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D uring the past six years there has
been an extensive debate in vari-
ous journals about the time when

the Duke of Wellington first learned of the
French attack on the Prussians on 15 June
1815. This debate is not simply an arcane
dispute over timing. If the allegations made by
some 19th-century Prussian officers and histo-
rians – and more recently by Peter Hofschröer
– are true and Wellington actually received
news of the French attack at 9 a.m. that morn-
ing, then he would certainly be guilty of ex-
treme negligence for having taken no military
action whatsoever during the crucial daylight
hours. But such a charge has no validity if the
news of the French attack only arrived rela-
tively late in the day.

A key piece of evidence in this debate is
the following dramatic account of the early
morning hours of 15 June 1815 by Lieutenant
General Hans Carl Ernst Count von Zieten,
commander of the Prussian corps that was
attacked by Napoleon:

On the evening [14 June 1815], when I
went to bed, I ordered the duty adjutant to
wake me when the first shot was fired. On the
15th at 2:15 a.m. he reported to me and said
that three cannon shots had been heard. I
jumped out of bed, already dressed, and woke
all the officers. I ordered Provost Merinsky,
Captain von Felden and Major Count West-
phal to report to me with mounts. I then dic-
tated a letter in German and one in French that
the war had started and sent Westphal with the
first to Field Marshal Blücher in Namur, Mer-
insky with the second to the Duke of Welling-
ton in Brussels.1

Peter Hofschröer has quoted all but the
first two sentences of this passage in his first
volume on the Waterloo Campaign, in which
he argues that this account – which he cites as
coming from a journal kept by General Zieten
- proves that Zieten immediately sent a mes-

sage to Wellington, probably prior to 5 a.m.,
which arrived in Brussels by 9 a.m. but did not
provoke any action by Wellington. However,
even Peter admits that “Zieten’s memory
seems to have been at fault on one or two
details of this [account].”2 He notes that Zieten
elsewhere had stated that as no one else on his
staff was proficient in French (the language in
which the Prussians communicated with
Wellington’s staff), he wrote all such mes-
sages himself and thus would not have dic-
tated it. In addition, the time given by Zieten
for the arrival of the news of the French attach
– 2:15 a.m. and thus during the night rather
than at first light – is contradicted by all other
existing sources, including Zieten’s first mes-
sage that day to his commander, Field Marshal
Blücher, stating that the French attack began
at 4:30 a.m. Peter therefore wonders if a
“lapse of memory” could explain why the time
stated by Zieten in this account is so wrong,

although he does not comment on how such a
memory lapse could occur in a journal written
presumably during or soon after the events.
Peter also speculates that a hand-written “2”
may have been mistaken for a “5” by the
author of the article containing the transcrip-
tion of Zieten’s account.3 However, this argu-
ment does not make much sense either,
because 5:15 a.m. would also have been a
major error in timing for the start of the French
attack; by this time Zieten had already written
and dispatched his message to Blücher, notify-
ing him of the attack. Despite these rather
significant discrepancies in Zieten’s account,
Peter has never questioned its validity and has
cited it repeatedly as a key eyewitness account
in his many writings on the subject.

Given the importance of a journal by such a
key participant in the campaign, however, these
discrepancies do require clarification. So we need
to look at Zieten’s journal itself, as well as anything
else he may have written about Waterloo. Unfortu-
nately the original manuscripts do not seem to have
survived World War II, but during the 1890s a
writer named Dietrich Hafner was given full access
to General Zieten’s papers, including a journal or
diary with the title “Tagebuch des Königlich Preus-
sischen I. Armee-Korps während des Feldzuges
von 1815” (Diary of the Royal Prussian I Army
Corps during the Campaign of 1815) and Zieten’s
autobiography with the title “Aus dem Leben des
General-Feldmarschalls Grafen von Zieten” (From
the Life of Field Marshal Count von Zieten). Haf-
ner combined this material into a biography of
Zieten, which he published in monthly instalments
in a new military journal - Militärische Rundschau
- in 1896. In this lengthy (145-page) article, Hafner
included verbatim transcripts of much of the diary
for 1815, plus numerous excerpts from the autobi-
ography. 4

