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GENERAL DWIGHT EISENHOWER AND
THE SOVIET ALLIANCE DURING THE SECOND WORLD WAR

When Dwight David Eisenhower ran for President in 1952, he, along with his Democratic competi-
tor Adlai Stevenson, was the first presidential candidate to make campaign commercials for television.
One of the most notable ones depicted Eisenhower standing next to Soviet Marshal Georgi Zhukov in
Berlin in 1945, when the narrator assured viewers: “lke knows how to handle the Russians,” and that
he would effectively lead the American government in the Cold War. Interestingly, nearly all of Eisen-
hower’s initial experiences with Russian military and government leaders came during a time when the
United States and Soviet Russia were allies, during the Second World War. This essay will examine lke’s
complicated views towards the Soviet Union before, during, and after the Second World War, and how
they translated into American military and occupation policy. ke moved from the traditional suspicion of
the Soviet government by most American army officers to seeing the Soviet army an essential ally in the
attempt to destroy Nazism. After the end of the war, lke frequently expressed hope the Soviets would be
a valuable partner in securing global peace, before finally moving towards Cold War hostility towards the
regime in Moscow, although later than many other American military, diplomatic, and political leaders.
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CkpaHTOH yHMBepcuTeTi, AMeprka Kypama LLtaTTapbl, CKpIHTOH K.,
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EKiHLII AYHMEXY3iAIK cOoFbICTaFbl
leHepaA Ayait DiizeHxayep xoHe KeHecTik aAbsHC

Ayart A3BuA InseHxayap 1952 KblAbl MPE3UAEHTTIKKE yMiTKep 6OAFaH Ke3Ae, OA ©3iHiH
AEMOKPATUSAbIK, Kapcbiaacbl Aaaart CTMBEHCOHMEH Gipre TeAeAMAAp POAMKTEPIH >KacaFaH aAfallKpl
NPE3NAEHTTIKKE YMITKep 60AAbI. COHbIH iLLHAET €H MaHbI3AbIAAPbIHbIH 6ipi — 1945 KbiAbl BepAnHaeri
KeHec MapLuaabl Teopruit JKykoBTbIH, »KaHbIHAQ TypFaH Jii3eHXxaysp, AMKTOP KepepMeHAi CceHAipreH
Ke3ae: «MKe opbICTapMeH KaAam Kypecy KepekTiriH Giaeai» xaHe OA «kKplpFu Kabak, CoFbICTa» AMepUKa
YKiMeTiH TWimMal 6ackapaAbl. bip Kbi3biFbl, Dit3eHXay3pAIH PECENAIK CKepU XKaHe YKiMeT 6aciublAapbiMeH
yKacaraH aAraulikpbl Taxxipubeci, ExiHwi AyHnexxysiaik corbic kesinae AKLL nex KeHecTik Peceit opakTac
6oAFaH Ke3ae naipa 60AAbl. Bya acce EKiHLWI AYHMEXY3IAIK COFBICTbIH aAAbIHAAFbI, OAAH KeWMiHri
JKOHe 0AaH KewiHri >kbiapapaarbl KeHec OaaFblHa AereH KYpAeAi Ke3KkapacTapAbl, COHAAM-aK, OAApPAbI
aMepUKaAbIK, 9CKEPU XaHe GaCKbIHLLbIAbIK, CasgcaTKa ayAapaAbl. AMEpPUKaAbIK, apMusi OhULIEPAEPIHIH
kenuwiairi CoBeT yKiMETIHIH ABCTYPAI KyAikTepiHeH KeHec aCcKepiHiH HaLM3MAI KO0 9peKeTi Ke3iHae
MaHbI3Abl OAaKTacka amHaAAbl AereHre kewTi. CofbIC askTaAfaHHaH KeliH Mke KeHec OpafblHbIH
AKLL-TbIH KenTereH ackepu, AMNAOMATUSIABIK, XKOHE CasiCW eTeKlliAepiHe KapaFaHAa, Mackeyaeri
peXXKMMre Kapcbl KbIpFu Kabak, COFbICTbIH, AYLUMAHAbIFbIHA KQPCbl 6TyiHE AeiiH KahaHAbIK, 6erb6iTWIAIKTI
OpHaTyAa KYHAbI CepikTec 60AaAbl AETEH YMITIH >KuMi OiAAIPAI.

