Rapallo would continue when he 

concluded the Berlin Treaty with Chicherin.  Stresemann sought to maintain good relations with 

Moscow and simultaneously establish good relations with London and Paris because those ties 

“were compatible with his ultimate goal, which was the resurrection of German power and 

prestige in Europe.”
1
  Another reason Stresemann did not sever ties with Moscow was that a

German alliance with Soviet Russia and the Western allies achieved his long term goal of 

isolating Poland and creating the potential of erasing the Polish Corridor.  

While the German Foreign Office sought to use continued ties with the Soviet Union to 

enhance its diplomatic prestige, the Reichswehr was adamantly opposed to severing relations 

with the Red Army because it feared that doing so would push the Soviet Union into an alliance 

with France.  The German Defense Ministry continued collaboration with Russia even though its 

participation in training programs such as the tank school at Kazan, the flying school at Lipetsk, 

and the gas warfare testing center at Volsk violated the Versailles Treaty.  The Reichswehr was 

willing to violate Versailles because it believed the weapons systems being tested in Russia 

1. Haig, Morris, and Peters, German-Soviet Relations in the Weimar Era, 171.
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would be crucial elements in deciding the outcome of the next war.
2
  The only discernible 

changes to German-Soviet military collaboration that came out of The Manchester Guardian’s 

reports and Scheidemann’s revelations were that it intensified and became more secretive.
3
 

According to Gustav Hilger – a low level German diplomat to the Soviet Union during the late 

1920s who provided legal defense for three German engineers accused of sabotage and 

espionage in the Shakhty Trial – “for a short while the German Army ceased sending its own 

active officers to Russian military schools, but it was not long before more German officers were 

coming through Zentrale Moskau than ever before, although much greater care was taken to 

camouflage them as civilians. . . . German officers of the highest rank visited the Soviet Union  

. . . even General Kurt von Hammerstein, then chief of the army command.”
4
  Another reason 

Germany continued military collaboration with the Soviet Union was that the Red Army 

encouraged collaboration to continue.  Soviet military officials wanted to obtain all the assistance 

they could get from Germany, because in the late 1920s war with a coalition led by Poland and 

backed by France and Great Britain seemed imminent. 

The years 1926 and 1927 were marked by severe setbacks for Soviet foreign policy.  In 

December 1926, The Manchester Guardian uncovered the militaristic nature of Soviet-German 

trade.  Meanwhile in China, Chiang Kai-Shek's nationalist forces crushed the Moscow backed 

Chinese communist movement.  The presence of Soviet military advisers in China caused the 

British government to become increasingly suspicious of Russian intent. The suspicions of the 

British government were reflected in the minutes of parliament carried in The Manchester 

Guardian on March 4, 1927.  Sir Archibald Sinclair (Liberal), Member of Parliament for 
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Caithness and Sutherland, was quoted as saying that the British government “had reached its 

limits of endurance when [it] observed what was going on in China.  There had been no disguise 

of what was being done.  It was never suggested that Russian money and munitions were to help 

construct a better China.  They were supplied with the view to destroying Britain's position in 

China. . . . In the same way the money sent to the miners in this country was for the purpose of 

creating revolution. . . . That was the Russian attitude throughout the world.”  The same article 

reported Foreign Minister Sir Austen Chamberlain's desire to end relations with the USSR.
5
  

 

 The final break between the USSR and the United Kingdom was caused by a raid on a 

property ran by ARCOS – the All-Russian Co-operative Society, a trade consortium ostensibly 

designed to facilitate trade between Great Britain and the Soviet Union – on May 12, 1927.  On 

May 26, 1927 the British Parliament voted to suspend diplomatic relations with the USSR.  Two 

days later, an editorial in The Economist argued that the British government had 

justification . . . for their decision to break off diplomatic relations with the 

U.S.S.R. . . . The Russians stand convicted of a double breach of faith: a breach of 

the tacit understanding to behave as a good neighbour which is the presupposition 

of organised international intercourse; and a breach of  . . . the Anglo-Russian 

Trade Agreement. . . . The government appears to have proved their case that both 

military espionage and subversive activities throughout the British Empire . . . 

were directed and carried on from Soviet House.
6
 

The sentiments of the British Foreign Minister and many members of Parliament created distrust 

in the upper echelons of the Soviet Politburo.  London's severance of ties with Moscow 

combined with her support of Pilsudski's government led the Soviet government to assume that 

the British were organizing a military coalition to move against the Soviet Union.  Great 

Britain’s break with Soviet Russia and the Anglo-French backlash over Soviet activities in China 
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led many in the Soviet government in 1927 to believe that war with a coalition of Eastern 

European states, supported by Britain and France, was imminent.    