The two primary sources for Hafner’s
article vary greatly in quality and reliability.
The journal (as Peter calls it) or diary (the term
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I prefer, since the document is actually a unit
war diary rather than an individual’s journal)
was written immediately after the events.
While Hafner assumed that the diary was writ-
ten by Zieten himself, Major General Oskar
von Lettow-Vorbeck, author of the Prussian
General Staff’s official history of the Cam-
paign of 1815,5 examined the manuscript and
other Zieten papers and concluded that Zieten
was not the author of the diary and that it was
instead “written during the occupation of
France by an officer on Zieten’s staff.”6 This
does not in any way reduce the diary’s histor-
ical significance. It was written soon after the
events by an experienced staff officer with full
access to the corps’ records and is thus a key
primary source for the history of the cam-
paign, but it is not the personal diary of Gen-
eral Zieten.

The second source used by Hafner to
prepare his biographical article on Zieten was
written by the general, but not until long after
the events being described. In 1839, when
General Zieten was 70 years old, he wrote his
autobiography. Unfortunately this document
is full of highly imaginative but also highly
unreliable “war stories”, which led General
von Lettow-Vorbeck to sharply criticise its
accuracy, citing the autobiography as “yet
another proof of how extremely cautious his-
torians should be when using so-called mem-
oirs”. To illustrate this, he quoted the
autobiography’s account of the events of 18
June:

I [Zieten] received no orders on the 18th
of June before 10 a.m…. I knew where the
English were located and I deduced that the I
Corps had to take the open position between
the right wing of General v. Bülow and the left
of the Scots. At 11 a.m. on my own initiative
[!] 7 I issued the orders, took up the direction
of march, and was rewarded by arriving in

time to save the Scots. Bonaparte thought I
was Grouchy; 96 guns proved him wrong. The
Old Guard advanced against me in masses,
musket in hand; they came up to 200 paces in
front of the guns; canister shook them. The
Brandenburg Dragoon Regiment then slashed
its way into the French Old Guard and forced
them into a hasty retreat.

Lettow-Vorbeck then proceeded to show
how inaccurate this passage is, stating that
Zieten did not act on his own initiative but
instead “received his orders from Blücher’s
aide at noon for the march of the I Corps to
Waterloo.” Lettow-Vorbeck also noted that
“At the Battle of Waterloo the only units from
the I Corps to see action were the 1st Brigade,
the Reserve Cavalry, and just two batteries of
artillery” [thus 12 guns, not 96!]. Finally he
observed that the Old Guard was located quite
far away from Zieten’s corps and was not the
force he attacked.8 And Lettow-Vorbeck
could also have mentioned that no Scots were
near to where Zieten attacked.

Clearly Zieten’s autobiography, unlike
the I Corps War Diary, cannot be taken seri-
ously as a source of information about the
Waterloo Campaign. Unfortunately, the best
surviving source for both the autobiography
and the diary, Hafner’s lengthy article on Ziet-
en, intermixed the two sources in such a way
that the reader must take care to identify the
ultimate source of the material he is reading,
but this is not too difficult, because Hafner
always provided the source for the material he
quoted.

When we look closely at Hafner’s article
on Zeiten for information about events on the
morning of 15 June 1815, what we find in the
war diary or journal is a very simple state-
ment: “At daybreak on the morning of 15 June
the thunder of cannon and the reports from the

advanced posts indicated the strong attack on
them.”9 There is no mention of any personal
actions by Zieten – no individual officers or
couriers named, no messages written and sent
(neither to Blücher nor to Wellington ) - just
accounts of the movements and actions of the
various units in the corps, which is what you
would expect to find in a corps’ war diary.
Zieten’s personal account of his own actions
on the morning of 15 June, which Peter cor-
rectly footnotes as coming from page 252 of
Hafner’s article but incorrectly identifies as
coming from Zieten’s journal 10, is contained
in a passage that Hafner clearly stated was part
of Zieten’s highly unreliable autobiography.