Tynin ce3aep: Insenxayap, KeHec Oparbl, EKiHWI AYHMEXY3IAIK COFbIC, KbIpFU Kabak, COfbIC,
«bepAnH Maceaeci», HaumcTep.
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leHepaA AyaiT Dii3eHxayep M COBETCKMIA aAbSIHC
BO Bpems Bropoit MupoBo#i BOKHbDI

Koraa Ayant AsBua InseHxaysap GAAAOTMPOBAACS Ha MOCT npe3uaeHTta B 1952 roay. OH u ero

KOHKYPEHT-AEMOKpaT AAnan CrvBeHCOH OblAM NnepBbiMM KaHAMAAQTaMW B MPE3NAEHTbI, U CAEAaAU
PEKAAMHbIE POANKN AAA TEAEBUAEHUA. Ha 0AHOM M3 HMX — 31713eHxay3p, CTOAWMNMN PAAOM C COBETCKMM
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Maplaaom leopruem XXykosbiM B bepanHe B 1945 roay, Npu 3TOM paccKaszuuk 3aBEpUA 3pUTEAEi:
«AMK 3HaeT, Kak o0palartbCs C PYCCKUMM», MU UTO OH 3(PQPEKTMBHO BO3MAABUT amepuKaHCKoe
NPaBUTEABCTBO B «<XOAOAHOM BOMHE». MIHTEPECHO, UTO NOYTH BECh NEPBOHAYAABHbINM OMbIT Ji3eHxayapa
C POCCUIACKUMM BOEHHBIMM W TPaBUTEAbCTBEHHbIMW AMAEPAMM TMPULLEACS HA TO Bpems, Koraa
CoeaumHenHble LLTatbl n Cosetckas Poccusi GblAM COIO3HMKaMK BO Bpemst BTOpo MUMPOBOM BOWHbI.
B 37Ol cTaTbe paccmartpuBaeTcs cAOXHOe oTHolleHne Arika k CoseTckomy Colo3y AO, BO Bpems M
nocae BTopoit MMpoBOW BOMHbI, @ TaK>Ke UX TPAHCASILMS B aMEPUKAHCKYIO BOEHHYIO M OKKYMaLMOHHYIO
NMOAUTUKY. AIAK NepeLleA OT TPAAMLMOHHOIO MOAO3PEHUS B OTHOLLEHWM COBETCKOIO NMPaBMUTEALCTBA CO
CTOPOHbI 6OABLIMHCTBA O(PULIEPOB aMEPUKAHCKOM apMUK K TOMY, UYTO COBETCKAsi apMMsl CTaAd BaXKHbIM
COI03HMKOM B MOMbITKE YHNUTOXKMTb HaUmM3M. [locae OKOHYaHMS BOMHBI AMK YacCTO BblpaXkaA HAAEXKAY,
yto CoBeTbl CTAHYT LieHHbIM MapTHEPOM B obecrneyveHnn rA06aAbHOro MMpa, NMPeXAe Yem, HaKoHeLl,
ABUHYTbCS K BpXKAEOHOCTU XOAOAHOM BOMHbI MO OTHOLLEHUIO K Pe>KMMy B MOCKBE, XOT$1 1 MO3XKe, YeM

MHOr1e Apyrve aMepmkaHckue BOEHHbIE, AUMAOMATUYECKME U NMOAUTUYECKME AUAEPDI.
KatoueBble caoBa: Jiisenxaysp, Cosetckuit Coto3, BTtopas mmpoBas BOMHA, XOAOAHAS BOWMHAQ,

«BEPAMHCKMIA BOMPOC», HALMCTbI.

Introduction

The Background to December 1944: Eisenhow-
er’s Early Views of the Soviet Union and his efforts
to keep the Soviet Army in the War. Until the early
1940s, Eisenhower had paid little attention to the
Soviet Union, or its potential as an American mili-
tary ally against the Germany. Given his Republican
political sympathies, Eisenhower accepted to the
general anticommunist political consensus in much
of American politics, although that did not lead to
any public statements attacking the Soviet regime.
However, from 1929 to 1939 Eisenhower served
directly under two of the most outspoken anticom-
munist officers in the United States Armed Forces,
General George Van Horn Moseley from 1929 to
1931 and General Douglas MacArthur from 1931
to 1939, both men frequently were prone to mak-
ing lengthy diatribes against Communism in gen-
eral and the Soviet Union in particular, and Ike, if
not agreeing whole-heartedly with them, certainly
did not offer any strenuous objections, despite his
disagreements with his superiors on other matters.
Indeed, Moseley spend considerable time and effort
with his staff planning for how the US Army could
be used to crush a potential Communist revolution in
the United States (Ambrose, 1983, p. 399). Despite
his own anticommunism, he supported FDR’s deci-
sion to extend Lend-Lease aid in the Soviet Union
following the Axis invasion of that country in June
1941, which Ike actively supported from his posi-
tion as Deputy Chief of the US Third Army, now a
Brigadier General following his success at the mas-
sive army maneuvers in Louisiana in that summer
(Smith, 2012, p. 183).

