A Deal with the Nazi Dictatorship?: Himmler's Alleged Peace Emissariesin
Autumn 1943

Richard Breitman

Journal of Contemporary History, Vol. 30, No. 3. (Jul., 1995), pp. 411-430.

Stable URL:
http:/links.jstor.org/sici ?sici=0022-0094%28199507%2930%3A 3%3C411%3AADWTND%3E2.0.CO%3B2-0

Journal of Contemporary History is currently published by Sage Publications, Ltd..

Y our use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of JISTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use, available at
http://www.jstor.org/about/terms.html. JSTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless you have obtained
prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of ajournal or multiple copies of articles, and you may use content in
the JSTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.

Please contact the publisher regarding any further use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at
http://www.jstor.org/journal s/sagel td.html.

Each copy of any part of a JSTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or printed
page of such transmission.

The JSTOR Archiveisatrusted digita repository providing for long-term preservation and access to leading academic
journals and scholarly literature from around the world. The Archive is supported by libraries, scholarly societies, publishers,
and foundations. It isan initiative of JSTOR, a not-for-profit organization with a mission to help the scholarly community take
advantage of advancesin technology. For more information regarding JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

http://www.jstor.org
Thu Oct 25 00:15:48 2007


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0022-0094%28199507%2930%3A3%3C411%3AADWTND%3E2.0.CO%3B2-0
http://www.jstor.org/about/terms.html
http://www.jstor.org/journals/sageltd.html

Richard Breitmman

A Deal with the Nazi Dictatorship?: Himmler's
Alleged Peace Emissaries in Autumn 1943

During the second world war, Britain, the United States and the
Soviet Union declared that nazi Germany had to surrender uncon-
ditionally. For his part, Hitler was determined to fight on to com-
plete victory or defeat, but not everyone on the German side was
so rigid. Unofficially, some subordinate nazi officials sought to
explore the possibilities of a compromise peace. Reliable evidence
of what ensued is hard to come by, however, because of gaps in
the documentary record, wartime disinformation by intelligence
officials and postwar fictions.

In selections from his (alleged) wartime diaries first published in
1947, Felix Kersten, physician and masseur to Heinrich Himmler,
presented a detailed and dramatic account of his initiative to bring
about a separate peace between nazi Germany and the West in
late 1943. Kersten met in Stockholm an American named Abram
Stevens Hewitt, described as President Roosevelt’s personal
representative. The two men worked out terms of a peace settle-
ment that involved German surrender of conquered territories,
abolition of the Nazi Party, and elimination of Hitler as dictator,
among other things. According to Kersten, he and Reich Security
Main Office foreign intelligence chief Walter Schellenberg (who
also talked to Hewitt) subsequently laboured to persuade
Himmler to talk to Hewitt on this basis, but by the time Himmler
agreed to negotiate, it was too late: Hewitt had already left
Stockholm.! Schellenberg’s short account of the episode in his
postwar memoirs, however, had a different ending; Himmler
became enraged at Schellenberg, and he was lucky not to be
arrested. Nothing could break Hitler’s spell over Himmler, Schel-
lenberg wrote.?

This curious tale with conflicting outcomes bears on questions
about the longevity and degree of Himmler’s loyalty to Adolf
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Hitler and the consistency of nazi military/diplomatic strategy. The
claim that Himmler was willing to break with Hitler or even
overthrow the Fiihrer as early as the end of 1942 has appeared in
a number of popular works, and some scholars have endorsed it.?
Kersten’s account of his bargain with Hewitt is consistent with
this depiction of Himmler, yet Kersten wrote up his ‘diary’ entries
after the war when he was seeking to enhance his reputation.*
Schellenberg’s passage contradicts Kersten and the disloyal image
of Himmler. A recent biography of Himmler summarizes both
Kersten’s and Schellenberg’s versions, without choosing between
them. The biographer vacillates as much as the subject he de-
scribes: Himmler perhaps committed treason in his head but not
in his heart, but this must all be speculation.