Now that we know that Zieten’s personal
account of the events of 15 June 1815 did not
come from a journal or diary written shortly
after the events in question but from an auto-
biography written 24 years later, the “lapses of
memory” that Peter Hofschröer found hard to
understand in a “journal” account become
much more understandable when viewed as
part of a highly imaginative but extremely
inaccurate “war story” written 24 years later,
a work whose accuracy was strongly criticised
by the author of the Prussian General Staff’s
official history of the Waterloo Campaign.
Clearly this is not a reliable source on which
to build a case for the arrival of a message in
Brussels at 9 a.m. on 15 June 1815.11

Zieten did write one other account of the
events of 15 June 1815 as the result of a
Prussian army investigation into the contro-
versy surrounding the issue of when Zieten
informed Wellington of the French attack. On
19 January 1819 General Karl von Grolman,
Inspector-General of the Prussian Army at
that time and Quartermaster-General of Field
Marshal Blücher’s army in 1815, sent a query
to Zieten:

Charleroi 15 June 1815

Blucher
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According to verbal reports, Your Excellency sent a courier at
daybreak on 15 June 1815 to the Duke of Wellington in Brussels with
the news of the attack of the French, and this courier arrived at 9 a.m.
in Brussels. As there is no written record of these events in the archives,
I humbly request that Your Excellency provide, if possible, a copy of
the report made by Your Excellency to the Duke of Wellington along
with the name of the messenger and the time when this news arrived in
Brussels.”

Zieten immediately responded:
Because the correspondence with the Duke of Wellington had to

be carried out in French and because in 1815 I had no officer suffi-
ciently proficient in the French language to be able write well in it, I had
to conduct the whole correspondence with the Duke of Wellington
myself. This is why there is no copy in the archives of the report which
I sent at 3:45 a.m. on the 15th of June 1815 to Brussels via a courier
whose name escapes me.”12

Zieten’s reply was an attempt to defend himself against criticism
that he had failed to provide early notification of the French attack to
Wellington, and if what he wrote in 1819 were true, then a message sent
this early would certainly have reached Wellington sometime during
the morning of 15 June, possibly even by 9 a.m. as alleged by General
Grolman. For this reason Dr. Julius von Pflugk-Harttung, archivist in
the Prussian Military Archives and an indefatigable researcher and
writer on the Waterloo Campaign, decided to analyse Zieten’s conten-
tion on the basis of all the available evidence, in particular the actual
messages sent on 15 June 1815. Pflugk-Harttung noted that the time
given by Zieten in his 1819 letter could not be correct, because the
French attack did not occur until after 4 a.m. Furthermore, Zieten’s first
message to Blücher did not go out much before 5 a.m., and Zieten
would certainly have sent a message to his own commander before
sending one to a foreign commander.13 Pflugk-Harttung also observed
that Zieten’s first message showed just how little information was
available to him during the early morning hours:

Since 0430 hours several cannon shots and now musketry have
been heard on our right flank. I have received no reports. As soon as
these arrive, I will not fail to forward them to Your Highness. I have
ordered everything into position at Charleroi and, if it becomes neces-
sary, to concentrate at Fleurus.14

Zieten’s next message to Blücher was written at 8:15 a.m., after
more definite news had arrived. At that time he was finally able to name
specific villages that had been captured, in particular the Prussian
outpost at Thuin, as well as the direction of the French attack. He
concluded by stating, “I have informed the Duke of Wellington of all
this and requested him to concentrate now at Nivelles, which according
to the report received from General von Müffling yesterday he will do.”15