 The Politburo's fears concerning a possible conflict with Great Britain were captured in a 

series of articles that appeared in The New York Times in the spring and summer of 1927.  On 

March 4, 1927, The New York Times reported that “factory orators are whipping up popular 

indignation against the dark plots of British capitalists.”
7
  On March 20, 1927, Walter Duranty 

wrote that “from the high officials of the Foreign Office down to the worker at the bench, the 

Soviet Union appears to be convinced that Britain is plotting aggressive action. . . . Joseph Stalin 

declared at an electoral meeting in Leningrad ten days ago that he did not expect war either this 

Spring or Fall.  But he added that this was only because the enemies were biding their time and 

devoting their energies to building up a complete anti-Soviet combination.”
8
  On July 3, 1927, an 

editorial in The New York Times suggested that Moscow's widely publicized fears of war with 

Great Britain were the product of the power struggle between Stalin, Trotsky, and Zinoviev for 

control of the Communist Party and Soviet government.  It stated that “the struggle within the 

Russian Communist Party is more acute than ever. . . .  Today the opposition is credited with 

having a stronger numerical following than the Government party.  Under the circumstances the 

British 'war' is a familiar manoeuvre.  It is designed to restore party unity in the face of a foreign 

menace.  With England preparing to 'destroy' Russia, party opposition becomes treason.”
9
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Even though the war scare was primarily the product of politics within the Soviet 

Communist Party, it had a major impact on the Politburo's domestic and foreign policies.  The 

September 4, 1927 edition of The New York Times featured a story that recast the impact of the 

war scare.  It reported that although Soviet authorities did not believe there would be war in 1927 

or 1928, they were engaged in a “full experimental mobilization of reservists on a war footing 

 . . . in the Leningrad and Crimean military regions with the officially declared motives that these 

are Russia's two most exposed points 'in the coming war with Britain.'”
10

  This article also said 

that the war scare was being used by the Kremlin to arrest people it deemed to be enemy agents.  

It concluded by stating that “there is a deep consciousness that Russia, although ultimately 

unconquerable, is not yet sufficiently 'organic' for the problems of modern peace as well as 

modern war.”
11

  

 The upsurge in Soviet military activity was clearly evident in reports made by the 

American press.  On February 25, 1927, The New York Times ran a story discussing the 

widespread escalation of Soviet military preparedness programs.  This story reported that the 

Red Army high command, during the spring of 1927, had issued several press releases stating 

that its main objective was to militarize the whole country.  To achieve this goal, the Red Army  

decided to develop a territorial system of universal military training . . . until the 

mass of the population is no less competent to resist foreign aggression than the 

sturdy citizens of Switzerland.  Henceforth all secondary schools and universities 

will have compulsory military training by competent officers, who will be 

members of the Faculty, to provide the 'officer' type for Russia's millions.  Public 

schools will have drill and what might be termed first principles of military 

training.  It is planned to develop through 'Aviakhim' – the Air League 

organization with over 2,000,000 members . . . a series of nation-wide rifle clubs, 

factory corps and similar volunteer bodies.
12
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At the same time the Soviet government was preparing its army for an onslaught by a 

capitalist coalition, it was also rallying its people to support the Red Army.  This is seen in an 

article Walter Duranty wrote on July 4, 1927.  Duranty stated that the slogans seen across Russia 

being prepared for Defense Week were meant to “eliminate the last shred of doubt from the 

Russian mass consciousness that . . . Russia's 'imperialist enemies are really preparing an 

onslaught upon our workers, peasants and fatherland.'  In short, 'Defense Week,' will be the 

culmination of the most remarkable campaign of continent-wide popular agitation which Europe 

has witnessed since Peter the Hermit and his fellow-zealots aroused Christendom to rescue the 

Holy Sepulchre from the Paynim heathen.”  Duranty also reported that “the Soviet believes war 

to be inevitable – unless, as Premier Rykof and War Minister Voroshilof emphasized to the War 

College graduates yesterday, 'our probable enemies, brought to realize that the Red Army, 

backed 100 per cent by the worker and peasant masses, is fully alive to the danger and fully 

prepared to meet it, shall shrink at the last moment from odds too formidable to tackle.'”
13

  

 To prepare the Red Army to achieve victory over its capitalist adversaries, the Soviet 

military high command conducted a study detailing what would be required to win a war against 

an Anglo-French backed coalition.  This study was called Future War.  In early 1926 work began 

on Future War when Tukhachevsky issued orders to several Red Army departments to research 

the strengths and weaknesses of probable enemy coalition states and determine what measures 

would need to be taken to guarantee victory in the coming conflict.   Although the Soviet 

government was able to conceal this study from the Anglo-American press, it was unable to 

prevent The Chicago Daily Tribune from reporting the politburo discussions that led to its 

commissioning.  On December 26, 1925, an article in The Daily Tribune stated that Stalin and 

his allies in the Politburo called for “the central committee to take all steps to strengthen the Red 
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army, the sea and air fleets, and also to follow the reconstruction policy with a view to 

industrializing Russia to an extent where the country would manufacture heavy machinery 

equipment, thereby assuring independence of the world’s capitalism.”
14

 

