
   [image: Cover: Conspiracy, Calamity and Cover-up: The Truth Behind the Hess Flight to Scotland, May 10th 1941 by John Harris and Richard Wilbourn]


   
      
         
             

         

         
             

         

         
            [image: ]

         

      

   


   
      
         
            
               [image: ]

            

         

      

   


   
      
         
            Dedication

            ‘First the truth is ridiculed. Then it meets outrage.

Then it is said to have been obvious all along.’
Arthur Schopenhauer1

         

         During the week ending 18 October 2020, John Harris had an untypically unpleasant exchange of correspondence with Sir Richard J. Evans, nominally one of the foremost British historians. Sir Richard had just published a book on Nazi Conspiracies, The Hitler Conspiracies: The Third Reich and the Paranoid Imagination and Harris and Wilbourn were clearly in the firing line (for those interested, see his Chapter 4) The main hypothesis was that conspiracy theories are no more than ‘fake news’, citing the USA with The Donald. All very dangerous, etc, etc. The following week Sir Richard, fronting his new book’s publicity drive, enjoyed a BBC Radio 4 interview in which he basically said the same thing.

         He told Harris he would only communicate with us if we first critiqued Chapter 4 of his new book. This we did in the form of five detailed pages, and then that was it. No debate. Nothing.

         Presumably he had got from us what he wanted.

         Somewhat surprisingly, in his Chapter 4, Sir Richard had made some silly, sloppy errors of fact. The Duke of Kent (1902–42) was stated as being killed in an air training accident, when in fact the flying boat in which he was travelling crashed into a hillside, and once pointed out, things became quite unpleasant. We have no issue whatsoever with criticism if it furthers the debate and is at least factually accurate, but to land a few cheap shots without even bothering to explain why we are wrong is disappointing and unfair to say the least. Almost uniquely, Sir Richard appears to believe the Hitler communique to the German nation of 13 May 1941, which of course described Hess flying unaided and under a delusion.

         His chosen interpretation alone is incredible, but that is of course his prerogative. Presumably, being Knighted and a Cambridge professor, he must know far more than us, but in this case we suspect that he (or, more likely, his paid researchers) were too busy criticising us for a cheap shot literary effect to have time enough to take too much notice of the actual facts of the Hess case. In the early new year of 2021, John Harris discovered that in 2013 the Leverhulme Trust had funded Sir Richard to the tune of some £1.5 million2 to research ‘conspiracy and democracy’. It is these authors’ contention that Sir Richard and his team have themselves ill served democracy by simply decrying and disparaging the dissenters. The Hess affair, unfortunately for Sir Richard, is very much a conspiracy and we just hope that he and his undoubted brain have not been ‘bought’ to try and cover up that fact. Why not be radical and instead state the facts, that surely he must know, interpret them for us dullards and then let the readers decide for themselves? Just think how daring that approach might be.

         This thankfully untypical episode has just made us more determined to carry on and prove Sir Richard and his ilk wrong. It also makes us question who writes history if inconvenient facts are just disregarded by the ‘Great and the Good’ in favour of some easy recognisable dialogue that actually makes little sense. In addition, the discovery of the £1.5 million funding seems to pose different questions. In the past we have often wondered how ‘victor’s history’ might possibly distort the real truth; now we are seemingly also targets for ‘academic history’, funded by third parties, all presumably with their own agendas. The former is at least more understandable as to motive.

         However, the real issue with Sir Richard’s hypothesis is that he simply chose the wrong subject for his Chapter 4. We of course agree that there has been much nonsense written about certain aspects of the Nazi period and, in particular, Hess and his flight, but sadly for Sir Richard, the Hess flight is a conspiracy. Our approach, not being superior Oxbridge historians, has always been to allow our readers the choice of what they believe. If we then continue to write rubbish, presumably no-one will buy our books. We willingly take that risk. However, we have never written anything that we do not believe to be true or accurate at the time of writing. (Nor have we, unlike other Hess ‘historians’, inserted documentation into any archive in support of our beliefs).

         Consequently, we would now dedicate this book to Sir Richard and his team, in the hope (forlorn, probably) that they take the time to learn the facts of the Hess case before coming to judge others who have at least attempted to do so to the best of their abilities (and budgets). Lastly, we should state clearly that we have self-funded both our own research over many years and the many accompanying beers. The beer tabs alone would probably amount to £1.5 million.

Cheers, Sir Richard.

         HELPFUL DEFINITIONS3


         
            Conspiracy – A secret plan to commit a crime or do harm: a plot. (From Latin conspicuus)

            Conspiracy theory – An explanation for an event that invokes a conspiracy by sinister and powerful groups, often political in motivation, when other explanations are more probable.

            Calamity – An event causing great and often sudden damage or distress, a disaster. (From Latin calamitas)

            Cover up – To completely cover or conceal.

            Fake News – False or misleading information presented as news. The term was first used in the 1890s.

            Truth – The quality or state of being true.

         

         
            1 Arthur Schopenhauer was an influence on Rudolf Hess – see Eugene Bird, The Loneliest Man in the World, Sphere, London, 1974.

            2 ‘In 2013 I applied for and was awarded a Leverhulme Programme Grant on “Conspiracy and Democracy”. The total sum awarded for the 5-year programme was £1,584,611.’ (Prof. Sir Richard Evans’s website).

            3 The Oxford Compact English Dictionary, OUP, Oxford, 1996.

         

      

   


   
      
         
            Introduction

         

         In late January 1942, Winston Churchill was again in trouble. On the 27th he reported to the House of Commons, having recently returned from the USA:

         
            ‘We have had a great deal of bad news lately from the Far East, and I think it highly probable, for reasons which I shall presently explain, that we shall have a great deal more. Wrapped up in this bad news will be many tales of blunders and shortcomings, both in foresight and action. No one will pretend for a moment that disasters like these occur without there having been faults and shortcomings. I see all this rolling towards us like the waves in a storm, and that is another reason why I require a formal, solemn Vote of Confidence from the House of Commons, which hitherto in this struggle has never flinched.’

         

         In short, Churchill had seen fit to hold a vote of confidence; ostensibly so as to provide a sign of a unified nation to the various Allies that had joined Britain in their fight against the Axis powers.

         As Churchill had openly confessed, the war was not going well and privately had admitted that,

         
            ‘The bulk of the Tories hated him, that he had done all he could and would be happy to yield to another.’4

         

         Although the self-analysis and doubt were perhaps uncharacteristic, he then went on to say in the House of Commons:

         
            ‘We have also to remember how oddly foreigners view our country and its way of doing things. When Rudolf Hess flew over here some months ago, he firmly believed that he had only to gain access to certain circles in this country for what he described as “the Churchill clique” to be thrown out of power and for a government to be set up with which Hitler could negotiate a magnanimous peace. The only importance attaching to the opinions of Hess is the fact that he was fresh from the atmosphere of Hitler’s intimate table. But, Sir, I can assure you that since I have been back in this country, I have had anxious inquiries from a dozen countries, and reports of enemy propaganda in a score of countries, all turning upon the point whether His Majesty’s present Government is to be dismissed from power or not.’

         

         This brief, yet deliberate mention is surely the key to understanding the Hess affair. This was the first time that Churchill had given any particular mention on the matter; the Scottish air crash had already taken place some eight months earlier. He had, of course, been quizzed in the House previously (13 May 19 May and 10 June) but had always managed to bat away the questioners.

         However, now, when he was looking for personal support, he saw fit to refer to ‘certain circles’ as being the political target of the Hess flight. Was this again a ploy to challenge the self-same ‘certain circle’ to finally ‘put up or shut up?’ Churchill had previously employed a very similar tactic on 7 May 1941, just three days before the Hess flight.

         This book seeks to first identify those ‘certain circles’ and secondly to ascertain if they were real or a mere figment of the imagination of the British Secret Services. Who were they and how could the Churchill clique be ‘thrown out of power’?

         We are also interested by Churchill’s use of the word ‘dismissed’. In wartime, general elections are not allowed and so the general public cannot vote an incumbent out of power. There is only one person who can ‘dismiss’ a sitting prime minister…

         Incidentally, Winston Churchill won the Vote of Confidence by 464 to 1. By way of pure coincidence, the only dissenter was James Maxton, MP for Bridgeton, Glasgow, his constituency being less than 16 miles away from the Hess crash site.

         
            4 Anthony Eden, The Reckoning, Cassell, London, 1965.
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            Preface

         

         Thankfully, neither Richard nor I can claim any relevant qualifications that render our opinions on the Hess affair any more credible, authoritative or believable than anyone else’s. Again, thankfully, we are not academics (with the inherent danger of having to ‘sing for your supper’). We are both farmers and I also run a small accountancy practice. Richard can tell you about wheat production and I know something about taxation. Consequently, we merely invite you to read our book and decide for yourself as to our findings about Hess. We should also repeat that unlike our friends the academics, we have received no financial assistance in the research and publication of this, our latest and seventh book on the subject.

         However, whilst not specifically funded, we do possess a fair degree of scepticism, irony, objectivity, independence, pride and perseverance. We have been learning about and studying the affair since 1987, when Hess died, and we initially became interested simply because the whole affair and its supposed explanation at the time just did not make sense. The 1941 German communique (Hess had gone mad and had flown to the enemy) was still the accepted story and at the time was an easy story to believe, as the somewhat bizarre behaviour of Rudolf Hess at Nuremberg had simply reinforced the notion that he was truly mad and so had quite likely just flown to the enemy. QED.

         Quite possibly, and even more bizarrely, it now appears that one of the leading British historians, Prof. Sir Richard Evans, still believes this to be the case.5

         Perhaps unfortunately for our wives and, at the time, young children, we soon found out that there was an awful lot more to the story than the very convenient headline explanation. In 1992 we published our first finding.6 Mrs Roberts, to whom Hess had been writing via Albrecht Haushofer in the autumn of 1940, was the aunt of and close relation to an early member of SOE (SO1), then based at Woburn Abbey. Much of the 1990s was then spent chasing aspects of Hess around mainland Europe, cunningly (in the male mind anyway) disguised as family holidays.

