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The newly constructed central district of the city of Berlin has
become a symbol of German national unity and restored pride.
Beyond the country® borders, the city@ reunibcaton connotes the
end of the Cold War, socialist dictatorship, the lingering divisions of
World War 11, and the bedgnning of a new phase d European integia-
tion. The cluste of downtown Ome@a-prgedsONtle glitzy shopping
arcades of Friedrichstrasse, the new transpatation infrastructures the
spanking new government center along the renovated waterfront of
the Spree, and the internationally notable arcitecture of the multina-
tional corporate headquaters of Potsdamer PlatzNhave effaced the
long faut lin e of the Wall in a mere bfeen yars
The physical reunibcation of the ONew BerlinOhas received con-
siderable attention throughout the world, most of it focusedon the
architecture and aestheticsof German identity.? In public discourse,
the cultural significance of the material environment has far out-
weighed its economic and social import. Image-makingis central to
the business of reconstructing the OneveBin.O
As the capital of Pvedifferent Germanys, Berlin representsthe Ounsta
ble optic identityOof the nation, for it is the city where, more than any
other city, German nationalism and modernity have been stagedand

resaged, represented and conteged. Berlin is a city that cannot be
contained by marketing representations of time, of the One@

BerlinOid to become a global city, a tourist destination, and the
center of Eastern Europe is now inscribed on the urban landscape.
The transformation of the local economy from an industrial one to a
government and service center is also evident in the lively arts and
cultural scene. The artistic sector includes dozens of renovated
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museums, not to mention the galleries springing up in Mitte and
other quarters. The Holocaust, the Cold War, they are now occa
sionsfor tourism.* Post-1990 Berlin has also hosted numerous festi
vals and international events.The annual Love Parade celebratesthe
city@ alternative, techno, and gay scenes® The Karnival der Kul-
turen is a multicultural celebrationwith increasingly diverse musical,
culinary, and crafts offerings Although Berlin lost its 2000 bid for
the Olympics, GermanyOsponsorshipof the World Cup soccertour-
nament in the summer of 2006 displayed the delights of BerlinOs
public life around the globe. The cityOsiew image has helped make
tourism and the arts into major industries in the city

Yet, the physical reunibcation and economic restructuring of the
city were not enough to bridge its many social bssures.Bricks and
mortar alone cannot addressreal issuesof Reshand blood. Berliners
disagreeover the collective narrative of the cityOsistory. In making
the cityOsiew image, some eventsand groups may be newly com-
memorated, but others are in danger of being forgotten. The new
construction also entails demolition or at leag covering up older
land uses. Berlin, more than many other cities, has changed its
image so many times that it is difbcult to point to a single unifying
identity among its residents.Although in fact, the place hasa partic-
ular urban culture, sccial integration in the ONew BerlinOdepends
upon other factors than the built environment and market image.

The city is crisscrossedy sociospatialrifts. In addition to the per-
sisting East/Westfracture are splits along lines of nationality, ethnic-
ity, religion and culture. Overlaying cultural cleavages are class
conficts through which the fortunes of neighborhoods rise and fall.
As we shall see,policies to addressconcentratedurban disadvantage
and programs to integrate the city of Berlin socially have had a
mixed record of success.

Conceptions of OhtegrationO

What doesthe sodal integration of a city entail? Must it include the
residentsGsodal interaction, physical proximity, or just a common
identification with a place? How important is recognition of one®
own history in coming to feel OathomeC? At what scale does sodall
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integration occurNthe neighborhood, district, city, metropolis,
stae? Is integration always a good thing, or isit really about sodal
control, reflecting Berlin® ever-elusive quest for order? Is it some-
thing that public policy can actively promote? Theseare the ques-
tions that guided the authors in this special issueof German Rvlitics
and Saiety

Temporal Integration: Inclusive Collective Memory

Healinglongganding conficts is certainly one understanding of social
integration, and Berlin is divided in many respects Key are the cityOs
discontinuities across time as well as space. Temporal integration is
what we might cdl the proces of constructing inclusive hisorical nar-
ratives. As Maurice Halbwachs argued, the concems of the present
color what is remembered from the pad. Thus, like collective mem-
ory in geneal, the construction of urban history is necessarily sdec-
tive and exclusive. Yet, human beings cannot remember without
social frameworks to help us recdlect. For example, collective mem-
ory is sustained through placeRthe social construction of sacred group
landmarks® This makes the study of memorials particularly relevant
to the analyss of collective naratives.

Berliners disagree however, about what should and should not be
presened, and the processof congructing a collective narrative is
controversial. The demand for sccial inclusion is often a claim for
symbolic recognition. Alain TouraineOtheory of historicity identibes
a Osymboliccapacity of social actorsto constructa systemof knowl-
edge and the technical tools that allow them to intervene in their
own functioning, act upon themseles, and thereby produce soci
ety.3 Meaningsarise from conRictsand cooperative social interac-
tions. The stateand the ruling classattempt to integrate and order
societywith a single setof orientations, while social movementscon-
test the societyOs dominant cultural model using the same historicity

Scholars of Berlin repeat the fact that there have been at least bve
OnewBerlinsOduring the 20th century.® This would seem to preclude
a singuar linear story about the city® development and identity. The
ONew BerlinOwas already marketed asa world-classEuropean city at
the turn of the lag century and in the Golden Twenties long before
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this lateg bid for Weltstadtstatus. The old imperial city, avant-gade
Berlin under Weimar, the Nazi plan for Germania, the postwar quar-
tered city, and the Cold War-divided Berlin, one lastingfrom the con-
druction of the Wall in 1961 through reunibcation in 1989-190Neab
entaled effortsto remake the city in a new image.

This ruptured history and BerlinOshifting, diverse population cre-
ated Qhe ultimate postmodern city.3 From one perspective, what
makes Berlin a distinctive place is its:

E ever-changing spaces, representations, economies and political
systemsmade and remade by people in the pastand present.Berlin is
a city of multiple modernities, each typibed by different desires for
the future, including the future-oriented (now hip retro) modernism of
the Weimar period, the romantic and reactionary modernism of
National Socialism, the socialistutopian modernism of the GDR, the

Cold War capitalist modernisms of the FRG, and now post-madern
neotraditonalism?