In the most detailed study of separate peace feelers in Stock-
holm, Ingeborg Fleischhauer devoted most of her attention to
alleged nazi-Soviet contacts during 1942-3, but she included Ker-
sten’s and Schellenberg’s efforts to reach the West as well. Fleisch-
hauer claimed more for Kersten than he had claimed himself; the
Reichsfiithrer SS had given his doctor the mission of checking out
a separate peace with the West. Reversing previous research which
had indicated that the Soviets had initiated separate peace feelers,
Fleischhauer generally presented many high nazi officials and
resistance emissaries eager to reach a compromise peace, with
only Hitler an obstacle. It is not at all clear, however, if the
quality of her sources on internal deliberations within the nazi
government justifies confident conclusions.®

Kersten’s and Schellenberg’s trips to Stockholm can serve as
something of a test case both for Himmler and for nazi ‘separate
peace’ diplomacy. There are a number of previously unexplored
sources available. On the German side, Allied interrogations of
Schellenberg in 1945 elicited considerably more details about
Hewitt and Himmler than were presented in Schellenberg’s
memoirs, which were heavily condensed and edited by a ghost
writer.” Himmler’s appointment book, telephone notes, and log of
correspondence make it possible to confirm or refute some claims
about dates of meetings. Other intelligence officials around Schel-
lenberg supplied useful evidence. On the Allied side, American
and British intelligence documents cast useful light on the story,
filling in gaps on the German side and beyond that, demonstrating
how much (or little) interest the Western Allies had in testing
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potential divisions within the nazi élite described initially by
Kersten.

Of German descent, Felix Kersten was born in Estonia in 1898
and in 1920 became a citizen of Finland, where he started his
medical career. By his own account, after developing what he
called manual therapy treatment for nerve problems, he acquired
a great many socially and politically prominent European patients,
including the Prince Consort of Holland. Eventually (1939)
Himmler sought him out and found him a saviour for his own
severe stomach pains, and the Gestapo supposedly induced him
to move to Berlin. In any case, Kersten acquired property in
Germany, as well as a healthy income from the SS, and his family
lived there for a time. During the war, Kersten spent much time
with Himmler at his various headquarters, and he did not hesitate
to use his influence with Himmler to extract favours. Kersten’s
inquisitiveness, loquaciousness, and manipulative tendencies con-
tributed much to the sequence of events in Stockholm.®

In 1942 Kersten met Walter Schellenberg, fifteen years his
junior. Schellenberg was a law graduate of the University of Bonn
who joined the Nazi Party and the SS in 1933 after Hitler took
power. He was recruited into the SS intelligence service, the
Sicherheitsdienst (SD), where he quickly distinguished himself with
a predilection for intrigue. After some time in the counter-espion-
age section of the Gestapo, Schellenberg was promoted in 1941
to become head of Amt VI, the foreign intelligence division of
the Reich Security Main Office, a key component of Himmler’s
SS empire. Seriously ill, Schellenberg had also become Kersten’s
patient, and by 1943 both men had come to doubt whether Ger-
many could survive the war without a major change of course.’

Kersten and Schellenberg both had a Swedish connection. Both
men had interceded with Himmler to prevent the execution of four
Swedish business executives and engineers convicted of espionage
in Warsaw, four among seven Warsaw-based Swedes connected
with the Swedish Match Company arrested for involvement in
the Polish underground movement.!® Kersten’s and Schellenberg’s
motives were perhaps partly humanitarian, but other consider-
ations were involved. According to Schellenberg, Kersten wanted
to set up practice in Stockholm and needed Swedish permission
to reside there. Schellenberg was apparently convinced that
executions of the Warsaw Swedes would terminate useful eco-
nomic and intelligence links between Sweden and Germany."! In
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any case, contemporary documentation supports Schellenberg’s
claim that the two men worked upon Himmler to delay the
executions.!?

After promising to return to Germany every few months to
continue Himmler’s treatments, Kersten was able to secure per-
mission to accept an invitation to go to Stockholm and to take his
family as well. By Kersten’s account, a few days after his arrival
in Stockholm on 30 September 1943, Kersten visited a Swedish
friend named Graffman, and Abram Stevens Hewitt came to
coffee. According to Kersten, he was Roosevelt’s special represen-
tative doing a study of the German problem. Hewitt arranged to
consult Kersten for a vertebrae problem, and Kersten actually
began to treat Hewitt with massages designed to ‘get blood into
the nerves’. The two men began to meet for about an hour each
day, except on Sundays."?