         Subsequently, we have discovered and explored the role of Tancred Borenius in the affair, before analysing the actual 1941 flight in the early 2010s. We thought (and still think) that by understanding the technical nature and character of the flight we are able to garner further understanding of what was meant to happen, as opposed to what did happen. Peter Padfield, who sadly has recently died, was very helpful to us in this regard by lending us the ‘Pilot’s notes’ that came to him via the late Prof. A.W.B. Simpson. Our subsequent books have also introduced the political role of the Polish government in exile. This area in particular is an extremely sensitive subject and is very easy to misinterpret (a crime we suspect we may well have already committed), so we already caveat the subject appropriately. To date we have published six books as our knowledge has expanded and have made discoveries that we believe worthy of wider record and publication. If we discover that we have made errors, we are pleased to acknowledge the fact as above. Thankfully, to date it has been a rare occurrence.

         This is all very well, and it has all been terrific fun, but we are still not wholly sure we are able to offer the complete solution. Back in 2015, Gordon Corera of the BBC asked us: ‘Well, chaps, was it a coup or a lure?’ This is now known as the ‘killer question’. The honest answer in the year of the eighty-first anniversary of the flight is that we still do not know for sure. Some weeks we are sure the answer is ‘coup’, other weeks ‘lure’ as some new snippet of information comes into the reckoning. We have also thought the affair could well be a hybrid; ‘lure’ for some participants whilst other players might genuinely have believed a ‘coup’ was underway. What better way for the far from secure 1941Winston Churchill to discover who the potential British ‘bad guys’ (or ‘certain circles’) were? Let them think a coup is underway, let them eventually show their hands and then ‘pull the plug’, courtesy of R. Hess, Esq. Very clever indeed and probably too clever by half – if indeed this is what was actually happening. We should also say that there are certainly no shortage of potential candidates for the role of the ‘bad guys’, or indeed just ‘guys that disagreed with the British never surrender strategy’. In spring 1941, throughout the ruling classes and aristocracy, Churchill, very understandably, had far more doubters and detractors than ardent supporters. Andrew Rosthorn has again been very helpful in demonstrating to us the role of the Labour Party in the Churchillian coalition government of 1941. It no doubt played a crucial role in preserving Churchill in power when, apart from his fine words, both he and Britain were very much ‘on the ropes’.

         We should also (probably) proudly concede that above all the British are masters at being devious. As a nation we have massively ‘punched above our geographical weight’ by being clever and devious for centuries and we are also notoriously secretive, sometimes even to matters that seemingly are not particularly or vitally important. We hope that the fact that we are still having this debate some eighty years after the event adequately illustrates the point.

         A very inconvenient constitutional question also arises if some of the potential ‘bad guys’ also hold a constitutional position. Can one be treacherous against an incumbent government if, for instance, the protagonists are acting (or think they are acting) on behalf of and in the best interests of the monarchy? To answer that complex question, we perhaps need to return to 1689 – or even earlier. Do please remember that the British Armed Forces and Secret Services swear allegiance to the monarch, not the government, a point that Hess and his staff were also busily checking in spring 1941.7

         We should also perhaps make clear our position to Rudolf Hess as an individual. We are not revisionist historians, as to date there has been no clear version of history in respect of the Hess affair to revise. All we are trying to do is to understand why Hess flew to Scotland in 1941. He certainly was no ‘martyr to peace’. His flight was a simple act of war, as the subsequent Fuhrer Directive 32 makes clear. If Hitler had conquered Russia, Britain and her empire would have been the principal targets once again, without doubt. We are certainly not right-wing apologists in any way whatsoever.8 We hope at least that much is abundantly clear.

         There is no doubt we have discovered and learned an awful lot through this process. We may well have in our possession enough pieces of the jigsaw to be able to work out for sure what the big picture on the box itself might be (if we were the more intelligent). However, we are still not sure and so one maxim we have stuck to throughout the past thirty years is never to assume or guess. We went and saw for ourselves, stated what we discovered and will let the reader decide. This is not an easy subject to decipher.

         So, this time, given the above uncertainty and caveat, we thought it might be a useful exercise to record our detailed findings and debate the various aspects and known facts of the case, in just the same way that a court process might evaluate a case. State and evaluate the evidence and come to a judgement. (Not judge first and then evaluate in hindsight, Sir Richard?)9 We also wish to record and evaluate the handling of the affair since 1941, in the hope that we may obtain further evidence as to the original intent.

         Who knows, our conclusion might then be very close to the truth? At times over the past thirty years, it has genuinely felt that we might be able to completely solve the mystery. (Usually through misplaced confidence gained by reason of our ignorance of another aspect of the affair.) Currently, we even doubt that outcome, but we have certainly narrowed down the areas of uncertainty. Whilst we think we know what we do not know, we certainly know what we do. (Sorry, Mr Rumsfeld.)

         We trust the reader approves of this approach. If we manage to do this well, we hope to engage the reader into a clear debate of the various issues, so they are left in no doubt as to the current pertinent issues and uncertainties. We will also take pride in hopefully making the academics look a little daft. In a so-called democracy and a country boasting a constitutional monarchy and the ‘mother of parliaments’, the whole Hess affair and its overbearing secrecy is actually a disgrace, but it is of course Britain and it is of course only eighty plus years later …

         
             

         

         John Harris and Richard Wilbourn

         Northampton and Norfolk

         Spring 2022

         
            5 Correspondence between Harris and Evans, October 2020.

            6 John McBlain, Rudolf Hess: The British Conspiracy, JEMA, Moulton, 1992.

            7 The Gestapo interrogations of Hess staff, May 1941. (As quoted by David Irving in Appendix 1 to Hess: The Missing Years 1941–1945, Focal Point, Windsor, 2010.)

            8 Unbelievably, we have recently been so accused by Herr Jatho of Giessen.

            9 Sir Richard recently tweeted that he usually assesses a book by first looking at the Acknowledgements page. ‘I still follow Carr’s advice in “What is History?” to study the historian before you study the book: the first thing I turn to is the Acknowledgements page, to see where the author comes from, identify friends and mentors; then the Preface, then the notes; finally, the book itself.’ 8 January 202
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            Authors’ Note

            The Case for the Established History
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            The NSDAP hereby announces that party comrade Hess who, due to an illness he had years ago, was not allowed to fly, succeeded in obtaining an aeroplane against the strict orders of the Führer.

            On Saturday evening, 10 May, Rudolf Hess took off from Augsburg. He has not returned yet. We regret to say that a letter which he left behind seems to leave no doubt that he suffered from a mental derangement, and it must be feared that he has fallen a victim of hallucinations. Under these circumstances, it is possible that party comrade Hess either jumped out of the aeroplane, or died in an accident.1

         

         So, there we have it. The Deputy Führer has gone mad and flown to the enemy. All is now very clear, and we should be duly grateful for the official clarification. The following day the Nazi government chose to become even more explicit:

         
            On the basis of a preliminary examination of the papers which Hess left behind him, it would appear that Hess was living under the hallucination that by undertaking a personal step in connection with the Englishmen with whom he was formerly acquainted it might be possible to bring about an understanding between Germany and Britain. As has since been confirmed by a report from London, Hess parachuted from his plane and landed near the place in Scotland which he had selected as his destination; there he was found, apparently in an injured condition.

            As is well known in party circles, Hess has undergone severe physical suffering for some years. Recently he sought relief to an increasing extent in various methods practised by mesmerists and astrologers, etc. An attempt is also being made to determine to what extent these persons are responsible for bringing about the condition of mental distraction which led him to take this step. It is also conceivable that Hess was deliberately lured into the trap by a British party. The whole manner of his action, however, confirms the fact that he was suffering under hallucinations.

            Hess was better acquainted than anyone else with the peace proposals which the Führer has made with such sincerity. Apparently, he had deluded himself into thinking that, by some personal sacrifice, he could prevent developments, which, in his eyes, could only end with the complete destruction of the British empire.

            Judging by his own papers, Hess, whose sphere of activities was confined to the party, as is generally known, had no idea how to carry out such a step or what effect it would have.

            The National Socialist Party regrets that this idealist fell prey to tragic hallucinations. The continuation of the war, which Britain forced on the German people, will not be affected at all. As the Führer declared in his last speech, it will be carried on until the men in power in Britain have been overthrown or are ready to make peace.

         

         Unfortunately, there is a big problem with both statements. Neither are particularly helpful nor, as we hope to demonstrate, particularly true. (The second does, however, contain elements of truth.) The reality was that the Hess mission had just gone disastrously wrong and its chief protagonist wandering around lowland Scotland meeting the locals (and naturally being offered tea), was surely not meant to happen. Delightful though Renfrewshire and both the buildings are, it is surely inconceivable that Giffnock Scout Hall or the Busby Home Guard HQ were ever intended to be the planned venues for a mission of such truly historical importance.

         The truth is that Hitler had to come up with an excuse for the PR disaster fast unfolding before him and quickly; not least for the benefit of his nominal trading partner Joseph Stalin, who perhaps might have quite rightly smelled an even bigger rat if he had thought that Hess was seriously entreating with the British. Luckily, Hess had already given his leader the excuse. In his last letter to his Führer, Hess had suggested that if all went wrong,

         ‘Simply say I was crazy…’2

         Hitler had quickly latched on to the suggestion, struggling in the meantime to formulate anything else more plausible, and rightly fearful of the onslaught of possible British propaganda. Of course, Stalin did not believe him for one moment (especially after the subsequent events of 21–22 June 1941).

         
            
[image: ]
          The Giffnock Scout Hall
        

            

         

         The communiques to the German people also had a second very profound implication. By essentially doing as Hess had suggested, with Hitler stating that Hess was delusional, any hope of Hess being treated as a Parlamentär had also evaporated. This aspect is more thoroughly debated in Chapter 28, but the personal impact for Hess of Hitler’s very public disenfranchisement was huge and lasted for some forty-two years after the Führer’s death. True Parlamentärs, of course, have some rights under international law. In desperately appeasing Stalin, Hitler had just extinguished any rights Hess may possibly have once held.

