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  PREFACE TO THE SEVENTH EDITION




  It is now fifty years since I was appointed by the late Sir Dick White, then head of Counter-Intelligence in the British Zone of Germany, to find out, if possible, what had

  happened to Hitler, who, by that time, had been missing for over four months. I carried out my task and made my report to the Four Power Intelligence Committee in Berlin on 1 November 1945. That

  report, which is sometimes cited as ‘The British Intelligence Report on the Death of Hitler’, completed my official duty. Afterwards, when I had been demobilized, Sir Dick White

  persuaded me to write this book, which was first published in March 1947. I then dedicated it to him. I now dedicate it to his memory, as its only begetter, and my constant friend.




  After fifty years a book which has never been out of print may celebrate a modest jubilee, and in this preface I shall give a brief account of its fortune over those years. I have already said

  something of this in the introductory chapter, which began as the introduction to the third edition; but even that chapter was written nearly forty years ago, when the events of 1945 were still

  fresh in memory. Now, for most readers, they have sunk into history; so I can look back on the matter from a more distant perspective and take a somewhat longer view.




  The immediate problem which faced me in 1945 was the personal fate of Hitler. That was my brief, and I kept to it. But in addition to this first problem, the German problem, there was also a

  second problem which, though distinct, could not be entirely disentangled from it, which dogged me throughout my inquiry, and which remained unsolved for several years thereafter. This was the

  Russian problem. For how was it possible, I asked myself, that the Russians, who had captured Berlin and occupied the ruins of Hitler’s Chancellery, could have failed, or

  omitted, to establish the facts about Hitler’s fate? They had the opportunity, and the means, perhaps the duty, to do so, and yet in September 1945 they were expressing complete ignorance,

  and thereby spreading the confusion, the speculation and the suspicion which I was called upon to dissipate.




  Since it was no part of my brief to unravel this second mystery, I did not, during my inquiry, address myself to it. But I could not fail to notice the paradox implicit in the situation. For

  while the Russian authorities professed their own inability to solve the problem of Hitler’s fate, they showed no desire to see it solved by others. They neither sought evidence from us nor

  answered our legitimate questions. They seemed totally uninterested and avoided all discussion of the subject. When I made my report, the Russian general present, when invited to comment, replied

  laconically, and in a toneless voice, ‘Very interesting’. All this seemed odd to me; but as the Russians were our allies, we had to respect their foibles, to which, by that time, we had

  become accustomed.




  The solution to this Russian problem came in 1955, when Nikita Khrushchev liberated the German prisoners of war held in Russia and sent them home. By questioning them I was able to establish the

  facts and dealt with them fully in the new introduction to the third edition of my book. That introduction has been an integral part of the book ever since, and I need not repeat its contents

  here.




  Thus by 1956 both the German and the Russian problems concerning the death of Hitler had been solved; but each of them had left behind it certain residual problems of which I felt obliged to

  take notice in annexes – prefaces or appendices – to successive editions of my book. In this edition I have decided to eliminate all such annexes. Progress reports in on-going

  controversies, they have become otiose in so far as those controversies are resolved. It will be enough if I now resume them, in a more summary manner, and deal with them together.




  The residue of the German problem concerned the fate of Martin Bormann, who had also disappeared during the fall of Berlin. What had happened to him? My inquiry had satisfied me that he had been in Berlin to the end, and that he had intended to survive. He had proposed to make his way to the West and to offer the benefit of his advice to the successor

  appointed by Hitler, Admiral Doenitz, who was then in Ploen, on the Danish border. I knew that he had left the Bunker alive, but had never reached his destination. One witness, Artur Axmann, Reich

  Youth Leader, claimed, very circumstantially, to have seen his dead body in Berlin, but since his statement was uncorroborated, I could give it only provisional acceptance. So the question was left

  open.




  This uncertainty lit a long train of fanciful theories, which have spluttered intermittently for fifty years. In 1965 a licensed Soviet journalist, Lev Bezymenski, dutifully published

  ‘evidence’ that Bormann had escaped to South America to serve ‘US imperialism’ in the Cold War. In fact his own work was itself an exercise in that war, though a very weak

  one: correctly interpreted, his alleged evidence showed not that Bormann was moving from Germany to South America but that his office was being moved from Berlin to Tyrol. However, the South

  American thesis was kept going for another decade. Its last champion was an American writer, Ladislas Farago, an enterprising but rather trustful man. After following an apparently hot trail

  through that large continent, he claimed to have run Bormann to ground in the hospital of a Redemptorist convent in Bolivia, and there to have listened to his dying words, issuing faintly from the

  bedsheets. After that, the South American thesis died too: it had overreached itself. It had also been overtaken by another.




  This rival thesis placed Bormann, surprisingly, in Russia. The idea was not entirely new – vague hints of it had been uttered since 1945 – but in the autumn of 1971, while Mr Farago

  was pursuing his quarry in Argentina, it was formally launched, with a more explosive content, in Germany. Its proponent was a man of authority in such matters and some importance in the country:

  General Reinhardt Gehlen.




  During the war, Gehlen had been the Abwehr officer who directed military espionage on the Russian front. Afterwards, thanks to this useful experience, the patronage of Dr Adenauer, and the

  beginning of the Cold War, he had become head of the new West German intelligence service, the Bundesnachrichtendienst. Now, in his memoirs, breaking (as he put it) a long

  silence, he revealed that, during the war, he and his chief, Admiral Canaris, had independently come to the conclusion that Bormann, from the beginning of the war against Russia, had been a Soviet

  spy in Hitler’s headquarters, regularly supplying the enemy with vital strategic intelligence and thereby contributing to the German defeat; and he added that, more recently, he had

  discovered the sequel to the story: in 1945, as a reward for his services, Bormann had sought and found protection in Moscow, where he had occasionally been seen by reliable witnesses and had

  recently died.




  For this interesting theory Gehlen did not state his sources, explaining that they too needed protection. Consequently, it was brushed aside by his critics and enemies, who were not few.

  Moreover, only a year later, it was effectively refuted when two human skeletons, which had been dug up in waste ground near the Lehrter Station in West Berlin – i.e. not far from the place

  where Axmann claimed to have seen the bodies – were forensically examined and identified as those of Bormann and his companion in flight, Dr Stumpfegger. On this evidence,1 the legal case against Bormann as a major war criminal, which had remained open since 1945, was formally closed. The mystery, it was said, had now been solved and the hunt,

  after twenty-seven years, could be called off. This was the position in 1978 when I last took notice of the matter in the fifth edition of this book; and I saw no reason to add any further comment

  in the next edition, published in 1982.




  However, a good myth does not easily die. Gehlen’s thesis still had life in it, and perhaps it also had a certain political appeal for right-wing circles in Germany. At all events, in

  1983, Mr Hugo Manfred Beer restated it more fully and more cogently than Gehlen himself had done, setting out the evidence which had convinced the Abwehr officers and placing it in the context of

  Bormann’s whole career, as now re-interpreted by him.2 Since his book is seriously presented, it has to be taken seriously.




