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Gar Alperovitz 

John F. Kennedy concluded after the 
Bay of Pigs that the reappointment of 
Allen Dulles as Director of the CIA 

had been a mistake. We are told, how-
ever, that he still could not understand 
how a man so intelligent and so ex-
perienced could he so wrong.,  Dulles's 
account of his part in arranging the 
surrender of German armies in Italy 
sixteen years earlier offers important 
clues; it also illuminates the way in 
which Dulles helped set in motion the 
events that we know as the Cold War. 

This is not his intent, of course. Dul-
les was wartime oss Chief in Switzer-
land. During March and April 1945 a 
leading Nazi in Italy, ss General and 
Obergruppenfiihrer Karl Wolff got in 
touch with him. Dulles's book is a de-
tailed account of how this "contact" 
was used to facilitate the surrender of 
German forces in Italy a few days be-
fore V-E Day. The publisher promises 
the book will convey "the breathless 
excitement of a fictional thriller." How-
ever, it contains no sex, little sadism, only 
an occasional episode, in the woods at a 
Swiss villa. There is excitement in this 
tale, but to sense it one must know a 
good deal more than Dulles tells about 
its bearing on the great issue of 1945: 
whether the World War H alliance 
could be followed by peaceful relations 
among the Great Powers. 

Hitler was sure it could not, and, 
of course, in the end he was right. 
Convinced that disputes between the Al-
lies could save the Third Reich, he and 
his subordinates tried to foment trou-
ble during the last months of the war. 
His underlings maneuvered both to cur-
ry personal favor with the Americans 
and British and to save Germany from 
the Russians. Wolff made his approach-
es to Dulles in Switzerland. Wolff's ss 
bass, Himmler, suggested a deal to 
Count Bernadotte: "In order to save 
as great a part of Germany as possible 
from a Russian invasion I am willing 
to capitulate on the Western Front in 
• order to enable the Western Allies to 
advance rapidly towards the east." This 
bait was offered all over Europe; the 
trouble, of course, lay in the hook, and 
Dulles knew it: "It would have been a 
simple matter for the Germans to let 
word leak to the Russians that some 
secret negotiations were going on . . . 
that the Allies were running out on 
them." 

IT WAS A "REAL DANGER." Yet it was 
a risk Dulles was willing to take; he 
begged Washington to let nothing inter-
fere with his efforts to produce the 
surrender of a million men. Washing-
ton was dubious. The Germans had 
been ordered to fight to the last man. 
Talk of surrender was high treason, 
and Hitler was hanging Generals on 
the slightest evidence of insubordina-
tion. The only result of bargaining talks 
would be to arouse Soviet suspicions. So 
Dulles's first request for permission to 
open a channel to the Germans was re-
fused. 

Dulles was not put off. More to the 
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ler 
point, his chief "unofficial" assistant 
in such matters, a naturalized citizen 
of German origin, was "not the kind of 
man to give up easily." Dulles trusted 
Gero von S. Gaevernitz, and he espe-
cially trusted Gaevernitz's judgment of 
the Nazis. Gaevernitz (who did much 
of the work on Dulles's book) seems 
to have made the most of his favored 
position to urge the wisdom of dealing 
with Wolff. An alibi was soon devised 
to cover Dulles in Washington. He would 
be able to say that he was "only trying 
to arrange a prisoner exchange"; and 
Gaevernitz and Dulles tentatively opened 

communications with Wolff. 
Dulles chose an inopportune moment; 

for the Nazi interest in these talks 
seemed to confirm known Nazi designs 
at the time: American and British 
armies were racing into Germany from 
the West, while the best units Hitler 
could muster were being deployed 
against the Red Army. Hitler's tactics 
added meaning to Churchill's warning 
that "the Russians may have a legiti-
mate fear of our doing a deal in the 
West to hold them back in the East." 
(Probably Churchill's main aim was to 
avoid giving Stalin an excuse for mak-
ing separate surrender deals elsewhere 
in Europe.) As Dulles's communica-
tions with Wolff went forward, the 
Prime Minister felt that in order to 
eliminate Soviet suspicions, the Rus-
sians would have to be allowed to par-
ticipate. 

On March 8. 1945 Dulles met  

with Wolff. The Russians, however, 
were not invited, and all hell broke 
loose. Ambassador Harriman was treat-
ed to a blast of Molotov's temper: 
"The Soviet Government sees not a 
misunderstanding, but something worse 
. . ." Stalin cabled directly to Roose-
velt that, on the basis of these talks, 
the Germans were moving three divi-
sions from Northern Italy to the Soviet 
front! Roosevelt replied that Dulles was 
merely opening a channel of commu-
nications; if and when surrender dis-
cussions took place, the Soviet Union 
would be represented. Now the Rus-
sians were incredulous. Stalin replied 
that his advisers were certain surren-
der talks had taken place; they be- 

lieved they had already produced an 
agreement "to open the front to the 
Anglo-American troops and let them 
move east." 