         The British government was also acutely politically embarrassed. Churchill and his Polish ally Sikorski had spent the early spring of 1941 frantically courting each other – and Roosevelt (and Stalin) – and lo and behold, Hess then awkwardly gatecrashes the flirtations. What might the isolationists in America think if the potential suitors were simultaneously doing deals behind their backs? What might the Pilsudki Poles think if their sympathy really lay with Germany above Russia?

         Indeed, why bother to engage at all, if the Europeans were inevitably going to make peace, or entreat, somewhat hypocritically after all their stirring words and speeches?

         So, what was the collective response? Given – and because of – the immense stakes they were playing for, they all chose to lie. Hitler lied, as already described above. Churchill initially said nothing and in doing so kept everyone guessing for at least eighty years. (He later dismissed the Hess affair as inconsequential.)3 Hess, now starting an unbeknown lifetime captivity, lied about his identity and pretended he had meant to contact the Duke of Hamilton and the flight was really a triumph (and not the disaster it actually had become). Everyone had their own very sensible reasons to lie.

         Consequently, with all the main players choosing to lie about an event and even more outrageous explanations subsequently being proffered (doppelgängers, astrology, the control of Antarctic etc, aided and abetted by the falsified documentation), is it really a surprise that the real truth has remained concealed for so long? If not so serious a subject, it would be amusing to record that some historians have even sought to rely on and embellish some of the falsehoods of other historians, so as to reinforce their own flawed theories.

         It is also interesting to note the duration of Hess’s lies and lying. Upon arrival he lied about his identity (perhaps quite understandably, given his vulnerability). At Nuremberg he lied about the state of his mind (and in doing so avoided having to say anything about his 1941 flight). Whilst in captivity he continued to lie when seemingly there was no reason to lie. In this connection we would direct the reader to Eugene Bird’s The Loneliest Man in the World, an account of the Hess affair from inside Spandau Prison. The book describes Hess’s reluctance to discuss even basic facts, often on the pretence of ‘I can’t remember.’ In other words, at no time after 1941 could Rudolf Hess be relied upon to tell the truth, though certainly not because he was delusional.

         However, the real truth is that Rudolf Hess, in flying to Scotland, thought he was attempting to instigate a regime change and instigate/force an Anglo-German secret settlement/treaty, whilst bypassing the notoriously intransigent Churchillian government.

         As we have already seen, Churchill admitted this to his Parliament in 1942.4

         A masterstroke if it were to work … but how was it to be achieved? Was the possibility just an illusion, or for real? This is what we hope to explain (and also hopefully finally convince ourselves in the process).

         No persons with a complete knowledge of the affair are still alive. Some who did may have been murdered (Karl, Albrecht and Martha Haushofer in 1945/6 and Rudolf Hess in 1987). Others, long since dead, quite sensibly just kept their mouths shut (Pintsch, Rosenberg, Fath, Cadogan, Boyle, Dansey and Borenius).

         These sad, but inevitable, facts have certainly made ascertaining the truth the more difficult, if for no other reason than through the need to distil fact from the ever-increasing volumes of speculation, fiction and the fraudulent documentation.5

         We started our work back in the early 1990s and are pleased to report that whilst certainly not a fast process, we have continued to add and accumulate to our knowledge over the years without having to amend our basic interpretation along the way. New details have come to light, but our basic premise and interpretation have thankfully remained unchanged. At no time did we, or have we, set out to be sensationalist. The conclusions reached in this book, whilst quite possibly sensational, have been based on the accumulation of a large amount of data amassed over a long period of time. The conclusions are based on the result of a process, largely tedious, sometimes exciting, rather than part of any pre-ordained or sponsored objective or explanation.

         
            1 Wulf Schwarzwaller, Rudolf Hess: The Deputy, Quartet, London, 1988.

            2 Ilse Hess, Prisoner of Peace, Briton Publishing Co., London, 1954. Copies of this document have yet to see the light of day.

            3 Churchill downplayed the affair in his history of World War 2, published between 1948 and 1953.

            4 Hansard, 27 January 1942.

            5 The Guardian, 4 May 2008. The twenty-nine fakes behind a rewriting of history.

         

      

   


   
      
         BRIEF BIOGRAPHICAL DETAIL

         We do not wish to hinder or shroud the new information that we have discovered by the repetition of the same old biographical facts and details that a score of other works have previously relied upon and presented. For instance, if the reader wishes to learn about the finer details of Hess’s early life, then we would refer him or her to the host of other, more valid works.

         Most of these known facts are accepted as such. In this book we have attempted to debate the new knowledge to the reader wishing to ascertain the true motives and motivations behind the extraordinary flight.

         However, in order to place some events into context, we do need to provide this brief chronology of the life Rudolf Hess up to 31 August 1940, the specific starting point for our more detailed evidence:

         
            26 April 1894 Rudolf Hess born in Ibrahimieh, Alexandria, Egypt. Hess’s parents were import/ export agents, trading as Hess & Co. Hess’s father is often described as being a dominant individual in both business and family matters. Hess, by his own admission, was a ‘mummy’s boy’.

            1900 Hess enters the German Protestant School in Alexandria. Leaves shortly after entrance and is tutored at home.

            1908 Hess travels to Germany and continues his education at the Protestant Educational Institute at Bad Godesberg.

            1911 Hess enters the École Supérieure de Commerce in Neuchatel, Switzerland. He then undertakes a commercial apprenticeship in Hamburg and is on leave from Hamburg when the First World War commences.

            The first twenty years of his life were therefore dominated by his father’s not unnatural wish for Hess to continue the family business that Hess’s grandfather had founded in 1865. Hess had already shown signs of an impending rebellion against this wish when the onset of the First World War gave him the viable excuse he needed.

            1914–17 Hess fights as an infantryman.

            July 1917 Hess is shot in the lung. He recuperates in Germany at the family estate.

            Spring 1918 Hess learns to fly in a Fokker D.VII.

            13 December 1918 Lieutenant Rudolf Hess is discharged from active service and travels to Munich.

            1919 Hess becomes embroiled in the political chaos enveloping Munich. He joins the Thule Society, becoming an active agitator.

            1920 Hess enters Munich University and meets Prof. Karl Haushofer. In May 1920 he also meets Ilse Pröhl, his future wife.

            May 1921 Hess meets Hitler for the first time.

            8/9 November 1923 The Munich Beer Hall putsch takes place and fails. Hess escapes to Austria.

            April 1924 Hitler, and subsequently Hess, are sentenced to imprisonment in Landsberg. The two men use their time to write Mein Kampf. Frequent visitors are Karl Haushofer and Ilse Pröhl. They are released in January 1925.

            27 December 1927 Rudolf Hess marries Ilse Pröhl. Witnesses to the wedding are Adolf Hitler and Karl Haushofer.

            1932 Hess wins second prize in the ‘Round the Zugspitze’ aeronautical race.

            30 January 1933 Adolf Hitler becomes Chancellor.

            21 April 1933 Adolf Hitler makes Rudolf Hess Deputy Führer of the NSDAP.

            3 October 1933 Hess takes control of the Auslands Organisation.

            1934 Hess wins first prize in the ‘Round the Zugspitze’ aeronautical race.

            Mid-1930s First public accounts of Hess’s medical issues. First record of the use of alternative medicines.

            1933–38 Hess wholly engaged in NSDAP policy, amongst which he co-signs a series of anti-Semitic decrees in 1935.

            1938 Hess signs necessary decrees for the Anschluss.

            1938 Wolf Rüdiger Hess is born. Rudolf Hess is now aged forty-four.

            March 1939 Britain and France commit to ‘lend all support in their power’ to Poland ‘in the event of any action that threatened Polish independence’.

            23 August 1939 Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact signed, together with its secret protocol.

            25 August 1939 The Agreement of Mutual Assistance between the United Kingdom and Poland is signed.

            3 September 1939 The Second World War begins as a consequence of the German invasion of Poland.

            10 May 1940 Germany invades the Low Countries and France.

            22 June 1940 Hess attends the Armistice ceremony with Hitler at Compiègne, France. He is told of the intention to invade Russia.

            31 August 1940 Munich, Bavaria, Germany.

         

      

   


   
      
         
            CHAPTER 2

            31 August 1940 – The Genesis

            No sacrifice should have been too great in winning England’s friendship …’

            Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf (first published 18 July 1925, Munich)

         

         August 1940 was ‘unusually dry’ according to Volume 57, number 8 of the British Monthly Weather Report of the Meteorological Office, then priced at 1s.

         The exceptional weather had certainly assisted the Nazi war machine in its so far relentless blitzkrieg across Europe. Germany had not yet been at war for a year, but had already conquered Poland, Norway, Denmark, the Low Countries and France. The British Expeditionary Force had been forced to flee mainland Europe back to its island base and each day Hermann Göring’s Luftwaffe was relentlessly pounding British airfields in an incessant attempt to gain air superiority prior to the invasion that would then surely follow.

         The fine weather also meant there was to be little rest for the RAF, who could not rely on poor flying conditions for any respite. On 24 August, the Luftwaffe had bombed Central London, whether by mistake or not, leading to a reprisal raid on Berlin the following evening. The stakes had risen again. As Göring had stated in his policy note a few days earlier:

         
            To sum up: we have reached the decisive period of the air war against England. The vital task is to turn all means at our disposal to the defeat of the enemy Air Force. Our first aim is the destruction of the enemy’s fighters. If they no longer take the air, we shall attack them on the ground, or force them into battle by directing bomber attacks against targets within the range of our fighters. At the same time, and on a growing scale, we must continue our activities against the ground organisation of the enemy bomber units. Surprise attacks on the enemy aircraft industry must be made by day and by night. Once the enemy Air Force has been annihilated, our attacks will be directed as ordered against other vital targets.