This statement shows that at 8:15 a.m. Zieten had either just sent a
courier to Wellington or was in the process of doing so. I strongly
suspect the latter, since Zieten stated that his message to Wellington
contained the same information that he was now giving Blücher, and
Zieten had promised to forward all reports to Blücher as soon as they
arrived. For that reason it is natural to expect that Zieten would have
sent the latest available information to Blücher prior to sending it to
Wellington. Zieten may have dispatched his courier to Brussels shortly
thereafter or he may have delayed even longer while waiting for more
definite information about the French attack. At any rate, the contents
of Zieten’s second message to Blücher show that the earliest a message
to Wellington could have been sent was at around 8:15 a.m., not at 3:45
a.m., as Zieten claimed in 1819 or shortly after 2:15 a.m., as he alleged
in 1839, and not even at around 4:45-5:00 a.m., when he sent his first
message to Blücher, because at that early time he did not yet possess the
details (such as the fall of Thuin) that he provided to Wellington, as he
stated in his 8:15 message to Blücher. This raises the question of
whether Zieten might have sent two messages to Wellington, one at

4:45-5:00 a.m. and a second one after 8:15 a.m., but Pflugk-Harttung
pointed out that all of the key sources, including Zieten himself, have
written about just one message sent by Zieten to Wellington on 15 June
1815. Pflugk-Harttung therefore concluded that Zieten’s only message
to Wellington was sent after the second message to Blücher, very
probably around 9 a.m., and that this message did not arrive in Brussels
until between 6 and 7p.m. 16

Zieten’s surviving messages from 1815 thus provide no support for
his 1819 and 1839 attempts to refute criticism that he failed to provide
early notification of the French attack to the Duke of Wellington.
Zieten’s after-action report of 8 July 1815 also sheds no light on this
issue except to show that the alleged time of dispatch could not have
been 3:45 a.m. – much less 2:15 a.m. - because the French attack had
not even begun at that hour. The after-action report simply states “15
June. At 4 a.m. the war began. Napoleon Bonaparte attacked the
outposts of the 2nd Brigade at Thuin with superior forces.”17 There is
no mention of any messages sent to other headquarters.

Summing up what we have learned from Zieten’s own writings
about the Waterloo Campaign, his 1819 letter and 1839 autobiography
(containing the so-called “journal” entry) are inaccurate and unreliable,
his after-action report of July 1815 says nothing about messages sent to
Wellington, and his messages from June 1815 indicate that no message
was sent to Brussels until 8:15 a.m. or even later. Zieten’s writings
therefore provide no support for 19th-Century Prussian – and more
recently Peter Hofschröer’s - allegations that Zieten sent a message
about the French attack to Brussels before 5 a.m. and the Duke of
Wellington received it at 9 a.m. but took no action.

Peter does, however, offer one other contemporary piece of evi-
dence to support his charge: a letter written by Wellington in French to
the Duc de Feltre at 10 p.m. on the evening of 15 June. Wellington
wrote, “I have received the news that the enemy attacked the Prussian
outposts at Thuin on the Sambre this morning and appears to be
threatening Charleroi. I have received nothing from Charleroi since 9
a.m.”18 Peter has always cited this statement as if it were conclusive
proof that a Zieten message arrived in Brussels at 9 a.m., but in reality
this statement is ambiguous, as many historians have pointed out, and

Wellington
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the last sentence can be read as either “nothing since that which arrived
at 9 a.m.” or “nothing since that which was sent at 9 a.m.”. While Peter
has never even mentioned the possibility of a different interpretation of
the phrase, a number of historians have supported the second interpre-
tation - that Wellington was referring to a message sent at 9 a.m., not
received at 9 a.m. – including the impartial American historian John
Codman Ropes, whose book has been cited by Peter.19 And the fact that
Wellington mentioned Thuin as the place attacked shows that the only
possible source for this information was a message sent from Charleroi
after 8:15 a.m., since Thuin is first mentioned in Zieten’s 8:15 a.m.
message to Blücher and none of the other messages Wellington re-
ceived that day from other sources mentioned Thuin. As there is no way
that a message sent from Charleroi after 8:15 a.m. could have reached
Brussels by 9 a.m., only the second interpretation of the letter to the
Duc de Feltre – the 9 a.m. dispatch time - is possible, not the 9 a.m.
arrival time always cited by Peter as a proven fact.20