Abram Stevens Hewitt was named after his grandfather, a
former mayor of New York City, United States Representative,
co-organizer of the Cooper Union for the advancement of science
and art, and trustee of Columbia University. The grandson went
to Oxford and Harvard, studied and practised law, and moved in
the best-connected circles in New York.!* It is certainly likely that
Hewitt told Kersten something of his contacts as he lay on the
massage table. What Hewitt did not say was that he had come to
Stockholm to work on economic warfare matters for the Office of
Strategic Services (OSS), the American intelligence agency. Hew-
itt’s first written report, dated 20 December 1943, stressed that he
was purely a private person and in no way a representative of the
government. Nonetheless, he may not have stuck to that line with
Kersten, and he must have at least given Kersten the impression
that he knew President Roosevelt personally.'* Kersten apparently
drew the conclusion that he was FDR’s man.

Some differences in the accounts may be due to difficulties of
communication. Kersten spoke no English, and Hewitt had a
limited command of German, the language of their conversations.
But it is clear that Kersten’s postwar account is misleading in
some respects. Hewitt and Kersten did not link up by accident.
Swedish banker Jacob Wallenberg, who had taken control of the
Swedish Match Company, had asked Hewitt in August 1943 if he
was willing to meet representatives of resistance cells in Germany.
A couple of months later Wallenberg, questioned by Hewitt,
declared that the resistance had been liquidated, and that the



Breitman: Himmlers Alleged Peace Emissaries 415

only alternatives to Hitler were Himmler or the army. Shortly
afterwards, a friend in Wallenberg’s corporate organization
(presumably Graffman) gave Hewitt Kersten’s card and some
background on him.!

While Kersten started to work on Hewitt, Schellenberg arrived
in Stockholm to sound out Wallenberg, using the danger of the
Bolshevization of Europe as an argument in favour of a compro-
mise peace between Germany and the West.!” Schellenberg actu-
ally claimed (postwar) that he had come for further discussion of
the situation of the seven Warsaw Swedes and negotiation of the
return of some Norwegian students arrested in Germany. Still, he
knew that the Swedish government and prominent Swedish
interests could facilitate his efforts to contact the West.!® Kersten,
Schellenberg, and their wives met from time to time socially, and
in the course of these meetings Kersten urged Schellenberg to
start efforts with Himmler to exploit the Hewitt connection,'’
which was moving along nicely in his view.?°

Ever talkative about himself and about Himmler, Kersten gave
Hewitt some reason to take an interest in the Reichsfithrer SS.!
Kersten described Himmler (accurately) as intensely interested in
agriculture and race heredity, fanatically anti-Russian, and sym-
pathetic to the Anglo-Saxon races. Unlike many nazi officials,
Himmler was said to be personally scrupulous in financial matters
(more or less true), and faithful to his wife. Kersten neglected to
mention Himmler’s mistress and two illegitimate children.
Himmler’s relations with Goebbels and Ribbentrop, Kersten con-
tinued, were very bad, and Goring was no longer of primary
importance. Bormann was said to be still a Himmler man. Kersten
pressed Hewitt to come to Germany to talk to Himmler, who
realized that Germany could no longer win the war and was
anxious to salvage something from the wreck. Himmler was pre-
pared under certain circumstances to overthrow Hitler.

After showing Hewitt the ‘reasonable’ Himmler, Kersten sought
to frighten him with the monster. Lacking a compromise peace,
Himmler was prepared to shoot twenty or thirty million Germans
to keep order and to do away with private property in Germany
and occupied countries, creating a wave of communism which he
would leap onto. With their superior technical ability and organiz-
ing talent, the German leaders would eventually come to dominate
the more populous Russians anyway. Kersten said that Himmler
was organizing his own government within the SS and described
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Schellenberg and one Braun as his two chief advisers on foreign
affairs, either of whom could confirm his story.

Schellenberg had by this time returned to Berlin. He had not
yet taken part in any discussions with Hewitt, and Himmler had
given him express instructions not to use Kersten in intelligence
work.??2 Not trusting Kersten’s intelligence acumen, and unable to
figure out how to use the ‘tempting’ information about Hewitt’s
link with Roosevelt,” Schellenberg had to restrict himself to other
signs, among them the presence in Stockholm of David McEwan,
Churchill’s special plenipotentiary for economic issues, that the
West might be ready to discuss a compromise peace.* Schellen-
berg’s immediate superior was Ernst Kaltenbrunner, head of the
Reich Security Main Office, who did not get on with Schellenberg
and certainly was less pessimistic than Schellenberg about Ger-
many’s fortunes in the continuing war.?> Kaltenbrunner suggested
to Hitler that the British might be feigning interest in discussions
with the nazis to gain leverage against the Soviets at the forth-
coming conference of foreign ministers in Moscow. That was
enough to set Hitler off; on 19 October he issued an order not to
pursue the ‘British feelers’.?