When it was completed in May 1928, Future War was a massive document of more than 

750 pages comprised of five segments.  Part one attempted to forecast which states the USSR 

would face in the next war, and concluded that imperialist states such as France and Britain – 

along with the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland – would be the biggest 

threats to Soviet security.
15

  The second part examined the force potential of possible enemy 

coalitions.  Parts three and four attempted to determine which types of weapons the Red Army 

would need to defeat its enemies.  Part five discussed the political ramifications for the states 

involved in a war against the Soviet Union, and concluded that a Soviet victory in the coming 

war would bring about political revolution in the homelands of its enemies.
16

 Future War's chief 

objective was to 

set in motion in peacetime the ability to produce military supplies and equipment 

in quantities greater than those consumed during the world war. . . . New weapons 

and military technologies needed to be researched or ‘acquired,’ tested, 

manufactured, and liberally distributed to combat units. . . . It was necessary to 

prepare transportation networks . . . to support the massive movement of supplies 

for continuous operations. All of these tasks were urgent, for the Future War 

would likely come in a matter of a few years.
17

 

The findings of Tukhachevsky's study were supported by Nikolai M. Snitko, head of 

Gosplan’s Military Division.  Snitko sought a stupendous increase in the size of the Red Army 

and Air Force.  He wanted to equip the Red Air Force with at least 25,000 airplanes, half of 
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which would be ground attack planes.  He also wanted to provide the army with 22,000 tanks.
18

  

The staggering amounts of armaments and munitions that the Soviet high command sought to 

procure far exceeded Soviet capabilities before the First Five Year Plan.  The dearth of industrial 

capacity which confronted the Soviets was clearly seen in an article written on April 9, 1927 by 

Sigrid Schultz of The Chicago Daily Tribune.  Schultz wrote that “in reality . . .  Russia, which 

has an army of 1,200,000 men, has only 500,000 rifles and not all of them are good.  Four men 

are practicing with one rifle and there is no possibility of making the number of rifles needed in 

Russia. . . . The only Russian works able to turn out high grade steel needed for rifles are the 

Putilow works. . . . Consequently, the Russian militarists realize the inferiority of their armament 

and preach peace, hoping that in the meantime they will obtain the weapons needed.”
19  

 The 

combination of an absence of a large industrial capacity for weapons production and Future 

War’s calls for vast amounts of armaments means that it was no accident that 1928 – the year 

Future War was completed – was also the year the First Five Year Plan began.   

 The First Five Year Plan was meant to prepare the USSR for another world war, and 

according to Richard Pipes, “the entire Soviet industrial buildup was from the beginning geared 

to military needs.”
20

 Pipes’ assertion that the First Five Year Plan was geared mainly to military 

priorities is given credence by an article that appeared in The Manchester Guardian on 

November 8, 1933.  This article reported that “Red Square resounded to the rumble of several 

hundred tanks of various sizes and methods of construction, ranging from small whippets to 

giant motorised castles, the whole demonstration illustrating the military and industrial progress 
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made under the Five-Year Plan.”
21

  In addition to seeking German aid in the procurement of 

weapons systems such as tanks, aircraft, artillery, machine guns, rifles, and ammunition, the 

Soviet government hoped to exploit its friendship with the Reichswehr to obtain assistance in 

establishing a modern industrial infrastructure.    

For its part, Germany was willing to assist the USSR in launching the First Five Year 

Plan because it hoped doing so would aid its economy by providing markets for its goods and 

securing employment for its workers.   According to an article that was published in The 

Economist on September 3, 1927, German “heavy industries . . . are preparing for continued 

good trade, and plans to increase capitalisations and to expand productive capacity are almost 

daily announced.”
22

 Later, this article stated that Soviet Russia was the nation responsible for 

purchasing the majority of Germany’s heavy industrial products.  German industrialists hoped to 

encourage the continuation of strong economic ties with the Soviets by encouraging German 

banking and government officials to provide the Russia with short term loans that would be used 

to purchase German wares.  In addition to providing markets for its manufactures, Germany 

realized that Soviet industrialization efforts would provide expanded employment opportunities 

for its industrial workers.  Unfortunately, a combination of the Stalin regime’s paranoia towards 

foreigners and the presence of German technicians in the Soviet Union resulted in the Shakhty 

Trials of March 1928.   These trials played a pivotal role in devastating German-Soviet 

diplomatic and economic relations.  

. . . . And why it Ended 

 Although German-Soviet collaboration survived the publicity given to it by members of 

the German parliament and the British press in December 1926, it was wrecked by the reduction 

                                                 
21. “Big Parade in Moscow,” The Manchester Guardian, November 8, 1933. 