  What is the evidence which had convinced Canaris and Gehlen? Essentially, it was the copious stream of radio messages transmitted to Moscow, from 1941 to 1943, by a communist spy-ring in

  Switzerland, the so-called ‘Lucy Ring’. These messages, intercepted and deciphered by the Abwehr, were found to convey, under the code-name ‘Werther’, detailed, accurate and

  up-to-date intelligence concerning the German order of battle on the eastern front. Such intelligence, Canaris and Gehlen agreed, could have come only from a highly placed traitor at the

  Führer’s headquarters, and one, moreover, who controlled independent and secret means of rapid and regular communication to Switzerland. This traitor, they decided, must be Bormann, whom

  they anyway detested. Canaris, we are told, reported their suspicions to Keitel, but Keitel, to his disgust, refused to raise the matter with Hitler: in Mr Beer’s phrase, he preferred to lose

  the war rather than face one of the Führer’s rages. For the Führer had blind faith in Bormann.




  So Canaris and Gehlen were not merely speculating: they had grounds for their belief. But was their reasoning correct? Is Bormann really the only possible source for

  ‘Werther’s’ material? The identity of Werther has never been established, but several other candidates have been suggested: the British Secret Service, the anti-Nazi generals, the

  Abwehr itself. There is no positive evidence for any of these and there are objections to all of them; but Bormann is the least plausible of them all and Beer’s attempt to improve his

  argument by portraying Bormann as a consistent communist at heart is unconvincing.3




  Of course, even if Bormann, in May 1945, was not a former Russian spy coming in from the cold, he was still a fugitive in need of protection, and it is just conceivable, if

  he fell into Russian hands, that the Russians, for some arcane reason of their own, might have decided to conceal the fact and reserve him from the public trial at Nuremberg to which they had

  previously committed themselves. But is there any evidence for this improbable hypothesis? When last seen alive, Bormann was facing east . . . a German woman who had never seen him in the flesh

  claimed to have recognized him, from photographs, in a Russian interrogation centre in Berlin . . . Moscow radio reported his capture, which the Russian General Staff then denied . . . This is not

  very solid evidence. Certainly it is less solid than the exhumed skeletons. If we wish to believe that Bormann escaped to Russia, we must suppose either that the forensic experts who identified his

  skeleton were mistaken (although even Beer allows that that of Stumpfegger was correctly identified) or that the Russians secretly transplanted it, artificially reduced to an appropriate state of

  decomposition, from Moscow to a new grave in West Berlin. It is difficult to supply a motive for so elaborate a deception.




  So the evidence still supports the testimony of Axmann as recorded in this book. But by now the new theory, launched by Gehlen and improved by Beer, has taken off. The idea of Bormann as a

  Russian spy in Hitler’s headquarters, ‘Moscow’s ace in the battle of the secret services’, is too seductive to be allowed to die. It has evidently appealed to Germans,

  perhaps as providing an explanation of their defeat in the war – another Dolchstosslegende: Beer’s book – published by a right-wing private publishing house – has reached a third edition. And now, it seems, its message is being taken up in Russia too, for does it not imply another brilliant operation by the Soviet secret service? By

  the time these words are published, we shall be able to read Mr Boris Tartakovski’s book, Who Are You, Reichsleiter Bormann?, of which a revealing part, having been

  submitted to the KGB for its approval, was published by it – allegedly without the consent of the author – in 1992 and enjoyed a wide circulation both in Russia, where Bormann’s

  body – according to the author – was buried, and in South America, where his ghost still lingers.4 However, from what I have read of Mr

  Tartakovski’s book, which might be described as Mr Beer’s thesis transformed into a historical novel, I am not disposed to revise my opinion that Martin Bormann died in Berlin in the

  early hours of 2 May 1945 and that the bones which were dug up there were correctly identified as his.5




  So the residual German problem, the problem of Martin Bormann, has died away, leaving only another Russian mystification. Meanwhile, what of the original Russian problem, the attitude of the

  Russians to the death of Hitler? That problem too has been kept alive for many years. It has been amusing to watch, but would be tedious to rehearse, the successive twists and turns of this

  elaborate comedy. The Russian authorities did indeed gradually retreat from the extreme opinion, or rather dogma, of Stalin, that Hitler was alive, and protected, in the West. But the retreat was

  awkward and ungainly, behind a smokescreen of tendentious disinformation, leaked, mainly in foreign languages, through supposedly independent journalists like the versatile Mr Bezymenski. In an

  appendix to the fifth edition of this book I gave a detailed account of these Russian manoeuvres, which can now be left there as a mere historical curiosity. The facts are not now in dispute and

  there is nothing that needs revision in my introductory chapter.




  In these circumstances I could hardly expect that this book would be published, or even noticed, in the Soviet Union. In fact, although translations of it have crept into

  print, sometimes rather furtively, in other communist countries, even in China, it has always been banned in Russia. On one occasion it nearly slipped past the barrier. In 1959 the British Council

  was allowed to organize an exhibition of British books in Moscow. But on the day before its official opening, the Soviet authorities, having scrutinized the catalogue and seen that The Last

  Days of Hitler was one of the three thousand volumes displayed, promptly vetoed the whole exhibition unless it and one or two other offending volumes, were withdrawn. No reasons were given,

  but at least the action was consistent with previous policy. I happened to be in Moscow at the time, and so was able to enjoy the whole comedy.




  So much for the lingering controversies generated by this innocent book. Now, having disposed of them, perhaps I may be allowed, in a jubilee year, to detach myself from these pedantic details

  and look back, across the intervening half-century, to the unforgettable circumstances in which I carried out my inquiry and the state of mind in which I wrote this book. Shall I be accused of

  vanity if I now confess that, from the beginning, I not only wished, as every historian must, to write a book which would not date, which would command and retain authority, but also believed that,

  in this particular case, it could be done; and that I intended to do it?




  I claim no particular merit for this, for it was the circumstances, not I, that made it possible. Most works of contemporary history do not – cannot – last long, for the material

  available to the writer is seldom complete. New evidence will always emerge and overtake old conclusions, or it may be that the whole context, and therefore the significance of particular events

  within it, will be transformed. But in this case the circumstances were quite exceptional, even unique. The theatre in which the action took place was closed; the actors were few and known; there

  were no seats for the public or the press; no reviews; no bulletins. The primary documents were very few, and those few were in my hands. Theoretically therefore the story could be told without

  fear of later correction. And yet, however circumscribed, however insulated from reality, from the great events around it, the action in the Bunker was somehow not trivial or

  parochial or irrelevant, for it symbolized and shadowed the greater drama outside: the drama not of a few days but of a whole generation. That narrow underground Bunker encapsulated the last

  convulsions of a European agony, a terrible experience at which, even after fifty years, we still wonder. As I stumbled through that darkened, noisome, flooded burrow and handled the sodden

  disintegrating papers which the Russians had so unaccountably left undisturbed – the megalomaniac architectural plans which Hitler and Goebbels had studied together while overhead the Russian

  shells rained down on their ruined capital – how could I fail to reflect on this nemesis of a pernicious ideology and the stupefying insolence of absolute power? What historian could fail to

  respond to such a challenge, such an opportunity? As for presentation, the situation itself was so dramatic, so bizarre, so charged with terrible irony, that it needed no rhetoric: it merely had to

  be set out. I set it out. In Dr Johnson’s phrase, I had to count ten, and I counted it.




  In this edition the text remains substantially unaltered; but as I have deleted the former prefaces and appendices which time has rendered superfluous, so I have excised certain footnotes which

  no longer seem necessary, and I have added a few new footnotes where later information seems relevant. As before, these additions are identifiable by their date: Author’s note,

  1995.