On 22 October, Schellenberg telephoned Himmler, mentioned
an unidentified report he had received from Switzerland,” dis-
cussed his past (or forthcoming?) trip to Stockholm, and com-
plained about his inability to meet McEwan.® There is no sign
that Schellenberg told Himmler anything about Hewitt, and in his
postwar interrogation Schellenberg made it explicit that he had
been leery of associating himself at first with Kersten and Hewitt.?
We do not know how Himmler reacted to the limited information
Schellenberg gave him, but nothing he said prevented Schellen-
berg from heading back to Stockholm, this time to provide support
for Kersten’s claims.

Schellenberg was taking a considerable risk. In a postwar state-
ment he specified:

1. I had no authorization whatsoever for entering into conversation with a
representative of a hostile power;

2. I had no actual authority for saying anything of Germany’s peace plans; in
general there were strict instructions to the contrary;

3. I did not know Mr Hewitt, had no reason to believe that Kersten had any
experience in these matters, and so had to reckon with the possibility of his
being an agent provocateur and a Press campaign ensuing;

4. I did not know how Hewitt himself was placed;



Breitman: Himmlers Alleged Peace Emissaries 417

5. However [the] conversation went[,] I was unable to predict Himmler’s
possible reaction.*

But Schellenberg contacted Hewitt in a manner arranged by Ker-
sten, and the three men met on 2 and 3 November (though Kersten
gave the date as 9 November), apparently in Kersten’s office in
the Plaza Hotel. Schellenberg supposedly introduced himself as a
colonel in the army(!) who had been wounded in North Africa.*
For this segment of the story we have three versions — Kersten’s,
Schellenberg’s, and Hewitt’s.

Kersten claimed to have written a detailed letter to Himmler
on 24 October, spelling out both the opportunity to strike a deal
with Hewitt and a programme that could serve as the basis for a
compromise peace: evacuation of all German-occupied territories,
abolition of the Nazi Party and the holding of democratic elections,
preservation of Germany’s 1914 boundaries, reduction of the
German army so that it posed no danger of aggression, control
of the German armaments industry by the West, and removal of
leading nazis and their trial for war crimes. He also asked Himmler
to send Schellenberg to Stockholm.*? There are certain problems
with Kersten’s version — there is no contemporary record of Ker-
sten’s letter (no surviving letter and no entry in Himmler’s log of
correspondence), and Hewitt and Schellenberg both deviate from
it but roughly agree with each other. Though Kersten’s letter to
Himmler is probably a postwar fiction, Kersten and Hewitt may
conceivably have talked along these lines.

Schellenberg’s version describes Kersten’s role as slight; the
physician did nothing but establish the contact. (Given that Ker-
sten talked to Hewitt over six weeks and Schellenberg spoke with
him on two days for a few hours, that seems a little harsh, but not
inaccurate.) Schellenberg described the bleak situation in Ger-
many to Hewitt and suggested an end of the war on the western
front. Both men sought some kind of Western-German under-
standing to prevent the Bolshevization of Germany and Europe.
To accomplish this, Hewitt suggested replacing German army
troops in the West with Waffen-SS troops and sending the regu-
lar troops to the East. Himmler would have to guarantee an
agreement with the West, and the boundaries of Germany still
needed to be worked out. Schellenberg said explicitly: ‘In this
connection no elaborate views were expressed. We were both in
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the same position, neither of us knew what would be said about
these matters in our respective countries.”

Hewitt gave Kersten some credit; all of what he had discussed
with Schellenberg was familiar ground from the meetings with
Kersten, and Hewitt regarded Schellenberg’s appearance as con-
firmation of Kersten’s influence with Himmler.** But he supported
Schellenberg on the key point: there was no specific list of peace
terms.* Though disclaiming any official function, Hewitt stressed
that in his view the US would never negotiate with Hitler. Schel-
lenberg said that this was unnecessary, and that Hewitt ought to
come to Germany to meet with Himmler. That comment coincides
nicely with Schellenberg’s own claim that he had been deliberately
vague as to whether a compromise peace with the West would
come with or without Hitler’s consent.*

Hewitt replied that it would be pointless for him to go to
Germany just then; he had no knowledge of American policies.
Perhaps if he could return to Washington and raise some interest,
he could come later. Schellenberg urged him to act fast, on the
grounds that the bombing was devastating so much of Germany
that time was short. The two men worked out tentative arrange-
ments for Hewitt, after he had gone to Washington, to go to
Germany through Portugal, after some prearranged signals had
appeared in the Swedish press.”’