The historical texture of the city® built environment accrued over
the last centuryOsserial upheavak does tell a story: one of discorti-
nuity. The selectivity of the physical remnants of Berlin also left
voids and emptinesswhere, as AndreasHuyssen observes, memory
collides with forgetfulness. In Brian Ladd® powerful metaphor,
ORrlin is a haunted city.OlIn this city of ghosts, Omenories often
cleaveto the physical setings of events. That is why buildings and
places have so many stories to tell. They give form to a city® his-
tory and identity.3' The wastdands left after the Allied bombing of
wwi 1, urban renewal, and the Berlin Wall remind us that OBrlin-as-
text remains Prg and foremost a historical text, marked as much, if
not more, by absences as by the visible presence of its past®? For
example, the debate over reconstruction on the land left vacant by
the Wall waslargely a debate over what and whom will be remem-
bered and forgotten in the latesthewOBerlin. Increasirgly, though,
new groups are demanding recognition and inclusion in the history
of Berlin. East Berliners, new immigrants, homosexuals, and
minorities protest the neglect of their contributionsNard sacribcesN
to the city.

Noisy, matter-of-fact Berlin, the city of work and the metropolis of

business neverthelesshasmore, rather than less,than some others, of

those placesand moments when it bearswitnessto the dead, shows
itself full of dead (Walter Benjamin)®

Social Integration in the “New” Berlin

Jewish Berlin, Past and Present

Sometimes people do not want to remember. They may feel guilty,
indifferent or even hostile to the group whose history is physically
part of their everyday environment. They may wish to remove the
symbols commemorating people or events they wish to forget. In
these cases,it may require outsidersNrefugees, exiles, the govern-
mentNto insist upon inclusion in the collective memory

One of the most remarkable aspectsof the latestnew Berlin is the
reappearance of visible Jewish life.’* Before wwi I, there were
160,000 Jews (4 percent of the population) and ninety synagoguesn
Berlin. In the late 1940s, at most 20,000 souls remained. Yet, the
Jewish population has quadrupled since the 1980s, thanks to the
immigration of former Soviet Jews. Currently there are officially
about 12,000 Jewsin Berlin, and 100,000in Germany, two-thirds of
whom are from the ex-Soviet Union.® There are at leasteight syna
gogues in Berlin today (108 in Germany). The gold-domed New
Synagogueon Oranienburgerstrasseand Daniel LibeskindOsiramat-
ically designedJewish MuseumNwith its void to signify the absence
of BerlinOsloomed JewsNargust two of the centrally located institu-
tions that this growing community has restored or established in
recent years.

Berlin® awareness of Jewish culture is even more pronounced
than this community rebirth suggestsKlezmer music, Jewish come-
dies,and an Einsten year in 2005, with pithy sayings of the emi-
grant sdentist displayed on banners atop Berlin public buildings,
have fed a Qudeo-philiadin the city as exaggerated as persistent
antisemitism?!® There are even occasonal Muslim-Jewish eventsin
this city. Jewish leadersNHeinz Galinski, Ignatz Bubis, Paul SpiegelN
have made high proble media statementson generalissuesof toler-
ance, re3ectirg a new-found moral authority. If the way that elites
publicly discussthe pastNinthis case,German treatment of Jewsand
the rise of NazismNisnecessarilyselective,GermanyOsfbcial contri-
tion for this history, unlike AustriaOsnay have contributed to con-
temporary German resistance to the rise of the extreme Right,
especially in the western part of the country.” For example, in
November 2000, on the anniversary of the Kristallnacht pogrom and
after a wave of right-wing extremist violence, over 200,000 people
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marched from the OranienburgerstrasseSynagogueto the Branden
burg Gate to protest antisemitism and to campaign for tolerance.

OStrugglesn identity politics between Germansand Jewsremain
tightly linked to a dominant idea of what it meansto be German.®
The public debate over the Mahnmal or Owarnng monument,Oas
the Memorial to the Murdered Jewsof Europe is called, makesclear
that Berlin is the premier site for debating the historical narrative of
the German nation. The design,location, and messageof the memo-
rial were all subjects of conRict?

Although Berlin had numerous Oauthentically®ited local memo-
rials to the Hol ocaust and against fasdsm, the idea of a national
monument to the victims of the Holocaustarosein Germany in 1988
after TV moderator Lea Rosh and historian Eberhard JS&el visited
Yad Vashemin Jerusalem. In 1994, the citizens group, Bundestag,
and Berlin government announced a design competition. However,
when the 1995 juryOslecisionNChristine Jakob-MarxOsyargantuan
designNwasunpopular, the debate over the HolocaustMemorial led
the Minister of Culture in 1997 to appoint a new commission. These
art historians, architects, and one Jew (James Young, Professor of
English and Judaic Studiesthe University of Massatusetts)invited
design submissons. The jury seleced Peter EisermanO<2,700 con-
crete pillars on 5.5 central city acres.Ground was broken in 1999,
and after yearsof debatesand delays,the M emorial to the Murdered
Jewsof Europe openedin May 2005. Upon its unveiling, Bundestag
President Thierse remarked that the Mahnmal represents unified
GermanyO$©recognitionof its own history,Oand was designedOnota
kind of negative nostalgia,but rather a remembrance of the victims
which obligates us in the presert and in the future to a culture of
humanity, of recognition, of tolerance in a society, in a country in
which we asa people can be different without fear.(3° This is not a
bad debnition of social integration.

Nevertheless this monument did not necessaily promote the
intended scacial integration. Politicians and the new Jews of Berlin
were not all in favor of the initiative. Some objected to the abstract
monumental designwith no mention of the identity of the victims or
the perpetrators. Oltprovides one place where the genocide of the
Jews by the German state can be remembered, leaving all other
placesfree of that responsibility E a Pnallaying to rest, rather than
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a living provocation, aslong as power and wealth march on undis-
turbed all around it.* The memorial threatened to absolve the
country of guilt, others said. It marked a generational turning
point.22 Other new commemorative sitesNChristianBoltanskiOMiss-
ing Houseexhibit, for example, or the Topography of Terror exhibit
at the old Gestap headquaters siteNstrive for greater autherticity
and public education than the Mahnmal.2®> Many Jews rather con-
sider the authentic sitesof the HolocaustNtheconcentration campsN
asthe most appropriate way to remember the crime.?* Paul Spiegel,
president of Germany® Central Council of Jews, criticized the
memorial as inauthentic, a place for @rmans, not for themselves.