         

         However, and perhaps somewhat typical of Göring, the reality was somewhat different to the rhetoric. By 31 August 1940 the Battle of Britain was fast becoming a position of stalemate. The Luftwaffe could no longer replace the aircraft it lost quickly enough and could only count on around 50 per cent of its original air fleet. Equally, the RAF was on its knees and could barely raise enough aircraft to defend the attacks on its air bases.1 The British also knew of the German position and its various logistical problems through early Ultra intelligence.2

         Adolf Hitler was in Berlin on 31 August, and at 1.15pm met Franz Halder and the Chiefs of Staff at the Reich Chancellery. At the previous meeting, a month earlier, on 31 July, he had stated: ‘If results of air warfare are unsatisfactory, invasion preparations will be stopped.’

         A month later, the eventual military result was certainly still not as yet clear. The outcome and any subsequent decision as to invasion could not yet be assessed with any degree of certainty.3

         Hitler had also emphasised the importance of weather ‘against which human effort is unavailing.’4 The Germans were under obvious pressure. If an invasion of Britain was to be launched, this had to take place before the ‘unusually dry’ weather reverted to its seasonal norm. It is, however, also quite possible and probable that Hitler was merely looking for a suitable and expedient excuse; an uncontrollable factor to blame for a decision he really did not wish to make anyway.

         As Peter Fleming states succinctly in Invasion 1940: ‘Throughout the summer of 1940, as far as Great Britain was concerned, Hitler was trying to do two things at once. He planned for an invasion, but he never ceased to dream of a capitulation.’

         By August 1940, Rudolf Hess, his deputy, was a purely political and administrative animal. He had no formal military position as such and played no direct role in the massive military machine created by Nazi Germany. Some have therefore written him off in importance as clearly, in times of war, the military and its personnel gain an obvious ascendancy and priority.

         However, this supposition we believe wholly inaccurate and misleading, particularly in a dictatorial system, where the Duce or Führer values loyalty almost to the exclusion of any other attribute.

         In his political role of Stellvertreter, or deputy, Rudolf Hess could still aim to assist in Hitler’s ‘twin track’ strategy. He certainly had the contacts, infrastructure and means to at least instigate an examination into the likelihood of a British capitulation – not a military capitulation, that would be down to Hermann Göring, Erich Raeder, Walther von Brauchitsch and the forces under their control, but a political capitulation, fermented and distilled from within the British establishment itself. Hitler had already tried this tactic once before by attempting to kidnap the Duke of Windsor in Portugal. It was only when the Duke and Duchess had finally sailed for the Bahamas in early August 1940 that the Operation Willi was cancelled.5

         Moreover, through his years of contact with his Führer, Hess was confident and knew that the second option was certainly the one that Hitler preferred. We would refer the reader to this chapter’s opening quotation that Hitler had dictated to Rudolf Hess, his then secretary and editor, whilst in Landsberg prison, some fifteen years earlier.

         So, on 31 August 1940 Hess decided to actively start and pursue the process that was to lead to his flying to Scotland some eight and a half months later.

         When in captivity years later, Hess related how he first gleaned the idea of a flight to Britain shortly after the fall of France but, again, perhaps because of the ‘unusually dry’ weather, he chose to meet his old Munich University professor, Karl Haushofer (1869–1946) and agreed to walk together in the Grünwald Forest, just to the south of Munich, on 31 August 1940. The meeting appears to have started in the late afternoon/early evening and carried on into the early hours of the morning. It had assumed some urgency on account of Hess having been told at Compiègne that a Russian invasion by Germany was now very much a possibility.

         
            
[image: ]The Hess haus at Harlaching, Munich

            

         

         At the time, Rudolf Hess lived in the south-central part of Munich at 48, Harthauserstrasse, Harlaching. The Haushofer family owned a small estate in Pähl, the Hartschimmellhof, and a further alpine house/ski chalet in Partnach-Alm, near Garmisch-Partenkirchen.

         The meeting venue therefore appears to have been ‘halfway’ between the two men’s respective houses, albeit perhaps slightly closer for Hess. Both would have to have travelled to meet. Neither was ‘visiting’ the other, with perhaps any implied implication of deference. Two old friends had simply decided to meet. They had known each other for at least twenty years by this time, but Karl Haushofer’s influence had been on the wane with Adolf Hitler since 1938 when the two men had argued at the christening of Wolf Hess, Rudolf’s only child. Haushofer, apart from being Hess’s tutor, had also been a significant influence on both Hitler and Hess in the early Munich days of the NSDAP and has been credited for the adoption of the later NSDAP Lebensraum policy.

         The August meeting and its subsequent action points were recorded for posterity by detailed correspondence, which survives, passing between Hess and the two Haushofers, Karl and his son Albrecht (1903–45). These letters, or copies thereof, later found their way into the German Foreign Office and were duly seized, along with 400 tons of other correspondence at the end of the war. The archives had initially been moved by the Nazis to a number of locations in the Harz Mountains and then in 1946–7, the United States, United Kingdom and French governments pledged themselves to publish the papers, ‘on the basis of the highest scholarly objectivity’.

         We were initially surprised that these papers ‘surfaced’ so early in the process and so looked into the procedures that allowed their release into the public arena. We doubted that the British in isolation would have sanctioned their release in 1947, unless of course they told a story the British were comfortable with (they have released precious little else of import). The 1947 editorial committee apparently consisted of twenty-two persons who conducted their business free from government interference. We can only assume that it was the editorial independence that allowed this correspondence trail to emerge quite so early after the event, but even so it still took a number of years before they were quoted in the early Hess research, such as that which took place.

         The trail evidenced by the letters, minutes and notes directly link Hess to the Duke of Hamilton via the Haushofers (and Mrs V. Roberts, see Chapter 6) and it has certainly been the case that much of our research over the past twenty-five years has been facilitated by simply following this trail backwards. Had these letters not been published, for whatever reason, discovering the truth would have been very much more difficult. The ‘solo flight’ theory may even have been partially believable, as without these letters there would be no visible hand of British Intelligence whatsoever. Everything else follows on, but we now believe that these documents were released as early as 1947 so as to hide the true rationale (but not some of the details) behind the flight and to set the post war explanation (as Nuremberg had provided no further clarification whatsoever). They also paint the Duke of Hamilton as an unwitting player, which is also quite possible. In other words, yet again a convenient explanation, but one that contradicts the earlier account of Hess, delusional, stealing a plane and flying to the enemy.

         However, the fact is that the correspondence has survived, is available and has been published. The first letter is that from Karl Haushofer to his son Albrecht, relaying the details of the Hess meeting in the Grünwald Forest, on 31 August 1940. The references are those of the original German Foreign Office. They subsequently were reproduced under the Documents on German Foreign Policy 1918–1945 Series D, volume 9. Series D deals with the period 1937–45.

         
            C109/C002185-87

            Dr Karl Haushofer to Dr Albrecht Haushofer

            
                

            

            Munich, 3 September 1940

            
                

            

            Dearest Albrecht: Cordial thanks for your letter of the 29th from the Hotel Imperial in Vienna. I had almost a vague premonition that you might be there.

            If you composed your birthday letter to me in the air raid cellar, I could have reciprocated this kind service on the night of the 1st and 2nd because I promised your mother when I left the mountain cabin to go down when the alarm sounded and consequently spent 1½ hours in exercise and gymnastics.

            For, as with you, everything has changed with us too. Through Lisa’s sudden departure, which you witnessed, mother’s trip to the Hart became unnecessary. Because her stomach and knee both took a turn for the worse, she remained at the Alpine cabin and, only because everything was so arranged, let me go down to the valley alone from the 31st to the 3rd. But I was rewarded, for it brought me a meeting with Tomo from 5.00 o’clock in the afternoon until 2.00 o’ clock in the morning, which included a 3-hour walk in the Grünwalder Forest, at which we conversed a good deal about serious matters. I have really got to tell you about a part of it now. 

            As you know, everything is so prepared for a very hard and severe attack on the island in question that the highest-ranking person only has to press a button to set it off. But before this decision, which is perhaps inevitable, the thought once more occurs as to whether there is really no way of stopping something which would have such infinitely momentous consequences. There is a line of reasoning in connection with this which I must absolutely pass on to you because it was obviously communicated to me with this intention. Do you, too, see no way in which such possibilities could be discussed at a third place with a middleman, possibly the old Ian Hamilton or the other Hamilton.

            I replied to these suggestions that there would perhaps have been an excellent opportunity for this in Lisbon at the Centennial, if, instead of harmless figureheads, it had been possible to send well-disguised political persons there. In this connection, it seems to me a stroke of fate that our old friends, Missis (sic) V.R., evidently, though after long delay, finally found a way of sending a note with cordial and gracious words of good wishes not only for your mother, but also for Heinz and me and added the address.

            Address your reply to: Miss V Roberts, c/o Post box 506, Lisbon, Portugal. I have the feeling that no good possibility should be overlooked; at least should be well considered.

            
               [image: ]

            

         

         In respect of this letter, we would make the following observations:

         
            
	As can be seen, this letter from father to son records his meeting with Rudolf Hess. By this time, the seventy-one-year-old Karl Haushofer had virtually retired. ‘Tomo’ was the Haushofer family nickname for Hess, being a derivation of the Japanese for ‘friend’ (tomodachi). As described, Karl Haushofer had left his wife at the Alpine chalet to travel first to Pähl and then onwards to the meeting.

               	Albrecht Haushofer had been in Vienna at a meeting between the Foreign Ministers of Hungary and Rumania and von Ribbentrop and Ciano, the Italian Foreign Minister. Albrecht at the time was on the payroll of the German Foreign Office, under the auspices of von Ribbentrop. Any work he did for Hess was essentially by reason of his Father’s friendship, not through the ‘Dienstelle Ribbentrop’, the Nazi Foreign Office.