So far everything was Kersten's and Schellenberg’s effort: would
Himmler be receptive? The Reichsfithrer SS was not so blindly
fanatical that he ignored Germany’s formidable military difficul-
ties. In a speech he gave to party officials in the Gau of Posen on
24 October, Himmler set out a relatively vague assessment of how
the war would end: Germany would retain all the territory it had
gained up to 1939 (including Poland); Germany would be a world
power; and the process of unifying the Germanic peoples of
Europe would continue.* Perhaps on such an occasion he had to
be somewhat realistic and not mention a vast empire in the East.
But he was also pessimistic in a private conversation a few days
later (apparently in Prague on 28 October) with Prince Max Egon
Hohenlohe-Langenburg, a wealthy Liechtenstein national of
German ancestry who owned property in the Sudetenland and
who mixed occasionally in the world of intelligence as an
informant.

Interested in a compromise peace partly for reasons of self-
interest (as, of course, were Kersten and Schellenberg), Hohenlohe
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had already established contact on one side with Himmler and
Schellenberg and on the other in Switzerland with American Min-
ister Leland Harrison and Allen Dulles, the head of the American
OSS mission there. As Hohenlohe reported to Dulles in early
November, Himmler denied that he would ever take any action
to unseat Hitler, but nonetheless foresaw Hitler’s disappearance
(death). Hohenlohe predicted that Himmler was in the best posi-
tion to take control afterwards. In contrast to some key officials
in the Nazi Party, Himmler would rather deal with the West,
Hohenlohe reported.*

An unmistakeable sign that the West was not sending out
engraved invitations to senior nazi officials came on 1 November.
The conference of Allied foreign ministers in Moscow not only
reached agreement to act together on matters regarding surrender,
but also released a statement on atrocities signed by Roosevelt,
Churchill and Stalin, promising the trial and punishment of Nazi
Party officials and military men responsible for atrocities, mass-
acres and executions. On 2 November Kaltenbrunner and
Himmler discussed on the ’phone the Reuters communiqué on
the Moscow conference, and met for many hours on 4 and 5
November.* As hard as they must have tried to find hints of
disagreement among the Allies that they could exploit, the West
and the Soviets were sticking together.

With atrocious timing, Schellenberg now returned to Germany,
hoping to make Himmler enthusiastic about negotiating with the
Americans through Hewitt. Schellenberg offered two versions of
Himmler’s reaction which differ in the details but not in the
essentials. The first alleged that Schellenberg flew home from
Stockholm, worked all night on his report to Himmler, and saw
him about 3 pm the next day (3 or 4 November. The page for 3
November is missing in Himmler’s appointment book and Schel-
lenberg’s name does not appear on 4 November.) Himmler
became confused, aghast, almost gasping for air, finally enraged.
All this sounds like Schellenberg's ghost writer.*!

In another version, which Schellenberg described several times
to Allied interrogators, he saw Himmler just before, during, or
just after the annual festivities in Munich commemorating the
Beer Hall Putsch of 1923 (8-9 November) in a room in the Four
Seasons Hotel. (Himmler did not keep a careful list of appoint-
ments during such times, and Schellenberg’s name is not listed.)
When Schellenberg spoke about Hewitt, Himmler was unable to
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concentrate, and Schellenberg could feel instinctively Himmler’s
lack of sympathy for his proposal. He kept interrupting with ner-
vous questions. After an hour the plan was shattered. Himmler
did not reject it absolutely, but said he would have to discuss it
with Kaltenbrunner, and Schellenberg knew what that meant.
Afterwards Himmler said Schellenberg had gone much too far —
the whole thing amounted to high treason, and might even be a
provocation by the enemy. Schellenberg was to do nothing further,
and Kersten was to be kept away from intelligence work. As
Schellenberg recognized, his proposal would have forced Himmler
to make a stark choice — either to discuss the idea with Hitler and
try to respond ‘officially’ or to go behind Hitler’s back and seek
co-operation between the SS and the military. Himmler was not
prepared to do either.”

The Kersten-Schellenberg initiative would have died but for
the lack of alternatives. If the Soviets had been interested earlier
in a deal or in feigning interest in a deal with Germany, they
showed no such interest after the Moscow conference. Germany’s
military situation continued to deteriorate. So Kersten, who
returned to Germany in December, apparently tried to persuade
Himmler.