We do not know, specifically, wheth-
er the Nazis used Dulles's talks to di-
vert troops to the east, or to divide 
the Allies by spreading this fear; nor 
does Dulles enlighten us much on eith-
er point. He admits that Wolff spent 
two suspicious periods with Hitler and 
Himmler in Berlin during the course of 
the talks," but for the most part Dulles 
is content to take Wolff's word that 
he was acting in good faith. That 
the talks had the profoundly grave ef-
fect Hitler desired, however, is now 
beyond doubt. Their effect was made 
far more serious at precisely this time 
by British tactics. on the Polish issue, 
which, quite unlike Churchill's approach 
to surrender talks, were so violently 
anti-Soviet that Roosevelt felt London 
was "perfectly willing for the United 

States to have a war with Russia at 
any time and . . . to follow the British 
program would be to proceed to that 
end." 

DULLES DOESN'T TELL US much about 
this either, but it is not too much to 
say that the suspicions arising from 
these events in early 1945 set in mo-
tion the first important hostilities of 
the Cold War:,  Stalin raised major 
doubts that the alliance would be trans-
formed into a postwar organization by 
announcing that Molotov would not 
come to the April 25, 1945 San Fran-
cisco U.N. Charter-writing Conference. 
Historians have generally attributed 
Stalin's displeasure to the fact that the 
Soviet-sponsored Government of Poland 
had not been invited to the Confer. 
ence, but Dulles's book provides evi-
dence that far more fundamental sus-
picions were involved. Stalin's cables 
amounted to an open accusation of be-
trayal by Roosevelt. In Washington, 
counter-fears and counter-accusations 
erupted. Roosevelt's responding cable 
was strong: "1 am certain that there 
were no negotiations . . . at any lime 
. . . Frankly, I cannot avoid a feeling 
of bitter resentment toward your in-
formers, whoever they are, for such 
vile representations of my actions or 
those of my trusted subordinates." 

It is a commonplace today that citi 
maneuvering often gives substance to 
Moscow's worst fears about American 
policy. The Secret Surrender shows that 
this destructive tradition began with 
the CIA's wartime predecessor, the oss. 
The book gives substance to Stalin's 
charge in 1945 that what can only be 
called surrender talks were held; and 
it shows that the solemn pledges Roose-
velt offered at the time were false. 
Whether the President was aware of 
what was going on we do not know. 
But we do now know that the talks 
Roosevelt disavowed nevertheless took 
place. Dulles's book presents us with 
facts showing how ridiculous was the 
American claim that negotiations with 
the Nazis would not involve the issue of 
surrender. 

Indeed it was impossible to avoid the 
issue: That was why such high ranking 
men as Generals Lemnitzer and Airey 
of the Allied Command came to Switz-
erland to meet Obergruppenfiihrer 
Wolff. (And why, of course, Stalin 
wanted to send his own generals.) On 
March 9, things had progressed so far 
that Dulles felt emissaries might meet 
to sign an agreement "within days." 
Dulles reports exchanges on a variety 
of points related to surrender. He even 
tells us how his man Gaevernitz per• 
sonally raised the broader question oi 
surrender of the entire Western front. 
And he describes communications with 
the Nazis involving proposals to main. 
tain "a modest contingent" of forces 
in German military hands as an "in• 
strument of order" for the postwar pe-
riod. Dulles writes that when Lemnit. 
zer and Airey met Wolff, "We all real• 
lzed that this was a major decision 
. . . It was the first occasion during 
the entire war when high-ranking Al-
lied officers and a German general had 
met on neutral soil to discuss a Ger. 
man surrender . . ." 	 ‘41 

Not much came of all this, but Stalin, 

1See Appendix I of my Atomic Diplo. 
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tails of the events described here and in 
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we must belatedly admit, was right 

when he urged Roosevelt to accept So-
viet representatives at the talks in or-

der to preclude suspicions. Some ad-
mitted as much in 1945. By early April 
Field Marshal Alexander realized that 

the Germans were probably using the 
talks to drive a wedge between the 
Allies. Finally, at the end of April, 
Washington also came to its senses and 
categorically ordered Dulles to break 
off _all contact with the Germans. Mos-
cow was informed that Soviet repre-
sentatives were invited to be in on the 
next round of talks in Italy. 

TN RETROSPECT, it is obvious that there 
had been little real possibility of sur-
render in Italy so long as Hit-
ler lived. This fundamental judgment 
had been made correctly by many at 
the time. But Dulles has not as yet 
shown he understands it, though even 
he is forced lamely to admit it was 
only Hitler's death on April 30 that 
permitted the surrender to take place. 