The Mahnmal, located on a large and very central plot of land
within a goneOshrow of the Reichstag, Brandenburg Gate, and Amer-
ican Embassy, took on an international sgnibcance that transended
even the national debate over German history. The Holocaust has
transformed the Jewsinto the symbol for al sorts of quedions about
German tolerance of those who are different, yeserday and today.
Who belongsto, or is excluded from, an imagned homogeneous, eth-
nic, Christian society with its own Leitkultur (leading cultural identity).
Shall the persecution of the Roma and Sinti or homosexuals become
part of German history? What about the immigration stories of the 8
million foreigners and 2.6 million Turksin Germany?

Local Memorials

While national and even international debatesover German identity
rage, citizens groups have advocatedfor memorials below the radar
screenof the massmedia. Local groups aim to preserve authentic
placeswhere historic eventsactually took place, not dedicatecentral,
arbitrarily contrived placeswhere tourists and politicians can easily
assemlle to pay their respects. There are Holocaust memorials at
the Wittenbergplatz U-Bahn station and Grunewald S-Bahnstation,
on Rosenstrase for the German wives who protested the arrest of
their Jewish husbands, and the moving Mirror WallOin Steglitz.
Ordinary citizens speak to the neighborhood, not the world.
Jennifer Jordan® article in this isste offers two examples of the
social construction of collective memory at a more local district
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level. Whether the memories assocated with a place are remem-
bered or forgotten, sheargues,largely reRectsthe intersection of four
forces:land use,property ownership, the resonanceof a siteOmean
ing with a larger public, and the presenceof an advocatefor memo-
rialization. During the years of the German Democratic Republic
(cDR), the central EasternBezirk (borough) of Mitte laid dozensof
memorial plagues, many of which marked ressance to the Nazis.
Some of these disappeared after 1990, perhaps becausetheir Gbr
provenance was evident, but new ones appearedat the initiative of
local Omemorialentrepreneurs.Crhe requestsclearly reRecteda con-
test between those wanting to efface the memory of socialism and
those anxious to preserveit. While the local districts, which govern
the Olandscapef memoryOthrough land userules, have approved
most citizens@equestsfor new plaques,land ownership also deter-
mined what is remembered. In some cass, when building owners
objected to a plaque recalling terrible eventsthat happenedin their
housescitizensinsistedon embedding the plaquein the sidewalksin
front of the buildings, on public land outside the property lines.

Her secondcaseof local memory-making is the Marzahn ceme-
tery, already situatedon public land. Here the many layers of mem-
ory and history in Berlin are visible, albeit primarily only to those
who live nearby. Many of thesewere put in place before the Wall
fell, but since 1989 the cemetery continues to be an active site of
memorial work. Memorial entrepreneurs or activists, for example,
unveiled a new commemorative tablet (in addition to already extant
markers)to the Roma and Sinti who were deported from Berlin to
Auschwitz during WWI I. Others have created new markers for the
forced laborersburied in the cemetery, with much of the work being
done by local district residents,but also resonatingmore broadly in
dedication ceremoniesattended by national and even international
ofkdials. This caseshows how the site® meaning resonated with a
broader public, and actively engageslocal residentsin the work of
shaping collective narratives of the pag in the urban landscape.
Indeed, the recovery of memory about the treatment of the Roma
and Sinti symbolizes contemporary issuesin multicultural Berlin,
egpecially asMarzahn absoibs new immigrants. ORople shape the
memorial landscape,0 Jordan concludes, Cand the memorial land-
scape shapes people.O

Social Integration in the “New” Berlin

Memorial initiatives promote social integration in several ways
First, they include former OoutsilersOin the collective memory of
the city. Justasthe Jewish Museum and HolocaustMemorial helped
incorporate one group in BerlinOsistory, local memorials integrate
other groups into the narrative. There are now attempts to com-
memorate non-Jewish victims of the Holocaust in more central
places?® Second, the process of establishing a memorial entails
active local participation and enlisting the support of the press,vol-
untary asscciations, and politicians. This builds networks in neigh-
borhoods and throughout the city. Third, the GconsumersO of
symbolic landscapesNtke passersy, tourists, and visitors who read
the plaguesand memorial texts or participate in ceremoniesin these
spacesNlearwho Berliners were and are, and come to identify with
the city.

Neverthelessthere are still many who are forgotten, thoselong or
newly excluded from the symbolic community of Berlin. For exam-
ple, Easternersmay want to forget the privileged enclavesof the city
where the Stasiand their families lived, sud asthe Oberseedistrict.
However, many in the Easternsector of the city feel that the latest
incarnation of the Onew@erlin is too western. The exclusion of the
physical remnantsof their lives under socialismis giving rise to what
some call OOstalgie.O

Spatial Integration

Spaial integration means overcoming involuntary segregatbn and
increasirg accessto placesin order to encourage contact and pro-
mote solidarity among diverse residentsof the city. Social exclusion
is physically inscribed in the organization and control of space.?®
Through markets, planning legislation, and social practices, cities
exclude somepeople from certain placesbasedupon their economic
resourcespolitical status,cultural practices,regulated behaviors,and
axribed characteristics.Four aspecs of scciospatal integration are
discussedin this section: the movement of the united German gov-
ernment to Berlin; the reknitting of the Eastand Westof the city; the
rise of multicultural Berlin, a city of immigrants; and classconficts
over space.
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A capital is the space that symbolically integratesthe social, ethnic,
religious, or political diversity of a country. A capital creates or
enhancesthe national ideology, political values,or common political
beliefs of a state. A capital thus allows disparate sodal and politi cal
groupsto be representedeither physically or through participation in
national political bodies and symbols (Andreas Daumy’

Berlin: Capital City

Capital cities serve nation-states.They are home to national admin-
istrative, economic, and social functions aswell asperformative, rep-
resentative, presevative and informative cultural functions. They
are placeswhere Opower,memory, and culture were setin stoneto
createthe impression of a coherent and strong nation,3® serving as
sourcesof social integration. Capitals also connect a city to a global
systemof capital cities with similar functions, providing a focus for
both national and international identity.