Following the formal entry of the United States
into the Second World War in December 1941, the
chief designers of military policy for the United

States were President Franklin Roosevelt and his
Chief of Staff General George Marshall were as fol-
lows. Their central priorities were: 1. The defeat of
Germany had to take priority over the defeat of Ja-
pan 2. The resources of the US Armed Forces on
Air, Land, and Sea would pursue military, as op-
posed to political objectives.

The Soviet Union would be kept in the war
against Germany at all costs by American support.
These priorities did not always coincide with Amer-
ica’s British allies, despite the creation of a unified
command structure following a two-month summit
between FDR and Churchill from December 1941 to
January 1942. Eisenhower, until the ultimate surren-
der of Germany three years and four months later,
fully accepted and shared these sentiments, despite
his own limited contacts with Soviet military and po-
litical leadership until 1945. As early as December
1941, Eisenhower privately criticized Lend-Lease
Aid to the Soviets has not being adequate enough
(Ambrose, 1983, p. 147).

Unlike Churchill and his principle military ad-
visor Field Marshall Alan Brooke, who wanted to
postpone a Cross-Channel invasion until 1943 or
preferably 1944, Eisenhower wanted one as soon
as possible, and argued the reason for specifically
in terms of aiding the Russians. His diary entry on
January 22 1942 contains the following:

We’ve got to go to Europe and fight, and we’ve
got to quit wasting resources all over the world and
still worse, wasting time. If we’re to keep Russia
in, we’ve got to begin slugging with air at Western
Europe, to be followed by a land attack as soon as
possible (Ferrel, eds., 1981, p. 44).

Eisenhower continued this critique in his diary
entry on February 17, arguing that the “slow, indeci-
sive, laborious form of warfare currently being pur-
sued by us will prevent us from coming to Russia’s
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aid on time.” (Ferrel, eds., 1981, p. 48) Two days
later, he made this point even more strongly: “We
must build up our land and air forces in England and
use them to go after Germany’s vitals and we’ve got
to do it while Russia is still in the war, in fact, only
by doing it soon can we keep Russia in. The trickle
of supplies we can send through Basra and Arch-
angel is too small to help her much.” (Ferrel, eds.,
1981, p. 48).

This set that stage for an early dispute on Eisen-
hower and Marshall on one side and Churchill
and Brooke on the other, concerning Operation
SLEDGEHAMMER. The plan called for a cross-
channel invasion of northern France, targeting the
ports of Cherbourg and Brest, by British, American,
Canadian, and Australian soldiers who would at-
tack and hold them in the late summer or early fall
of 1942. They would then break through to Paris
in the spring of 1943 after they were reinforced
by further landings. Marshall and Eisenhower ex-
plicitly argued for the plan as necessity because it
would force Hitler to divert his military strength
away from the Eastern front and alleviate pressure
on the Red Army. Feeling the landing would be
premature and end disastrously, Churchill strongly
objected to SLEDGEHAMMER, instead calling
for a series of Allied invasions to the “soft under-
belly” of Nazi-dominated Europe, starting in North
Affica in the fall of 1942 and continuing to Sicily
and Italy in 1943. Brooke agreed with Churchill
on this proposal, and ultimately won over FDR as
well. Neither Marshall nor Eisenhower were happy
with this decision, Marshall admitting that even if
SLEDGEHAMMER failed it was necessary for aid
the Soviets, and Eisenhower wrote to him, “if we
lost the support of 8,000,000 Russian soldiers due to
our delays, it would be a military disaster (D’Este,
2002, p. 289).