  INTRODUCTION TO THE THIRD EDITION




  (1956)




  It is now ten years since this book was written. In those ten years some mysteries of the last war have been resolved, others deepened. Eyewitnesses who were unattainable in

  1945 have at last re-emerged from their long imprisonment in Russia. New books and articles have been written, and old judgements challenged or changed. But no new revelation has altered the story

  of Hitler’s last ten days of life as it was first reconstructed in 1945 and published in 1947. Therefore – apart from trivial corrections such as occur in any reprint – I see no

  reason to alter the text for this new edition of my book. No doubt there are additions which I might make here or there; but since there are no substantial errors to correct or significant

  omissions to repair, I have decided to follow the wise example of Pontius Pilate and say, What I have written I have written. I have considered that any book which is worth reprinting at all can

  afford to carry the evidence of its date; and if there are any new comments which I think worth making, I have been content to confine them to footnotes or to this new introduction. The curious

  may, if they wish, detect the new footnotes by the date 1956 which I have added to them. In this new introduction I shall attempt two things. First, I shall give a full account of the original

  inquiry which led to the first publication of this book – an account substantially the same as that which appeared in the second edition, published in 1950. Secondly, I shall summarize such

  evidence as has since come to hand – evidence which does not alter the story as told in the book but which does, I think, shed interesting light on other matters and, in particular, upon the

  Russian attitude towards the last days of Hitler.




  In September 1945 the circumstances of Hitler’s death or disappearance had been for five months dark and mysterious. Many versions of his death or escape had become

  current. Some stated that he had been killed fighting in Berlin, others that he had been murdered by officers in the Tiergarten. He was supposed by some to have escaped, by air or submarine, and

  was alleged to be living now in a mist-enshrouded island in the Baltic, now in a Rhineland rock-fortress, sometimes in a Spanish monastery, or on a South American ranch, or among the friendly

  bandits of mountainous Albania; and the Russians, who were in the best position to illuminate the facts, had they wished to do so, preferred to perpetuate the obscurity. At one time they declared

  Hitler dead; at another they doubted their declaration; later they announced that they had discovered the corpses of both Hitler and Eva Braun and had identified them by the teeth; later still they

  accused the British of concealing Eva Braun and probably Hitler in the British Zone of Germany. It was at this stage that the British Intelligence authorities in Germany, believing that such

  mystification was an unnecessary embarrassment, decided to collect all available evidence and to determine, if possible, the truth. I was appointed to carry out this task. I was given all necessary

  facilities in the British Zone; and the American authorities at Frankfurt promptly and generously offered to put all their material at my disposal, to allow me to interrogate their prisoners, and

  to ensure the co-operation of their local counter-intelligence organization, the CIC.6




  What was the state of the evidence at this time? The ultimate authority on which the report of Hitler’s death seemed to rest was a broadcast statement made by Admiral Doenitz to the German

  people on the evening of 1 May 1945. In this statement Doenitz had announced Hitler’s death that afternoon, fighting at the head of his troops in Berlin. This statement had been accepted as

  true at the time, at least for certain practical purposes: an obituary notice of Hitler had appeared in The Times next day, Mr de Valera had expressed his condolence to the German minister

  in Dublin, and Hitler’s name (unlike that of Bormann, about whose fate there had been no such statement) had been excluded from the list of war criminals to be tried at

  Nuremberg. On the other hand there was no more valid reason for believing Doenitz’s statement than for accepting certain other assertions. Doenitz’s statement was indeed supported by a

  certain Dr Karl Heinz Spaeth of Stuttgart, who deposed on oath during his holiday at Illertissen in Bavaria that he had personally attended Hitler, when he was wounded in the lung by Russian

  shellfire at the Zoo Bunker on the afternoon of 1 May, and had pronounced him dead; but another authority, a Swiss woman journalist, Carmen Mory, deposed at Hamburg with equal protestations of

  veracity that Hitler, to her certain knowledge, was living on an estate in Bavaria with Eva Braun, her sister Gretl, and Gretl’s husband Hermann Fegelein. Carmen Mory offered to investigate

  this matter herself, through numerous channels at her disposal (for, having been imprisoned as a spy in a German concentration camp, she was well supplied with means of information); but she warned

  the British authorities that any attempt to dispense with her services would be fatal: at the approach of anyone in uniform, all four would infallibly commit suicide. Since both these stories could

  not possibly be true, it was clear that mere affidavits could not be accepted as evidence in this matter.




  Anyone who undertakes an inquiry of such a kind is soon made aware of one important fact: the worthlessness of mere human testimony. It is a chastening thought to a historian to consider how

  much of history is written on the basis of statements no more reliable than those of Admiral Doenitz, Dr Spaeth and Carmen Mory. If such statements had been made and recorded with reference to the

  disputed death of the Czar Alexander I in 1825, plenty of historians would have been ready to take them seriously. Fortunately in this case they were made by contemporaries, and it was possible to

  check them.




  The English historian James Spedding said that every historian, when faced with a statement of fact, must ask himself the question: Who first said so, and what opportunities had he of knowing

  it? Subjected to this test, much of historical evidence is found to dissolve. In search of Dr Karl Heinz Spaeth I went to the address which he had given in Stuttgart. I found

  that it was not a private house but the Technical High School. His name was unknown there, nor did it occur in any Stuttgart directory. It was clear that he had given a false name and address; and

  since his affidavit was mendacious on this subject, there was no reason to credit it in other matters where ignorance would have been more excusable. As for Carmen Mory, her whole saga dissolved at

  the mere touch of criticism: she had never seen Hitler or spoken to anyone who could have known the facts. The facts she gave were demonstrably wrong, and the arguments whereby she connected them

  with her conclusions demonstrably illogical. Her whole statement, like that of Dr Spaeth, was pure fantasy.




  Why did these people make these false affidavits? Human motives can never be confidently interpreted, but they can sometimes be guessed. Carmen Mory, while in a German concentration camp, had

  become an agent of the Gestapo, selecting victims for its murders and experiments from among her fellow prisoners. This fact was well known to them, and when the camp had been captured by the

  Allies and its occupants liberated, it could only be a matter of time before Carmen Mory was accused of her crimes. Probably she thought that by inventing a story which she herself would be

  required to investigate she might both delay retribution and acquire British supporters. If so, she thought wrongly: her assistance was not required, and shortly afterwards she was condemned to

  death by a military tribunal, and forestalled execution by suicide.




  The motives of Dr Spaeth seem to have been less rational. The source of his story is clear. It is an amplification, with circumstantial detail and a personal part assigned to the narrator, of

  the broadcast statement by Doenitz. Doenitz had said that Hitler had been killed fighting at the head of his troops on the afternoon of 1 May: Dr Spaeth had accepted and embellished this minimum of

  apparent fact, had added local colour and detail, and had introduced himself as a central figure. His motive was probably not rational but psychological: a delusion of vanity such as leads

  raconteurs to introduce themselves into the anecdotes they repeat, or convinced George IV that he had personally led a cavalry charge at the battle of Waterloo.