The Onew@erlin is not a new capital city. It was the capital of
Brandenburg-Russi since the 15th century and then, in 1871, of
united Imp erial Germany, the Weimar Republic, the Third Reich
and, after divison by the Allies, the Gpr. Alth ough the West Ger-
man seatof government provisionally moved to little Bonn during
the Cold War, the preamble of the 1949 constitution declared Berlin
as the Federal Republic of Germany@® (Frc) ofkcial capital too. In
1989, many assimed the government would automatically return
there, but Bonn, which had grown into its role, resisted.As a result,
debate continued for two years over the movement of united Ger-
manyOs capital from Bonn to &lin.

There was quite a bit of opposition to Berlin, and not only by
vestedinterestsand bureaucratscomfortable in Bonn. Not everyone
loves Berlin.?® Historically, Frankfurt, site of the first German
National Assembly in 1848-1849, was a serious contender for Ger-
many@ capital city. Berlin was profligate, corrupt, and politically
unstate. The 1991-1992 capital debate was about Qhe burdens of
the past,about the kind of future Germany wanted, about the way it
would be treated by the restof the world.(° Berlin wastainted by its
Nazi history, some said, and Germans were still uneasy about
expressing nationalism through a grand capital. Moreover, after
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victory in the Cold War, the capital of united Germany should
remain in the Westof the country. Berlin was Oexpensivemilitaris-
tic, Prussian, Stasi, non-European, nationaligic, and eagward-look-
ing. And, of course, there was Othe N-worcdBOO

In rebuttal, advocatesfor Berlin arguedthat the cityOopulation
wasnever friendly to the Nazis,especiallycomparedto Munich and
Nuremberg. Indeed, Orel BerlinOwas diverse and tolerant to out-
siders like immigrants, Jews and homosexuals. Berlin symbolized
resistarce to socialist totalitarianism. Practical arguments were also
heard. The new democratic countries of Eagern Europe needed a
nearby anchor in the European Union (eu). Berlin was not only a
cultural center, as befits the German national capital, but also
needed an economic stimulus after subsidiesand tax breaks ended
and industry collapsed.

The June 1991 decision was close. The Bundestag voted 337 to
320 to move the seatof governmentto Berlin by 2000, but left eight
ministries in Bonn. The rebuilding of the Regierungsviertel(govern
mental quarter) signibeda new startfor the capital city and made the
reunification of the German state concrete. While normally the
Bezirke are responsble for planning, the federal and state govern-
ments took over the processof rebuilding Berlin asa national gov-
ernment center®?

However, that was not the end of the controversy. In the mid
1990s, faced with high costs,conRicting planning goalsand an eco
nomic slowdown, the government center was scaleddown. Even so,
debatesover the urban plan and architecture, aswith the Mahnmal,
scareely concealed broader symbolic struggles. Critics objected to
any monumental buildings and slammed the Olandscapef powerQ
representedby the OfortressGharacter of the new government cen-
ter.2® There was also a recurring debate over whether, in a democ-
racy, demonstrations nearbyNby the extreme Right or the
LeftNcould be banned?* Indeed, back in 1928, BerlinOgolice Com-
missioner did make all OpublicdemonstrationsQllegal in an attempt
to master the streets® Yet, today, it is hard to argue that the new
Berlin will enjoy the same concentration of power as imperial or
Nazi Berlin. The city is ensconcedin a federal stateand in an urban
systemwith other cities (e.g.,Munich and Hamburg) more economi-
cally powerful. Nor is nationalism asresurgentasit wasin the 1930s.
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Indeed, the cityOsurrent bscalcrisis showsthat the rest of the coun-
try is no longer preparedto prop up a city that doesnot live within
its means, capital or not.

East and West: Frontier/Cr ossroads City

The Gbr waslegally incorporated into the FRG on 3 October 1990
and the entire city of Berlin becamea state (Land). The fall of the
Berlin Wall and within a year, its virtual disappearancecertainly pro-
vided physical accesso placesonce off-limits, but the Owallin peo-
ple@ mindsOremains. Diversifying access to space is alone
insuficient to guarantee social inclusion.

When the Berlin Wall went up in 1961, it simultaneously
excluded and included3® As Durkheimian theoristsnote about social
boundaries and classfications more generally, separating groups
servesto reinforce internal solidarity on both sides.Gradually, the
Wall gaverise to mirror-image societies,two setsof identities, prac-
tices, institutions, and cultures. Each side had its own transportation
infragructure, university, opera, and media. When the Wall fell,
knitting institutions together proved easier (although by no means
easy) than socially reuniting the two populationg’

Ead has developed stereotypes of the other. Westerners intended
to integrate East Berlin into the Federal Republic. Eag BerlinOslupli-
cde ingtitutions were no longer necesary and hence,disposable. The
capital of the GpRr, the showplace of socialism, could be dismantled.
By 1994, most Eag German factories closed or were privatized. East-
erners perceived all this as a srategy of Qpower and humiliation.O
Weserners fantaszed that OOsisOwanted to join OtteirOGermany,
the rich, dedrable, and powerful Wes Germany.® Since unibcation,
Weg Berliners tended to infantilize Eagderners, laying out a blueprint
for their assmilation to Western values. To illustrate, one notable
urban obsewver remarked, Othemarked xenophobia of the Eag Ger-
man population is an heirloom of the vulgarized black-or-white ideol-
ogy of Communism and a result of political immaturity and the
injunction of the totalitarian state against independent thought.G°
Easerners supposedy have militaristic, bureaucratic, and non-de-
Naziked behavior that mus change before the esential unity of the
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German nation and the normalization of Germany in Europe can be
accomplished? In line with the saciological analysisof boundary for-
mation, a reactive, defensve identity arose among Easterners, main-
taining the longganding divide. As Andreas Qaeser obseaved:
Overcoming the reality of a political division made the intensive
experience of a cultural division possble. It becameapparent to Ger-
mans from Eag and West that forty years of separate histories, of
increadngly divergent biographic experienceswithin a set of diverg-
ing institutions, and participation in fundamentally different dis-
courses had indeed made a difference. And the Berlin Wall, symbol
of the politi cal division of the country, gaveway to a discaurse m the

Owall in the heads of people,0a symbol for the experiential division
of Germany.

