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INTRODUCTION

When Countess Waldeck began her Bucharest sojourn on June 14, 1940, the day the German army entered Paris, Romania was poised at the start of the most humiliating and troublous eight-month period in that country’s tumultuous and frequently tragic history. When she left late in January, 1941, Romania had been shorn of Bessarabia, northern Bucovina and Hertza by the Soviet Union, of northwestern Transylvania by Hungary and of the southern Dobrogea by Bulgaria. Thus, in less than a year Romania was deprived of a third of her area, nearly 100,000 square kilometers, and over six million of her population – all lost without a shot fired. Only Poland had suffered more by being divided between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union and thus wiped completely off the map of Europe. But the Polish army had fought gallantly in unequal battle against the two largest land armies of Europe, had retreated with the honor of the Polish nation across the frontier into Romania, and would fight on in the war as the Free Polish Forces and the Home Army. Romania, in contrast, was subsequently half-raped by a German military presence and half-seduced by gossamer promises of restitution into an alliance with Germany against Romania’s traditional western allies. Athene Palace is the colorful, sometimes impressionistic but always interesting and insightful description of that tragic devolution by an intelligent and highly literate observer. Her room on the first floor of the Athenée Palace was a front row seat for a crucial sequence in Romanian, Balkan and European history.

Countess Waldeck was born Rosa Goldschmidt on August 24, 1898, the daughter of a well-to-do German-Jewish banker in Mannheim, Baden, Germany.1 Her only sibling was a sister, Ella, five years her junior. She recalled a somewhat confused childhood attending the local grammar school and humanistic secondary school. Visits to art museums and the theater played an important role in her education, but she felt generally shut out from the self-confident, bourgeois world which was pre-war imperial Germany. Nor was her social acceptability increased at age eight by providing a schoolmate with a letter and drawings illustrating the facts of life which, when discovered, almost got her expelled. Thus, she made an early start in the eroticism which was never far below the surface in both her writings, certainly including Athene Palace, and her life. The second such adventure focused on Michael, a schoolmaster, with whom she had a clandestine but unconsummated love affair of some seven years; this she remembered as the longest love of her life and the first of what would be a pattern of love affairs with older men.

The first World War did not bring immediate changes to her life, shielded as she was by her family’s wealth and position. In the end, however, she grew to loath the war, the air raids which terrorized her mother and the deprivations which reduced her family to the illegal hoarding typical of most Germans in this period. Her lover, Michael, was exempted from military service by lung trouble, but at age eighteen she had more friends in the Somme and Vosges cemeteries than she had alive with her in school. In 1917, she graduated, finally able to pass the mathematics in which she had required constant tutoring, but getting a prize for a composition on Schiller.

In the autumn of 1917 she left home for Munich where she vaguely studied art history by attending Woelflin’s lectures and Fritz Strich’s lectures on the German romantics. Her earlier difficulties with mathematics resurfaced in the form of overdrawn checks; her enthusiasm for the theater and older men continued unabated. Her new interests included the Bohemian students in Schwabing and the intellectual socialists and revolutionaries coming to the fore in the waning days of the Kaiser. By the early spring of 1919 and the carnival season, the charms of revolution and the new Germany had worn thin, and she departed Munich in March with an unearned reputation as a “Barricade-Woman,” which reputation her father felt did his bank little good. She left with few regrets or enduring friendships and seldom returned to Munich thereafter.

With a considerably different attitude and now focused ambition, Goldschmidt took up residence in Heidelberg and there enrolled in a doctoral program in sociology, determined to get her degree by July 24, 1920, at the end of her sixth term. This was Heidelberg University in its great days. The spirits of Max Weber and his brother Alfred in sociology, Karl Jaspers in philosophy, Friedrich Gundolf in literary history could be felt throughout the university, and she thrived in the humanistic atmosphere. She paused in her drive towards a degree only long enough to present a paper on Oswald Spengler’s newly published Decline of the West, one of the first such papers on a book which would become a benchmark in intellectual life between the wars. In April, 1920, she submitted her dissertation on the necessary conditions for the founding of a minority theater to Albert Weber, took her oral exams on July 22nd and emerged with her doctorate summa cum laude, the only one given that term and a rare honor any term at Heidelberg, even rarer for a woman not yet twenty-two.

She experimented with an academic career for a few months under Alfred Weber at the university, but early in 1921 she took a training position with the Berlin bank of Carsch, Simion, & Co. Berlin in the 1920s was not only the capital of Germany but one of the intellectual capitals of the world. Goldschmidt threw herself with enthusiasm into the social life of the city but was considerably more reserved about a banking career which she soon decided was much less interesting. It was also less interesting than Dr. Ernest Graefenberg, a prominent Berlin gynecologist, with whom she fell in love and married. In keeping with her predilection for older men, he was some seventeen years her senior. He kept a clinic cum apartment on the Kurfuerstendamm into which she moved determined to give the marriage three years to prove itself. As she recounts the story, Dr. Graefenberg was too involved with the commitments of his practice to indulge her love of society, and she was uncomfortable at the proximity of his clinic to their living space. She returned to complete her apprenticeship at the bank. That completed, she transferred to an industrial firm and promptly began an affair with the chief of the company. In 1925, she was divorced.

Most of the next four years were spent outside Germany, initially in Paris, and traveling. Her early months in Paris were spent enjoying the society, especially the company of other exiles like Kerensky, reading Bainville’s Histoire de France, and predictably having an affair, this time with a Frenchman. She worked briefly for the Paris correspondent of a German Catholic newspaper syndicate, thus initiating the career in journalism which would occupy her intermittently for the next thirty years. Soon, however, she founded the Paris Press Agency, in partnership with a Viennese journalist. In the spring of 1926, her beloved father died after a protracted illness. Now for the first time in her life she had to give serious thought to money management as her banker father had always generously supplemented her income. A few weeks after her return from the funeral, she went to French Morocco where the Riff Kabyles war was then ending and an old friend had just been appointed Secretary-General of the Protectorate. After seeing Rabat, Marrakesh, and Casablanca, she returned to Berlin and began an affair with an Italian nobleman, observing that “to me, fidelity was at that time a matter of geography,” and her French lover was safely back in Paris. She appears in this period to have traveled frequently back and forth between Paris and Berlin, frequenting salon society in both cities and widening her contacts among the wealthy, the illustrious and the powerful.

As early as 1925 she met Dr. Franz Ullstein, the third of five brothers who made up the house of Ullstein, a major Berlin publishing consortium which controlled at that time a vast array of newspapers, magazines, and books. Franz Ullstein’s abilities had made him the head of the house. Fascinated by Rosie Graefenberg, in 1927 he hired her to report on the League of Nations conference in Geneva. True to her traditions, she promptly began an affair with a German diplomat who is only identified by the dubious name Kobra in her autobiography. Whatever competition Kobra may have represented for her energies, her work for the house of Ullstein was sufficiently approved of that in 1928 she was sent to provide a woman’s perspective on the Soviet Union. Her four-month route of march took her to Moscow, Leningrad, Nijni-Novgorod, Saratov, Tiflis, Baku, Armenia, Kiev, Kharkov, and back to Moscow. She left the USSR no friend of communism but a determined defender of western liberalism, a political position she maintained throughout her life. Her reporting had been featured on the front page of the Ullstein papers and throughout their empire of magazines, and she could now look confidently forward to a future as a successful journalist. 