22. “Germany. Business Situation – Finances – Credit – Steel Industry – Bourse,” The Economist, September 3, 

1927. 
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of restrictions of the Versailles Treaty in 1926, the withdrawal of the Allied Control Commission 

from Germany in early 1927, and the Shakhty Trial in March 1928.  After Germany adopted 

Locarno, some of the limitations on German aircraft and weapons production found in the 

Versailles Treaty were lifted.  The Paris Aviation Agreement that was signed by France, Belgium, 

and Germany on May 21, 1926 ended the ban on German aircraft production.
23

  After Germany 

joined the League of Nations in September 1926, the Versailles Treaty’s prohibitions against 

German machine gun and small arms manufacturing were also lifted, and this “partially reduced 

the necessity of establishing armament factories abroad.”
24

  In January 1927, the Allied Control 

Commission withdrew from Germany.  This rendered the Versailles Treaty’s remaining 

prohibitions against German rearmament unenforceable because although most of the treaty’s 

formal limitations remained, the means of enforcing them were abandoned.  As a result, firms 

such as Krupp, A.E.G., and I.G. Farben resumed the manufacture of war material on German 

soil.  The revitalization of a domestic armaments industry combined with the unprofitable nature 

of many of the German armaments factories in Russia, typified by the Junkers plant at Fili, 

resulted in a steep decline in the number of German industrial concessions operating in the 

USSR.
25

   Furthermore, the reestablishment of arms production in Germany meant that the 

Reichswehr no longer felt compelled to subsidize unprofitable German concessions in the Soviet 

Union.  The loss of these subsidies caused many German industrialists to close their operations 

                                                 
23. Stresemann, Diaries, Letters, and Papers, 2: 413.  The Paris Aviation Agreements allowed for the construction 

of airplanes and airships in Germany, and enabled the creation of Lufthansa, Germany’s state airline.  Although it 

maintained the official ban on military aircraft production, several companies including Junkers used it to design and 

produce civilian sport and passenger airplanes that could be quickly transformed into weapons systems.  For in-

stance Junkers developed the Ju-52 tri-motor as a passenger aircraft.  However, the Ju-52 would gain fame because 

of its extensive use as a bomber aircraft and later a troop transport during the Spanish Civil War and the Second 

World War.   

24. Haigh, Morris, and Peters, German-Soviet Relations, 173. 
25. For more on the Junkers aircraft factory at Fili please refer to chapter four. 
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in Russia because they found that doing business with the Bolsheviks negatively affected their 

profit margins.    

Although many German industrialists hoped trade with the Soviet Union would be 

jumpstarted by the generous industrial credits the Berlin Treaty provided, these credits “failed to 

open the Soviet market to a large volume of German goods.”
26

  These credits were unable to 

stimulate the Soviet purchase of German manufactures because the USSR wanted long term 

credits with a repayment schedule of no less than six years whereas Germany wanted to continue 

providing Moscow short term credits that would be repaid within two years.  The Soviets found 

the German government’s credit proposals unsatisfactory because “individual firms had [already] 

given the Soviet government credits of greater duration; hence the very short term bank credit 

provided no stimulus to place additional orders with German industry.”
27 

According to Dirksen, 

the Soviets objected to short term credits because they wanted to repay their loans in “the form 

of goods produced by factories constructed with the aid of the credits.” 
28

  Later, Dirksen stated 

that even when the Soviets begrudgingly accepted short term loans from the German 

government, they often bartered down the asking price of the goods they purchased.  If a German 

company refused to lower their price, the Soviets would often refuse repayment of any kind by 

claiming that the products they purchased were defective.
29

     

As a result, many German firms began withdrawing from the Soviet Union, including 

Junkers, Krupp, the Hamburg-Amerika Shipping Company, and Harriman Manganese.  Many 

German firms blamed the Soviet government for promoting an environment that adversely 

affected their ability to turn a profit.  However, Soviet officials such as Alfred Joffe dismissed 

                                                 
26. Dyck, Weimar Germany and Soviet Russia, 78. 

27. Hilger and Meyer, The Incompatible Allies, 185. 
28. Dirksen, Moscow, Tokyo, London, 68. 

29. Ibid., 69. 
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these charges.  According to an article published in The New York Times on February 2, 1927, 

Joffe stated that the complaints made by these companies regarding unfair trade laws and hidden 

expenses that negatively affected their profits were unjustified, and that the companies 

themselves were to blame for their inability to turn a profit.  Joffe was quoted as saying that the 

difficulties of German firms were “due to miscalculation or bad management as well as the 

dearness of money borrowed.  For instance, the Krupps now find that the large tract of territory 

they leased for grain cultivation is actually only suitable for stock rising.  Mr. Harriman finds 

that the railroad he guaranteed to build, which his engineers estimated would cost $2,000,000, 

although Soviet engineers declared that this figure was too low when negotiations were in 

progress, will now cost more than double.”
30

 The statements by Joffe and other members of the 

Soviet government alienated German businessmen and increased their disillusionment towards 

the USSR. 