OOssis@nd OVessis@iffer over what should be rememberedand
forgotten, valued and discredited. Westernerscomplain about East
ernersO0D stalgieOfor socialist products and brands and for the
greater solidarity and security in Gbr society Glaeserexplains that
Otfe debatesthat go on between east Germans and west Germans
about the quality of the GbR, about the preservation or destruction
of monuments from GbR times, about the naming and re-naming of
streetsand squaresare all in part a bght over legitimate memories,
about the way to integrate life experiencesinto a whole.® Similarly,
in HuyssenOwords, the OnewBerlinOentailed Othepolitics of willful
forgetting: the imposed and often petty renaming of streetsin East
Berlin E the dismantling of monuments to sodalism, the absurd
debate about tearing down thesprOs &ace of the Republic.(3

Indeed, the debate over the demolition of the Palastder Republik
(Palaceof the Republic), constructedin 1976 on the site of the bomb-
damaged baroque Stadtdudoss(royal palace) blown up in 1950 by
Walter Ulbricht, First Seaetary of the Socialist Unity Party, illus-
tratesthe different viewpoints about the symbolism of BerlinOsuilt
environment. The government closedthe Palastshortly after unibca
tion becauseof the asbestofound throughout the communist build-
ing, ordering its removal (completed in 2003). Also in 2003, the
government decided to demolish the building, work which beganin
2006 and will be completed by mid 2007. East Germans loved the
democratic accessibility of the place, remembering the theaters,
restaurantsand other amusementsthere. Until the asbestogemoval
began they threw parties saged theater, and held concerts in the
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building. Many favorably compared the Paace with the Qrans-
parencyQof the new glassdome built over the renovated Reichstag,
site of the imperial German Parliament and since 1998 the new
home of the Bundestag.For many in the West, however, the Palace
is well done away with, symbolizing the empty promisesand ques
tionable aesthetics of the communist dictatorship.** In their view,
Eastern nogalgia is being allowed to overwhelm the memory that
the ORopleOfarliamentOhad little power in the GbRr (in contrastto
the West German Bundestag)

Wegern stereotypes contribute to resurgent identification with
the Gpr and the successor to the communist party, the Party of
Democratic Sodalism (pbs) in the Ead. East Berliners resist the
westan devaluation of socialist modernism. They remember how
appreciative they were to move out of slumsinto newly built hous-
ing with modern amenities. Wolfgang Kil and Hil ary Silver in this
issuedesaibe the continuing appreciation of peripheral high-rise
neighborhoods by somein Marzahn and HohenstiSnhausenwhere
Russian, Viethamese,and other immigrants have moved as subur-
banizing Germans vaated them.

Despite many changes since November 1989, the challenge of
reuniting the city remains. A 2006 poll of Berliners by TNS EMNID
found that one out of three West Berliners has no contact with the
East. Sixteen yearsafter the end of the GDR, 79 percent of Eastern
Berliners and 68 percent of Westernersdisagreewith the statement
Ol have regular contact with people who live in the West/East of
Berlin.OMoreover, 46 percent say the difference between Eastand
West matters a lot or a little to them.*> There are few East-West
friendships in Berlin because people reduce those on the (ther
sideOto categoies. Common citizenship has proven insufbcien to
encourage shared identity or equal treatment.

Differencesbetweenthe two sidesof the city are also politicized.
The majority of voters in the Westernwards support the Christian
Democrats,but a plurality in the EasternBezirke opted for the ex-
communist Party of Democratic Scialism OW [Westerners]

preadh, punish, ignore, and exclude,Owas Richard von WeizsSckerOs

explanation for the Easterners@olitical disaffection. The West Ger-
man parties did not make sufficient efforts to integrate Easterners
into the political elite (Angela Merkl, Wolfgang Thierse, and
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Matthais Platzeck notwithstanding), which, in turn, encouraged a
protest vote for the pps. The two parts of the city eventend to read
different newspapers.

In sum, the fall of the Berlin Wall sgnibed the end of the Cold
War, and with it, Berlin® longstanding signibcancein gegpolitics. In
this OnemalO capital city, Easand Wesg Berliners cauld have focused
together on their shared problems of deindudtrialization, unemploy-
ment, segegation, and housing and infrastructural deterioration. In
fad, asKil and SilverOsrticle in this issue points out, there are unex-
pected commonalities between some east and west Berlin neighbor-
hoods. For example, even before unification, dissidents in eastern
Prenzlaue Berg aswell as countercultural youth and Turkish immi-
grants in westen Kreuzberg deveoped a loca ppostional sdidar-
ityOto statesponsored OnodernisOurban renewal and successfully
organized to resistthe planned demolition of older workersChous-
ing.*” However, since unibcaion, the eag has lagged behind the west
in active local participation, partly becatse high rates of reddential
turnover during the last decade mean that neighbors do not know
one another, and partly becausedistrict administration, which has
turned over less has still not tried to break down the dependency
and passivity of eagern residents*® In many ways, resdents on either
dde of the former dividing line continue to lead different lives

Multicultural City

Germany is a country where there was, is and alwayswill be immigra-
tion. And becausethis is so, integration is the order of the day. Those
who come to us should not just be here, but also belong here. And
they should know and feel that they belong. (President JohannesRau
in 2002)
The persistent, historically- and spatially-grounded cultural differ-
ence between the easternand western sectorsof the city is not the
only important cultural cleavagein Berlin. There are also tensions
between Berliners based upon religion, nationality, and class.
Indeed, religious diversification is insaibed on Berlin® urban
landscape.Between 1991 and 2003, while the Jewish community of
the Onew@erlin increased39 percent, the Muslim community also
grew 35 percent.*® Of Berlin® Muslims, 70 percent are Turks; the
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rest come mainly from Bosnia and Lebanon. In 2006, Berlin had
about seventy-sixmosquesin which Friday prayersare recited (there
are around 2,500 in Germany). Only three of them are actual

mosquebuildings, however, and the others are located in 3ats,store-
rooms, industrial buildings, and other facilities>® Religious tensions
spill into the open whenever Muslims proposeto build new mosques
that would allow longstanding congregdions to move out of their

cramped and unattractive quarters.> Conflicts with their German
neighbors take different forms (N\imBY protests,code violation cita-
tions, zoning regulations, delaying tactics),but usually resultin pre-
venting the construction of new mosque buildings.