The immediate future, two months later, meant a trip to French West Africa, starting in Dakar and touring the interior by motor car deep into the bush to Gaoua, Ouagadougou, Bobo­Dioulassor, and Segou, fending off at every stop the unwanted attention and longing looks of unmarried or unaccompanied French colonial administrators. Shortly after her return to Berlin the by-then widower Dr. Franz Ullstein proposed marriage. At the time, Rosie Graefenberg was about 31 years old, and, in keeping with her custom, Dr. Ullstein was just over twice her age at 63. If her first marriage had been a mistake, her second was a disaster. Predictably, the four other Ullstein brothers and their families, not to mention the two children by his first marriage, regarded the new Frau Doktor Ullstein as an adventuress and a gold digger. Her mother who was twelve years younger than Dr. Ullstein disapproved of the marriage, remarking that he was even too old for her. The prospects for the marriage were probably not noticeably improved by Rosie’s determination to keep Kobra as her lover, a fact well-known in the Ullstein clan. The prospects were certainly not improved when Franz Ullstein appeared the first day back from their Paris honeymoon with his face paralyzed which was immediately ascribed to a stroke induced in the hapless, elderly gentleman by his considerably younger wife.

When the Ullstein brothers were unable to quietly persuade the couple to get a divorce, they pooled their efforts with some of their editors and a Frenchman, whom Rosie identifies as a notorious blackmailer, and set loose a rumor campaign to the effect that she was an espionage agent. The details of the complicated campaign and the ensuing litigation consume the last hundred pages of her autobiography. At various points, it was alleged she was spying for Germany against France, for France against Germany, for France against Soviet Russia, or for Soviet Russia against France. In short order, the matter was leaked to the Ullstein press and beyond and was only resolved in a complicated libel suit which was finally heard at Moabit courthouse in Berlin in March, 1931. At the end of this protracted and expensive litigation, Rosie’s innocence of any espionage was established, but in the meanwhile her marriage to Franz Ullstein had ended in divorce the previous December. The libel proceedings resulted in an apology to Rosie; the divorce from Ullstein, however, in the words of her lawyer, insured her security for the rest of her life. 

Shortly after the various legal proceedings were settled, apparently sometime in 1931, Rosie seems to have made her first visit to the United States, for she produced a scathing criticism of the October 17, 1931, issue of the Saturday Evening Post and specifically an article therein, entitled “As Noble Lenders,” by Garet Garrett. Writing as Dr. Rosie Graefenberg and identified as “a contributor to the Tage-Buch, Berlin radical weekly,” a publication which had supported her and Dr. Ullstein in the recent unpleasantness over espionage, she responded with a letter to the editors of Living Age where it was published in a section called “As Others See Us.”2 The only piece in the Saturday Evening Post of which she approved was a story by Sinclair Lewis, “Dollar Chasers,” described as “a witty satire on the provincial Babbitts who bow down to every false Messiah from Europe,” a category that she apparently believed made up a majority of the readership of the Saturday Evening Post. She objected to the political articles illustrated with photographs and the short stories illustrated “with drawings that we should consider cheap.” Her major venom is reserved for the Garrett article and the associated editorial, “Wilson Was Wrong.” Both pieces are critical of the United States for lending Europe money and otherwise getting involved in European affairs, an isolationist sentiment she dismisses as “a cry from the heart of the American bourgeois.” Interestingly she notes, “we are always inclined to cherish false ideas and to blame everything on the French,” a use of the second person plural which suggests that she had already decided to immigrate and remain in the United States. Nevertheless, she returned occasionally for visits to Germany during the 1930s; she was in Berlin, for example, in March, 1936, when the German army marched into the Rhineland, and during the following winter.3

In 1934, she published Prelude to the Past: The Autobiography of a Woman, identifying herself on the title page only by the initials “R.G.” The work provides a colorful, frequently amorous and witty narrative of her youth, education, career and marriages through the Ullstein affair and her departure for the United States. The book was generally received as the frank and sophisticated story its author intended. F.H. Britten, reviewing it for Books, noted her qualities of “hardness and self-sufficiency which only love seems to unsettle.”4 “F.S.A.” in the Boston Transcript saw the product of a “strong, clear, cultivated mind.”5 Some indication of the impact of the book can be seen in the fact that Malcolm Cowley gave it a major review in the New Republic.6 Not surprisingly for Malcolm Cowley and even less for the New Republic of 1934, at that point a major intellectual voice of the American left, the review did not find either the author or her society particularly attractive: the former because “she got all the money she could out of Dr. Franz Ullstein without ever paying him for value received” and “the best one can say for her is that her morals were those of the crazy world in which she lived;” the latter because “it was a society wholly without standards.” At the end of some 1900 words, Cowley angrily concludes: “After reading this book of hers, you don’t like Hitler any better, but you can understand why so many people regarded him as a savior. There are ages so utterly sunk beneath the level of human dignity that they make even a false and vicious messiah seem, for the moment, better than none at all.”

￼￼No less noteworthy was an only slightly shorter review by Dorothy Thompson in the prestigious pages of the Saturday Review of Literature.7 Thompson saw the book as an important record: “a social document of first rate importance; someday historians recording the collapse of bourgeois civilization in the Europe of the twentieth century, will be looking for first hand sources. And then, I hope, this book will still be in existence.” Rather than condemning Graefenberg, Thompson sees her as a symbol of the era and the place; “Rosie is not average, she is in a profound sense representative, a sort of apotheosis of the decaying bourgeoisie,” deserving praise for absence of exhibitionism when “she lays her life upon the dissecting table as a man with an obscure disease might will his body to a scientific laboratory.” In the course of the review Thompson gives the distinct impression of knowing Graefenberg personally as when she is described as “a very vital young woman in excellent health” who sought “to earn a living (which she does not need) by founding an independent European news service.”

￼With a successful, well reviewed autobiography behind her, Rosie Graefenberg returned to the world of serious journalism. In the spring of 1937, Foreign Affairs published a thoughtful piece, “The Great New Migration,” in which she examined the history of refugees in the world since the first World War.8 She recounts the plight of the Russians, Greeks, Armenians, Bulgarians, Assyrians, Germans, Saarlanders, Hungarians, and Spaniards who had become refugees in the previous nineteen years with special attention to and approval of the Nansen passport devised by Dr. Fridtjof Nansen while he was the High Commissioner for Refugees at the League of Nations from 1921 to 1930. The second part of the article is a strong but balanced and well-reasoned appeal for compassionate attention to the needs of the 115,000 Germans, of whom 100,000 were Jews who fled the Nazis in the four years since 1933. Noting that the numbers would likely increase in the future and the problem was further exacerbated by the economic depression, she suggests reestablishing the Nansen office at the League and floating a loan of some $10,000,000 to enable it to function. She makes a thinly disguised plea for increasing German immigration to the United States and concludes with a description of the benefits that such immigration offers in terms of vital, resourceful, talented immigrants firmly committed to freedom and democratic values, ready and willing to assimilate as soon as employment could be found.