While the reestablishment of a domestic armaments industry in Germany in the wake of 

the departure of the Allied Control Commission negatively impacted German-soviet trade, the 

Shakhty Trial played a far more pivotal role in eroding cordial relations between Berlin and 

Moscow.  This trial was the product of the increasing paranoia in the Soviet government towards 

foreigners brought on by the War Scare.  The Soviet government wanted to prevent its citizenry 

from becoming enamored with foreign political ideologies which ran counter to those professed 

by the Kremlin.  As a result, the OGPU began closely scrutinizing the same foreign technical 

experts Gosplan – the Soviet State Committee for Planning – had brought into the Soviet Union 

to assist in industrialization efforts.  The most significant crackdown by Soviet authorities 

against foreign technicians occurred on March 8, 1928, when several dozen engineers – 
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including six A.E.G. employees – were arrested while installing turbines at the Soviet coal 

mining operations in the Donbas.  All those arrested were alleged to have engaged in sabotage, 

industrial espionage, and attempts to establish contact with the former owners of the mines.  Two 

days after these arrests were made, Pravda wrote that the arrested individuals had been 

instructed to sabotage the mines so that they “would be paralyzed during the coming war of 

intervention.”  During the show trial two of the Germans were released within ten days, but three 

other Germans remained among a group of more than fifty accused.
31

  The three Germans 

vehemently defended their innocence, and because of the assistance of the German foreign 

ministry, one was given a suspended sentence and the other two were acquitted.   

 Although the Shakhty trial achieved the desired effect of discrediting “foreigners in the 

eyes of the Russian people, Moscow had seriously jeopardized relations with Germany; she had 

put a glaring spotlight on serious political and economic problems, and had thus undermined the 

credit of the regime.”
32

 Chicherin and other officials in the Foreign Commissariat realized this, 

and from the start they were extremely worried by the arrest of the German engineers and the 

subsequent trial.  The Foreign Commissariat's fears were justified as there was much public 

backlash in Germany.  This outrage is reflected in an article that appeared in the March 17, 1928 

edition of the Ingolstädter Anzeiger, a newspaper affiliated with the German Social Democrat 

Party in the northern Bavarian industrial city of Ingolstadt.  The Ingolstädter Anzeiger reported 

that after the arrest of German engineers and technicians, the German ambassador in Moscow 

inquired into their well-being and demanded that the Soviet authorities give an immediate and 

accurate summary of the charges against them.   It went on to say that the “German foreign 

                                                 
31. Hilger and Meyer, Incompatible Allies, 218.  On March 19, 1928, The Manchester Guardian gave the identity of 

the two released Germans as Franz Goldstein, a chief engineer, and Henry Wagner, his assistant.  Goldstein was 

allowed to return to Germany immediately while Wagner's release was predicated on the understanding that he 

would not be allowed to return to Germany until after the trial. 
32. Ibid., 220. 
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minister was considering halting all further discussions with the Soviet government until this 

matter [was] resolved.”
33

 The German press and public were not the only elements in Germany 

outraged at the GPU's spurious arrest of German engineering experts in the USSR.  

 The Manchester Guardian reported that six of the most important German economic, 

financial, and industrial organizations published a strongly worded statement against the arrests.  

“Their statement [came] very near to being a renunciation of the whole German economic policy 

towards the Soviet Union since the Treaty of Rapallo.”  The statement issued by German 

industrialists said the arrest of German workers in Russia “has aroused the greatest indignation in 

all German economic quarters.”  It continued by saying that the arrests made German firms 

doubt the value of state treaties “established on the agreement over the right of domicile and the 

right of legal protection.”  The declaration concluded by saying that German industrialists 

“approve the Reich government's action in breaking off the current economic negotiations. . . . 

As far as the further dispatch of specialists to Russia is concerned, the undersigned economic 

organizations are unanimously of the opinion that until the complete clarification of the matter 

no one will be prepared to take up any activity in Russia.”  The declaration was dictated by Felix 

Deutsch, president of Allgemeine Elektricitat Gesellschaft (A.E.G.), and was signed by the 

Union of German industry, the Union of German Wholesale and Foreign Trade, the Central 

Union of German Banks, the Reich Committee of German Agriculture, and the German-Russian 

Union.
34

  Voroshilov wrote a response to this declaration that further antagonized German 

political and economic leaders.  According to The Times (London), Voroshilov suggested that 

“the present German Government felt itself too weak to carry through the trade negotiations with 
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Soviet Russia . . . and . . . that the arrests were used as a pretext for breaking off negotiations.”
35

 

Throughout the duration of the trial, the world press remained skeptical of the proceedings. The 

Manchester Guardian called them the “greatest comedy in the history of justice.”
36

   

 The behavior of the OGPU was typical of the Soviet regime, and eventually resulted in 

the disbandment of the collaborative military and industrial ventures established during the 