Following the success of Operations TORCH,
HUSKY, and AVALANCHE from November 1942
to September 1943, Churchill and Brooke finally
agreed to Marshall and Eisenhower’s cross-channel
invasion of northwestern France for the summer of
1944. Tke was placed in charge of the Allied Expe-
ditionary Force in December 1943 as opposed to his
superior George Marshall, whom FDR insisted stay
in Washington DC. The AEF which would launch
the invasion at Normandy, and, having succeeded
in doing so, would destroy Germany’s military
strength in the West. While planning for the inva-
sion, the importance in maintaining the alliance with
Soviets was never far from Ike’s mind. While Win-
ston Churchill’s tendency to view military planning
during the Second World War with an eye on con-
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taining the advance of Soviet armies and the Euro-
pean political situation after the war is well known,
another military commander whom Ike dealt with
on a regular basis who shared these views was the
chief of the Third Army, General George S. Pat-
ton, which led to continual clashes between the two
men that lasted until the end of the war. One of the
first examples of this was Patton’s statement at the
beginning of April 1944, when Patton, at an open-
ing ceremony for a club for American servicemen
in the village of Knutsford, England, made remarks
that the United Kingdom and the United States were
destined to dominate the postwar world in general,
explicitly leaving out the Soviet Union. The remarks
provoked an angry reaction among many American
newspapers and congressmen, and Patton was pri-
vately yet strongly rebuked by Eisenhower for his
remarks a week later (Smith, 2012, p. 340).

Even on the eve of D-Day, in Eisenhower’s di-
ary entry for June 3, 1944, lke mentioned one of
the necessities of not only the success of Operation
Overlord and also to make sure it was not delayed
any longer, was the disastrous effect it might have
on the Russians, especially given the fact that the
landings in North Africa, Sicily, and Italy, while
successful, had not achieved the objective of draw-
ing German soldiers from the Eastern front (Ferrel,
1981, p. 120). Following the success of the invasion
by the AEF, and the subsequent liberation of Paris
and battles of the Huertgen Forest and the Bulge in
the fall of 1944, Ike made the decision, with Mar-
shall’s approval, to send his deputy commander of
the Allied Expeditionary Force, British Air Marshall
Arthur Tedder to Moscow to coordinate plans with
the Soviet government for the final defeat of Germa-
ny in the spring of 1945. This marked the beginning
of a more formal collaboration between the Ameri-
cans, British, and the Soviets that would last until
the end of the war (Eisenhower, 1948, p. 366-367).

Relevance

January 1945 to September 1947: The Race to
Berlin and the Hope of a Permanent Peace Between
East and West. Thus, the race for Berlin was of-
ficially on, in the minds of Churchill, Patton, and
Montgomery, but not, by this point, for Eisenhower,
who continued to prioritize the destruction of Ger-
many’s Armed Forces and to prevent the creation of
a “Nazi redoubt” in the Bavarian and Austrian Alps.
It would not be accurate to say, however, that Eisen-
hower did not have his own concerns about dealing
with the Soviets after the war. In May 1944 he wrote
to one his deputies Walter Bedell Smith that it would



Sean Brennan

be a mistake to give Britain and America separate
occupation zones in Germany, because the Soviets
might try to play off one against the other. In a let-
ter sent to Marshall in September 1944, Eisenhower
also expressed concerns that postwar occupation of
Germany with the Soviets might create considerable
difficulties (Charus, 1999, p. 59-82). Throughout the
autumn of 1944, Ike worried about what would po-
tentially happen when the AEF and the Red Army
finally did link up and had encouraged Patton and
General Mark Clark to “seize as much of Austria
as you possibly can.” He also assured Montgomery
“if I could take Berlin with minimal cost, and do
it quickly, I would not hesitate to do so.” (D’Este,
2002, p. 692) It was clear by March 1945 that taking
Berlin “quickly and cheaply” would certainly not
be the case, and Ike was moving towards destroy-
ing Germany’s remaining military strength as op-
posed to taking its capital. Despite his own German
ancestry, Eisenhower had developed a profound
hatred of the Germans in general and the Nazis in
particular, not only because of their ruthless persis-
tence in fighting a hopeless war, but also due to the
horrors he witnessed at liberated Nazi concentration
camps. In addition, despite his own suspicion of the
Soviets and his conservative political views, he was
determined that the alliance between Washington
and Moscow needed to be maintained until uncon-
ditional surrender of Germany, and hopefully after-
wards, and thus he would do nothing to endanger it
(Ambrose, 1983, p. 400).