For the first time on the pages of this 1937 Foreign Affairs article, Rosie Goldschmidt-Graefenberg-Ullstein signs herself “Countess Waldeck,” a name which she would thereafter use consistently, albeit not always with the title. Her use of this name and title is something of a mystery. It implies, of course, someone named Count Waldeck and sometime, somewhere a third marriage for the German-American author. It appears there are two European noble families in the twentieth century to which a Count Waldeck might belong. The first is that of the prince of Waldeck and Pyrmont, a small principality in imperial Germany, with its seat at Arolsen in present day Hesse, Germany. A collateral branch of this family with its seat in Bergheim carried the title Count of Waldeck and Pyrmont. A second family is that of the Count of Bentinek and Waldeck-Limburg with its seat at Middachten near Arnheim. A collateral branch of the family was settled in Great Britain.9 At no point in her writings, however, does Countess Waldeck mention a husband named Count Waldeck or otherwise account for her acquisition of this title. In 1942, Time magazine, in reviewing Athene Palace, observed without further detail: “Still later she married the Hungarian Count Waldeck, a marriage in which friendship and German passport considerations were deftly blended.”10 Until more evidence is forthcoming on this question, the present writer is inclined to side with John Gunther, who knew Waldeck personally and wrote in 1951: “About Count Waldeck, her third husband, I know little , and I have a private joke with her that he never quite existed.”11 Thus, it appears that Countess Waldeck is a nom de plume.

In October 1939, a month after the outbreak of the second World War, R.G. Waldeck published in the American Mercury, a searing indictment of American liberals.12 As some of the issues and attitudes described in the article would reemerge to trouble her later in Bucharest and elsewhere, they deserve some detailed attention. She begins the article by recalling a luncheon in the spring of 1933 in the dining room of a New York liberal weekly. On that occasion, she made the breath-taking observation that Hitler would likely “enter history as ‘the Great’ or ‘the Good.’” It was not an opinion to garner much approval in such a circle in 1933 and still less in 1939. Noting that “few had more private grievances against the Nazis than I” who had lost a fortune, her professional language and many friends at their hands, she still “would not let my grievances warp my intellectual discipline.” Among the unwelcome truths she had for American liberals were: “Hitler was not the half-wit they supposed, but a dangerously shrewd and tenacious politician.” The German masses and the army were behind him, there was no widespread discontent or any significant underground. Indeed, the Germans now felt a “pride of collective self-importance.” By the end of the luncheon she “had the sinking feeling that I was being subversive. I had violated some mysterious political etiquette of these liberal Americans.”

In the course of the 1930s she began to identify “an intellectual dictatorship as totalitarian, as intolerant, as illogical as any other – ‘the Dictatorship of the Good Cause’” which was “as primitive and boring as the intellectual aspects of any dictatorship.” Not only did the liberals associated with the ‘Dictatorship of the Good Cause’ reject the facts they did not like, they also were prepared to spread rumors and resort to character assassination to destroy the reputation of those who brought these uncomfortable facts to their attention. Thus, Waldeck complained, “I was politically ‘unreliable,’ perhaps even a paid Nazi spy.” She concluded the article with a statement of her personal beliefs: “I am a liberal not primarily because I believe in a better world – fascists and communists often believe in that, and all utopias are curiously alike – but because I insist on watching the world intelligently, trying to understand it dispassionately, enjoying the beautiful regardless of its labels, and making fun even of this Dictatorship of the Good Cause.”

That November she published her speculations on the question, “Is There ‘Another Germany’?” in the New Republic, one of “the bright liberal weeklies” that to Waldeck only a month before had seemed “primitive and boring in the service of the Dictatorship of the Good Cause.”13 She answered her rhetorical question definitively: “The ‘other Germany’ is an illusion.” German communists had been sold out by the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact and would probably fold in with the Nazis, German youth was enthusiastically following Hitler, German conservatives welcomed the Russian rapprochement, Allied propaganda was ineffective. In short, Germans were altogether estranged from liberalism, believed totalitarianism was the wave of the future, supported Hitler’s call to empire; and in any case Nazi repression was sufficiently pervasive to curtail any support for “the other Germany.” With considerable perspicacity, she concluded that the only realistic hope for a non-Nazi Germany was after the allies had won the war, “the other Germany” might contribute to the future peace but would do nothing to shorten the present war.

Less perspicacity pertained in March of 1940 when Waldeck wrote “Extremes Meet, Against Hitler” for the New York Times Magazine.14 This article speculated concerning the ideological direction and leadership the Third Reich might adopt in a post-Hitler era. She identified two possible leaders, both early supporters of Hitler but by 1940 both living in exile. First representing the conservative, industrial forces of the Rhine and Ruhr was Fritz Thyssen, who had controlled the family holdings in the Vereinigte Stahlwerke and had been a Prussian State Councilor and a member of the Reichstag before splitting with Hitler over the war. For this heresy, Hitler gave him a choice of exile or a concentration camp, and Thyssen moved to Switzerland. The other possibility was Dr. Otto Strasser, who represented the left wing, revolutionary elements in the Nazi party and had lost a beloved brother during the Night of the Long Knives. He had early gone into exile from where he was believed to be directing an anti-Nazi underground called the Black Front. Waldeck cannily avoids deciding between the two, preferring to allow future developments in the Nazi revolution to determine if the shift would go in a conservative or a radical direction.

Shortly thereafter, apparently in the spring of 1940, Waldeck departed for Europe and her new work as a stringer for Newsweek in Bucharest. She remained in Romania from the fall of France through the suppression of the Legionary Rebellion, leaving in late January, 1941. In the seven and a half months she remained in Romania it is clear she filed regularly to her home office in New York, for Romania was generating a vast amount of news and an even larger quantity of rumor as the country lunged from crisis to crisis. It is unclear in the Newsweek coverage of Romanian events during the period of her residence in the country, however, how much of her original prose escaped the copy editors and rewrite clerks in New York. Although all the news articles in Newsweek are unsigned, certain turns of phrase or metaphors occasionally strike a familiar note; and certainly, the major stories on Romania must have relied heavily on her input. Thus, the stories on the Soviet annexation of Bessarabia and northern Bucovina which extended over four pages in the issue of July 8, 1940, the long piece on Carol’s abdication with 10 pictures in the September 16 issue, the account of the reburial of Codreanu and the attendant violence in the issue of December 9, as well as the account of the Iron Guard revolt published on February 3, 1941, all must have been built up from her dispatches.15

By the end of January, 1941 in the face of random violence and increased German domination, most of the British journalists had long since departed Romania and the few Americans still remaining were packing their bags, Waldeck included. She crossed Europe via Italy and sailed for home, departing Lisbon on February 21 aboard the American Export Lines S.S. Exeter. She docked safely in Jersey City on Tuesday, March 4, and was interviewed the following Thursday by Peter Kihss of the New York World-Telegram.16 He was fascinated by “a bearer of a Hungarian title” who was “tiny, crisp, a tale-spinner but a realist.” With her usual drive and energy, on her second day back in the country not only had she the interview with Kihss but discussed with Robert M. McBride & Co. a book on her Romanian experience and departed New York on a lecture tour of the Midwest arranged by W. Colston Leigh. 

