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This book—the author’s Habilitation thesis—offers a comprehensive
survey of British cultural policy in Germany after the Second World
War based on a broad account of cultural identity in Britain itself.
Gabriele Clemens starts and ends her analysis by addressing current
research, hypotheses, and leading questions. Her study claims to
offer the reader innovative insights into the character of British cul-
tural policy in Germany, which, she argues, must be seen firstly in
the context of overall occupation policy planning and its realization
between 1942-3 and 1949-55 and, more broadly, against the backdrop
of Britain’s declining power status. The ensuing character of British
cultural activities in defeated Germany as ‘a substitute for power’
(‘Machtersatzpolitik’) is seen as one of the basic building blocks of
culture in the British Zone.

The methodology, built on a firm set of theses based on empirical
evidence offered in the book’s eight chapters, is reliable and trans-
parent, albeit predictable and less than dynamic. These theses are
based on Clemens’s conviction that British cultural policy was an
integral part of occupation policy planning in general. This idea can
be, and is, proven satisfactorily in a technical sense: planning took
place from 1942 to 1943 and the author shows that the implementa-
tion was more London-initiated than other historians give credit for.
However, Clemens fails to spell out an overarching thesis of the
nature of British occupation policy. Her own analysis of cultural pol-
icy could have lent itself to this much needed wider interpretation.
Admittedly, she advances the principle of ‘indirect rule’ as a guiding
measure, which, with certain qualifications, is also relevant for the
political and legal aspect of occupation policy, and supplements it
with projections of self-interest on the British side.

This question of the overall drift of British occupation policy in
Germany is indeed a difficult and elusive one. In an attempt to
endow British occupation policy with vision and moral underpin-
ning, it can be interpreted as a failed exercise in colonial-style occu-
pation. This is a sobering thought, but offers the advantage of accord-
ing with documented traditions of ‘indirect rule’, such as early
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employment of trusted ‘native functionaries’, and a ‘common sense’
attitude to political re-education, economic reconstruction, and
future ties with the occupied country in trade and cultural exchange.
Flexibility and a certain degree of fragmentation were virtues, not
drawbacks, in this concept. Less preoccupied with their role as
denazifiers, political and economic deconstructionists, and demilita-
rizers than their American and Russian counterparts, the British,
broadly speaking, pursued all their occupation policies with a calcu-
lated reserve and self-interest. Clemens’s analysis would provide
ample material to support this overarching hypothesis.

Of primary importance is her belief that the so-called ‘Projection
of Britain’ was at the centre of all British cultural policy. This
approach entailed the presentation of British traditions and society as
a model for post-war Germany. In a closely argued and highly
informative chapter she takes this view back to the late nineteenth
century and identifies the ‘back-to-the-country’ élite mentality that
was so widespread in the inter-war years. Simultaneously, the enthu-
siasm in intellectual circles for the ‘Russian experiment’ also con-
tributed to long-term influences on British cultural policy, embedded
in a general reluctance to forego the wartime alliance in other matters.

The crucial role of these privileged intellectuals in formulating
and implementing cultural policy for post-war Germany becomes
apparent in this study, although it omits the role played by refugees
from Nazism in helping the British discover their own past and pres-
ent cultural heritage (the Warburg Institute and Nikolaus Pevsner’s
Buildings of Britain series are but two examples). At the outset,
Clemens rightly identifies the historically evolved ‘élite-for-élite’
approach underlying British cultural activities in post-war Germany,
but does not place the widespread negative image of industry in the
wider context of unemployment, strikes (notably the General Strike
of May 1926), and the decline of staple industries. These problems,
largely played down by the conservative Baldwin administrations,
contributed to the anachronistic upper-class view of ‘Bertie
Wooster’s England’ which prevailed among the élite. However, the
incipient disillusionment with this slightly outdated concept, which
found its way into occupation policy, is discussed as an important
departure for the young Oxford and Cambridge graduates who later
became involved in formulating British policy in Germany. Con
O’Neill is deservedly pointed out as a prime example of this group.
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Clemens goes on to show that British censorship of German cul-
tural activities in areas such as book production and promotion, the
film industry (70 per cent of all cinemas in the Western Zones were
under British control), and drama and music programming—all cru-
cial in British estimation—was unobtrusive yet effective, following
the general principle of ‘indirect rule’ which also underlay other
areas of occupation policy. While no prohibitive ‘black lists’ were
issued, for instance, to libraries, a monitoring process recorded the
weeding-out of objectionable titles at local level. Likewise, positive
initiatives for translating British works were put into place early on,
supplemented by contracts with German publishers to bring out
translations of pro-democracy classical and contemporary works.
(For the George Bernard Shaw copyright, for instance, see FO
937/117.) Rather than ‘anti-foreigner’, this policy was ‘pro-British’, as
the author convincingly shows. The numerous branches of Die Brücke
(The Bridge) were a particular highlight. They provided much-fre-
quented centres encouraging a new, post-Nazi outlook among the
younger generation, while promoting Britain in their programmes.
Firmly anchored in mass public memory, their successors, the British
Council branches, have only recently come under threat because of
ubiquitous cuts in cultural spending. Addressing the wider back-
ground to this approach, Clemens stresses the dominant role of the
Foreign Office, and especially Con O’Neill, in the development of
this liberal and democratic policy supporting German awareness of
Nazi literature and its pernicious role. At the micro-level of local life,
on the other hand, there is evidence that a few publishers lost their
licences because of their lists, and that paper distribution, so vital for
the establishment of a post-war publishing house, remained firmly
under British control for a relatively long time. (The late de-regula-
tion from 1948 is documented in, for instance, Public Record Office
Kew, FO 1013/1529.)