In his ‘diary’ entry for 4 December, Kersten wrote that he tried
to make Himmler come to a decision about Hewitt; it was time to
stop the war. Himmler pleaded that he could not show disloyalty
to Hitler. When Kersten responded that Himmler had an even
higher responsibility to the German people, Himmler began to
quarrel with Hewitt’s conditions, especially the war crimes pro-
vision, because these crimes were not ‘crimes’ in his eyes. In the
course of the discussion, Himmler took out the letter Kersten had
supposedly written in October and went through the conditions
one by one, and then he asked for a few days more to think over
the situation.

Kersten’s account concludes with persuasive detail:

This talk between the Reichsfithrer SS, Heinrich Himmler, and myself took
place on the 4th of December, 1943, at Hochwald, the [Himmler] Field Head-
quarters in East Prussia. The talk began early in the morning at a quarter past
nine and finished at ten minutes to eleven.*

A nice writer’s touch! But on 4 December Himmler woke up
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in Berlin, and during the day went to Weimar to give a speech.
He had not been at Hochwald for several days.

No meetings between Himmler and Kersten are indicated until
9 and 10 December.” At this point contemporary records finally
come to Kersten’s support, though they are only suggestive, not
conclusive. On the afternoon of 9 December Himmler also met
Kaltenbrunner, and Himmler’s correspondence log shows a letter
from Kersten on 10 December, even though Kersten saw him that
same morning.* Kersten or Himmler saw the need to have the
doctor put something in writing. Unfortunately, the letter itself
apparently has not survived, but we may conjecture that it had
something to do with Hewitt, even if we cannot trust Kersten’s
diary descriptions.

On 11 December Himmler met Hitler, with no surviving record
or indication of the subject. Two days later,*” at least according to
information received by the British Minister in Stockholm,
Himmler met a Swedish businessman described as pro-nazi.
(Identified only as Mr X in the British document, this man was
probably Birger Dahlerus, a Swede close to Goring who had taken
part in diplomatic negotiations before the outbreak of the second
world war and who owned an estate in Germany.) According to
Mr X, Himmler said he had consulted Goring, Milch, and Rommel,
and that Hitler had now authorized him to seek clandestine con-
tact between Germany and Britain. Ribbentrop had not been
consulted, but Bormann was present during most of the meeting.
Himmler said he wanted above all to clarify what was meant by
unconditional surrender. He and Hitler realized that some change
in the political system was necessary, but that would only cause
anarchy at the present time. Himmler suggested that he name one
army representative and one party representative to meet British
counterparts. The British cabinet’s suggested response to this
feeler was that it had nothing to say to Hitler or Himmler. London
so notified the United States and the Soviet Union, both of which
concurred.®®

Schellenberg reported in his memoirs that shortly before Christ-
mas 1943, out of the blue Himmler suddenly told him that he
now realized something had to happen. Schellenberg could hardly
believe it when Himmler urged him: ‘For God’s sake, don’t let
your contact with Hewitt be broken off. Could you not let him be
told that I am ready to have a conversation with him?  In less
dramatic fashion, Schellenberg also reported, during an interro-
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gation, that Himmler later changed his view of Hewitt, but that
the right moment for discussions had passed.*

It turned out that Hewitt’s path was also strewn with obstacles.
Hewitt (code-numbered 610) had gathered information about nazi
Germany through Kersten and perhaps other sources that was
sent on to London. In late November, an OSS official in London
wrote to OSS Stockholm chief Wilho Tikander: ‘610’s material
was quite general on the whole and not too useful, but I can
appreciate your point tanat it should be accepted with a “‘grain of
salt”’® In fact, Kersten had only given Hewitt information
designed to drive home the need for negotiations with Himmler,
not much of real intelligence value, and not all of it accurate.
Schellenberg had offered a little intelligence gift, the information
that the Germans had broken an OSS code in Bern, but for
reasons which are too complicated to go into here, OSS chief in
Bern, Allen Dulles, had already perceived a nazi ruse to raise
doubts about his codes in order to scare off anti-nazi German
informants. Hewitt would not receive any credit for sending this
story from Schellenberg.*!