The book Waldeck had discussed with Robert M. McBride & Co. was published by that firm as Athene Palace with Countess Waldeck on the title page in February, 1942, two months after America entered the war. The date was ideal for what was in a sense a last look by an American before the door closed on Nazi-dominated Europe. It proved to be something of a war­time best seller, shortly followed by a British edition published by Constable later in 1942, and it was picked by the National Travel Club as a selection for its members.17

The book received immediately excellent critical attention. The Christian Science Monitor with its usual modest restraint in such matters called it “a spicy record of observations made in one of the world’s most volatile of social and diplomatic populations.”18 The Atlantic described it as “fast-moving and entirely readable.”19 The New Republic introduced it as “the thriller of anti-Nazi literature,”20  and Time congratulated Countess Waldeck, who takes “current history out of the funeral parlor and puts in into the Grand Hotel.”21 Rustem Vambery, writing in the Nation called Waldeck’s Bucharest “the witches’ caldron of the Balkans” and went on to recommend that “no person who is interested in the machinations of grafty Rumanian politicians, beguiling feminine entanglements, Balkan glamour, and the underground Nazi plotting should miss this witty and fascinating book.”22

￼Countess Waldeck’s style and tone as well as her subject also attracted much favorable comment. Sybille Bedford was alone in observing that Athene Palace “is not particularly well written,” and she went on to virtually contradict herself by adding, “it is well put together, always readable and often witty.”23 Rustem Vambery was impressed by Waldeck’s narrative skills and sensitive eye: “Interwoven with accounts of tragic events are delightful stories which bear witness to her keen power of observation.”24 Some reviewers, Virgilia Sapieha in the Saturday Review of Literature among them, were made somewhat nervous by this ”power of observation” which side­steps emotion and value judgement. Sapieha took such journalism to be symptomatic of the times and began the review with a sarcastic description of its practitioners and their readers: “The professional observer, a person who sees all, misses nothing, can neatly disentangle any network of human motives no matter how complex, and who withal retains ironical objectivity, this wise guy is the model historian of our time. Heaven forbid that the chronicle should be biased by convictions. We want such historians to be sophisticated, unshockable, amused by plot and counterplot, no more than annoyed by disaster, for then we are sure that what we are being served is the truth.” In a complicated and confusing metaphor, Sapieha goes on to compare Waldeck to a bird and perhaps a spider, but in any event an accomplished example of the model historian: “Almost entirely without pride or prejudice, and therefore an ideal journalist, unruffled by the asps of intrigue in her luxurious nest, she collects facts, opinions, rumors, and gossip, then knits these varied skeins into the recognizable shape of inevitable doom.”25 The Christian Science Monitor also noticed Waldeck’s dispassionate style, viewing “atrocities with journalistic detachment, tersely recording the horror of the revolt.”26 Richard Danielson likewise praised her cool understatement in the pursuit of accuracy and perspective: “This author rarely yields to her emotions. She implies more than she says. But her analysis is keen and her critical estimate of the present is based on a sound historical appreciation which justifies her fears and hopes for the future.”27

The major theme of Athene Palace is precisely Countess Waldeck’s “hopes for the future” and her subtle insistence that her narrative is not really so much an account of the Romanians as of the Nazis in Romania, fumbling their way into war and ultimate disaster. The Christian Science Monitor saw clearly that “while the Rumanian story is interesting and important, many will find even more absorbing her account of Nazi opinions and reasons for certain courses of action.”28 She signaled her “hopes for the future” in the first chapter of the book: “When I came to the Athene Palace on that hot June afternoon in 1940, I was an American who had felt and still did feel against my will, that Hitler might not only win the war but could win the peace and organize Europe if he did. When I left the Athene Palace on an icy morning at the end of January 1941, I was convinced that under no circumstances could Hitler win the peace or organize Europe.”29 Waldeck had discovered in the context of German diplomatic fumbling on the Transylvania problem and Romanian-Hungarian relations clear evidence that the Nazis really lacked a master plan, had blundered badly and would again.30

Therein lay the “hopes for the future” that Danielson had discovered in Athene Palace. Sybille Bedford seized on these hopes of German bungling: “The chapter on German order is very well worth reading. Countess Waldeck never protests too much; sometimes one feels, she might protest a little more. But all is forgiven in the end, when her remarks are as shrewd as her conclusions are agreeable. The Nazis are not really efficient at all, she says; they may work out details, but in larger issues they muddle through like their betters. And sometimes they don’t get through at all, they just bungle.”31 The Saturday Review of Literature arrived at the same point of guarded optimism as Waldeck, but took some pride in having done so sooner and less dispassionately: “Impeccably dispassionate, she comes at the end of her tale, to the same conclusion which the rest of us, less dispassionately, have long ago attained: that the New Order cannot last. Its fallacy, the Countess claims, lies in its lack of mercy. She admits that in their daring, imaginative program, the Nazis have forgotten that the quality of mercy is a necessary fructifying element in any human scheme.”32

In July of 1942 Countess Waldeck published “The Girls Did Well by Hitler,” generously illustrated with seven photographs in the same Saturday Evening Post that she had only 10 years before castigated as the voice of “the provincial middle class.”33 The article is a discussion of the place of women in Nazi Germany, the way Nazi propaganda had been shaped to appeal to them and the rise of Gertrud Scholtz-Klink to be leader of the Women of the Reich and, thus, what the header of the article calls, “the most powerful woman in the world.” Waldeck had first seen Scholtz-Klink in the lobby of the Athenée Palace where the Nazi leader was organizing the repatriation of German minorities from Russian-occupied Bessarabia and Bucovina. At the time, Waldeck was sitting talking with the unnamed, languid Austrian count, turned Nazi diplomat, who figures prominently in Athene Palace. On this occasion, he lifted himself from his chair to bow and respectfully whisper, “It’s the Scholtz-Klink.” Waldeck was not impressed and cattishly observed: “Had it not been for a skirt at least five inches too long, the lady could have passed for well dressed.”

￼￼An even less likely vehicle for Countess Waldeck’s ideas than the Saturday Evening Post was Good Housekeeping where the following September she published an article entitled “The Instinct for Happiness.”34 The article is in the nature of advice to mothers whose daughters have boyfriends away from home in the armed forces. According to Countess Waldeck, such mothers should not try to force their daughters into going out with other men but to see this as an opportunity to teach their daughters self-reliance, to encourage them to read serious literature, to learn to enjoy housework and such feminine arts as needlework. This is certainly unexpected advice from an unexpected source whose life up to that point seems to have been with the high and the wealthy, surrounded by domestic servants or at grand continental hotels with ever-attendant staffs. No less surprising is the observation that “a daughter of mine would be allowed to read any book – except those of a strictly pornographic order – at twelve.” This is from a woman who recounts in her autobiography almost being thrown out of school for have drawn and circulated erotic pictures at age eight. As Waldeck apparently never had any children, it is all the more remarkable that she would venture this confidently into the realm of domestic advice. Perhaps she felt it was something that had to be said in the context of the stresses of wartime. One can only speculate as to the reaction of a mother who read Waldeck’s prim and uplifting advice on this occasion and made the connection with R.G. whose autobiography of only eight years before painted the author as the rake-hell mistress of Weimar Germany.