The need for greaterreligious co-existenceis not conbned to Jew-
ish and Muslim relations with Christians. There is also competition
among Muslims to serveand representthe faithful. German authori-
ties often complain that divisions among Muslim organizationsmake
it difpcult for the governmentto bnd a legitimate Sprabpartnerinter-
locutor) on the Muslim side, allegedly impeding the integration of
organizedlslam in Germany.>?> Mosquebuilding is not the only issue
that calls for negotiation. The clash of German norms with Islamic
customsabout dress,food, and treatment of women, children, and
animals has posed major obstacles to social integration.

In Jaruary 2005, Berlin enacted regulations of religious attireN
headscarves and other outward symbolsNin public employment,
including in sdhools, courts, and police.>® Religious instruction in the
sdhools, where Muslim Turkish studentsconstitute almost 8 percent,
hasbeen controversial since 1980. Although Berlin differs from the
LSnderin that the government is not obliged to offer religion classes
at public schools, it now allows religious communities to carry out
instruction directly, basedon a curriculum chedked by the govern-
ment. The presentarrangementdatesto 2001, when the Islamic Fed-
eration Berlin, which representsthe more conservative Sunnis,and
the liberal Muslim Alevi community Pnally won the right to teach
Koran and Islamic tradition in the German languagein some Berlin
public schools. BerlinOgosition is that there is still no suitable orga-
nization to representthe cityOdviuslims, and the City Council urged
the major Islamic organizationsto form a joint associationto setup a
standardcurriculum. In the fall of 2006, GermanyO#nterior Minister
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Wolfgang SchSuble convened a National Islamic Conferencewhich
set up four working groups in an attempt to address these issues.

Very few Muslims live in East Berlin. Indeed, very few immi-
grantsof any religion do. Today, about 7.3 million Oforeigners(non-
German citizens) live in Germany (8.8 percent of the total
population) and of those, 1.8 million (26 percent)are Turks?* In con-
trast, BerlinOsearly 450,000 foreigners comprise a higher 13.3 per-
cent of the city® than the country® population.5® Even this is an
underestimatesince there are 100,000 foreign-born naturalized citi-
zensin Berlin, and an unknown number of undocumented migrants.
Foreigners are unevenly distributed acrossdistricts, and different
nationalities live in different parts of the city (Table 1). Conse
guently, the easternand westernsidesof the city also have different
experiences with nonGerman immigrants.

Table 1: Nationality of Registered reigners in Berlin

Number in 2004 Percentage

Europe (total) of which: 328,043 72.75

Turkey 118,732 26.33

Poland 35,842 795
Vietnam 10,858 2.4
Other Asia 55,560 12.32
Africa 17,443 3.89
America (North and South) 22,661 5.03
Australia and Oceana 139 0.3
Stateless/no entry 14,944 3.3
Total Registered Breigners 450,900

Souce:Statistisches Landesamt Berlin@6

With the condgruction of the Berlin Wall, labor shortagesdevel-
oped, and both sidesrecruited migrant workers. The number of for-
eigners in Berlin boomed between the 1960s and 1995, but then
leveled off. In the early 1960s, WestBerlin concluded OguesworkerO
agreementswith southern European countries (Spain, Italy, Greece,
and Yugoslavia)and increasingly, Turkey. In 2004, Berlin had about
120,000 people with Turkish nationality to which must be added
around 50,000 naturalized Trks.

In the westof the city, Turks and other non-German citizenscon-
centrated in the poorer, low-rent districts of Kreuzberg, Wedding,
northern Neukslin and Schineberg, while afffuent districts tend to
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be homogeneously German (Table 2). The articles in this issue by
JaniceBockmeyer and by Kil and Silver discussthe Turkish enclave
that developed in the westerndistrict of Kreuzberg. Joined by draft
evadersand unconventional youth, Kreuzberg resdents succeeded
in halting destructive urban renewal in order to preserveand reno-
vate older worker housng. In this disfavored neighborhood along
the Wall, new lifestyles, multicultural creativity, and interethnic tol-
erance3ourished. Today, Kreuzberg, though partially gentripedand
in other parts poor, is in the center of the united city and has
become home to a thriving local ethnic economy

Table 2: Registered Breigners in Berlin by District, 2004

Bezirk Number Percentage of Percentage Percentage
in 2004 Berlin Unemploy ed Unemplo yed who
Foreigners are Foreigners
Mitte 88,345 19.59 28.0 35.9
Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg 58,425 12.96 23.7 25.8
Pankow 21,388 4.74 15.8 70
Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf 55,777 12.37 219 224
Spandau 22,863 5.07 23.8 18.2
Steglitz-Zehlendorf 29,099 6.45 135 16.6
Tempelhof-Sh3neberg 50,913 11.29 181 24.2
Neukslin 66,034 14.65 24.4 345
Treptow-KSpenick 7,676 170 141 55
Marzahn-Hellersdorf 8,096 180 19.7 5.3
Lichtenberg 19,007 4.22 18.9 9.5
Reinickendorf 23,277 5.16 15.4 18.3
Berlin Total 450,900 100.00 19.7 201

Souce:Statistisches Landesamt Berlin@6

The old East Berlin has very few immigrants compared to the
Wegt. After a temporary agreement with Algeria in the 1960s the
GDR signed contracts with Vietnam, Angola, Mozambique, and
Cuba. By late 1989, over 88,000 foreign contract workers lived in
EastGermany, including 59,900 Viethnamese.Mostlived in dormito-
ries, isolated from the German population, and after unification,
becametargetsof racist violence. As the Kil and Silver article dis-
cussesmost of thesecontract workers were ultimately repatriated in
the yearsafter reunibcation, but a sizable population of Viethamese
remains, especiallyin Marzahn and Lichtenberg. They were joined

in these eastern districts by a large population of SpStaussiedler,
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ethnic German newcomers from Eastern Europe who moved into
the newly vacantpublic housing projects at the cityOsasternperiph-
ery.5® Like the Turks, these groups have gone into small business
espedally restaurans and retailing. As in Kreuzberg, multicultural
practices are gradually developing in the far suburbs of Eastein.