Peter Hofschröer’s argument that Wellington’s letter to the Duc de
Feltre proves a 9 a.m. arrival time is not new; similar claims were made
by Prussian officials in 1848 when they sought to convince William
Siborne, author of a famous early history of the Waterloo Campaign
based on extensive research, including correspondence with many of
the participants,21 that Zieten had indeed sent a message that arrived in
Brussels at 9 a.m. on 15 June 1815. Major Gerwien of the Prussian
General Staff’s Department of War History sent Siborne a copy of
Zieten’s 1819 letter to General Grolman and argued that the truth of
Zieten’s claim was confirmed by the letter to the Duc de Feltre. When
Siborne expressed strong doubts about the 3:45 a.m. dispatch time
alleged by Zieten, Gerwien responded that “4:45 a.m. was meant, and
not 3:45 a.m., the latter time being a failure of memory”. Once again
the only proof offered was the letter to the Duc de Feltre.22 Siborne
ultimately accepted the Prussian arguments and changed the third
edition of his book accordingly, despite the lack of any real evidence
beyond the ambiguous Wellington letter.

Wellington’s 10 p.m. letter is thus a key piece of evidence in the
controversy surrounding General Zieten’s message to Wellington on 15
June 1815. For this reason Prussian archivist and historian Dr. Julius
von Pflugk-Harttung conducted an exhaustive examination of all the
evidence related to this letter as part of his detailed analysis of Zieten’s
communications with Wellington. He carefully evaluated all the contra-
dictory evidence, testing various hypotheses including the allegation by
some Prussian officers and historians (and more recently Peter) that
Wellington’s letter to the Duc de Feltre was proof that a message from
Zieten had arrived at 9 a.m. At the end of this meticulous study Pflugk-
Harttung concluded that the second possible interpretation of
Wellington’s statement - Zieten’s message had been sent at 9 a.m. –
best fit all the other existing evidence, including a letter from General
Carl von Müffling (Field Marshal Blücher’s liaison officer at
Wellington’s headquarters and thus perfectly placed to know the timing
of Zieten’s message) to Prussian General Georg von Hofmann stating
that General Zieten had sent a message at 9a.m. 23 As further confirma-
tion for a late dispatch of the Zieten letter and thus a late arrival in
Brussels, Pflugk-Harttung noted that during the course of the day on 15
June General Müffling sent four letters to Field Marshal Blücher, and
none of them made any mention of the opening of hostilities.24 While
Peter Hofschröer has suggested that Müffling’s lack of knowledge
about the French attack was the result of Wellington’s failure to inform
Müffling about the message from Zieten,25 Peter ignores the fact that
any Prussian courier who brought a such a message would quite natu-
rally have reported to General Müffling or his staff after delivering the
message. I simply cannot believe that a Prussian courier could arrive in
Brussels at 9 a.m. on 15 June and not have any contact all day long with
any of the other Prussians there.

Having determined that Zieten’s message to Brussels must have
been sent at 9 a.m. and that this was the only message sent to Wellington
by Zieten that day, Pflugk-Harttung then asked how this time of dispatch
could be reconciled with Zieten’s statement in his 8:15 a.m. message to
Blücher that he (Zieten) had informed Wellington of the same news he
was now giving his own commander, including the capture of the village
of Thuin and details on the direction of the French attack. Pflugk-Hart-
tung then suggested that Zieten’s statement should not be taken com-
pletely literally – i.e. that the message had already been sent - and that
instead Zieten may well have waited a bit longer before sending his
message to Wellington, hoping for more news, and finally did so at 9a.m.
26 This argument makes sense to me, because Zieten was always going to
send the latest news to his own commander first before relaying it to an
allied commander, which means that the message could not have been
sent before 8:15 a.m.