Rapallo era.  It also heightened government and public opinion in Germany against further 

cooperation with the Soviet Union.  This, in turn, led to increased tensions towards Germany on 

the part of the Soviet government.  According to Hilger, the Shakhty show trial was a turning 

point in Soviet-German relations.  It left Hilger feeling that it was “profoundly and disgustingly 

pathological . . . and the uncertainty into which it had once again thrown Germany-Soviet 

relations,” produced in him, “a leaden melancholy that lasted through the summer of 1928.”
37

  

Far more important than Hilger's opinion, was that of the German ambassador to Moscow, Count 

Ulrich von Brockdorff-Rantzau.  Brockdorff-Rantzau did his best to defend the interests of the 

three German engineers involved in the trials, while preventing the collapse of German relations 

with the Soviet Union.  Although he successfully used Hilger to protect the German guest 

workers, he came away from the trials feeling that “the spirit of Rapallo was dead,” because of 

what he viewed as “the brutality of the Soviet regime . . . [and] . . . the unending unpredictability 

of Soviet Foreign policy.”
38

 Ultimately Brockdorff-Rantzau came to believe that Russo-German 

collaboration would accomplish nothing toward helping Germany recover from the humiliation 

of Versailles.  
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CHAPTER VIII 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

While the Red Army and the Reichswehr continued military collaboration until Hitler’s 

ascension to power in 1933, diplomatic and economic collaboration between the Soviet Union 

and the Weimar Republic ended with the Shakhty show trials of March 1928.  With the erosion 

of German-Soviet relations in 1928, came an end to eleven years of collaboration that began 

when the Germans smuggled Lenin into Russia to foment revolution and force Russia out of the 

World War.  From the first shot of the October Revolution, the governments of Germany and 

Soviet Russia were involved in a marriage of necessity.  The two powers were drawn together for 

a variety of reasons.  The Soviets sought alliance with Germany because Russia had been torn 

asunder by seven years of warfare and revolution, lacked the capability to adequately defend the 

revolution let alone advance it, was economically isolated, and despised Poland.  The Germans 

were enticed into an alliance with the Soviets because they desired to evade the humiliating 

restrictions of the Versailles Treaty, had traditionally enjoyed strong ties to Russia, and believed 

Poland was part of a French scheme designed to encircle Germany.  From 1918 to 1922, 

Germany and Russia gradually increased their economic ties.  By April 1922 these economic ties 

had paved the way for diplomatic ties to be established and on April 16, 1922, Moscow and 

Berlin concluded the Treaty of Rapallo.    

 Journalists in Great Britain and the United States were aware of collaboration between 

Lenin’s government and Germany as early as the Bolshevik Revolution, and their reports 

suggested that they had a fairly decent understanding of the economic and geopolitical realities 

that led the two nations to ally formally four and a half years later at Rapallo.  The Anglo-

American news media was also able to monitor the escalation of friendly economic and 
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diplomatic relations between Germany and the Soviet Union that culminated in the Rapallo 

Treaty, and was able to detect the role of Radek and other communist agitators in Germany in 

negotiating business deals between German industrialists and the Soviet government.  The 

international media also did an effective job reporting how Rapallo derailed the Genoa 

Conference.  From the beginning, journalists on both sides of the Atlantic were suspicious of the 

relations established between the Bolsheviks and Germans.  Many newspapers expressed the 

sentiment seen in The Philadelphia Inquirer that Lenin was a type of Judas to Russia’s war time 

allies.  During the civil war in Russia there was a feeling in the Anglo-American press that the 

Bolsheviks would attempt to fan the flames of revolution across the world if they defeated the 

Whites and the foreign interventionists.  Even though these feelings faded in the aftermath of the 

Soviet Russia’s defeat by Poland in the Soviet-Polish War, the British and Americans were still 

wary of Soviet diplomatic endeavors.  When the Soviets concluded a separate treaty with the 

Germans at Rapallo and used it to wreck the Genoa conference, the suspicion and scorn amongst 

Anglo-American reporters against Soviet Russia and Germany returned.  The Manchester 

Guardian, The Times (London), The Observer, and The New York Times, and other prominent 

dailies claimed that the seemingly innocuous Rapallo Treaty contained secret military alliance 

clauses.  As late as 1927 some newspapers such as The Chicago Daily Tribune continued to 

maintain this claim. 

 Although Rapallo did not contain secret military clauses and despite the fact that there 

were no secret military agreements concluded between Berlin and Moscow, there was an 

unmistakable rise in collaboration between the Red Army and the Reichswehr after Rapallo.  