Berlin leads Germany in businessgart-ups, and 14.2 percent of
the population is self-employed.Breaking this down by nationality,
13.8 percent of working Germansin Berlin are self-employed,com-
pared to 17.9 percent of immigrants® Despite rising sdf-employ-
ment rates, foreigners have over twice the unemployment rate of
Germans(Table 2). In 2005, 44.2 percent of non-German citizensin
Berlin versus 19.2 percent of German citizens were unemployed.
This gap hasgrown since 1998, when 33.5 percent of non-Germans
were unemployed compared to 16.4 percent of Germans.Berlin dis-
tricts with large populations of foreigners are also the districts with
the highestunemployment rates. Foreigners constitute 20 percent of
the unemployed in Berlin as a whole, but in Friedrichshain-
Kreuzberg, 25.8 percent of the unemployed. They are over a third
of the unemployed in Mitte and Neukslin.

Integration problems confront the secord generation as well as
their immigrant parents. Children of immigrant badkground are far
more likely to be in the lower division schools and to leave school
without a diploma of somekind. In Berlin schools, 16.5 percent of
the pupils have non-German nationality, but this percentagerisesto
70 percentin Mitte, Neuslin, and Friedrichshain-Kreuzbergsdools.
In 2003-2004, 9.2 percent of German studentsand 20.5 percent of
non-German studentsin Berlin dropped out of school without a cer-
tificate. Only 14 percent of Berlin® non-German origin students,
compared to 34.4 percent of German ones, matriculated (with
Abitur).%® In 2001, one sixth of foreigners aged sixtenn to twenty
years old had vocational training compared to one-half of young
Germans. Even among those with training, immigrants bnd it more
difficult to get a job in the areafor which they are qualified. The
educaion gap may even be getting worse, suggesthg a process of
Osegmented assimilatiorPO

There are very few placesin Berlin where foreigners constitute
the majority of the population and in those areas,sud asthe Kot-
tbusserTor neighborhood of Kreuzberg, the majority rarely exceeds
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60 percent of the population. Neverthelessgthnic concentration and
the spatial concentration of multiple disadvantagesave given rise to
German fears of Oghetto@ormation. Sociability is ethnically segre-
gated.A German social survey reports that lessthan half of Germans
have contactwith foreignersat work or asfriendsf® There is anxiety
that parts of Berlin may not fed GGermanQin the cultural sense.
Thus, in 1998, there was a proposal to forbid non-eu citizens from
moving into neighborhoods like Kreuzberg with already high per-
centagesof minority residents.Similarly, there were ofpbcial attempts
to keep classes from consisting predominantly of children from
migration backgrounds so that the students would learn &man.

Theseand other policies reRectthe German notion that national-
ity or membership is mainly cultural.® The 2005 Immigration Law
earmarked over Euro 200 million to give new immigrants the right
to participate in state-fundedGerman languageclassesand receive
an introduction to the countryOgustice system, culture and history.
Sud courseswere previously only offered to AussiedleThe new law
requires ethnic Germans aswell astheir family membersto passa
languagetestbefore they will be allowed to move to Germany. As a
consequenceof this cultural emphasis,multiculturalism in Germany
alsooveremphasizesethnic, cultural and linguistic factors,transform-
ing social problems into ethnic ones exoticizing minorities, and
encouraging reactive ethnicity??

The emphasison German languageis also seenin ofpcial notions
of integration. The Senate of Berlin ingituted a Commissoner for
Migration and Integration in 1981, long before the federal govern-
ment also got involved when it establishedthe Beauftragteder Bun-
desregierungfYr Migration, FIYdtlinge und Integration. There has
long been much concern that over half a million of the 3.4 million
Berlin residentsdo not speak German astheir native tongue The
Berlin Commissoner for Integration and Migration® I ntegration
Policy states:OLanguageskills are the crucial foundation for settling
down in the new society and for integration into the labor market.
Hence, particular importance is attached in the SenateOpolicy to the
acquisition of language skills as an essettial part of integration.(34
Indeed, when confronted with the immense ethnic gap in educa-
tional achievement, the commissioner proposed more German lan-
guage instruction. BerlinOgultural and sodal integration policy is
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Obrsand foremostE the acquisition of the languageof the receiving
society,Cand only secondarily,a senseof belonging or joining social
activities and informal networks.

Local initiatives that promote integration in Berlin neighborhoods
receive government funds. Almost half of all German Turkish associ
ations promote integration into German societyNof the 185 regis-
tered Turkish (non-mosque)organizationsin Berlin, many provided
family services and youth activities.%> For example, one project,
OMigrant Mothers Learn German,Oprovides childcare in the same
place where mothers have language training, making it easer for
women to leave the home £ Yet, as BockmeyerOastrticle in this issue
demonstrates, small local initiatives like this rarely reach the scak
and permanenceto foster integration. They may also exclude exist-
ing ethnic organizations from the programs.