What had been gained by two months 
of dickering with the Nazis? A mere 
six days. The fighting in Italy halted 
on May 2; the total collapse of the 
Third Reich was recorded on the eve-
ning of May 7-8. What had been lost? 
It is impossible to know precisely, but 
insofar as the possibility of peace de-
pended on trust and mutual confidence, 
that possibility had been damaged. The 
Secret Surrender reminds us that the 
Cold War cannot be understood simply 
as an American response to a Soviet 
challenge, but rather as the insidious in- 

teraction of mutual suspicions, blame 
for which must be shared by all. 

Why had Roosevelt agreed to exclude 
the Russians? There was little to gain, 
unless, in fact, a deal detrimental to 
them really was being made. Dulles 
hints that "the impelling reason" was 
a desire to use the talks to gain con-
trol of Northern Italy and the then vital 
port of Trieste. Other available evi-
dence suggests that some of the White 
House staff had this in mind, although 
it appears the President himself be-
lieved the talks involved only prelim-
inary arrangements for future surren-
der negotiations. Undoubtedly, an over-
riding problem was the illness of Roose-
velt; the main cables, we now know, 
were not written by the President. But 
the most important factor, in my judg-
ment, was the behavior of the "trusted 
subordinates" who Roosevelt told Stalin 
could not be in error about the talks. 
These were the men who maneuvered 
the President into the affair. One was 
Dulles's boss, oss Chief William Don-
ovan, a man "enthusiastic" about the 
negotiations. The other was Allen Dul-
les. 

Dulles's actions must be understood, 
if not condoned, -in the light of his con-
ception of patriotism. A footnote in his 
book describes his respect for the "pat-
riotic insubordination" of Swiss mili-
tary men willing to break their oaths 
of office to follow dictates of con-
science. Clearly, Dulles would like to 
think .of himself as such a man. He is 
a patriot, but an insubordinate one, a 
man willing to withhold information, 
cut corners, mislead, disobey orders,  

advocate, and deceive in order to 
achieve what he personally happens to 
think best for America. Too strong a 
statement? Dulles himself tells us that 
he "limited" his reporting to Washing-
ton in order to avoid a high level deci-
sion he knew would be against his mak-
ing contact with Wolff; it would 
"cramp my freedom of action and de-
cision_" When one of Wolff's top men 
met with Dulles's assistant to discuss 
surrender, Dulles reported only the 
"bare facts" that the contact had been 
made. He did not want to "create the 
impression we were engaged in any 
kind of high-level negotiations requiring 
policy decisions. . . ." Still not reveal-
ing that surrender had already been 
discussed, he couched requests for in-
structions in "very general" and mis-
leading terms so as to obtain permis-
sion to continue discussions with the 
Germans while his superiors would re-
main ignorant of his real intentions. 

DULLES ALSO DESCRIBES how he took it 
upon himself to decide "it was worth 
the gamble to see Wolff, in full recog-
nition of the fact that considerable 
risks were involved." He tells us that 
even after receiving direct and cate-
gorical orders to break all contact with 
the Germans immediately, he permit-
ted his chief subordinate to meet with 
Wolff. How does Dulles explain all 
this? "An intelligence officer in the 
field is supposed to keep his home of-
fice informed of what he is doing," he 
admits—hastening to add, however: 
"That is quite true, but with some res-
ervations, as he may overdo it. If, for 

example, he tells too much or asks too 

often for instructions, he is likely to 
get some he doesn't relish . - ." It is 
not difficult to understand why, in 1961, 
after Dulles's vague and misleading 
advocacy of the Bay of Pigs invasion, 
Kennedy reluctantly concluded he sim-
ply could not "estimate his meaning 
when he tells me things:1  