  For mythopoeia is a far more common characteristic of the human race (and perhaps especially of the German race) than veracity; and the evidence for this statement has

  increased formidably since these incidents made it obvious to me. Even in December 1947 a German airman calling himself Baumgart deposed in Warsaw that he had flown Hitler and Eva Braun to Denmark

  on 28 April 1945. The story is plainly fiction. One of my earliest steps in the inquiry had been to trace Hitler’s two pilots, SS Obergruppenfuehrer Hans Baur and SS Standartenfuehrer Beetz,

  and I had established that both of them had left the Bunker with Bormann on the night of 1 May. Beetz had been last seen on the Weidendammer Bridge, and his wife and friends had never heard of him

  since. Baur had been captured by the Russians, and his wife had shown me a message which had been conveyed from him in Poland to her in Bavaria in October 1945. Besides, we have Hitler’s own

  signature on his own will and marriage certificate ‘given in Berlin on 29 April’, the day after Baumgart claimed to have flown him to Denmark. But reason is powerless against the

  obstinate love of fiction, and although Baumgart afterwards retired to a lunatic asylum in Poland, those who wish to believe him will no doubt continue to do so.




  Of course not all legends are pure fabrication: there are degrees of human invention, and some myths have a basis of fact or at least of wishful thinking. Such was the legend spread by

  Schellenberg after his surrender in Sweden, and eagerly accepted by the credulous. Schellenberg maintained that Himmler had poisoned Hitler. But how did he know? Schellenberg had not seen Hitler

  since 1942.7 His sole evidence was his own wish: he wished to believe that Himmler had accepted his advice, and by a judicious and selective

  misinterpretation of Himmler’s remarks he had succeeded in persuading himself that he had done so. A few questions to Schellenberg, an examination of Himmler’s entourage, a reference to

  the contemporary reports of Count Bernadotte, and Schellenberg’s legend dissolved as completely as those of Spaeth and Mory.




  Thus the evidence of Hitler’s fate shrank on examination to the statement of Doenitz. But what opportunity had Doenitz of knowing the facts? It was known that

  Doenitz had left Berlin on 21 April, and had never seen Hitler since. His broadcast speech had been made from Ploen, 150 miles from the incident which it claimed to describe. How then did he know?

  The answer to this question was easily discovered. When the so-called ‘Flensburg government’ was arrested, all its papers were also seized, and among these papers was a series of

  telegrams which had passed between Doenitz and Hitler’s headquarters. The last in this series was a telegram from Goebbels to Doenitz8 on 1 May. This

  telegram informed Doenitz that Hitler had died ‘yesterday’ – i.e. on 30 April – ‘at 15.30 hours’. Doenitz had no other evidence, for none of those who had been

  with Hitler at the end had been able to join him: the last eyewitnesses who had reached him from the Bunker were Ritter von Greim and Hanna Reitsch, who had left nearly two days before the end. His

  statement that Hitler had died fighting at the head of his troops was pure invention, and his statement that Hitler had died on 1 May was unsupported by the only evidence at his disposal, which

  clearly stated that he had died on 30 April. Thus Doenitz too joined Spaeth and Mory and the imaginative journalists as a worthless and rejected authority. The only evidence of Hitler’s death

  was a telegram signed by Goebbels, who could not be cross-examined because he was dead, and his body, unlike Hitler’s, had been found by the Russians.




  There was, however, at least one other possible source of evidence. On 9 June 1945, Marshal Zhukov, the Russian commanding general, had announced to the press that before his death or

  disappearance Hitler had married Eva Braun. This startling fact (for Eva Braun had hitherto scarcely been heard of even in Germany) was revealed, Zhukov said, by the diaries of adjutants which the

  Russians had found in the Bunker. These diaries, if they existed, would clearly be an important source of evidence, and I therefore decided to ask the Russians for access to them; but I decided

  first to collect such evidence as I could find in the areas under British and American control, and to use this to elicit from the Russians both the diaries and any other

  evidence that they might be shown to possess. For if none of those who had offered information could survive the tests to which they had been subjected, there must be others who had really been in

  a position to observe the events in Hitler’s Bunker before it was captured by the Russians.




  For certain facts could be established with certainty. There were in Allied custody several men who had been with Hitler until about 22 April – including Doenitz, Keitel, Jodl, Speer and

  several lesser figures – so that up to that time there was no mystery. But on 22 April Hitler had held the famous staff conference at which his nerve had at last given way, and after which he

  had ordered his staff to leave while protesting that he would stay in Berlin. It was the period from 22 April until the Russian occupation of the Chancellery on 2 May that was the dark period of

  which no witnesses had come forward. And yet there must have been witnesses. The question was, Who were they? The task was to find them.




  Neither such a question nor such a task is really difficult. Those who remained with Hitler were simply those of his customary entourage who had been with him before 22 April and had not left on

  that day: generals and politicians, civil servants and adjutants, secretaries, guards and soldiers. A list of those who customarily attended Hitler in the Chancellery was not difficult to draw up:

  it only remained to find those who had left on 22 April, most of whom had been captured either in Flensburg or in Berchtesgaden, and by cross-examining them to discover whom they had left behind

  them in Berlin. It was necessary to look for representatives of all classes – for guards and typists were as likely to prove good witnesses as politicians and generals. I therefore began by

  locating as many of the fugitives as I could find, whatever their status, in accessible Allied captivity. I was soon rewarded. Politicians and generals were represented by the Flensburg prisoners

  Keitel, Jodl, Doenitz and Speer. Two of Hitler’s secretaries, who had left on 22 April, Frl. Wolf and Frl. Schroeder, were found at Berchtesgaden. Hitler’s detective guard was called

  Reichssicherheitsdienst Dienststelle I; about half of its members had been evacuated to Berchtesgaden on 22 April, and captured there. I was able to interrogate them

  in their camps at Ludwigsburg and Garmisch-Partenkirchen. Hitler’s SS Guard, the Fuehrerbegleitkommando, had remained behind in Berlin, but one officer from it, SS Hauptsturmfuehrer

  Bornholdt, had left on a special mission on 24 April and had not returned: in due course he had become an Allied prisoner and I was able to question him about his comrades at Neumunster in

  Schleswig-Holstein. Thus from every stratum of society in Hitler’s Bunker representative members were found who had left on or about 22 April; and these, under cross-examination, were able to

  designate the comrades whom they had left behind in Berlin. From their answers it was possible to construct a complete list of all those men and women, of whatever status, who had stayed behind in

  Berlin after the great exodus of 22 April. These, if they could be found, would be the witnesses of the dark period.