Hewitt summarized his interaction with Kersten and Schellen-
berg for his OSS superiors in Stockholm, who feared it was a nazi
trap. But Hewitt persisted, wrote a report in mid-December, and
submitted it to the OSS chief of station, Tikander, with his request
to go to Washington. Tikander then sent a sharp critique to Ameri-
can Minister Herschel Johnson: even if everything Hewitt said was
true, it did not add up to anything positive. Tikander questioned
Kersten’s ancestry and loyalty, his greedy acceptance of a paltry
2,000 kroner for medical treatment provided as a cover, and Hew-
itt’s ability to converse effectively and accurately in German.
Above all, why would Himmler, one of the principal figures res-
ponsible for war crimes, think he could ever accomplish anything
constructive by sending a person such as Kersten to Stockholm?
(This was sound logic; Himmler had not sent Kersten on such a
mission.) Since Germany continued to try to drive a wedge
between the Soviets and the West, Hewitt’s proposed trip to Ger-
many represented a danger, not an opportunity. Tikander also
noted confidentially that Hewitt’s brother-in-law, an OSS officer
in Sicily, had been captured by the Germans and was presumed
executed, information withheld from Hewitt on instructions from
Washington.>? His relative’s fate only emphasized the danger of
Hewitt’s proposed mission to Germany.
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If Tikander was strongly critical, Minister Johnson was ve-
hement. In his cover memo to Hewitt’s summary for Washington,
Johnson called Hewitt’s contacts dangerous. That he gave Kersten
the impression he could send information to the highest quarters
in Washington was ‘regrettable’. Hewitt should never have been
given this assignment. To make sure he was heard, Johnson also
wrote a most secret and personal letter to James Dunn (‘Dear
Jimmy"), political adviser in the State Department, pouring on
more of the same. Johnson and Tikander were happy to let Hewitt
go to Washington, provided his idea was scuttled, but neither
wanted to see him return.” Red tape in London and transportation
difficulties kept Hewitt stuck in Stockholm for some time. After he
finally left, a State Department reply came back under Secretary
of State Hull’'s name: Kersten’s proposition should not even be
considered.™

Hewitt’s arguments found a somewhat better reception once he
reached Washington in February. Hewitt met with OSS Secret
Intelligence branch chief William Maddox on 4 February and
redrafted his summary of the contacts with Kersten and Schellen-
berg at the request of General William J. Donovan, chief of OSS.
Recognizing that a trip to Germany was ‘potential dynamite’,
Hewitt nonetheless saw two enormous advantages: he might learn
about the Germans’ frame of mind and relations among prominent
nazis, and he might explore the possibilities of provoking a putsch
or civil war. Donovan was invited to meet Hewitt; it is not clear
whether he accepted.”

In any case, Donovan did send the idea on to FDR on 20 March,
but with a hedged negative recommendation: he assumed that the
president did not want Americans in Germany on such a basis.*
This was the kind of language used by someone who appreciated
the possibilities (Donovan was not known as Wild Bill for nothing)
and the risks, but expected the White House to weigh the latter
more heavily. And so it turned out. Roosevelt did not pursue the
idea further. Schellenberg heard through Kersten and Graffman
that Hewitt had fallen into disfavour in the OSS because of the
scheme and had left the agency.”” Yet he had done what Kersten
and Schellenberg hoped he would do: he had taken the idea to
the highest levels in Washington.

In spite of the impurities in postwar testimonies and even pos-
sibly in Hewitt’s wartime reports, and of the contradictions among
the various participants, they are all in agreement on certain basic
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matters. From the beginning, Kersten and Schellenberg had no
mandate from Himmler, let alone Hitler. They hoped to generate
enough of a show of interest by the West to tempt Himmler to
take risks with or without Hitler. Hewitt’s situation was similar:
he had to demonstrate clear opportunities of impairing the nazi
war effort for higher American authorities to overlook the risks
of compromising the policy of unconditional surrender. Neither
side could offer their superiors more than vague possibilities at
the end of 1943.

Kersten’s and Schellenberg’s testimonies offer a glimpse into
the nucleus of the nazi regime, where personal conflicts and rival-
ries, as well as differences in policies and perspectives, were
common. Several decades of historical scholarship have confirmed
that beneath the shell of the totalitarian state there was a multi-
plicity of bureaucratic fiefs and political and jurisdictional rivalries.
The question is whether such divisions and disagreements went so
far as to affect basic decisions on war and peace or to threaten
Hitler’s control.