               	The letter certainly appears to be more of an order than a request, but also appears to be quiet as to what is hoped to be achieved from the mooted discussions. We can only presume that the Haushofer’s hope that Sir Ian Hamilton or the ‘other’ Hamilton (the 14th Duke) were in a position to influence events outside the normal government channels. Interestingly, by inference, it therefore appears to rule out any approach through official channels.

               	The Duke of Kent had travelled to Lisbon in June 1940, and it is interesting in light of future events that he seems to have been dismissed at this stage as a ‘harmless figurehead’. Winston Churchill had controlled the travel arrangements so that the Duke did not meet his elder brother, the Duke of Windsor, who had fled Paris in May.

               	However, the most fascinating part of this letter is that dealing with Mrs V. Roberts. Following the 1941 flight, MI5 travelled to Cambridge to interview the then seventy-seven-year-old widow, who was then living at 10 Wilberforce Road, Cambridge.

               	However, MI5 concluded in their later report that the letter (dated 26 July 1940) was innocently sent, by Mrs Roberts, who had sought to maintain her longstanding friendship with Martha Haushofer, Karl’s wife. She had recently discovered that during wartime, correspondence was still possible through the Thomas Cook postal system.

               	We are far from surprised that this earlier letter has yet to surface. It may of course be that it was not considered important enough to be retained, or it may still be in the private Haushofer family archive in Bavaria (but this was ‘weeded’ by the British in 1946). One certainly would not expect it to appear in the captured German Foreign Office records, as there would be no reason for it to be there if it merely records the good wishes of one elderly British lady to an elderly German woman. We do, however, believe it extremely important, as it may well make clear precisely where Mrs Roberts was located at the time of her sending it to Martha, viz. Cambridge, England and not Lisbon, Portugal.

               	Psychologically, as a result of the meeting, there is also much going on. Karl Haushofer’s friendship with Rudolf Hess had already extended over twenty years, going back to Hess’s time in Munich in the early 1920s. At this time, Hess and his friend Adolf Hitler had spent much time in Haushofer’s company and when the two young men were imprisoned in Landsberg prison following the failed 1923 Putsch, it was Karl Haushofer who would weekly make the 100-km round trip from his estate at Pähl to visit the two men. The two men in their mid-twenties must surely have been impressed by the land-owning, erudite Prussian with his enticing mixture of wealth and intellect.

            



         Why did Haushofer do this? Perhaps he saw the future of Germany in the hands of Hess, Hitler and the nascent NSDAP, and this was his way of influencing the same. There has been detailed debate as to the extent of the influence Haushofer actually exerted, but it is undeniable that some influence was exerted and was duly blended with other sources so as to produce the turgid Mein Kampf, the literary project extant whilst the two men were imprisoned.

         Later on, the elderly Haushofer’s influence was to wane, particularly with Hitler, and as already stated, the two men had badly argued in late 1938 at Wolf Hess’s christening in Munich, when Haushofer challenged Hitler’s foreign policy which by that time was starting to follow a more radical agenda. Karl Haushofer had been in virtual retirement since that time; he was in his seventies and so there must have been a degree of flattery to be asked to voice his opinion once again. Equally, it is now recorded and known that Hess had met Mrs Roberts in the 1930s when she was travelling in Europe, so the idea of a suggested contact may even have come from Hess, with Haushofer just supplying the current contact details.

         The justification for the detailed recording was to also protect the Haushofer family. Under the Nazi racial laws (that Hess had sanctioned in late 1935), Karl’s wife, Martha, and their two boys were designated ‘mischlinge’, and as such the family were potentially very vulnerable, particularly to any enemies of Hess. Albrecht had already been given specific protection by Hess in the form of a German blood certificate.

         Therefore, we see the walk in the Grünwald Forest as very much the genesis of the Hess flight. In 1941, when in British captivity, Hess told Lord Simon that he first had an idea for a flight as early as June 1940, during the French campaign.6

         Be that as it may, it took him until 31 August 1940 to instigate the early stages of such a notion. In our opinion, it was this meeting that directly led to the sensational flight 252 days later.

         
            1 Wolfgang Paul, Herman Göring: Hitler’s Paladin or Puppet?, Arms and Armour, London, 1998

            2 Peter Wescombe, Bletchley Park and the Luftwaffe, Bletchley Park Trust, Report Number 8, September 2009.

            3 The Halder War Diary, Presidio, Novarto, CA, 1988, p. 242.

            4 Peter Fleming, Invasion 1940, Rupert Hart-Davis, London, 1957.

            5 See John Costello, Ten Days that Saved the West, Bantam Press, London, 1991.

            6 Peter Raina, A Daring Venture, Peter Lang, Berne, 2014
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            CHAPTER 3

            The Thomas Cook Postal System

            The reason for subsequent confusion?

         

         Chapter 2 ended with Karl Haushofer essentially telling his son Albrecht to reply to their old friend Mary Violet Roberts at PO Box 506, Lisbon. (Mrs Roberts had first contacted Martha Haushofer through the same system in July 1940.) Given that it was this correspondence that subsequently alerted British Intelligence to the fact that the Haushofers (and therefore, indirectly, Hess) were trying to establish contact with non-governmental channels within Britain, we feel it important to precisely understand the system that the parties had used to communicate and also to analyse their motives for doing so.

         In this connection we can only highly recommend the reader to Charles R. Entwistle’s Undercover Addresses of World War II (Chavril Press). First published in 1992 Chavril Press of Abernethy, Scotland, it details the means by which postal services operated during the time of war, in particular between belligerent nations. Essentially, it now appears to us that Mrs Roberts originally did nothing else other than make use of the services legally open to her (and anyone else) after the outbreak of war. Indeed, this was also the conclusion that MI5 eventually came to following their visit to Mrs Roberts in mid-May 1941.1

         The British government felt it only right and proper that families and friends could continue to correspond during periods of war. However, so as to avoid accusations of collaboration, rather than use the GPO, the company of Thomas Cook Limited was used. Cook’s were already providing a similar service to the Canadian government.2

         In January 1940 a service commenced, based in what was then neutral Holland.

         Obviously, the events of May 1940 had made Holland far from neutral and so from June 19403 the service moved to the still very neutral Lisbon, which at that time was becoming known as ‘the gateway to Europe’ for that very reason. The first ‘clipper’ service from the USA had taken place in May 1939, using the new Boeing 314 flying boat.4

         Thomas Cook subsequently used the PO Box number 506 to pass literally millions of letters between the UK and friends and family in Germany and occupied Europe. Eventually, inhabitants of the Channel Island and prisoners of war would become the most common users. Thomas Cook even placed advertisements in The Times to promote the service.5

         However, along with the service naturally came a strict series of rules. Whilst not illegal to correspond with persons abroad, all such letters would be subject to the scrutiny of the censor. That was made clear to the users of the service by large stickers being affixed to the envelopes being used.

         The specific rules pertaining to the service were:

         
            1) Communications must be clearly written (without erasures) and should not exceed two sides of a normal sheet of notepaper. Only one letter may be placed in one envelope.

            2) Letters and envelopes must omit the sender’s address. They must refer only to matters of personal interest.

            
	Mention of a letter received from or written to enemy or enemy occupied territory is not permitted.

               	No reference may be made of any town (other than Lisbon), village, locality, ship or journey. No indication may be made that the writer is not in Portugal.

            

3) Each letter must be placed in an open unstamped envelope, fully inscribed to the addressee, who should be asked to address any reply to your full name, care of Post Office Box, 506, LISBON, Portugal. Poste Restante addresses are not permitted.

            4) The open envelope containing the letter should be placed in an outer stamped envelope and sent to THOS COOK & SON LTD, Berkley Street, Piccadilly, London W1 together with a memorandum plainly written in BLOCK LETTERS containing the name and full address of the sender.

            5) The communication to THOS COOK & SON LTD must enclose a postal order value 2s which fee will cover the postage of one envelope containing one communication to the neutral country, also of a reply (if any) from the neutral country to Messrs Cook’s Head Office in London. An additional fee is payable for airmail.6
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         We believe this document exactly explains the following in our story:

         
            
	Mrs Roberts wished to communicate with her old friends the Haushofers.

               	She could only write in a personal manner.

               	She follows the instructions, pays her 2s and the letter is sent. She probably posts the outer envelope in Cambridge, addressed to Thos. Cook, London.

               	She cannot give an address (on the actual letter), other than the return address in Lisbon.

               	This may explain the impression given that she was actually in Lisbon, an impression that her German friends the Haushofers, apparently believed.

               	We should not perhaps be too surprised at their ignorance; the service had only just started in Lisbon (June 1940).

               	It may well be that the ‘long delay’ that Karl Haushofer refers to was simply occasioned by the fact that Mrs Roberts did not pay the extra money for airmail (we will shortly learn that she was of Scottish blood!).

            



         We now do not believe that the above sequence of events infers intelligence involvement in any way. The reason that the letters were to be left open was so that the censor could be involved before despatch. It was therefore almost an inevitability that any ‘dubious letters’ would be found out and (at the least) returned to the sender.

         This is precisely what happened to the Haushofer letter of 23 September. An Auslands agent, (an agent of the Foreign branch of the Nazi Party) posted the reply back to PO Box 506, Lisbon (apparently the postman was Hess’s brother, Alfred who worked in the Auslands Organisation in Berlin) but the letter was censored by the British censor and retained. Realistically, it never stood a chance, and one explanation is that that the Haushofers did not wholly understand the system. They thought Mrs Roberts was in Lisbon, simply because of the rules of the system. See the above, rule 2.

         We also suspect that Mary Roberts sent a further letter, as there is (or was) an envelope in the Bundesarchiv, Koblenz, dated 6 May 1941.7 We have been unable to locate this envelope to date.

         However, we now do not believe that the first Roberts letter was anything other than friendly greetings, simply because they could not be; the censor would have stopped the letter and that would have been the end of the matter. If Mrs Roberts was really taking part in an intelligence-inspired international intrigue, would she really choose to rely on the Thomas Cook service?