In 1943, now on the title page as simply R.G. Waldeck, she returned to speculation concerning the future direction of German politics. Meet Mr. Blank: The Leader of Tomorrow’s Germans is an attempt to identify the source of post-war German leadership.35 A British edition was also published in which “Excellence X” is substituted throughout for “Mister Blank.”36 Taking up one after the other such groups as the monarchy, the generals, the bureaucrats, the industrialists, labor leaders, the refugees, the church leaders, and the liberals, Waldeck examines the potentialities of such contenders as the heir-apparent Prince Louis Ferdinand, Field Marshals List, Rommel, and von Paulus, Dr. Friedrich Gauss and Carl Clodius of the foreign office, once again Fritz Thyssen, the political refugees Karl Spiecker and Heinrich Bruening, Hermann Rauschning and again Otto Strasser, the religious leaders Martin Niemoeller, Cardinal Michael von Faulhabver and Bishop Count Clemens August von Galen. Rommel seems to be for Waldeck the most promising among the group, and she identifies his youthfulness, iron will, personal courage, leadership and the ability to establish comradeship and common purpose with his men as the important, even vital, qualities for Mr. Blank in a defeated, post-Nazi Germany. Waldeck sees it as centrally important that a German general be present and be seen to sign the surrender document; lest the mistake of 1918 be repeated and a new Dolchstoss – stab in the back – myth be set free to undermine future German politics and absolve the General Staff and the OKW – Higher Command of the Armed Forces – of responsibility for the war and the ignominious German defeat.

The post-war parallel for a defeated Germany which seems to attract Waldeck more, however, was not with the Kaiser’s Germany of 1918 but Napoleon’s France of 1814-1815. Three chapters of Meet Mr. Blank are devoted to this parallel. She recounts the reasons bordering on necessity which compelled Louis XVIII to accept into the government of Restoration France the services of the erstwhile regicide Joseph Fouche, Duc d’Otranto and Napoleon’s Minister of Police, whose name for over ten years had terrorized all of Europe, but in the wake of Napoleon’s defeat had set up a provisional government in Paris. As the new Minister of Police, the hated, mistrusted Fouche paved the way for Louis XVIII’s enthusiastic welcome back to Paris. Dismissing Goebbels as too unpopular with the Germans and Himmler as too fanatical to be a future Fouche, Waldeck examines the possibility of Rudolf Hess, but settles on Hermann Goering as the greater likelihood in light of his popularity with the Germans and his ties to conservative, military, industrial, and foreign circles. Pressing on with a similar parallel, Waldeck speculates as to the identity of a German Talleyrand and examines the qualifications of the Secretary of State Otto Meissner but ultimately rejects him for Dr. Hjalmar Schacht, the financier who stabilized the Reichsmark in 1923 and directed the Nazi German economy from 1933 to 1937.

Interestingly, the name Konrad Adenauer never appears in the book, but that is a defect only seen in hindsight. In 1943, in the midst of the war, the reviewers found other defects. Harold Ettlinger suspected Waldeck of having a hidden agenda of support for the German faction that was pulling the strings behind the scene and would do so again given the chance.37 He conceded that Meet Mr. Blank was well written and plausible, but all the more dangerous for that. L.T. Mowrer enjoyed it as a “witty, sophisticated, extremely readable book” but did not like the implications he found that the Nazis were to be let off easy at the end of the war.38 Max Fischer in Commonweal came to Waldeck’s defense observing: “Most previous books on Germany’s future are dogmatic and partial – written by the same clique that now attacks the author because she disagrees so with its wishful thinking.”39

With Meet Mr. Blank a decidedly mixed success, Waldeck turned her talents to an altogether new literary enterprise, the historical novel; and, in 1946, appeared Lustre in the Sky.40 The subject, however, was not new to her and had already been addressed in Meet Mr. Blank and touched on in other writings: Talleyrand and the Congress of Vienna. On one level, it is the love story of Prince de Talleyrand and his confidential assistant, secretary, mistress and, incidentally, his nephew’s wife, Dorothea Comtesse de Perigord. On another level, it is the story of Talleyrand’s ultimately successful efforts to regain for defeated and war-ravaged France her diplomatic position as one of the great powers of Europe. On this second level the novel is a nearly transparent attempt to describe an elaborate simile between France in 1814 and Germany in 1945. In places, Waldeck is heavy-handed in the effort as when she has Talleyrand complain about “the Big Four.” In the end, however intellectually interesting, the novel is not persuasive; for Hitler was not just another Napoleon nor Nazi Europe another Napoleonic Empire. She became in time aware that it was only an imperfect simile and would later write: “Hitler resembles an element, an evil force of nature, while Napoleon always remains a man – a great man, a terrible man, but a man.”41

Critics were not slow to pick up this point and only gave the novel’s treatment of history a guarded reception. One complained that “it does not add veracity to the text to speak glibly of Czar Alexander’s brain trust, nor to dress the Congress of Vienna in the garments of Teheran and Yalta.”42 Another, however, permitted that it was “a readable account of the end of another war, of another international gambling table around which a few people were gathered, as others are today, while all over the earth the helpless millions awaited the outcome of the game.”43

￼Two years later, Waldeck published The Emperor’s Duchess, a second historical novel, also set in Napoleonic Europe, this time the romantic story of General Andoche Junot, governor of Paris and Duke d’Abrantes, and Laure Perman Junot, his duchess, who wrote 18 volumes of colorful and not infrequently vindictive memoirs after her unstable husband’s suicide and the fall of Napoleon. This novel drew even less favorable attention than its predecessor; one reviewer dismissed it as “adequate, but not distinguished; it is below the level of Waldeck’s last.”44

The two excursions into historical fiction set in the Napoleonic period reflect Waldeck’s lifelong interest in French culture and history. She was raised in Mannheim where German students traditionally mastered French as early as their countrymen to the north in Hamburg and Bremen learned English.45 She settled comfortably into Paris society after her first divorce, traveled effortlessly in the French Empire, founded a successful press agency in Paris where she spent her second honeymoon. Her writings, as already noted, are sprinkled with references to French history and historians; she read Bainville’s Histoire de France during her first stay in Paris.46 Both of her novels were translated into French and enjoyed a success in that language they did not have in the original. When visiting Paris around 1950, Waldeck was pleasantly surprised to learn of this success and to be introduced as “the authoress of that wonderful Talleyrand novel.”47 She attributed the book’s popularity to French nostalgia for their empire and a post-war enthusiasm for American novels.