  How could they be found? Here again the problem is less difficult than may appear. They were all described as ‘missing’; but in fact people do not disappear or evaporate, even in a

  period of catastrophe. They either perish or remain alive: there is no third possibility. The word ‘missing’ applies not to them but to the evidence. If they are dead, their value as

  witnesses is over; if they are alive, they are either prisoners or free. If they are prisoners, they can be found in prison camps – at least if they are prisoners of the Western Powers; if

  they are free they must be sought elsewhere, and most probably in their own home districts, where friends and local knowledge will enable them to survive, but also where enemies (and German

  enmities are strong) may easily betray them. In collecting the names of possible witnesses I was therefore careful to obtain all possible information about their homes, and if their names did not

  occur in the registers of Allied prison camps, they were sought and sometimes found in their homes. By these methods seven witnesses of the dark period, from different and independent groups, had

  been located and interrogated, and other relevant material had been discovered and centralized, by 1 November 1945, when the report of my conclusions was due. The seven witnesses were Hermann

  Karnau, a policeman from the detective guard who was imprisoned at Nienburg and had been examined by Canadian and British authorities before he was cross-examined by me;

  Erich Mansfeld and Hilco Poppen, two other policemen, who were detained at Bremen and Fallingbostel; Frl. Else Krueger, Bormann’s secretary, who was detained at Ploen in Schleswig-Holstein

  and interrogated by me; Erich Kempka, Hitler’s transport officer, who had been captured at Berchtesgaden and was interrogated both by American officers and by myself at Moosburg; Hanna

  Reitsch, the test pilot, who was detained in Austria and was interrogated by American officers; and the Baroness von Varo, a casual visitor in Hitler’s Bunker, who had been discovered by a

  British journalist in Berlin, and who was traced and interrogated by me in her mother’s home at Bueckeburg. Other relevant material included the diary of General Koller, since

  published,9 the diary of Count Schwerin von Krosigk, captured with its author at Flensburg, and the papers of Admiral Doenitz and his

  ‘government’. Based on evidence from these sources, my report was submitted by the Intelligence Division in Berlin to the British government and to the Quadripartite Intelligence

  Committee in Berlin. At the end of the report I suggested certain other sources of evidence which might still become available: in particular I mentioned that Hitler’s pilot Hans Baur and the

  head of the Reichssicherheitsdienst Brigadefuehrer Rattenhuber, who had ordered the burial of Hitler’s body, were reported captured by the Russians in an official Russian

  communiqué, and that certain other important witnesses might have been taken at the same time; and I asked for access to the captured adjutant’s diaries which had been cited by Marshal

  Zhukov as his authority for the marriage of Hitler and Eva Braun. The Russians noted these requests but never answered them.




  At the same time an abbreviated version of the report was issued to the Press.10




  The evidence for Hitler’s last days increased considerably between the issue of the report of 1 November 1945 and the writing of my book in the summer of 1946, but

  since it did not alter the conclusions except in two trifling details,11 shall pause at this stage to answer certain questions or criticisms which were

  made at the time of its presentation.




  For the report of 1 November 1945, it must be admitted, was not equally popular in all quarters, and that not entirely because of any defects of logic or lucidity which may have disfigured it.

  Throughout the summer and autumn of 1945 many resourceful journalists had been pursuing phantoms of Hitler with energy and enthusiasm, and the pleasant lakes of the Swiss frontier and the romantic

  Tyrolean Alps and the comfortable resorts of Upper Austria were frequently visited by devoted investigators whose scrupulous consciences forbade them to ignore even the most inconsiderable clue. In

  the course of these researches many engaging theories were propounded; but as winter drew near, and personal excursions became less attractive, the consensus of opinion began to allow that Hitler

  had really remained in Berlin, and the mystery of his fate was one that could best be solved not by strenuous travel in an inclement season, but by ingenious meditation in well-heated saloon bars.

  Consequently my report, which stated that Hitler had died in Berlin on 30 April, as Goebbels had said, and that all other explanations of his disappearance were ‘contrary to the only positive

  evidence and supported by no evidence at all’, was found unacceptable by many The critics did not indeed deny the evidence that was produced, but they maintained that there was still a

  possibility of escaping so final a conclusion; they maintained that the body that had been burnt was that not of Hitler but of a ‘double’ introduced at the last minute, and they echoed

  the sentiment if not the words of Professor Hanky on a similar occasion: ‘No matter though nine-tenths of the marks and measurements corresponded, so long as there is a

  tenth that does not do so, we should not be flesh and blood if we did not ignore the nine points and insist only on the tenth.’ Alternatively they maintained that the witnesses on whose

  evidence the report was based had all been carefully briefed; that their evidence was a deliberately preconcerted cover story and should be rejected altogether; and that in the total absence of

  evidence thus happily restored there was room for the unlimited development of any theory that might seem attractive to its inventor.




  Such a suggestion can, in my opinion, be easily disproved. It is only necessary to consider its logical consequences. If half a dozen or a dozen people are all told to tell the same story under

  interrogation, then it may be assumed (supposing that their memories are infallible and their loyalty firm) that they will do so, even if the circumstances of the rehearsal (amid shellfire and

  battle) were somewhat distracting and the circumstances of the interrogation (isolated from each other, and six months later) somewhat difficult. But even in these ideal conditions the witnesses,

  who will begin by agreeing in every detail, so long as they are questioned within the brief that they have prepared, will inevitably disagree when the interrogator presses them on unconcerted

  matters, and their answers must be drawn not from a common prepared text but from their separate imaginations. On the other hand if the witnesses are speaking the truth, as far as they can, about

  an experience which they have really shared, the development of their answers will be in precisely the opposite direction. At first their replies will differ, because their opportunities of

  observation and recollection have been different; but as interrogation detaches those differences of circumstance, the essential agreement will become clear. Any interrogator soon becomes familiar

  with these facts, and by appreciating them, can often detect whether a story has been concerted or not; and on the strength of those facts I consider that the various witnesses whom I have

  interrogated, directly or indirectly, on the subject of Hitler’s death were undoubtedly telling not a preconcerted story, but their own attempts to recollect the truth.




  One small instance may be given to illustrate this point. The guard Karnau persistently affirmed that he saw the corpses of Hitler and Eva Braun burst suddenly, as if by

  spontaneous combustion, into flame. The chauffeur Kempka maintained that Guensche had set them alight. These two versions seem incompatible, but cross-examination reveals that they are simply two

  aspects of the same fact. Guensche lit the bodies by throwing a burning rag upon them; but he threw it from beneath the porch of the Bunker, and was therefore invisible to Karnau who was standing

  by the tower. The truth of the incident is attested by the rational discrepancy of the evidence. Had Karnau and Kempka been taught their parts, they would never have disagreed at the start.




  The report of 1 November had solicited certain information from the Russians. This information was never produced, but from other sources evidence continued to come in to

  enrich although not to alter the main conclusions. For by 1 November the inquiry had only lasted six weeks, and it was impossible for all available witnesses to be identified, traced, found and

  interrogated in so short a time. Among the most important additional witnesses who were arrested and interrogated after 1 November was Artur Axmann, who had succeeded Baldur von Schirach as head of

  the Hitler Youth and who was arrested in the Bavarian Alps in December 1945 after a long and complicated Anglo-American intelligence operation. But the most significant and dramatic addition to

  knowledge was supplied by the discovery, in the winter of 1945–6, of a set of documents which strikingly confirmed the conclusions of the report of 1 November: Hitler’s private and

  political testaments and the certificate of his marriage with Eva Braun.




  At the end of November 1945, when I returned to Oxford on leave, I received a signal from British Headquarters at Bad Oeynhausen that a document had been discovered which purported to be

  Hitler’s will, but that its authenticity was uncertain. Now I already had some information about Hitler’s will, for in the same telegram in which Goebbels had reported the death of

  Hitler to Doenitz he had mentioned the Fuehrer’s Testament of 29 April which had made certain political appointments, and which was being sent to Doenitz. Doenitz had

  furthermore stated that he had sent a plane to meet the bearer, but that the pilot, having been in touch with the bearer at the Havel, had lost him and returned empty. Since the document which had

  now been discovered was dated 29 April, and contained several political appointments, including those mentioned in Goebbels’ telegram, there were good grounds for supposing it genuine. But

  Goebbels’ telegram, which seemed to establish the authenticity of this document, also seemed to show that there were no less than three such documents, addressed separately to Doenitz, Field

  Marshal Schoerner (then commanding an Army Group in Bohemia), and the Party Archives in Munich. It was therefore clearly important to investigate the circumstances of this discovery.