The picture, accurately painted in broad brushstrokes by the
author, leaves interesting facets still to be filled in. Were there differ-
ences in implementation between towns and rural districts, and did
old connections with British publishers and authors inform licensing
procedures? In short, did the rather positive image of pre-Nazi
Germany, which underlay efforts to cleanse it from influences since
1933, translate into concrete, practical relationships with Germany’s
‘movers and shakers’ in the cultural sphere? A little analysed topic in
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this context is the early emphasis on religious publication in British
proposals and approvals for printing. Paper regulation, too, was
arranged to favour the printing of bibles and other essential religious
publications. (See, for instance, Public Record Office, FO 1013/2136
(1946/47).)

A close correlation with general denazification would help to
place the contradictions of British cultural policy within the overall
context of British occupation guidelines in north-west Germany. A
case in point is the publishing house of Bertelsmann. Heinrich Mohn,
its director, was successfully established in March 1946 despite hav-
ing lied on his Fragebogen, the questionnaire issued to all Germans to
determine their stance vis-à-vis Nazism. Early delegation of responsi-
bility to the Germans in the denazification process also covered the
cultural sector from 1946, which shared all the shortcomings of an
inter-Allied measure to eradicate Nazism.

From 1945 to 1950, British cultural policy in Germany had been
devised and implemented in London and the British Zone. From
1950, British control of the German media effectively ceased with the
Allied High Commission’s Law No. 5. However, Britiain’s role in
Germany’s cultural development continued. The Cultural Relations
Division and the Educational Adviser (later the Cultural Adviser)
concentrated on the positive side of the ‘Projection of Britain’, which
found practical expression, for instance, in the first exhibition of
British painting in Germany since 1905. Not surprisingly, it took
place in the Kunsthalle of the Anglophile City of Hamburg.

Clemens’s detailed study opens up possibilities for integrating
her findings with other aspects of British occupation policy. The shift
to a conciliatory attitude, early apparent in the cultural sector, is mir-
rored, for instance, in the legal area. Exchanges for young law stu-
dents were organized in the late 1940s between Germany and
London. But the decisive early months and years of occupation also
deserve to be seen from the vantage point of a more multi-faceted
approach. The unobtrusive dominance of long-term political consid-
erations in the widest sense, which set the pace in all areas, including
culture, jurisdiction, public health, and education, to name but a few,
could lead to an empirically founded assessment of British occupa-
tion policy as a whole. The role of the Cold War, too, is a field open
to further exploration. Instances of authoritative behaviour in 1949
led to a prohibition on all publications from the Soviet Zone of
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Occupation (law of 12 April 1949). For the moment, Gabriele
Clemens’s reliable work on British cultural policy in Germany from
1945 to 1949 offers a wealth of information which is clearly structured
and presented in an eminently readable style. In drawing together
diverse aspects of cultural policy, she argues convincingly for a con-
cept which was united by a common reference point, namely, Britain
and its past, present, and future role in the world.

ULRIKE WALTON-JORDAN, a graduate of Cologne University, was
a post-doctoral research fellow at the German Historical Institute
London from 1994 to 1999, where she worked on British occupation
policy in post-1945 Germany. Subsequently she joined the Centre for
German-Jewish Studies at the University of Sussex, and has
researched the contribution made by refugees from Nazism to British
culture and society.
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