￼In November of 1948, Countess Waldeck returned to the subject of Field Marshal Erwin Rommel. Entitled “Rommel’s Last Days,” the article was one of the earliest accounts to reach the English-reading public of the events leading up to his suicide.48 The Nazi version that he died from complications from earlier wounds was still widely accepted; and Desmond Young’s The Desert Fox, which brought the full story to light and to Hollywood, was only published some two years after Waldeck, whose original article appeared in abridged form in Reader’s Digest a month after the original publication.49

￼The Rommel of her 1948 articles was not the colorful, charismatic leader she had identified in Meet Mr. Blank as “the most likely of the German generals to play a major part in shaping the future of his people.”50 Admitting his “military sex appeal,” with which he “emerges as the only legendary general World War II has produced,”51 she noted his unimaginative acceptance of tyranny as long as it did not touch on his interests and his appetite for self-aggrandizing publicity. Most reprehensible, however, in Waldeck’s eyes was the way he meekly bowed to Hitler’s will, took the poison, and allowed the Nazis to continue to use his name when knowledge of the fact that the most popular German general had turned against Hitler might have led to a more successful effort to overturn the tyrant.52

Waldeck revisited the subject of Rommel once again in 1951 in Europe Between the Acts, apparently, her last publication. Her treatment of Rommel this time was thorough and inclusive, taking up an entire 65-page chapter, “Report on Rommel.”53 By the time this chapter appeared, Desmond Young’s hagiographic biography, The Desert Fox, had just been published; and Rommel’s reputation as a chivalric officer and anti-Nazi was soaring on its ascendancy. Waldeck shared very little of this enthusiasm. She painted the picture of a German officer, vain and egotistical, not educated beyond the narrow confines of his profession, although never a party member, still a sincere admirer of Hitler, abusive of his senior officers, much too immoderate in his ambitions and self-delusions for his fellow generals who had been raised in the self-effacing traditions of the Prussian General Staff.

The chapter on Rommel is something of an aside in a book which sums up Waldeck’s impressions of post-war Western Europe. It begins with a visit to Britain in June of 1948 and the postscript is dated Munich, October 1, 1950. During much of the time she seems to have made Paris her headquarters, venturing out for extended stays in Germany, Italy, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Holland, Belgium, and Switzerland, as well as France and England. As her title implies, she believed she was seeing a Europe in a trough, between periods of accomplishment, still reeling from the destruction of the war and uncertain about its future directions. It is an altogether personal book, built up from meetings and interviews with old acquaintances, an impressionistic work which makes no claims to presenting a balanced, impartial, or inclusive picture.

As usual, Waldeck enjoys shocking her readers’ bourgeois sensitivities as when she describes the narrowness of French provincial domestic life “and those devouring mothers who were apt to take all the fun out of incest.”54 She similarly avoided the politically correct opinion of her time on the subject of Nazi collaborators. Pétain and even Laval get sympathetic examinations.55 Finland comes in for considerable praise because “they were so sensible about their ‘collaborationists.’ Contrary to the French and others who killed and persecuted those of their statesmen who bet on the wrong horse....”56 Dismissing “the essential ‘phoniness’ of political trials,” Waldeck rejected the denazification program as “the preposterous notion of re-educating the Germans.”57 The Nuremberg trials are described as “a gigantic shop window in which the virtues of American democracy were displayed,” but in the end “something of a flop.”58 Waldeck recounts the story of an old Jewish friend who had survived the Nazi concentration camp at Belsen and emerged without hatred. She was a woman, Waldeck believes, whom “the hate-Germany crowd which sat it out in the comfortable safety of New York would have been displeased to find.”59

Not surprisingly the critics were somewhat troubled by this unconventional approach to European events and personalities. Max Fischer regarded it as a serious presentation “In spite of all her antics.”60 John Gunther “found it hard to be patient with some of the political discussion,” but concluded on balance the book was “one of the most discerning and sophisticated works of reportage that I have come across in a long time.” High praise from a fellow journalist who had himself excelled in European commentary over many years.61

With the publication of Europe Between the Acts, Waldeck, then age 53, seems to have brought her colorful, opinionated career as an author and journalist to an end; the present writer has found no record of any subsequent publication. Her residence was in New York City when she died some 31 years later in August, 1982.

Despite the silence of her last three decades, Waldeck’s life can only be described as engaging and exciting. Her first 32 years were largely spent in Germany and eventful enough to justify an enthralling autobiography that has lost none of its charm over half a century later. Her novels of the Napoleonic period, well-researched and authentic in period detail, will continue to attract students of French history. Her three books of reportage on European, especially German, events before during and after the second world war will continue to be read for the witty, irreverent and insightful comments of an intelligent, cultured woman who was equally at home and fluent in the idioms of continental Europe and North America. Of the three, however, Athene Palace is the one which was the most read and favorably received at the time of its publication and seems destined to be the title most frequently associated with Countess Waldeck and Bucharest in this troubled period.

With the fall of France and the British retreat from continental Europe, Nazi Germany was in control of or in alliance with most of Europe north of the Balkans and west of the Soviet Union. Only a few neutral capitals still existed from which British and American journalists could hope to observe and report on the war. Lisbon, Madrid and Stockholm were too far from the German presence and any future hostilities to be useful. Switzerland was ideal but resolutely set against admitting foreign journalists. Fearing that the activities and reporting of British and American journalists would sooner or later attract the unfavorable attention of the Nazi authorities, the Swiss were determined to give the Germans no cause to question Swiss neutrality. Furthermore, the Swiss suspected that what made their country attractive for journalistic endeavors made it equally attractive for intelligence activities on behalf of the British or American services, activities which would likely in time attract more than simply unfavorable attention from the German authorities. Nor was this by any means an idle fear on the part of the Swiss; at least two of the British journalists in Bucharest in 1940 were also working for British intelligence and one ostensibly Canadian journalist with United Press was actually a Czech communist working for the Soviet Union.62

￼￼Thus, by elimination, Bucharest became in the period between the fall of France and the German campaigns in Yugoslavia and Greece in the spring of 1941 the one somewhat satisfactory city from which British journalists could cover events on the continent. As America, unlike Britain, had still not gone to war there were other possibilities for American journalists but in terms of lax censorship, a favorable exchange rate, a traditionally friendly population and a comfortable, even luxurious standard of living Bucharest was much the most attractive place for the American journalists as well.