  In the summer of 1945 a Luxembourg journalist, Georges Thiers, had approached the British Military Government in Hanover. He had wished for employment, and had explained that he was usefully

  informed on many topics and could provide information on such interesting subjects as life in Hitler’s Bunker in Berlin; but as he could give no valid explanations to account for his alleged

  intimacy with these high matters, his application had been ignored. Later, however, he had fallen under the suspicion of using false papers: he had been arrested and had admitted that in fact he

  was not a Luxemburger but a German, and that his name was not Georges Thiers, but Heinz Lorenz. He had been interned, and in November 1945, in the course of a routine search, a set of papers had

  been found sewn in the lining of his clothes. These appeared to be Hitler’s personal and political testaments and a document signed by Dr Goebbels and entitled ‘Appendix to the

  Fuehrer’s Political Testament’.12 Under interrogation Lorenz admitted that he had been in Hitler’s Bunker at the end and had been

  ordered to deliver these documents to Munich. He confirmed Goebbels’ statement that there had been, in all, three sets of documents; and he explained that he had been accompanied in his

  escape from Berlin by two other men: Major Willi Johannmeier, who was to carry Hitler’s political testament to Field Marshal Schoerner, and SS Standartenfuehrer

  Wilhelm Zander, who was to convey to Admiral Doenitz Hitler’s two testaments and the certificate of his marriage to Eva Braun. To complete the evidence and establish the authenticity of the

  documents beyond a doubt it was therefore necessary to find Johannmeier and Zander.




  Johannmeier was easily found, living with his parents in Iserlohn. A straightforward soldier, of unconditional loyalties and unpolitical courage, at first he denied all knowledge of the Bunker,

  then, finding it impossible to maintain this position, he insisted that he had merely been sent as a military escort to Zander and Lorenz, to guide them through the Russian lines. What their

  mission was he did not know: it had been none of his business to ask. Nothing could shake him from this position, and in spite of the discrepancy between his evidence and that of Lorenz, he almost

  convinced his interrogators. At any rate it was clear that no progress could be made till further evidence had been obtained from Zander.




  Zander’s home was in Munich, but all the evidence proved that he had not visited it since the defeat of Germany. His wife was found living with her parents in Hanover, and confirmed that

  she had never seen her husband since the end of the war. She explained that she still hoped for news, and willingly provided photographs of Zander and addresses of his mother and brothers in the

  hope that she might obtain information about him; but no clue led anywhither, until it was realized that all this was part of an elaborate stratagem designed to mislead the pursuers. Visiting

  Munich in December 1945 I soon obtained casual information which convinced me that Zander was alive, but in hiding, and that Frau Zander, in her zeal to conceal his existence, had even persuaded

  his own mother and brothers that he was dead. After a minute examination of local evidence it was established that Zander was living under the false name of Friedrich-Wilhelm Paustin, and had

  worked for a time as a market gardener in the Bavarian village of Tegernsee.




  From that moment the arrest of Zander was only a matter of time. The local records of Tegernsee soon revealed his movements, and after an abortive raid on his address in the village, he was tracked down to the little village of Aidenbach near Passau on the Austrian frontier. Thither I went, accompanied by members of the American CIC, and there, at 3 a.m. on 28

  December, he was found and arrested. He was staying with Bormann’s secretary. Under interrogation he revealed himself as a disillusioned Nazi idealist who saw that his former world was

  shattered and spoke freely His story agreed with that of Lorenz: he had brought his documents to Hanover and thence, seeing that delivery to Doenitz was impossible, had walked to Munich and

  concealed them in a trunk. The trunk was now deposited with a friend in Tegernsee; but another visit to Tegernsee proved unnecessary. Alarmed by the previous raid, the custodian of the trunk had

  voluntarily surrendered it to the local CIC while I was in Aidenbach looking for Zander. The documents were found in it: they consisted, as Lorenz had stated, of Hitler’s two testaments and

  the marriage certificate.




  After the arrest of Zander, interest returned to North Germany, to the irreducible Johannmeier, whose story of ignorance was now assailed by the independent but unanimous testimony of his two

  companions. Nevertheless he held firmly to his version. He had no documents, he said, and therefore could produce none. It was clear that he was actuated merely by loyalty. He had been ordered on

  no account to allow the documents to fall into Allied hands, and these orders he intended to fulfil, in spite of the evidence. Impervious to fear, indifferent to reward, it seemed that nothing

  would move him except reason. I appealed to reason. He could give us nothing that we had not got; we could not accept his story against the agreement of all other evidence; we had no interest in

  holding him and yet must do so unless he could explain away this obvious difficulty. For two hours Johannmeier firmly resisted even this appeal; even proof seemed uncertain against his

  single-minded insistence. Ultimately it was a pause in the proceedings which achieved his conversion. In interrogation pressure must be uninterrupted, but persuasion needs pauses, for only during a

  pause can a man reason with himself and catch up with the argument. In this pause, Johannmeier reasoned with himself and convinced himself. He decided (as he explained afterwards during the long

  drive to Iserlohn) that if his companions, old and highly promoted Party men, could so easily betray a trust which, to them, was connected with their alleged political

  ideals, then it was quixotic in him, who had no such Party connections (for he was simply a regular soldier), to suffer longer in their cause or defend the pass which they had already sold. So

  after the pause, when the seemingly endless business began again, he observed at last ‘Ich habe die Papiere.’ There was no need of further words. He accompanied me by car to

  Iserlohn, and there led me into the back garden of his home. It was dark. With an axe he broke open the frozen ground and dug up a buried bottle. Then, breaking the bottle with the axe, he drew out

  and handed to me the last missing document: the third copy of Hitler’s political testament, and the vivid covering letter in which General Burgdorf told Field Marshal Schoerner that it was

  ‘the shattering news of Himmler’s treachery’ which had driven Hitler to his last decision.




  After the discovery of all these papers the evidence of Hitler’s last days was substantially complete, but the inquiries which had once been begun continued to yield fruit. In January, a

  fortnight after the capitulation of Johannmeier, Lieutenant-Colonel von Below was found, studying law in the university of Bonn. He had been the last to leave the Bunker before Hitler’s

  death, and had been the bearer of his last valedictory recriminations to the General Staff. Then, in the spring and summer of 1946, Hitler’s two secretaries, Frau Christian and Frau Junge,

  were at last found and interrogated: Frau Christian had been dodging arrest since the autumn of 1945, when I had missed her by a few days at her mother-in-law’s house in the Palatinate. These

  and other captures, and the interrogation of a number of subsidiary characters, added detail and colour to the story, and resolved small remaining doubts, but they altered nothing significant: the

  main lines of the story were clear and unchanged since the first report of 1 November 1945.




  Such is the history of the inquiry which I carried out in 1945, and on the basis of which I afterwards, with the permission and support of the British Intelligence authorities,

  wrote this book. When the book was published, it at once excited a good deal of opposition from those who preferred to accept other conclusions; but since the world has not

  chosen to remember my critics, I shall not now, by naming them, disturb that decent oblivion. I shall pass on to consider the new evidence which has been produced since the publication of my book

  and which might have confirmed, completed or challenged my findings. In particular, I shall deal with the evidence of those witnesses who, when I began my inquiry, had already disappeared into

  Russian prisons but who now, ten years later, have at last been released and have been able to tell their story.