Therefore, Ike made the controversial decision
to contact Stalin directly on March 28 with a per-
sonal letter. Eisenhower informed Stalin that after
the AEF destroyed the remaining German forces in
the Ruhr valley, it would focus its next efforts south-
west of Berlin, with the ultimately goal of linking
up with Soviet forces in the Erfurt-Leipzig-Dresden
area. This effectively gave a green light to Stalin
and Zhukov to take the German capital. In sending
this letter, Eisenhower had completely bypassed the
Combined Chiefs of Staff, in an unprecedented man-
ner. Montgomery and Brooke were furious, as was
Churchill, not only because Ike had ignored them,
but also because they believed Berlin could still
be taken by the AEF as opposed to the Red Army.
Churchill sent telegrams to both FDR and Marshall
questioning Eisenhower’s decision and urging them
to still consider Berlin to be a viable military tar-
get, especially given the political significance of
the German capital. Eisenhower, with the backing
of both Marshall and FDR, and with the knowledge
of the agreements made at the Yalta conference a
few months before, stood his ground on this issue,

and ultimately Churchill deferred to Ike’s judgment,
writing to FDR, “The only thing worse than fighting
with Allies is fighting against them.” (Smith, 2012,
p. 428-429)

Theoretical-methodological base

This was not only controversy of the war’s end-
ing days, as Eisenhower found himself in another
controversy with Patton and Churchill, over the pos-
sibility that the AEF could liberate Prague and per-
haps all of Czechoslovakia before the arrival of the
Red Army. On May 1, Patton, backed by Churchill
and British Chiefs of Staff, asked Eisenhower for
formal permission to liberate the Czech capital.
Churchill contacted the new American President
Harry Truman as well to compel Eisenhower to al-
low the US Third Army to move into Czechoslo-
vakia. Truman passed the question to Marshall,
who once again backed Eisenhower’s decision to
leave Prague, where the Czech population revolted
against the Nazi occupiers, to liberation by the Red
Army. Marshall, later wrote regarding Prague, that
he would be “loath to risk Allied lives at the end
of the war for purely political objectives.” (D’Este,
2002, p. 699)

In his new role as the US military governor of
Germany, Eisenhower at times found himself at odds
with official policy set by Washington, although at
other times strictly enforced it. On one hand, Eisen-
hower removed Patton from command of the Third
Army and as military governor of Bavaria for his
refusal to implement denazification policies. At the
same time, both Eisenhower and his chief deputy
in occupied Germany, General Lucius Clay, be-
lieve the Morgenthau plan to dismantling much of
Germany’s industrial potential, especially given
the desperate humanitarian situation in the country,
was madness (Ambrose, 1983, p. 425). Neverthe-
less, Eisenhower also strove to assure the Soviets
that there was no risk of what Ike correctly knew
was their greatest fear, the possibility of America
and Britain immediately reviving German military
strength and directing it against the USSR. Eisen-
hower continued to believe at this point that there
was no fear that the United States and Soviet Union
could not live together in peace, as “the alternative
was too horrible to contemplate.” Eisenhower fully
supported a separate unconditional surrender cere-
mony between the Soviets and the Germans on May
8, and soon afterwards began to turn over German
soldiers who had fled westward to avoid surrender-
ing to the Russians. Eisenhower also scrupulously
followed a policy of repatriating Soviet POWs and
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other Soviet citizens who had fled to the west with
the Germans at the end of the war (Ambrose, 1983,
p- 428).

In August, Eisenhower received a personal in-
vitation from Stalin to visit Moscow, which Ike ac-
cepted. The commander of the Soviet zone of Ger-
many and the primary architect of the Red Army’s
victory, Marshal Georgi Zhukov, escorted Eisen-
hower from Berlin to Moscow and served as his
host during Ike’s visit. On August 12, Eisenhower
stood on top of Lenin’s tomb with Stalin, Zhukov,
and other high-ranking Soviet military and govern-
ment officials to observe National Sports Parade. In
his memoirs on the Second World War, Eisenhower
noted how he had never seen a spectacle like this in
his entire life, noting the various colored costumes
and thousands of performers from different nation-
alities all moving in unison for a performance that
lasted hours (Eisenhower, 1948, p. 461). What fol-
lowed including a long meeting with Stalin, who had
an endless series of questions for Eisenhower about
American military, scientific, industrial, and educa-
tional achievements, as well as optimistic requests
for American financial aid with the resumption of
Lend-Lease. Ike also had a chance to view a soccer
match in Moscow in Zhukov’s company and to at-
tend a massive reception at the American embassy
with Soviet and American officers, where news of
Japan’s unconditional surrender came in, leading to
a joyous celebration. Eisenhower then visited Len-
ingrad, as he wanted to view the site of “the greatest
siege in history” before his ultimate return to Berlin
(Eisenhower, 1948, p. 463-465).