As much a racial fanatic as the Fiihrer and directly responsible
for most of the racial policies of the nazi regime, Himmler was
nonetheless more flexible in foreign policy strategy and less eager
to fight on until total victory against all enemies or complete
defeat. Himmler did wield effective control over the SS, the most
powerful single organization in nazi Germany. In his memoirs,
one former OSS Stockholm official expressed doubt whether ‘his’
decision (ultimately a White House decision) not to send Hewitt
to Germany was the correct one. ‘If we could have driven a wedge
between Himmler and Hitler, the resulting disorganization might
have resulted in the collapse of Germany a year before it actually
occurred.™®

But even if Himmler had been willing to commit himself to a
compromise peace and overthrow Hitler, the United States could
not possibly have justified to the American public any contact or
bargain with the architect of genocide. All of the lofty pronounce-
ments about wartime goals, all the threats to punish those respon-
sible for atrocities and mass executions would immediately have
become a mockery in the midst of the war — a serious problem
for morale. Any deal, therefore, had to be one in bad faith: get
Himmler to seize power or even just to weaken the western front,
then not deliver on any American promises.

Such a course of secret diplomacy and betrayal, well trodden
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by the nazis themselves, was perilous for the Americans. The nazis
could have caused all kinds of difficulties, not just with Western
public opinion, but with the ever suspicious Soviets, simply by
exposing any of their discussions with Hewitt. If Hewitt had gone
to Berlin or Hochwald for talks with Himmler, they would most
likely have been taped. If Himmler was double-crossed, or even
if he simply decided to remain loyal to Hitler, he could have used
the incriminating evidence of Hewitt’s discussions to disrupt the
alliance by showing the Soviets proof of American perfidy. In a
negotiation in which both sides might deal in bad faith, the Ameri-
cans were bound to lose just by getting too close to the enemy.
Opportunities to play off enemy moderates against radicals in nazi
Germany existed — they always will in brutal dictatorships — but
this was a type of game impossible to play with precision and
extremely dangerous to play in a democracy in wartime.

Another intelligence official confirmed after the war that Schel-
lenberg had believed in the prospect of a separate peace with the
West, that he had placed high hopes in Hewitt, and that he was
distressed by Hewitt’s failure to return from Washington.* Schel-
lenberg nonetheless persisted in trying to sway Himmler toward
a separate peace, but Himmler had a different way of proceeding
in that direction. In September 1944, the Reichsfiihrer SS asked
Hitler for permission to conduct secret negotiations with ‘England
or Russia’.* In other words, in spite of a now disastrous military
situation, Himmler still could not bring himself to break with his
Fiihrer, an obvious precondition for Schellenberg’s plan.

That same month Schellenberg recruited a new collaborator,
Giselber Wirsing, a nationalist (but non-nazi) author of works
on foreign affairs, who had written for the Miinchener Neueste
Nachrichien and Die Tat. Schellenberg and Wirsing agreed, accord-
ing to Wirsing’s postwar testimony, that Germany’s military posi-
tion was hopeless, and that Hitler had to leave the government to
create any chance for German participation in peace negotiations.
To that end, Wirsing was to write a series of unvarnished analyses
of Germany’s military and foreign policy situation which Schellen-
berg would distribute to a select circle of high nazi officials, among
whom the primary audience was Himmler. One specific goal was
to destroy the illusion that the nazis could still exploit differences
among the Allies. Wirsing sought to bring about the creation of a
non-nazi government, but Schellenberg simply envisaged Himmler’s
ascendancy. In any case, Himmler supposedly agreed with the
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thrust of Wirsing’s reports, but failed to live up to promises to
Schellenberg, because of either Hitler’s opposition or lack of sup-
port from the extreme wing of the SS.¢!

This 1944 sequel reinforces the interpretation that Schellenberg,
not Kersten or Himmler, was the driving force behind the idea of
negotiations with the West in autumn 1943. Kersten’s account
of his 1943 initiative is fundamentally flawed, because his diary
was manufactured afterwards, because he exaggerated his own
role, and because he also exaggerated Himmler’s openness toward
breaking with Hitler. In spite of some self-serving elements, Schel-
lenberg’s interrogations (more than the ghost-written memoirs)
seem close to the mark, even though his proposed course of action
in retrospect was totally unrealistic. And if there was no way for
an insider like Schellenberg to read Himmler’s intentions and
decisions correctly, it was unlikely that the West could have done
anything to drive a wedge between Hitler and Himmler. The
American decision not to pursue Hewitt’s invitation to meet
Himmler did not deprive Hewitt of a historic opportunity to end
the war earlier.
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