         It is quite right to say that we do not know for sure, because the originating letter has yet to surface. The letter does not feature on the archive microfilms, but it may still possibly reside in the Haushofer private archive in Germany. What has to be the case is that it cannot be deemed to be contentious, or the censor would never have allowed its initial passage. Moreover, it did not need to be contentious if the purpose was purely to renew acquaintance.

         In the very early days of our research, John Harris interviewed a member of Mrs Roberts’s family in London, who confirmed that she had definitely not left Britain during the war. Harris was obviously keen to establish if indeed this was the case, as another author had recently asserted that the old lady was residing in Portugal.

         The late Peter Allen, the father of fellow and equally controversial Hess author Martin Allen, had made the same flawed assumption as it appears Karl Haushofer had in his 1983 work Crown and Swastika. He too made the case that Mrs Roberts was residing in Lisbon. This we now know is wholly untrue, but in so doing had helped Mr Allen in the telling of his own particular and unique interpretation of the story, at that time in trying to deal with the Duke of Windsor and his passage to the Bahamas.

         Lastly, as far as the system of transmission is concerned, MI5, not surprisingly, also took an interest in Mrs Roberts and why she was sending letters to Germany. Eventually, on 14 May 1941, obviously in response to the events of three nights earlier, a Captain Hughes interviewed Mrs Roberts, safely at home in Cambridge.

         Captain Hughes reported that the September letter was a continuation of a frequent pre-war correspondence and she had been told about the Cook mail service by a friend of hers. She also denied any knowledge of the Duke of Hamilton.8 The first fact we are very willing to believe as we have established that the Roberts and Haushofers had been friends since before the First World War.9

         Consequently, it would appear that the original letter from Mary Roberts to Martha Haushofer was sent in good faith and friendship, simply using a newly instigated service. That also appears to be the conclusion MI5 reached. Similarly, it is most likely that Karl Haushofer initially also saw the letter for what it was and merely told his son of the Lisbon address in the letter as reproduced in Chapter 2, probably without any further indications as to the ‘rules of the postal system’.

         With thanks to Tony Stott, he makes the point that British agents abroad did not necessarily trouble about a cover address but just wrote to somebody they knew, or had invented, being certain that their communications would first come to the censor and hence be routed to the proper department of intelligence. We now wonder if this is why Haushofer acted as he did.

         So far and so good, but thereafter we feel the sequence of events and the apparent understanding of the participants certainly require further enquiry.

         
            1 MI5 files KV2/1684.

            2 Commenced 25 November 1939. Charles Entwistle to authors, 13th October 1999.

            3 Ibid.

            4 Clipperflying boats.com

            5 Charles Entwistle to authors, 13 October 1999.

            6 The British Postal Museum, London.

            7 Rainer Schmidt, Botengang Eines Toren?, Econ, Düsseldorf, 1997.

            8 TNA KV2/1684 and KV2/1685.

            9 John Harris, Rudolf Hess: The British Illusion of Peace, JEMA, Moulton, 2010.

         

      

   


   
      
         
            CHAPTER 4

            The Letter is Delivered

            (And the Haushofer alibi is established)

         

         The previous chapter dealt with the means of communication that Albrecht Haushofer had chosen to use in his attempt to reach the Duke of Hamilton, his pre-war friend. We now question whether this attempt was ever going to succeed, given the apparent misunderstanding of the necessary process. We also question whether this misunderstanding was a deliberate act.

         In any event, Albrecht Haushofer meticulously recorded his every action, presumably as a defence against any future attack. It is also interesting to note what is not recorded:

         
            
	Why precisely did the Haushofers think Mrs Roberts was in Lisbon?

               	Was it their misunderstanding of the Cook system? Had Karl merely passed on Thomas Cook’s address and not that of Mrs Roberts?

               	How (and where?) was Mrs Roberts to send the letter on to the Duke of Hamilton?

               	Did Haushofer/Mrs Roberts know where the duke was stationed? If so, how?

            



         The charade had begun.

         
            C109/C002179-202

            Dr Albrecht Haushofer to his parents

            Berlin, 19 September 1940

            
                

            

            Dear Parents: I am sending you enclosed herewith some important documents:

            
                

            

            First T’s Letter to Father,

            
                

            

            Secondly, my answer to T. which has already been sent and, I hope, has your subsequent approval.

            Thirdly, the draft of a letter to D,1  which I will keep to myself and not show to anyone else. I request that you examine it to see whether it might involve any danger for the woman who may transmit it.2  I really believe that it sounds harmless enough. I have inserted the reference to the ‘authorities’ over there purposely as a safeguard for the transmitter and recipient. So I should like to have your honest opinion and any corrections. Fourthly a report of what I said on the 8th in G,3  as an accounting before history (save till the last).4

            The whole thing is a fool’s errand, but we cannot do anything about that.5  According to our latest reports the treaties of union between the Empire and the United States are about to be signed.6

            
                

            

            Best wishes,

            Albrecht

            
                

            

            Enclosure 1

            (Letter from Rudolf Hess to Karl Haushofer)

            
                

            

            Dear Friend: Albrecht brought me your letter, which at the beginning, besides containing official information, alluded to our walk together on the last day of August, which I too recall with so much pleasure.

            Albrecht will have told you about our conversation, which beside volkdeutsch7  matters, above all touched upon the other matter, which is so close to the hearts of us both. I reconsidered the latter carefully once more and have arrived at the following conclusion:

            Under no circumstance must we disregard the contact or allow it to die aborning. I consider it best that you or Albrecht write to the old lady, who is a friend of your family, suggesting that she try to ask Albrecht’s friend whether he would be prepared if necessary to come to the neutral territory in which she resides,8  or at any rate has an address through which she can be reached,9  just to talk with Albrecht.

            If he could not do this just now, he might, in any case, send word through her where he expected to be in the near future. Possibly a neutral acquaintance, who had some business to attend to over there anyway, might look him up and make some communication with him, using you or Albrecht as reference.

            This person probably would not care to have to inquire as to his whereabouts only after he got there or to make futile trips. You thought that by knowing about his whereabouts had no military significance at all; if necessary, you would also pledge yourselves not to make use of it with regard to any quarter that might profit from it.

            What the neutral would have to transmit would be of such great importance that his having made known his whereabouts would be by comparison insignificant.

            The prerequisite naturally was that the inquiry in question and the reply would not go through official channels, for you would not in any case want to cause your friends over there any trouble.

            It would be best to have the letter to the old lady with whom you are acquainted delivered through a confidential agent of the AO to the address that is known to you. For this purpose Albrecht would have to speak to Bohle10  or my brother. At the same time the lady would have to be given the address of this agent in L – or if the latter does not live there permanently, to which the reply can in turn be delivered.

            As for the neutral 11  I have in mind, I would like to speak to you orally about it some time. There is no hurry about this since, in any case there would first have to be a reply receiving her from over there. Meanwhile, lets both keep our fingers crossed. Should success be the fate of the enterprise, the oracle given to you with regard to the month of August would yet be fulfilled, since the name of the young friend and the old lady friend of your family occurred to you during our quiet walk on the last day of that month.12

            With best regards to you and Martha.

            Yours, as ever,

            R(udolf) H(ess)

            
                

            

            Can be reached by telephone through: Linz – Gallspach A.13

            
                

            

            Enclosure 2

            TOP SECRET

            
                

            

            My Dear Herr Hess: Your letter of the 10th reached me yesterday after a delay caused by the antiquated postal service of Partnach-Alm.14  I again gave a thorough study to the possibilities discussed therein and request – before taking the steps proposed – that you yourself examine once more the thoughts set forth below.

            I have in the meantime been thinking of the technical route by which a message from me must travel before it can reach the Duke of H(amilton). With your help, delivery to Lisbon can of course be assured without difficulty.15 About the rest of the route we do not know. Foreign control must be taken into account; the letter must therefore in no case be composed in such a way that it will simply be seized and destroyed or that it will directly endanger the woman transmitting it or the ultimate recipient.16

            In view of my close personal relations and intimate acquaintance with Douglas H(amilton) I can write a few lines to him (which should be enclosed with the letter to Mrs R., without any indication of place and without a full name – an A. would suffice for signature)17  in such a way that he alone will recognise that behind my wish18  to see him in Lisbon there is something more serious than a personal whim. All the rest, however, seems to be extremely hazardous and detrimental to the success of the letter.

            Let us suppose that the case were reversed: an old lady in Germany receives a letter from an unknown source abroad, with a request to forward a message whose recipient is asked to disclose to an unknown foreigner where he will be staying for a certain period – and this recipient were a high officer in the air force (of course I do not know exactly what position H. holds at the moment; judging from his past I can conceive of only three things; he is an active air force general, or he directs the air defence of an important part of Scotland, or he has a responsible position in the Air Ministry).19

            I do not think that you need much imagination to picture to yourself the faces that Canaris or Heydrich would make and the smirk with which they would consider any offer of ‘security’ or ‘confidence’ in such a letter if a subordinate should submit such a case to them. They would not merely make faces, you may be certain! The measures would come quite automatically – and neither the old lady nor the air force officer would have an easy time of it! In England it is no different.

            Now another thing. Here too I would ask you to picture the situation in reserve. Let us assume that I received such a letter from one of my English friends. I would quite naturally report the matter to the highest German authorities I could contact, as soon as I had realised the import it might have and would ask for instructions on what I should do myself (at that, I am a civilian and H. is an officer).

            If it should be decided that I was to comply with the wish for a meeting with my friend, I would then be most anxious to get my instructions if not from the Führer himself, at least from a person who receives them directly and at the same time has the gift of transmitting the finest and lightest nuances – an art which has been mastered by you yourself but not by all Reich Ministers. In addition, I should very urgently request that my action be fully covered – vis-à-vis other high authorities of my own country-uninformed or unfavourable.20

            It is not any different with H. He cannot fly to Lisbon – any more than I can! – unless he is given leave, that is unless at least Air Minister Sinclair and Foreign Minister Halifax know about it.21  If, however, he receives permission to reply or to go, there is no need of indicating any place in England; if he does not receive it, then any attempt through a neutral mediator would also have little success.22

            In this case the technical problem of contacting H. is the least of the difficulties. A neutral who knows England and can move about in England – presumably there would be little sense in entrusting anyone else with such a mission – will be able to find the first peer of Scotland very quickly as long as conditions in the Isle are still halfway in order. (At the time of a successful invasion all the possibilities we are discussing here would be pointless anyway.)