Even though German and Soviet military officials went to great lengths to keep their joint 

military ventures secret, it was one of the most poorly kept secrets of the twentieth century.  In 



 97 

the years following the conclusion of Rapallo, British and American newspapers were full of 

stories discussing German-Soviet military cooperation.  In 1922, The New York Times recorded 

how German military aviators and army officers went to Russia to train their counterparts in the 

Red Army.  In 1923, The Times (London) reported on the establishment of a joint German-Soviet 

chemical weaponry program.  Anglo-American journalists were also aware of the establishment 

of industrial complexes by German firms such as Krupp, Stinnes, and Junkers inside the Soviet 

Union.  In December 1926, Frederick Augustus Voigt of The Manchester Guardian wrote a 

series of reports exposing the military nature of German-Soviet trade, and confirming the reports 

of German-Soviet military collaboration that had first appeared in the international press in the 

summer of 1922.  Over the next four years, The Manchester Guardian published several articles 

confirming the existence of  Germany's chemical weapons, tank, and air combat schools in the 

Soviet Union; weapons factories in the USSR by firms such as Junkers, Krupp, and Rheinmetall-

Borsig; and the officer exchange program maintained by the Reichswehr and the Red Army.   

 British and American newspapers also covered the difficulties that the Locarno Pact and 

Berlin’s entry into the League of Nations caused German-Soviet relations.  However, unlike the 

negative reception they gave Rapallo, British and American journalists were enthusiastic when 

Germany accepted Locarno and entered the League.  The reason for this was that they felt 

Germany’s embrace of France and Great Britain would establish a long lasting peace on the 

European continent.  The media also paid close attention to the interruption of German-Soviet 

relations that was caused by the Shakhty Trial in March 1928.   

 However, in one of the great tragedies of the twentieth century, the coverage provided by 

British and American correspondents regarding illegal German-Soviet military and industrial 

collaboration effected little change.  America’s government was steeped in isolationism, the 
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British were primarily focused on their decaying empire and were hoping to preserve peace on 

the continent, the French hoped to maintain peace as well.  The German government ignored 

allegations made by Scheidemann and the British press because it was dominated by the 

Reichswehr.  The Soviet government refused to let itself be bothered by criticism leveled by 

bourgeoisie regimes against its foreign policy.  Although Voigt’s report and Scheidemann’s 

demands for the resignation of Dr. Gessler and reforms in the Reichswehr led to Gessler’s 

resignation in January 1928, military collaboration between Germany and the Soviet Union did 

not cease until 1933.  Ultimately, the most critical aspect of Voigt’s exposé – and other articles 

like his –was that even though members of the press publicized Germany’s illicit collaboration 

with Soviet Russia, the populations and governments of the great democracies reacted with 

indifference.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 99 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 100 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Primary Sources 

 Newspapers and Periodicals 

The Chicago Daily Tribune 1918-1927. 

The Economist 1919-1927. 

The Manchester Guardian 1920-1933. 

The New York Times 1918-1927. 

The Observer 1922-1927. 

The Philadelphia Inquirer 1917-1922. 

The Times (London) 1920-1928. 

The Wall Street Journal 1922. 

 Published Document Collections 

Degras, Jane Tabrisky. Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy. vol I. New York: Oxford  

University Press, 1951. 

 

D’yakov, Yuri L, and Tatyana S. Bushuyeva. The Red Army and the Wehrmacht: how the Soviets 

 Militarized Germany, 1922-33, and Paved the Way for Fascism: From the Secret 

 Archives of the Former Soviet Union. Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 1995. 

 

Eudin, Xenia Joukoff, and Harold H. Fisher. Soviet Russia and the West 1920-1927: A 

 Documentary Survey, in collaboration with Rosemary Brown Jones.  Stanford: Stanford 

 University Press, 1957. 

 

Stresemann, Gustav. Gustav Stresemann: His Diaries, Letters, and Papers. Translated and edited  

by Eric Sutton. Vol. 2. New York: The MacMillan Company, 1935. 

 

Memoirs 

 
Carr, E.H., Karl Radek, and M. Philips Price. “Radek's 'Political Salon' in Berlin 1919,” Soviet Studies 3,  

No. 4 (1952): 411-430. 
 

Dirksen, Herbert von. Moscow, Tokyo, London: Twenty Years of German Foreign Policy. 

 Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1952. 



 101 

 

Guderian, Heinz. Achtung-Panzer!: the Development of Armoured Forces, their Tactics and 

 Operational Potential. Translated by Christopher Duffy. London: Arms and Armour,  

1992. 

 

-------- Panzer Leader. Translated by Constantine Fitzgibbon. Cambridge, MA: Da Capo Press, 

 1996. 

Hilger, Gustav, and Alfred G. Meyer. The Incompatible Allies; a Memoir-History of German-

 Soviet Relations, 1918-1941. New York: Macmillan Press, 1953. 

 

Ipatieff, Vladimir N. The Life of A Chemist: Memoirs of Vladimir N. Ipatieff, member of the       

 Russian Academy of Sciences, Lieutenant General of the Imperial  Russian Army, 

 Professor, Northwestern University, Director of Research, Universal Oil Company, ed. 

 Xenia Joukoff Eudin, Helen Dwight Fisher, and Harold H. Fisher, trans. Vladimir

 Haensel and Mrs. Ralph H. Lusher. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1946. 

 

Krivitsky, Walter G. In Stalin’s Secret Service: Memoirs of the First Soviet Master Spy to Defect. 