A few months later Eisenhower returned to
the United States to replace Marshall as the Army
Chief of Staff. Before his departure he urged his
replacement General Lucius Clay to try to com-
promise with Zhukov and the other Soviet authori-
ties in Germany about the question of reparations
from the Western zones, perceptively arguing that
this was the main issue that could divide the Brit-
ish, French, and Americans from the Soviets going
forward (Ambrose, 1983, p. 430). He remained for
the most part optimistic in 1945 and 1946 regarding
American-Soviet relations. He informed a congres-
sional committee soon after his official appointment
in Washington that “There is no one thing, [ believe,
that guides the policy of Russia more today than
to keep friendship with the United States.” A few
months later, in a speech to American veterans, lke
continued in the same manner, arguing that the very
different nature of the American and Soviet gov-
ernments was not an insurmountable obstacle for
maintaining peaceful relations, and that the United
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States government would make every effort to en-
sure peace was maintained between the two great
powers (Charus, 1999, p. 60).

Discussion

September 1947 to November 1952: The End
Grand Alliance and the Emergence of a Cold
Warrior. By the fall of 1947, as the Cold War had
begun in earnest, Ike’s public and private statements
about the Soviets began to change. In his diary
entry on September 16 1947, ke, in a manner not
dissimilar to FDR before his own death in April
1945, despaired of maintaining a cooperative
relations with the Soviets. Pointing to actions in the
Baltic States, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, and of
course Poland, Eisenhower that Russia seemingly
wanted to “communize the world”, and that the two
systems now seemed destined to “fight until the
extinction of them.” The best long-term solution was
to prevent Russian aggression by “direct conquest
and pressure” and “by infiltration.” Then the West
could win back all of territory that was overrun at
the end of the Second World War, and finally create
a true peaceful accord that could “end war for all
time.” (Ferrel, eds., 1981, p. 145)

By 1952, following his securing of the
Republican nomination for the Presidency,
Eisenhower critiqued Truman’s containment policy
as not doing enough to deter Soviet aggression, and
instead campaigned on “Rollback” of communism.
He was still dogged by the question of failing to
secure Berlin first before the Red Army, arguing
the political decisions made by FDR and Churchill
at Yalta basically took the matter out of his hands
and thus it was not worth American and British lives
when they would have to return to the agreed-upon
borders of the occupation zones anyway. He also
treated many of his optimistic pronouncements in
1945 and 1946 with considerable embarrassment
(Ambrose, 1983, p. 533).

Conclusion

While most Americans saw Eisenhower’s
relations with the Soviet Union in a positive light,
driven by necessity of defeating the Nazis, the
“Berlin question” continued to dog him until almost
the end of his life. On February 11 1965, four years
before his own death, he wrote a letter to Virginia
Senator A. Willis Robertson, who an asked him for
a full inquiry on the US Army’s actions at the end
of the Second World War. Eisenhower repeated the
same arguments he made almost twenty years earlier,
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arguing the objective of the AEF was to destroy
Germany’s military strength, not to take certain
targets, including its capital. He also noted how the
Yalta agreements left Berlin 150 miles in the Soviet
zone, and thus it would be foolish to risk American
lives to take a city that they would inevitably have to
withdraw from anyway a few months later, pointing
out how American forces did take Leipzig and
Weimar but were then had to withdraw from them
as well. Eisenhower concluded by stating that it was
not as if FDR refused him permission to take Berlin,
but the political and diplomatic decisions made at
the end of the war which closed the German capital
off from the AEF (Eisenhower, 1967, p. 313).
Despite his own political conservatism and
anticommunism, FEisenhower effectively buried
those sentiments once America joined the Second
World War in favor of keeping Soviet Russia in
the war and maintaining the military alliance with
them. Despite his own occasional misgivings about

problems with the Soviet government that might
emerge after Germany was defeated, Ike, like his
bosses FDR and Marshall, resisted entreaties from
those like Churchill, Montgomery, and Patton
who wanted to make military decisions based on
political calculations of what Europe would be like
after the war ended. His pragmatism towards the
Soviet alliance continued to the end of the war and
afterwards, as he hoped Moscow and Washington
could establish a genuine partnership to keep the
peace in the world after the surrender of the Axis
powers. Although

Eisenhower’s views on the Soviets ultimately
darkened, which was partially the product of his own
conservative political views as well as the Soviet
actions in Eastern Europe, his decision as President
to maintain Truman’s policies of containment in
Cold War as opposed to “rollback” points back to
his WWII pragmatism with regards to America’s
alliance with the Soviet Union.
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