At the end of this meticulous examination and analysis of all the evi-
dence related to Zieten’s reporting to Wellington, Pflugk-Harttung concluded
on page 55 of his article that “Wellington received no report from Zieten that
morning [15 June] and that the only one he received was the one sent by the
Prussian general between 8 and 9 a.m., which only arrived in the afternoon
between 6 and 7 p.m.” He reiterated this conclusion on page 57: “On the
morning of the 15th Zieten sent just one dispatch to Wellington or Müffling,
which left Charleroi between 8 and 9 a.m. and arrived in Brussels between 6
and 7 p.m.” These conclusions led Pflugk-Harttung to criticise the Prussian
reporting to Wellington on that fateful day as “minimal, hardly correspond-
ing to the threatening situation” (page 61).

Despite these very clear conclusions by Pflugk-Harttung, Peter
Hofschröer has argued in the latest issue of the Journal of the Society
for Army Historical Research, as well as in earlier publications, that
Pflugk-Harttung supported the old Prussian allegation that Wellington
received a message from Zieten at 9 a.m. but refused to act on it.27 Peter
also stated that two critics who had provided direct quotations from
Pflugk-Harttung to refute Peter’s allegation - Gary Cousins 28 and John
Hussey 29 - “have overlooked a substantial part of Julius von Pflugk-
Harttung’s article Berichterstattung” and Peter therefore suggested that
they “start at the beginning”. I have followed Peter’s suggestion and
have re-read every word of the article in question, in particular the
references offered by Peter in support of his allegations concerning
Pflugk-Harttung’s true conclusions. On page 42 of the article, Peter’s first
reference, I find that Pflugk-Harttung simply presented a list of key
pieces of evidence to be examined in evaluating the controversy over
what time Zieten sent a message to Wellington, and this list included a
brief mention of Wellington’s letter to the Duc de Feltre without any
further comments, so this page is of no assistance. Then on page 44 -
Peter’s other reference - Pflugk-Harttung wrote that Wellington’s letter
“seems” to give significant confirmation to the 9 a.m. arrival time alleged
by Prussian General Grolman in 1819. Pflugk-Harttung’s statement of
the 9 a.m. arrival time at this point in his argument was thus merely a
hypothesis, whose evaluation against all the other evidence occurred in
the pages that followed.

Not surprisingly, Pflugk-Harttung’s overall conclusions on the issue
of Zieten’s communications with Wellington on 15 June 1815 are con-
tained in the final pages of his lengthy article, which is where most of us
would expect to find the conclusions, not in the opening pages as alleged
by Peter. And these conclusions are exactly as demonstrated earlier by
direct quotations from Pflugk-Harttung’s article (which are correctly
quoted by Cousins and Hussey) – that Zieten only sent one message and
did so at around 9 a.m. - and are thus diametrically opposed to what Peter
has repeatedly claimed. Furthermore, Pflugk-Harttung’s other publica-
tions, including his masterful book Vorgeschichte der Schlacht bei Belle
Alliance – Wellington (Prelude to the Battle of Belle Alliance [Waterloo] –
Wellington), also reached the same conclusions, despite statements by
Peter incorrectly alleging the contrary.30
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In his recent JSAHR Note, Peter said that his critics “have over-
looked a substantial part of Julius von Pflugk-Harttung’s article Berich-
terstattung” but I would argue that it is Peter who has overlooked a very
substantial part of virtually all of Pflugk-Harttung’s books and articles,
namely everything that does not provide support for Peter’s allegations,
which had already been made by a number of Prussian officers and
historians during the 19th century but were carefully examined and
rejected by Pflugk-Harttung a century ago. It is sad that the once-
reputable Journal of the Society for Army Historical Research pub-
lished such an inaccurate Note as the final word in an important and
long-running debate, despite having been warned in advance that the
statements in the final Note by Peter were not correct. The JSAHR even
refused to accept a reply submitted by Gary Cousins providing concrete
evidence of the inaccuracy of Peter’s statements. Then, after the journal
was published and I saw how Pflugk-Harttung’s conclusions had been
twisted into stating the opposite of what he had actually written, I also
sent a draft Note to the JSAHR providing the evidence cited above
concerning the true nature of Pflugk-Harttung’s views. But the JSAHR
has refused to publish it, thus allowing Peter’s complete misstatement
of Pflugk-Harttung’s views to stand as the final word in the debate.