  The principal witnesses whom I sought and failed to find in 1945 were five. They were Otto Guensche, Hitler’s SS adjutant, and Heinz Linge, his personal servant, both of whom undoubtedly

  saw Hitler dead and took part in the burning of his body; Johann Rattenhuber, who commanded Hitler’s detective bodyguard and who, I believed, knew the place of his burial; Hans Baur,

  Hitler’s personal pilot, who was with him to the end; and Harry Mengershausen, an officer of the bodyguard who was reported to know about the burial of the bodies. There were of course other

  important witnesses whom I had missed, but it was these five whom I particularly sought because I had positive evidence that they were still alive. Guensche and Linge had both been seen and

  identified among Russian prisoners in Berlin, and the Russians had themselves included the names of Baur and Rattenhuber among their prisoners in an official communiqué which they had

  published on 6 May 1945. However, as I have said, these requests were unavailing: the Russians declined to answer any questions and in the end I wrote my book without the help of these missing

  witnesses. Nevertheless I did not entirely lose touch with these Russian captives. In the following years I occasionally had news of them from more fortunate fellow prisoners who had returned to

  Germany. Thus I learned that some of them were still alive in the Lubianka prison in Moscow, or in the Arctic prison of Vorkuta or the great prison camp at Sverdlovsk. I sometimes even received, at

  secondhand, snatches of their stories of the last days in the Bunker. Then suddenly, in the autumn of 1955, after Dr Adenauer’s visit to Moscow, the prison gates opened, and by January 1956

  all five men had returned. It is true, one of them has remained inaccessible. Guensche, still classified by the Russians as a war criminal, returned to East Germany –

  only to vanish again into another Communist prison in Bautzen.13 But the other four, having returned to Western Germany, have been able to tell their

  stories to the world. Linge in Berlin, lost no time in publishing his account in the Press.14 Baur, Rattenhuber and Mengershausen freely answered all the

  questions which I put to them in private interviews at their homes in Western Germany.




  What is the result of these revelations? The essential fact is that they everywhere confirm the story as already told by me from other sources. At no point do they conflict with it or even

  modify it.15 But do they perhaps extend or complete it? In particular, do they shed any light on those mysteries which I had been obliged to leave

  unsolved? To answer this question, we must first ask, what are these unsolved mysteries? They are two. First, what was done with the bodies of Hitler and Eva Braun after they had been burnt in the

  Chancellery garden? Secondly, what happened to Martin Bormann?




  Concerning the ultimate disposal of Hitler’s and Eva Braun’s bodies I had, in 1945, no first-hand evidence. The best evidence I had was that of the guard Erich Mansfeld who, at

  midnight on 30 April 1945, noticed that a bomb crater near the emergency exit of the Bunker had been newly worked into a rectangular shape, and deduced that the bodies had been buried there. There

  was further evidence that members of the detective guard had buried the bodies, and Artur Axmann, the Hitler Youth leader, stated emphatically, though without claiming to have seen it, that the

  burial was ‘in one of the many bomb craters which exist around the Reich Chancellery’. On the other hand there were also other accounts which circulated in the Bunker, rendering

  certainty impossible, and so, in 1945, I ended by leaving the question open. But now it can be closed. Both Linge and Rattenhuber, when they returned to Germany in October

  1955, stated circumstantially that although they had not witnessed the burial, they had been told that the bodies had been buried in the bomb crater. Rattenhuber added that he had himself been

  asked to find a flag in which to wrap Hitler’s body for such burial but had been unable to provide it. Three months later Mengershausen arrived in his home town of Bremen and confirmed these

  statements, admitting that he had actually dug the grave. The bodies, he said, were not consumed by the fire or even unrecognizable, and he buried them on three wooden boards three feet deep in the

  ground. He was helped by a colleague called Glanzer who, he says, was afterwards killed in the fighting in Berlin. Thus Hitler’s burial place in the Chancellery is no longer a mystery. On the

  other hand, this does not finally settle the matter since, as will appear, we now know that the body was afterwards exhumed and transferred to another and still unknown destination.




  So much for the first question: what of the second, the question of the fate of Martin Bormann? In 1945 evidence on this question was conflicting and uncertain. Several witnesses maintained that

  Bormann had been killed in a tank which exploded when hit by a Panzerfaust on the Weidendammer Bridge during the attempted breakthrough on the night of 1–2 May. On the other hand,

  all these witnesses have admitted that the scene was one of great confusion and none of them claims to have seen Bormann’s body. One of them, Erich Kempka, has even admitted that he was

  himself blinded by the same explosion, and it is therefore difficult to understand how he can have seen Bormann’s death or anything else.16 Further,

  even in 1945 I had three witnesses who independently claimed to have accompanied Bormann in his attempted escape. One of these witnesses, Artur Axmann, claimed afterwards to have seen him dead.

  Whether we believe Axmann or not is entirely a matter of choice, for his word is unsupported by any other testimony. In his favour it can be said that his evidence on all

  other points has been vindicated. On the other hand, if he wished to protect Bormann against further search, his natural course would be to give false evidence of his death. This being so I came in

  1945, to the only permissible conclusion, viz: that Bormann had certainly survived the tank explosion but had possibly, though by no means certainly, been killed later that night. Such was

  the balance of evidence in 1945. How far is it altered by the new evidence of 1956?




  The answer is, not at all. On the one hand both Linge and Baur state that Bormann was killed in the tank explosion – or at least they say that they think he was killed, for, once again,

  they admit that the scene was confused and that they never saw his body. On the other hand, Mengershausen declares firmly that Bormann was not killed in that explosion. He says that although

  Bormann was riding in a tank, it was not his tank which was blown up. And further, another witness has turned up since 1945 who states that he was with Bormann after the explosion. This is

  a former SS Major, Joachim Tiburtius, who, in 1953, made a statement to a Swiss newspaper.17 In the confusion after the explosion Tiburtius says that he

  lost sight of Bormann, but afterwards he saw him again at the Hotel Atlas. ‘He had by then changed into civilian clothes. We pushed on together towards the Schiffbauerdamm and the

  Albrechtstrasse. Then I finally lost sight of him. But he had as good a chance to escape as I had.’




  Thus the evidence still obliges us to believe that Bormann survived the explosion, and it still does not give the support which Axmann’s story requires before we can believe it. If we

  believe that Bormann is dead, it must be simply because no one has ever produced any acceptable evidence of his existence after 1 May 1945.18




  Such is the contribution which the newly returned prisoners have added to the story as reconstructed in 1945. Seen in its proper perspective, it does not amount to very much. The conjecture

  that Hitler’s body was buried in the bomb crater becomes a fact; the fate of Martin Bormann remains a mystery. But if these new witnesses do not add much to my story

  of the last days of Hitler, there is another subject upon which they shed new and interesting light: the attitude of the Russians to the problem of Hitler’s last days. Already in 1950, in the

  second edition of my book, I was able to give some outline of Russian policy in this respect. Now, with the aid of these new sources, I believe I can complete the story.