Of the over forty Anglo-American journalists who are known to have been active in the Balkans during this period, most were in and reporting from Bucharest at some point during the year. Because of the importance that Bucharest gained after the fall of France, the newspapers, wire services, and radio stations sent their best and most accomplished journalists. Reporters like Robert St. John and Robert Parker of the Associated Press, Cyrus Sulzberger of the New York Times, as well as Cedric Salter of the Daily Mail and Clare Hollingworth of the Sunday Times went on to distinguished careers as journalists and authors. Their efforts with those of their colleagues reporting from the Balkans in the face of the German penetration make this in a real sense the golden age of the foreign correspondent become war correspondent.63

The presence of many important journalists in Bucharest in 1940 reflects as well the strategic importance of Romania bordering, as it then did, on several troubled and troubling neighbors. At the crossroads of southeastern Europe, the country bestrides a major artery of empire, the Danube. Furthermore, she produced a strategic resource in oil and an agricultural surplus. Germany needed both of these to fuel her war economy and could only get them on interior lines in the face of the British blockade. With the fall of France in June, 1940, Romania became of even greater strategic significance. As Germany had by then brought all of western Europe within her sphere of influence, the only directions of expansion left were east into the Soviet Union or southeast into the Balkans. In either case, Romania was pivotally located on the route of march. No attack on the Soviet Union could be made without anchoring the south flank of the advance on the Black Sea, which meant through Romania. The only advance through the Balkans suitable for Germany’s highly mechanized army was down the Danube plain and then south over Bulgaria. Down the Danube plain again meant Romania. As events unfolded, Romania was a victim of German expansion in both directions, but only in the spring and summer of 1941 when all of the Anglo-American journalists had long since left Bucharest.

On top of these considerations, throughout this period Romania herself was constantly generating news stories of world interest. Nine major, specifically Romanian crises and news stories broke during the time Countess Waldeck was living in the Athenée Palace, stories which held the world’s attention for days or even weeks and consequently drew to Bucharest additional foreign correspondents to report the stories in detail. With the relevant chapters in Athene Palace given in parenthesis, these stories were:

– The fall of France and the evacuation of the British forces from continental Europe, June, 1940. Romania from the first days of her struggle for independence had depended on French friendship and support. Many Romanians had completed their education in France, and there were deep ties of sentiment between the two countries speaking Latin-based languages. France, Britain, and Romania had fought as allies in the first world war, and the realization that France was no longer available to help them and that they now stood alone against their enemies was a traumatic awakening for many Romanians. (Chapters I and II)

– The Bessarabian crisis beginning with the Soviet ultimatum to Romania on June 26, 1940, and ending with the Soviet annexation of Bessarabia and the installation of the pro­German government of Ion Gigurtu on July 4, 1940. (Chapter V)

– The Transylvania crisis beginning publicly at the Romanian-German conference at Salzberg July 26, 1940, continuing through the Romanian-Hungarian meetings at Turnu­Severin August 16-24, the Vienna Diktat of August 30 and the subsequent Hungarian annexation of northern Transylvania that September. (Chapter VI)

– The Romanian political crisis brought on by the Vienna Diktat, resulting in the resignation of the Gigurtu government September 4, 1940, the suspension of the 1938 constitution with the assumption of dictatorial powers the following day by General Ion Antonescu, subsequently in a coalition with the Iron Guard, and the abdication of King Carol II the morning of September 6, 1940. (Chapters VII and VIII)

– The arrival in Bucharest of the German military mission under Generals Hansen and Speidel in mid-October, 1940. (Chapter XI) 

– The earthquake at 3:30 a.m. November 10, 1940, which leveled the Carlton House and destroyed thousands of buildings with concomitant loss of life and thousands of homeless evacuees. (Chapter XIII)

– Iron Guard unrest, the “Jilava Massacre” the night of November 26-7, 1940, and the murders Virgil Madgearu and Nicolae Iorga the following night. (Chapter XIII)

– The shooting of Major Doering January 18, 1941, and the “Iron Guard Putsch” the following week. (Chapter XV) 

Countess Waldeck was in Bucharest for all of these stories, and Athene Palace describes and discusses them as they unfolded with her insight, a fine eye for detail and sometimes caustic wit. What gave her memoirs their particular interest and importance at the time of their first publication was her effort to understand the Germany policy and point of view. Her success at this gives Athene Palace not a whit less interest and importance today over seventy years since it was first printed. Of course, she was ideally suited by birth and education to make and exploit the necessary contacts to learn about and understand German policy. In addition, she must have displayed considerable charm and sympathy, for after all she was in origin a well-known German Jewess and these were high ranking Nazi officials. Particularly noteworthy are her accounts of conversations and meeting with such figures as Dr. Neubacher in Chapter III, Edit von Coler in Chapter IV, and the Anglo-German businessman Dr. A.A. Tester in Chapter X. Chapter XII presents perhaps the most interesting conversation between Waldeck and a German official, in this case a senior officer of the General Staff. His name is not given, and he is referred to only as “the Hohe Tier – the big shot.” Whether or not he was an actual person or a composite from several different conversations with German generals is difficult to say. In any event, it is clear the author intends him to stand for a type as she does with the equally anonymous young Nazi diplomat who appears at several points, the Austrian count.

￼Among the readily identifiable characters who come to life on the pages of Athene Palace, certainly one of the most interesting was the American Lieutenant Colonel John Paul Ratay, whom Waldeck calls “my favorite military attaché.”64 He was born in Poznan, Poland into a German-Polish family which immigrated to the United States while he was still young.65 A career officer, he saw extensive combat in the first World War as an artillery officer. Between the wars, he served in China where his considerable talent for languages enabled him to quickly learn Chinese. Indeed, his knowledge of Chinese became so good that he subsequently wrote a conversational guide for modern Chinese.66 More pertinent, however, to his work in Bucharest was an assignment to Germany where he attended the German War College, perfected his knowledge of the language and developed an acquaintance with the career German staff officers and their meticulously developed war plans. Born in 1893 and still a bachelor in Bucharest; he was noted for his superb hospitality and a beautiful Bucharest home richly decorated with his collection of Chinese art. His guest lists frequently included the ranking German Nazis in the city. Not surprisingly, Countess Waldeck was drawn to this large, imposing bachelor with his famous walrus moustache, booming voice and a deep familiarity with the German military machine and Berlin life. His brusk but well considered observations coupled with hard realistic assessments of German and Allied capabilities earned her affection and respect. Predictably, however, they grated on the British community which did not appreciate his critical analysis of their country’s political miscalculations and military defeats. His accurate predications concerning the course of the war gave Ratay a large following among the Romanians, but only exasperated the British further. Claiming that his information was pro-German, they made an unsuccessful effort to have him recalled. In the memoirs of one British journalist he is remembered (arbitrarily reduced one rank!) as “the noted Germanophile, Major Ratay.”67 After the American entry into the war, Ratay rejoined the combat army, fought in North Africa, Italy, and France and was repeatedly decorated. He retired with the rank of brigadier general and subsequently went into business in Chicago.

One of the Germans who was no stranger at Ratay’s famous table was Edit von Coler. As Chapter IV of Athene Palace makes clear, she was no stranger to Countess Waldeck either. It was at first glance a strange association, linking as it did an acknowledged Nazi German agent and a German Jewish liberal refugee. A closer look, however, indicates some astounding similarities in background. Edit von Coler surfaces in the memoirs of the period first in the early summer of 1933 as a newly appointed dramatic director of the Staatstheate. Her father was the sculptor Professor Ludwig Mancel. At that time, she is described as blue-eyed with a knot of thick blonde hair, “pretty, efficient,” pleasant “versatile, erudite,” energetic, “smooth, adaptable,” an accomplished musician, “gracious and charming.”68 Von Coler was said to have been married to a Finnish general with whom she had a daughter, Jutta, eighteen years old in 1933. She was remarried to a wealthy businessman, but that marriage broke up as the husband was not a certifiable Aryan, by Nazi standards. Some said Jutta was the child of the second marriage and the so-called Finnish general had never existed. Precisely who was von Coler’s patron is unclear. Some rumors had it that two stars in the Staatstheater were her supporters, other rumors linked her to Dr. Joseph Goebbels, whose interest in beautiful, blonde women was notorious. She was early identified as one of the Nazi salon spies in Berlin. Attractive with a cloudy history of marriage, a socially helpful name, a successful career, and more than a hint of espionage were of course all prominent factors in Countess Waldeck’s biography as well. 