Larger questions of statesmanship 
have always been beyond Dulles. In 
1945 he believed so deeply in his sur-
render talks that he was willing to de-
ceive his government in order to gain 
time, until all would see the opportuni-
ties he thought he saw so clearly. Such 
must have been the patriotic "reserva-
tions" which led him to withhold infor-
mation, to disobey orders, and thereby 
contribute to the disruption of Allied 
relations. All one can do with un-
trustworthy subordinates, as Kennedy dis-
covered, is fire them, as he fired Dulles. 
But the firing often comes too late: 
Dulles's secret surrender prefigured such 
other zealously advocated Cold War in-
telligence operations as the U-2 incident 
and the Bay of. Pigs invasion. All three 
served to destroy hopes of cooperation 
and to poison the international atmos-
phere. How, asked John Kennedy, could 
a man so intelligent be so wrong? The 
answer can be found in a view of real-
ity that has characterized the Cold War, 
a view so certain it can do no wrong 
think it will surrender both the national 
interest and simple honesty to its my- 
opic conception of patriotism. 	❑ 
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In two of these recent collections of 
essays, and very occasionally in the 
third, we watch their authors perform-
ing with impressive learning, at times 
with elegance and charm, an activity 
which one is hard pressed to describe 
or account for. One knows of course 
what it is called: for one reads it, one 
reviews it, and alas one writes it. It 
is called literary criticism. But literary 
criticism used to be supposed to serve 
the humble purpose of helping people 
to read with greater understanding the 
sort of writing which used to be called 
"creative." Most of what today is still 
called literary criticism should be giv-
en another name. Literification? Liter-
atics? Or, better perhaps, literastics? 
It is an activity in which, with the 
help of reading, without too much 
bleeding and sweating, the critic con-
structs sets of variations on themes 
which he draws or claims to draw 
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from a poem or a novel, or from 
some other critic. The activity is rapidly 
approaching the condition of absolute 
autonomy. The erstwhile mediators, in 
their overwhelming respect for litera-
ture (make it hard!), have achieved 
something quite remarkable. They have 
made themselves indispensable. They 
are on the way to making literature 
dispensable. As a pupil of mine, by 
no means abnormally lazy, corrupt, in-
telligent, or witty, said recently: "I 
have followed your lectures on Macbeth 
and I have read the criticism. Do I 
have to read the play as well?" 

The proliferation of universities, the 
proliferation of academics, the pro-
liferation of career-enhancing literary 
criticism . . . Transfigurations, meta-
morphoses, epiphanies, unveilings and 
ever-fertile ambiguities . . . The story 
needs no gloss, though one may wonder 
sadly whether one's colleagues on the 
science side, in their pursuit of a doc-
tor's degree or of tenure, are expected 
to discover a new law of nature every 
semester or so. "I digress," writes 
R.W.B. Lewis, "to wonder with a cer-
tain anxiety how long the relatively 
small store of American literature is 
going to survive the writing about it, 
and especially the writing about the 
whole of it." Harry Levin has found a 
good answer—peace of mind in his 
time at least: comparative literature. 
Comparative literature isn't going to 
be used up so soon: there is a lot 
of it. And the East has caught on  

quickly, as witness such research pro-
jects as "The Kabuki Theater and the 
Elizabethan Stage" or "The Icelandic 
Saga and the Malay Folk-tale," put for-
ward by young people to whom, if I 
were convinced that they had ever 
been really- moved by a single line of 
poetry in whatever tongue, I would 
gladly award a dukedom, were it in 
my power. 

"THE DISCIPLINE of comparative liter-
ature . . . has tended to focus its in-
terest on interrelationships — traditions 
and movements, the intellectual forces 
that find their logical termination in 
-ism--rather than on the contemplation 
of individual masterpieces." This is Mr. 
Levin, who is a great one for inter-
relationships, but at least, as his pun 
suggests, interested in words as well. 
The "special illumination" provided by 
the discipline of comparative literature 
derives from "its way of looking at all 
literature as one organic process, a 
continuous and cumulative whole." The 
conception of literature as a continuous 
and cumulative whole seems to me an 
intellectual fiction; or, if a truth, then 
a truth which has no human signifi-
cance. The pattern—and what, if it is 
large enough, cannot be supposed to 
have a pattern?—is perceptible only 
to God, and God, as we have had good 
cause to lament, is too busy with other 
things to take up literary criticism. 
How can we, conscious of our inade-
quacy in front of a four-line lyric, 

imagine that we can talk meaningfully 
about "a continuous and cumulative 
whole"? It is not by cumulative wholes 
that we are moved, even transformed 
it may be, but by those "isolated 
products" (as the blurb calls them), 
the poems and the novels created in 
sweat and suffering by individual and 
often isolated writers. 

In the event the products of com-
parative literary criticism are not so 
unlike the old, gentlemanly "gracious 
living" sort of writing (and there are 
worse sorts to be like): an elegant 
skipping from literature to literature, 
from language to language, from his-
tory to history. "Meanwhile, in an 
apartment near the Etoile, the self-
exiled Irishman Joyce was carefully 
elaborating the most minute and com-
prehensive account that any city has 
ever received from literature . . . ." 
In the very nature of the undertaking, 
with so much ground to cover, there 
is rarely time for more than capsule 
treatment of the texts adduced. "It 
may be a coincidence worth noting 
that, in France and England alike, the 
most articulate lionesses assumed the 
name of George." Comparisons, Mr. 
Levin proves, need not be odious at all: 
"We cannot draw any parallel from 
the circumstance that allotted the roles 
of Darcy and Heathcliff to the same 
actor in the film versions of Pride 
and Prejudice and Wuthering Heights, 
given the versatility of Sir Laurence 
Olivier. Yet . . . ." 
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