The reason I felt compelled to write to the JSAHR was to defend the
reputation and scholarship of Dr. Julius von Pflugk-Harttung, whom I
consider to be one of the most outstanding historians of the Waterloo
Campaign. He deserves great credit for his unbiased and scientific ap-
proach to Waterloo, because he was a German civil servant taking a very
unpopular stance on a controversial subject at a time of increasing Anglo-
German tension in the run-up to World War I. His works contradicted
many decades of Prussian accounts of the Waterloo Campaign that were
extremely critical of the Duke of Wellington and attempted to blame him
for their defeat at the Battle of Ligny (even though they outnumbered
Napoleon’s forces there!). And of course as an archivist in the Prussian
military archives prior to World War I, he had access to key source

material which no longer exists, due to the destruction of those archives
during the Second World War. His publications are thus essential for the
understanding of many key aspects of the Waterloo Campaign and I wish
that they were available in English so that he could have a wider reader-
ship.

One other important examination of the communications between
the Prussian and Anglo-Allied armies on 15 June 1815 should also be
mentioned here: John Hussey’s carefully researched analysis of all the
important messages sent that day, including their actual transit times by
courier, using sources from the summer of 1815 wherever possible rather
than later memoirs, which are much less reliable. On the basis of these
contemporary accounts he demonstrated that Wellington first learned of
the attack late on the afternoon of 15 June (around 4:45 to 5 p.m.) through
Dutch sources, and that the only message sent by Zieten did not arrive
until shortly before 6 p.m.31 Peter Hofschröer sharply attacked these
findings, but his reply failed to grasp the importance of John Hussey’s
methodology – seeking the earliest possible sources – and thus continued
to make a case based upon much less reliable memoirs written decades
after the events.32 The only significant contemporary evidence was
Peter’s allegation that Wellington acknowledged receiving Zieten’s mes-
sage at 9 a.m. in the letter written to the Duc de Feltre that evening. As
we have already seen, many historians have rejected this interpretation of
Wellington’s letter and supported the alternate view that it confirms
Zieten having only sent news at 9 a.m. And in my opinion this is the only
possible interpretation of the letter, because the information contained in
it was not available at Zieten’s headquarters before 8:15 a.m. and thus
could not have been sent to Brussels in time to arrive by 9 a.m., and the
Prussian sources agree that Zieten sent only one message to Wellington
that day.

With the Wellington letter enigmatic at best – but actually lending
much more support to a 9 a.m. time of dispatch rather than of arrival –
and with Zieten’s dramatic personal account of his sending the message
to Wellington shown to have come from a highly unreliable autobiog-
raphy written 24 years after the battle, not from a journal written during
or shortly after the events, there is no contemporary evidence left to
support the allegations made in the 19th century by some Prussian
officers and historians and repeated more recently by Peter Hofschröer
that the Duke of Wellington received notification of the French attack
on the morning of 15 June 1815 but refused to act on it. Perhaps we can
now stop wasting time on a subject that was investigated quite conclu-
sively by Dr. Pflugk-Harttung more than a century ago and move on to
other important issues concerning the Waterloo Campaign.
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