Early in her Bucharest sojourn, Edit von Coler was identified by the Anglo-American community as a Nazi agent. Some, like the correspondent of the London News Chronicle, Derek Patmore, believed she was the tireless head of the main German intelligence agency in Bucharest.69 His fellow countryman David Walker, a correspondent for the Daily Mail but also a British secret agent, did not ascribe to her the same degree of importance in the hierarchy of Nazi intelligence but did note wistfully in both his memoirs that she enjoyed almost unlimited access to King Carol II.70 American correspondents such as Robert St. John and Robert Parker, both with Associated Press, were equally fascinated by von Coler, whether as super spy or femme fatale.71

Von Coler makes a rather abrupt, unexplained departure from Romania in Athene Palace. Clare Hollingworth, the British correspondent for Daily Express, ascribed the precipitous exit to von Coler’s inability to account to Berlin’s satisfaction for the considerable sums of money passing through her hands. When she was recalled and put in jail, she blamed the unsatisfactory accounts on the German minister in Bucharest, Wilhelm Fabricius. As von Coler had been one of his two mistresses and his wife was a relative of Hermann Goering, it all proved a bit too complicated for the German Foreign Office, and he was immediately recalled as well!72 Whatever the truth about the story, Waldeck notes in an article published in July, 1942, that von Coler had recovered from whatever disgrace she had been in, was alive and well and now working in Turkey.73

It is ironic, but Countess Waldeck seems to have gotten along much better with the Germans than the other American journalists in Bucharest, whom she generally found naive and uninformed. She was especially critical that they ignored the enormously important German component in the Romanian story at that time: “But the American journalists in Bucharest, though they considered the Nazis the whole show in Romania, almost never interviewed them – probably because they had more hatred of the Nazis than curiosity about them. I had the curiosity too.”74 She also in contradistinction to the other Americans, made it a point to meet “frequently with Guardists close to Horia Sima and in high government positions.”75

Her criticism of her colleagues appears to have been well taken, however unwelcome it must have sounded. They were without exception anti-Nazi having been in some cases with the Republican side in the Spanish Civil War, in other cases in Warsaw or Oslo when the German war machine rolled in. If Waldeck was critical of them, they were with less justification even more critical of her in some instances. Her frequent association with Nazi officials to Robert St. John seemed something of a betrayal of her Jewish heritage. Writing seventeen years after the events and referring to Waldeck as Goldie Horowitz, on the advice of his publisher’s attorneys, St. John observed: “Goldie Horowitz was a naturalized American citizen and had a right to dine with whom she pleased…. But we all knew, and the Nazis knew, that she was Jewish. And by this time (the end of 1940) almost every literate person in the world knew how the Nazis felt about the Jews. Before it was over some of the Nazi officers with whom she was having social intercourse would be executed as war criminals….”76 It is clear that Waldeck and St. John were not destined for friendship. In Athene Palace, she describes him as “a thin, pale man with a brown beard who looked like the Christ of the Oberammergau Passion play, except for his Dunhill pipe.”77 St. John gave as good as he got, however, and described Waldeck-Horowitz as “the only woman reporter I even knew who tried to cover a war from a hotel lobby.”78

Nor was it only Robert St. John who found Countess Waldeck more than a bit hard to take. She recounts one incident during a German military parade when the two young and naive American journalists accompanying her are complaining constantly beneath their breath about the German war machine and not enjoying what Waldeck terms “its chamber­music precision and elegance.”79 Ray Brock of the New York Times remembered the incident as something of an imposition and described himself and Leigh White of CBS on this occasion, “Accompanied by the Countess Waldeck, whom we had been unable to shake, we taxied to the outer boulevard to watch the parade. The Countess Waldeck, a middle-aged woman who haunted the Athenée Palace to pick up morsels of news from the Anglo­American journalists, trudged along beside us.” When three German ME-109 fighters passed some fifty feet over them at three hundred miles an hour, Waldeck looked up and said, “Magnificent.” Brock asked just what she found so magnificent about it and she replied, “So clean, so swift and beautiful.” At that he angrily asked her if she had ever had one of those swift, beautiful machines shooting at her.80

￼Leigh White had already formed a very strong dislike for Waldeck. He had accompanied her and some other journalists the previous August to Cluj before the Hungarian annexation.81 Visiting a Nazi Volksdeutsch school in Carei Mare with students in uniform and swastikas much in evidence, White recalled: “The only American who seemed impressed, however, was a naturalized German-Jewish countess-by-marriage who, like Louis Matzhold, professed to be a Newsweek correspondent.”82 The grim and indeed insulting linking of Waldeck with Matzhold is a reference to the Newsweek correspondent based in Budapest in the spring of 1940. He was observed to be entertaining well beyond what his overt income could support and to be making frequent trips to Germany. At a later stage in the war, Matzhold was reported to have set up operations close to the German legation in Budapest and had been appointed by Heinrich Himmler to head up the Hungarian operations of the Gestapo.83

Whatever may be the truth concerning Matzhold’s dubious enterprises, it is clear that White suspected Waldeck of being a German agent of some sort, nor was he the only American journalist to reach this conclusion. The present writer has been unable to unearth any convincing evidence, however, that these suspicions were founded on more than personality conflicts and the heated emotions of wartime. Countess Waldeck’s personality clearly rubbed some Americans the wrong way. Her determination to see Hitler and the Nazis as realistically and objectively as possible certainly upset many who saw the Nazis for the evil they were and expected any German Jewish refugee to join in the condemnation, not stand back in apparent academic impartiality. In this they were greatly disappointed and reacted by attacking her personally as she had already observed would be the case when she wrote her criticisms of American liberals in “The Dictatorship of the Good Cause.”

If Countess Waldeck was less than the straightforward, honest and intelligent, if somewhat eccentric, journalist she claimed to be, it is a serious charge which will have to be substantiated by more than disappointments and free floating, ungrounded suspicions. Until such substantiation is forthcoming, and the present writer doubts it will be, she will remain a most compelling and enjoyable journalist whose Athene Palace presents a sympathetic but not uncritical picture of persons, policies and nations careening into a disastrous war for which there was sufficient guilt to go around. Her ability to drop into a country she had apparently never visited or given much attention to before, quickly to understand its leading personalities and problems and then to emerge less than a year later with the text of a book whose contents and style justify a new edition over half a century later is surely the hallmark of the great journalist and gifted writer that Countess Waldeck certainly was.
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