  In theory the Russians had no great problem, for it was they who, from the start, controlled all the evidence. On 2 May 1945, they overran the Bunker in which Hitler had perished. About the same

  time they captured, in a beer cellar in the Schönhäuser Allee, a number of Hitler’s immediate attendants who knew the facts, and two at least of whom were identified within four

  days. The Chancellery garden which contained Hitler’s bones, was – and still is – under their control. Moreover, even before they occupied the Reich Chancellery, they had had a

  formal statement of Hitler’s death and perhaps an informal commentary on the circumstances of it. This statement had been given to them by General Hans Krebs.




  Readers of this book will know that on the night of 30 April–1 May 1945, General Krebs was sent to the Russian headquarters with an offer of temporary local surrender by Bormann and

  Goebbels acting as Hitler’s de facto successors. Now this General Krebs was not only Hitler’s last Chief of General Staff and one of the witnesses of his last will and

  testament: he was also a former Assistant Military Attaché in Moscow. He spoke Russian fluently, knew the leading men in the Red Army personally, and had always been accounted a warm

  advocate of Russo-German co-operation, as a living symbol of which he had once been publicly embraced by Stalin. Thus the emissary who presented himself either to Marshal Zhukov or to the local

  Russian commander, General Chuïkov,19 in the early hours of the morning after Hitler’s death was no stranger. Further, he had to explain his

  commission, and why the letter of authority which he brought was signed not by Hitler but by Bormann and Goebbels. According to a contemporary Russian report, Krebs said,

  ‘I am authorized to inform the Soviet High Command that yesterday, 30 April, the Fuehrer Adolf Hitler departed from this world at his own wish.’ This official Russian report is

  naturally bald and factual; we do not know whether, either during this visit or the second visit which he paid a few hours later, Krebs was called upon to amplify or substantiate it. All we can say

  is that, if so required, he could easily, as an eyewitness and a Russian-speaker, have done so. At any rate, the bare fact of Hitler’s suicide was first reported to the Russians by Krebs

  within a few hours of the event.20 All that remained was to verify it.




  There can be no doubt that in the course of the next week the Russians set about verifying the report. For on 13 May Harry Mengershausen, the guard who had buried Hitler’s body, was shown

  an important document. Mengershausen had been captured on the night of 1–2 May, but for ten days thereafter he had obstinately denied any connection with Hitler. In the face of this document,

  however, he now judged further denial useless, and surrendered at discretion. The document, which was dated 9 May, was a full and circumstantial account of the death of Hitler and his burial by

  Mengershausen, and it had been compiled for the Russians by another German who had evidently taken part in the proceedings, possibly Guensche.21 This

  document was (at least) the second piece of evidence which the Russians now possessed, and its validity was shown by the fact that it had served to break down the hitherto

  obstinate Mengershausen.




  Immediately after admitting to the Russians that he had buried Hitler, Mengershausen was taken to the Chancellery garden and ordered to locate Hitler’s grave. He took his escort at once to

  the bomb crater, only to notice that the grave had already been dug up and the bodies of Hitler and Eva Braun removed. Clearly the Russians had acted on the earlier evidence, which Mengershausen

  had thus confirmed.




  In fact it is now clear that the Russians had exhumed the bodies on 9 May – the very day on which they received the document describing the death and burial. For on that day two Russian

  officers, a man and a woman, called at the surgery of Dr Hugo Blaschke, in the Uhlanstrasse. Dr Blaschke was Hitler’s dentist; but he was not at home to the Russians. He had fled to Munich,

  and his practice was now being carried on by a Jewish dentist from Silesia who had replaced him, Dr Feodor Bruck. The Russians asked Dr Bruck for Hitler’s dental records. Bruck replied that

  he had no knowledge of Blaschke’s work and referred them to his assistant, Frl. Käte Heusemann, whom he had inherited from Blaschke and who, by an odd coincidence, had been a refugee in

  the Chancellery during the siege of Berlin and had witnessed many details of Hitler’s last days. Frl. Heusemann told the Russians that Hitler had never come to Blaschke’s surgery

  – Blaschke had always gone to the Chancellery, and it was in the laboratory of the Chancellery, if anywhere, that his dental records must be sought. She herself had often accompanied Blaschke

  on these visits and was thoroughly familiar with Hitler’s teeth. They had, she said, certain peculiar characteristics: in particular, identifiable bridges on the upper and lower jaws and a

  ‘window-crown’ seldom used in modern dentistry, on one of the incisors.22 Thereupon Frl. Heusemann was taken to the Chancellery, but no

  records being found there, she was taken on to the Russian headquarters at Buch. There a Russian officer showed her a cigar box. In it were an Iron Cross decoration, a Nazi

  Party badge, and a number of dental fittings. Asked whether she recognized these fittings, she replied that they were unmistakably those of the Fuehrer, Adolf Hitler, and – though these were

  less certain – of Eva Braun. On 11 May Frl. Heusemann was released and returned to Dr Bruck’s surgery to tell her tale. A few days later a boy brought her a message: she was to pack her

  bags for an absence of some weeks. That was the last Dr Bruck saw of her. Eight years later a woman prisoner returning from Russia told how she had left behind her in the prison of Butyrka one

  Käte Heusemann, who had regaled her fellow-prisoners zum Überdruss – ad nauseam – with the story of Hitler’s last days and posthumous

  dentures.23




  Frl. Heusemann’s story is independently confirmed by another witness who was similarly summoned to identify Hitler’s dental system. This was a dental mechanic called Fritz Echtmann

  who had actually made the fittings for Hitler in 1944, as well as certain other fittings for Eva Braun. He too was summoned by the Russians and shown the same cigar box, the same contents. He too

  identified them as the fittings of Hitler and Eva Braun. And he too, for his pains, was carried off to Russia – to the Lubianka Prison in Moscow. Later he shared a prison cell with Harry

  Mengershausen and was able to exchange reminiscences with him. In 1954 he was released and gave evidence of his experiences to the District Court of Berchtesgaden which was considering whether to

  declare Hitler legally dead or not.24




  Thus by 9 May, the day on which Echtmann and Heusemann were arrested, it is clear that the Russians had already exhumed the bodies of Hitler and Eva Braun. It also seems likely that they had

  exhumed them on that same day, for it was then that the memorandum had been submitted which had made it possible to locate the grave. The exhumation appears to have been

  carried out by a special detachment of the Russian Intelligence Service, the NKVD; for a member of this detachment, Captain Fjedor Pavlovich Vassilki, afterwards told the East Berlin police officer

  upon whom he was billeted how they had secured the bodies of both Hitler and Eva Braun.25 ‘Hitler’s skull’, said Vassilki, ‘was

  almost intact, as were the cranium and the upper and lower jaws.’ Vassilki confirmed that its identity had afterwards been ‘indisputably’ proved by the teeth. This identification

  of the teeth had been followed by Mengershausen’s identification by the grave on 13 June. Finally, at the end of May, the Russians took a further positive step. They confronted Mengershausen

  with the corpse of Hitler.

OEBPS/html/docimages/img2.jpg
LoweR LeveL






OEBPS/html/docimages/tp.jpg
Hucn TrEVOR-ROPER

THE LAST DAYS
OF HITLER

Sevently Edition

PAN BOOKS





OEBPS/html/docimages/cover.jpg
4d311IH
40 SAvd
1SV 3Hl

HUGH TREVOR-ROPER





OEBPS/html/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





OEBPS/html/docimages/img1.jpg