            My proposal is therefore as follows:

            
               Through the old friend I will write a letter to H. – in a form that will incriminate no one but will be understandable to the recipient – with the proposal for a meeting in Lisbon. If nothing comes of that, it will be possible (if the military situation leaves enough time for it), assuming that a suitable intermediary is available, to make a second attempt through a neutral going to England, who might be given a personal message to take along. With respect to this possibility, I must add, however, that H. is extremely reserved – as many English are towards anyone they do not know personally. Since the entire Anglo-German problem after all springs from a most profound crisis in mutual confidence, this would not be immaterial.23

            

            Please excuse the length of this letter; I merely wished to explain the situation to you fully.

            I already tried to explain to you not long ago that, for reasons I gave, the possibilities of successful efforts at a settlement between the Führer and the British upper class seem to me – to my extreme regret – infinitesimally small.24

            Nevertheless, I should not want to close this letter without pointing out once more that I still think there would be a somewhat greater chance of success in going through Ambassador Lothian in Washington or Sir Samuel Hoare 25  in Madrid rather than through my friend H.26  To be sure, they are-politically speaking – more inaccessible.27

            Would you send me a line or give me a telephone call with final instructions? If necessary, will you also inform your brother in advance?28  Presumably I will then have to discuss with him the forwarding of the letter to Lisbon and the arrangement for a cover address for the reply in L(isbon).

            With cordial greetings and best wishes for your health.29

            Yours, etc

            A(lbrecht) H(aushofer)

            
                

            

            Enclosure 3

            Draft letter to D.H.30

            
                

            

            My Dear D… Even if this letter has only a slight chance of reaching you – there is a chance and I want to make use of it.

            First of all, to give you a sign of unaltered and unalterable personal attachment. I do hope you have been spared in all this ordeal, and I hope the same is true of your brothers. I heard of your father’s deliverance from long suffering; and I heard that your brother-in-law Northumberland lost his life near Dunkerque. I need hardly tell you, how I feel about all that …

            Now there is one thing more. If you remember some of my last communications before the war started you will realise that there is a certain significance in the fact that I am, at present, able to ask you whether there is the slightest chance of our meeting and having a talk somewhere on the outskirts of Europe, perhaps in Portugal. There are some things I could tell you, that might make it worthwhile for you to try a short trip to Lisbon – if you could make your authorities understand so much that they would give you leave. As to myself – I could reach Lisbon any time (without any kind of difficulty) within a few days after receiving news from you. If there is an answer to this letter, please address it to…31

            
                

            

            C109/C002203

            Dr Albrecht Haushofer to Rudolf Hess

            23 September 1940

            
                

            

            My dear Herr Hess: In accordance with your last telephone call, I got in touch with your brother immediately. Everything went off well, and I can now report that the mission has been accomplished to the extent that the letter you desired was written and dispatched this morning. It is to be hoped that it will be more efficacious than sober judgement would indicate.

            Yours, Etc

            H(aushofer)

            
                

            

            C109/C002204-05

            Dr Albrecht Haushofer to Dr Karl Haushofer

            Berlin, 23 September 1940

            
                

            

            Dear Father: I am enclosing the copy of a short letter of serious contents, which perhaps had better be kept by you than by me. I have now made it clear enough that in the action involved I did not take the initiative …

            Now to the English matters. I am convinced, as before, that there is not the slightest prospect of peace; and so I don’t have the least faith in the possibility about which you know. However, I also believe that I could not have refused my services any longer. You know that for myself I do not see any possibility of any satisfying activity in the future …

            Best regards to both of you.

            Albrecht

         

         That appears to be the end of the exchange of letters. A few things emerge:

         
            
	Hess clearly believes Mrs Roberts is in Lisbon. He can only have gained that impression from the Haushofers, although it will be remembered that Hess had actually been introduced to Mrs Roberts before the war.

               	The most difficult aspect here is why the Haushofers were quite happy to convey the fact that Mrs Roberts was based in Lisbon. They knew she was in her seventies, they knew her son had been killed, so quite why they thought she had moved to Lisbon in the middle of a war really deserves some further consideration. If the letter that Mrs Roberts sent to the Haushofers came through the Thomas Cook system, as is likely, then that might have been the source of the misinformation.

               	We are also amazed that the Haushofers/Hess ever thought the letter would reach Mrs Roberts without being censored. If we assume that Hess and the Haushofers genuinely thought that Mrs Roberts was in Lisbon, surely the issue would remain as to how she was then going to forward the letter to Hamilton, without attracting the attention of the censor?

               	The more we have considered this letter exchange, the odder it seems. First, the inordinate amount of detail we presume was a defence mechanism should anything go wrong – Albrecht in particular was detailing what he thought an unsound idea (but still went along with it) and secondly, any rational analysis must surely conclude that the proposed letter would never have got through the censor. Mrs Roberts’s originating letter got through the censor because it was uncontentious. By contrast, a letter to the Duke of Hamilton (certainly not difficult to ascertain his identity), a serving wartime officer, suggesting a meeting in Lisbon was hardly likely to be passed off without comment.

               	Indeed, we now must consider whether attracting the censor’s attention was even part of the idea? It would appear from the chain that whilst Hess knew in general terms what Albrecht was to write, he did not actually get to see the draft itself. From MI5 file KV1684, it is now clear that the letter was simply addressed PO Box 506, Lisbon. Thomas Cook forwarded the unaddressed letter (apart from Mrs Roberts’s name) to London, for them to address.32


            



         The draft does seem to give the game away completely; it certainly is not written in such a way that, ‘will incriminate no-one but will be understandable to the recipient’ (as per Albrecht’s suggestion).

         It appears to us that the letter was obvious as to the sender and obviously also implicates Mrs Roberts too.

         The key here seems to be contained in the letter to his father that Albrecht sent on completion of the letter. He wrote, ‘I have now made it clear enough that in the action involved I did not take the initiative.’

         Absolutely true. Albrecht was acting on the plan that was hatched by his father and Hess in the Grünwald forest, on 30/31 August 1940.

         However, had he then played his part in such a manner to ensure failure, in that the letter was almost certain to be stopped by the censor? There must have been a better choice of words, or were they all genuinely ignorant? That we now very much doubt …

         
            
[image: ]Alfred Hess (centre right), the appointed postman

            

         

         
            1 The Duke of Hamilton.

            2 Mrs Roberts in Cambridge, England.

            3 Bad Godesberg on the Rhine.

            4 The memorandum already analysed.

            5 A summary of the reservations already expressed to Rudolf Hess, albeit in more stringent terms. It is an interesting point to debate how Albrecht Haushofer was able to come to this conclusion in September 1940. It is certainly not clear to these authors, although clearly there had not been the British feelers at that time. They were to come in the spring of 1941.

            6 Some evidence exists to support this suggestion of an overarching political union, but it may possibly be a reference to the early stages of what became the lend lease agreement of March 1941.

            7 The affairs of ethnic Germans abroad.

            8 This is important. Hess was clearly of the opinion that Mrs Roberts was in Portugal, presumably as advised by the Haushofers.

            9 Presumably this is PO Box 506. The Germans appeared to be unaware that this was the Thomas Cook Office.

            10 Ernst Bohle – Head of the Auslands Organisation (AO). Friend of Hess, enemy of Ribbentrop. Alfred, Hess’s brother also worked for the AO, based in Berlin.

            11 This appears to be an alternative to the Portugal meeting, or the next stage of the process.

            12 This appears to confirm that Haushofer at least was referring to ‘an oracle’ for some form of guidance.

            13 These authors have long wondered why Hess was at Gallspach, a small village in Upper Austria. Consequently, they travelled there in January 2015. The principle building in the village is that of the Zeileis Institute, a centre for alternative medicines. Established in the 1920s, we subsequently wrote to the Institute, who confirmed to us that Rudolf Hess had taken two treatments there: one in September 1940, the second ‘two weeks before the flight’ in May 1941. The treatment was based on high voltage electricity. Please refer to Chapter 13.

            14 Partnach-Alm is a small mountainside community, near Garmisch-Partenkirchen in the German Alps. Having travelled there in January 2015, the authors are quite prepared to accept this statement. In the winter it is virtually inaccessible by car.

            15 This again is interesting. The point is that the letter did not in itself have to be delivered to Lisbon any more than Mrs Roberts’s originating message had to be hand delivered to London from Cambridge. This infers a seemingly remarkable German ignorance of the system.

            16 That is exactly what did happen!

            17 Evidence of the closeness of the Haushofer/Hamilton relationship.

            18 We think this is the first time a Haushofer/Hamilton meeting was mooted. However, what is important is that when Haushofer writes to Hamilton, the letter is far from subtle, and any well-educated censor would would have been able to determine its sender!

            19 This appears to be remarkably prescient. We have never learned what instructions were sent to Mrs Roberts in this connection, which again seems very odd.

            20 Effectively an assurance of safety. This was not unreasonable at all, and Hamilton was to request exactly the same degree of assurance in April 1941.

            21 This obviously assumes that Hamilton would have to ask for permission to travel to Portugal. This action would also implicate his superiors.

            22 A realistic assessment. If the letter route does not work, then chances are neither will the neutral intermediary.

            23 This reiterates the ‘neutral intermediary’ route, which is now developing into a 3rd party, who may not even know the Duke of Hamilton.

            24 A fairly blunt assessment.

            25 This approach was also put in place in the spring of 1941.

            26 A return to the ‘official channels’ again?

            27 This is key to the Hess affair. Haushofer was suggesting an approach to serving government ministers as being preferable but recognised that they were more politically inaccessible. That is why the Hamilton approach was being detailed.