 New York: Enigma Books, 2000. 

 

Secondary Sources 
 

Ayerst, David. The Manchester Guardian: Biography of a Newspaper. Ithaca, NY: 

 Cornell University Press, 1971. 

 

Brown, Anthony Cave, and Charles B. MacDonald. On a Field of Red: The Communist 

 International and the Coming of World War II. New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1981. 

 

Carr, Edward H. German-Soviet Relations Between the Two World Wars, 1919-1939. New York: 

 Harper and Row, 1966. 

 

Corum, James S. The Roots of Blitzkrieg: Hans von Seeckt and the German Military Reform. 

 Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1992. 

 

Dyck, Harvey Leonard. Weimar Germany & Soviet Russia, 1926-1933; a Study in Diplomatic 

 Instability. New York: Columbia University Press, 1966. 

 

Erickson, John. The Soviet High Command: a Military-Political History, 1918-1941. New York: 

 St. Martin’s Press, 1962. 

Fischer, Louis. The Soviets in World Affairs: A History of Relations Between the Soviet Union 

 and the Rest of the World. Vol. 2. New York: Jonathan Cape and Harrison Smith, 1930. 

Freund, Gerald. Unholy Alliance: Russian-German Relations from the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk to 

 the Treaty of Berlin, with an introduction by J.W Wheeler-Bennett. London: Cato and 

 Windus,1957. 



 102 

Haigh, R. H., D.S. Morris, and A.R. Peters. German-Soviet Relations in the Weimar Era: 

 Friendship from Necessity. Totowa, NJ: Barnes & Noble, 1984. 

 

International Affairs. Unsigned review of The Russian Face of Germany: An Account of the  

Secret Military Relations Between the German and Soviet-Russian Governments, by 

Cecil F. Melville. 11, no. 6 (November 1932): 875. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2602761. 

 

Kennan, George F. Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917 – 1941. New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, 

 INC., 1960. 

 

Kochan, Lionel. Russia and the Weimar Republic. Cambridge, MA: Bowes & Bowes, 1954. 

 

Leonard, Raymond W. Secret Soldiers of the Revolution: Soviet Military Intelligence, 1918 – 

 1933. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1999. 

 

Liddell Hart, B.H, ed. The Red Army: The Red Army, 1918 to 1945; The Soviet Army, 1946 to the  

 Present. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1956. 

 

Manchester, William. The Arms of Krupp, 1587-1968. Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 

 1968. 

 

Marks, Sally. The Illusion of Peace: International Relations in Europe, 1918-1933. New York: 

 St. Martin's Press, 1976. 

 

Robert Maier.  Review of Reichswehr und Rote Armee 1920-1933. Wege und Stationen einer 

ungewoehnlichen Zusammenarbeit [Reichswehr and Red Army 1920-1933. Ways and Stations 

of a Strange Alliance], by Manfred Zeidler, The Slavonic and East European Review 72, no. 3 

(July 1994): 562. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4211606. 

 

Melville, Cecil Frank.  The Russian Face of Germany: an Account of the Secret Military 

 Relations Between the German and Soviet-Russian Governments. London: Wishart & 

 Co., 1932. 

Overy, Richard. Russia's War: A History of the Soviet War Effort: 1941-1945. New York: 

 Penguin Books, 1998. 

 

Pipes, Richard. Communism: A History. New York: Random House, 2001. 

 

Pope, Arthur Upham. Maxim Litvinoff. New York: L.B. Fischer, 1943. 

 

Pritt, D.N.  Review of German-Soviet Relations Between the Two World Wars, 1919-1939, by  

Edward Hallett Carr. Science and Society 16, no. 3 (1952): 284-285, 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/40400140. 

 

 Rabenau, H.C. Friedrich von. Seeckt: Aus Seinem  Leben, 1918-1936 [Seeckt: On His Life, 

 1918-1936].  Leipzig: Hase and Koehler Verlag, 1940. 



 103 

 Samuelson, Lennart. Plans for Stalin's War Machine: Tukhachevskii and Military-Economic  

Planning, 1925- 1941, with a foreword by Vitalii Shlykov. New York, St. Martin's Press,  

2000. 

  

Seaton, Albert, and Joan Seaton. The Soviet Army: 1918 to the Present. New York: New 

 American Library, 1986. 

 

Service, Robert. Stalin: A Biography. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University  

Press, 2004. 

 

------- Trotsky: A Biography. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 

 2009. 

 

Suvorov, Viktor The Chief Culprit: Stalin’s Grand Design to Start World War II.  

Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2008. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	ABSTRACT
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	INTRODUCTION
	HISTORIOGRAPHY
	REASONS FOR COLLABORATION
	RAPALLO
	GERMAN-SOVIET COLLABORATION DURING THE RAPALLO ERA
	AN IMPERILED ALLIANCE
	WHY COLLABORATION SURVIVED AND WHY IT ENDED
	CONCLUSIONS
	BIBLIOGRAPHY