            28 Presumably Alfred Hess, so as to deliver the letter to Lisbon.

            29 A request for the final approval.

            30 The Duke of Hamilton.

            31 A simple letter requesting a meeting. However, surely any censor would see it for what it is? How on earth was this ever going to get through a censor?

            32 NRA - KV1684, MC5v, Terminal Mails.

         

      

   


   
      
         
            CHAPTER 5

            Albrecht Haushofer’s Memorandum of 15 September 1940

         

         A progress report to self?

         
             

         

         Chapter 4 dealt with the recording of the delivery process of the letter from Albrecht Haushofer to the Duke of Hamilton, posted initially to Mary Roberts. The letter was finally sent, dated 23 September 1940.

         A week earlier, whilst the air battles raged over London from dawn to dusk on what was to become known as ‘Battle of Britain’ day, Albrecht Haushofer was back in Berlin, making a detailed note of what was discussed between himself and Rudolf Hess at Bad Gallspach, in upper Austria, a week earlier on 8 September.

         
            C109/C002190-04

            Memorandum by Dr Albrecht Haushofer

            Berlin, 15 September 1940

            
                

            

            TOP SECRET

            ARE THERE STILL POSSIBILITIES OF A GERMAN-ENGLISH PEACE?

            
                

            

            On September 8, I was summoned to Bad G.1  to report to the Deputy of the Führer on the subject discussed in this memorandum.2  The conversation which the two of us had alone lasted 2 hours. I had the opportunity to speak in all frankness.

            I was immediately asked about the possibilities of making known to persons of importance in England Hitler’s serious desire for peace. It was quite clear that the continuance of the war was suicidal for the white race.3  Even with complete success in Europe, Germany was not in a position to take over inheritance of the Empire. The Führer had not wanted to see the Empire destroyed and did not want it even today. Was there not somebody in England who was ready for peace? 4

            First, I asked for permission to discuss fundamental things. It was necessary to realise that not only Jews and Freemasons, but practically all Englishmen who mattered, regarded a treaty signed by the Führer as a worthless scrap of paper. To the question as to why this was so, I referred to the 10-year term of our Polish Treaty to the Non-Aggression Pact with Denmark signed only a year ago to the ‘final’ frontier demarcation of Munich. What guarantee did England have that a new treaty would not be broken again at once if it suited us? It must be realised that, even in the Anglo-Saxon world, the Führer was regarded as Satan’s representative on earth and had to be fought.

            If the worse came to the worst, the English would rather transfer their whole Empire bit by bit to the Americans than sign a peace that left to National Socialist Germany the mastery of Europe. The present war I am convinced, shows that Europe has become too small for its previous anarchic form of existence; it is only through close German-English co-operation that it can achieve a true federative order (based by no means merely on the police rule of a single power), while maintaining a part of its world position and having security against Soviet Russian Eurasia. France was smashed, probably for a long time to come, and we have opportunity currently to observe what Italy is capable of accomplishing. As long, however, as German-English rivalry existed, and in so far as both sides thought in terms of security, the lessons of this war was this: Every German had to tell himself: we have no security as long as provision is not made that the Atlantic gateways of Europe from Gibraltar to Narvik are free of any possible blockade.5 That is: there must be no English fleet. Every Englishman, must, however, under the same conditions, argue we have no security as long as anywhere within a radius of 2,000 kilometres from London there is a plane that we do not control. That is: there must be no German air force.

            There is only one way out of this dilemma: friendship intensified to fusion, with a joint fleet, a joint air force, and joint defence of possessions in the world – just what the English are now about to conclude with the United States.6

            Here I was interrupted and asked why, indeed, the English were prepared to seek such a relationship with America and not with us. My reply was: because Roosevelt is a man and represents a Weltanschauung and a way of life that the Englishman thinks he understands, to which he can become accustomed, even where it does not seem to be to his liking. Perhaps he fools himself – but, at any rate that is what he believes.

            A man like Churchill – himself half-American – is convinced of it. Hitler however seems to the Englishman the incarnation of what he hates that he has fought against for centuries – this feeling grips the workers no less than the plutocrats.7

            In fact, I am of the opinion that those Englishmen who have property to lose, that is, precisely the portions of the so-called plutocracy that count, are those who would be readiest to talk peace.8

            But even they regard a peace only as an armistice. I was compelled to express these things so strongly because I ought not – precisely because of my long experience in attempting to effect a settlement with England in the past and my numerous English friendships – to make it appear that I seriously believe in the possibility of a settlement between Adolf Hitler and England in the present stage of development. I was thereupon asked whether I was not of the opinion that feelers had perhaps not been successful because the right language had not been used. I replied that, to be sure, if certain persons, whom we both knew well, were meant by this statement, then certainly the wrong language had been used.9  But at the present stage this had little significance. I was then asked directly why all Englishmen were so opposed to Herr v. R(ibbentrop). I conceded, that, in the eyes of the English, Herr v. R., like some other personages, played, to be sure, the same role as did Duff Cooper, Eden and Churchill in the eyes of the Germans. In the case of Herr v. R., there was also the conviction, precisely in the view of Englishmen who were formerly friendly to Germany that – from completely biased motives – he had informed the Führer wrongly about England and that he personally bore an unusually large share of the responsibility for the outbreak of war. 

            But I again stressed the fact that the rejection of peace feelers by England was today due not so much to persons as to the fundamental outlook mentioned above.10

            Nevertheless, I was asked to name those whom I thought might be reached as possible contacts.11

            I mentioned among diplomats, Minister O’Malley in Budapest, the former head of the Southeastern Department of the Foreign Office, a clever person in the higher echelons of officialdom, but perhaps without influence precisely because of his former friendliness toward Germany; Sir Samuel Hoare, who is half-shelved and half on the watch in Madrid, whom I do not know well personally, but to whom I can at any time open a personal path; as the most promising, the Washington Ambassador Lothian,12  with whom I have had close personal connections for years, who as a member of the highest aristocracy and at the same time as person of very independent mind, is perhaps best in a position to undertake a bold step-provided that he could be convinced that even a bad and uncertain peace would be better than the continuance of the war – a conviction at which he will only arrive if he convinces himself in Washington that English hopes of America are not realisable.

            Whether or not this is so could only be judged in Washington itself; from Germany not at all. As the final possibility I then mentioned that of a personal meeting on neutral soil with the closet of my English friends, the young Duke of Hamilton, who has access at all times to all important persons in London, even to Churchill and the King.13  I stressed in this case the inevitable difficulty of making a contact and again repeated my conviction of the improbability of its succeeding – whatever approach we took.

            The upshot of the conversation was H’s statement that he would consider the whole matter thoroughly once more and send me word in case I was to take steps. For this extremely ticklish case, and in the event that I might possibly have to make a trip alone – I asked for very precise directives from the highest authority.14  From the whole conversation I had the strong impression that it was not conducted without the prior knowledge of the Führer, and that I probably would not hear any more about the matter unless a new understanding had been reached between him and his Deputy.15

            On the personal side of the conversation, I must say that – despite the fact that I felt bound to say usually hard things – it ended in great friendliness, even cordiality. I spent the night in Bad G, and the next morning still had the opportunity, on a walk together in the presence of the Chief Adjutant, to bring up all the volksdeutsch questions from the resettlement in all parts of Europe to the difficulties as to personnel in the central offices in Berlin – which resulted in H’s direct intervention.

            A (lbrecht) H(aushofer)

         

         
            [image: ]

         

         This comprehensive memorandum is, in our view, an excellent resumé of the actual Anglo-German thought processes prevalent in September 1940. What it does not do, however, is to present any ideas of the mechanics as to how a peace might be achieved. It is difficult to see from the above how a meeting would achieve anything worthwhile, other than the British censor being alerted to a peace initiative from Germany via Lisbon.

         We also suspect Albrecht and Hess already realised that a negotiated peace between governments was an unattainable goal whilst Hitler was in power. We also suspect that Haushofer already knew the letter would fail, as he surely knew that Mrs Roberts was in Cambridge, England and not Lisbon, Portugal.

         Nonetheless, they posted the letter and waited for a response …

         
            1 Bad Godesberg on the Rhine.

            2 This is a record of the start of Albrecht’s direct involvement with Rudolf Hess in the affair.

            3 Apparently, an observation made by Haushofer to Hess.

            4 We are absolutely sure the answer to this question is ‘yes’. The more relevant question is ‘how?’

            5 The fear of the blockade is a theme, almost an obsession. It was this that brought Germany to her knees in 1918.

            6 On 3 September 1940, the British and US governments had concluded an agreement for fifty destroyers in exchange for the US acquisition of bases in the Caribbean. The British also agreed not to scuttle the fleet in the event of invasion.

            7 The mistrust of Hitler is absolutely correct in our estimation.

            8 Ditto.

            9 This is a reflection of the criticism of the German Foreign Office and von Ribbentrop in particular.

            10 In other words, no peace possible whilst Hitler was the leader.

            11 We are not sure about this. Yes, of course there were some pro-German politicians, but how was peace to be effected, especially given the above issues?

            12 Lord Lothian died in December 1940, ending the connection.

            13 This statement has often been quoted as evidence of Haushofer’s and Hess’s naivety. On the contrary, in our view it is actually wholly correct from a constitutional point of view.

            14 Somewhat ironically, so as not to be accused of treachery later on. Haushofer was executed in April 1945.

            15 Clearly Hess and Hitler had been debating the issue. The official line is that Hess was acting alone.

         

      

   


   
      
         
            CHAPTER 6

            So, Who was Mrs Roberts?

            (And was there more to her than met the eye?)

         

         Chapters 4 and 5 have described the process that culminated in Albrecht Haushofer writing to his old family friend Mary Violet Roberts on 23 September 1940, in the hope that she might then forward an enclosed letter on to the Duke of Hamilton. This chapter now describes Mary Violet Roberts, who she was and why she plays a significant role in the Hess affair.
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