On 1 January 2000, a new naturalization law went into effect,
making it easier for long-term residentsand their German-barn chil-
dren to become citizens. As many have observed, Germany is mov-
ing from a model of hereditary (iussanginis) to territorial citizenship
(ius sol) & Politicians are dowly recognizing that Germany is a coun-
try of immigration. During the 2002 debate over the immigration
law, conservative Bavarian governor Edmund Stoiber declared, OV
canOafford to expand immigration when in terms of integration, we
canOtope with the existing immigration.(38 Then PresidentJohannes
Rau took the lead in promoting the integration of immigrants. He
launched a competition, @wuf Worte folgen TatenO (Actions Follow
Words), to recognize Ogoups and initiatives in this country that are
helping with integration.Oln July 2006, Maria Boehmer, State Minis-
ter of the Beautragte fYr Migration, FIYchtlinge und Integration, held
an Olntegation SummitOfor seventy repreentaivesof the 15 million
Germans with Onigration badkgroundOand government ofbcials at
all levels. They worked on a national integration plan stressing adive
citizenship and centering around four areas: language acquisition;
apprenticesip; labor market integration; and women. Sports, media,
and other initiatives were alo included. The emphads on language
wasapparent at the summit. Ohtegration,OMinister Boehmer argued,
Odes nd happen by itsdf. It is aproces.®

At the level of the Land, BerlinOsiew integration policy debnes
more precisely what is meant by Ointegration.O
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Generally speaking,integration is the opposite of segregationof exclu-
sion ... Integration meansthat individuals or groups have the equal
opportunities to participate in social life and articulate their interests,
aswell asbeing protected from individual or collective exclusion. The
creation of equal opportunities is the central element of the integra-
tion policy. Integration is absolutely not to be interpreted as adapta
tion or assimilation to the existing conditions™

At the same time, cultural factors slip back in. Immigrantsand native
Germans must read agreement on @ommon integration targets and
core values, which are recognized by all citizens as th€foundation for
living together.OTheseinclude congtitutional principles, such asbasic
rights, democracy, the mle of law and divison of powers.

Berlin@® policy acknowledges that integration is a long-term
processthat demands change not only of immigrants, but of Ger-
mans as well. This means combating discrimination. If immigrant
neighborhoods like Kreuzberg have been stigmatizedas dangerous,
there are also no-go areasOin Berlin where neo-Nazis and other
German hooligans attadk foreigners. The number of eventsof racist
violence has been increasing in Germany, especially in the East
where unemployment is very high. Even the new construction
work in central Berlin became occasionfor xenophobia, insofar as
foreign Europeanworkers cameto Germany to work at below stan
dard wages.In early 2007, concerned about a spike in racist crimes,
the Berlin government launched a campaign to combat right-wing
extremism. The program, OY¥uth for Diversity, Tolerance, Democ-
racyNAgaingt Right-Wing Extremism, Racism and Anti-Semitism,O
will fund dozens of local projects to promote cultural diversity.”
Germany belatedly passedthe eu antidiscrimination directive which
should further encouragechangesin behavior towards foreigners?’
Ofpcial policies can encourageintegration by developing shareddis-
courses and enforcing equal treatment and rights.

In the most general serse,sodal integration entails the breaking
down of boundaries and categories of otherness so that Berliners
identify with one another as individuals and feel a sense of Ove-
ness.® On the faceto-face level, this can be accomplished through
performance or acting together, by transgressng the lines between
public and private to share intimaciesand develop trust. One hope-
ful sign of social integration is that in 2004, nearly one in every
four marriages in Berlin was interethnic, between a German and

22

Social Integration in the “New” Berlin

someore of foreign origin, most commonly, a Turk (477/12,569) or
a Pole (320).®

To summarize, Berlin is a city divided by numerous cleavages.
Some of theseare basedupon symbolic or cultural divisions, rein-
forced by spatial segregation.Yet, the articlesin this issuealsoiden-
tify some promising trends towards social integration and
transcendence of these differences.

The Political Economy of Contemporary Berlin

Economic Restructuring

After unibcation, a senseof optimism fed market speculation.Berlin
aimed to remake itself into a global, capital, tourist city, promoting
its cultural industries and the arts and seducinga few multinational
corporations to locate their European headquartersthere. However,
the collapse of industry in both the Eastand West of the city was
extremely rapid, and joblessnesskyrodketed. Fom 191200, the city
shed o BO0DmenuisduingidssMany easternfactoriesexposedto market
competition and westernfactoriesthat had been propped up by spe-
cial subsidiesclosed. Between 1995 and 2003, the number of Prms
in Berlin with twenty or more employeesfell. Growth in servicejobs
was insufbcient to make up for these job losses.

Berlin(® unemployment rate rose from 10 percent in 1991 to
almost 18 percentin 2003 and asmentioned above, the latest (Octo-
ber 2006) ofpbcial unemployment rate for the Land of Berlin is 19
percent. In general,the number of unemployed Berliners rose until
2003 when it beganto stabilize at around 300,000 jobseekers.The
demographic breakdown of the unemployed is also instructive.
Reflecting deindustrialization, men are more likely to be unem-
ployed than women, and middle-agedworkers under bfty more than
youth. As mentioned, 42 percent of foreignersare unemployed, over
twice the averagerate of Berliners, and foreigners comprise 20 per-
cent of the entire unemployed labor force. Moreover, thesebgures
are misleadingin that asmany as80,000 unemployed are participat-
ing in activation programs’®

Sud dire economic conditions called out for government inter-
vention to promote economic development. Unfortunately, urban
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planning in Berlin frequently provokes quarrels before action. The
public secor rarely hasthe cohesion necessaryfor effective gover-
nance, and land use decisions are separated from the urban design
process Thanks to the architectural Oapertocracy,OBerlin eruptsin
conficts over the signibcarce of building designs” As a result, the
private sector, especially real estte interests, stepped in to spear-
head the recovery of the local economy, leaving the Berlin govern-
ment to react to development proposals. CPartners for Berlin,O
headed by former Mayor Eberhard Diepgen, launched a (New
BerlinOmarketing campaign in 1998. With corporate Pnancing and
ebullient boosterism, it portrayed Berlin as a capital city, creative
city, cultural center, and EastWest metropolis. Coupling corporate
sawy and creative energy, this commercial image disowned older
postwar images of divison, economic digress,and isdation. Once
Berlin agan asaimed the statusof capital city, leaders hoped to it
the economic hub of the newly capitalis countries in Central and
EasternEurope.

Adopting a Oneo-liberalolicy after unibcation, the federal gov-
ernment passeda tax subsidyto encouragereal estateinvestmentin
EastGermany. The city of Berlin becameone large construction site.
Speculatorsand even the cityOswn Pnancial corporation (Bankge
sellshaft Berlin) dragically overbuilt ofbce space When expected
demand shriveled, post-1990 asprations to make Berlin a bst-tier
postindustrial service-based economy were dashed. Although a
number of corporate headquarters(e.g.,Sony) have locatedin Berlin
sincethe Wall fell, the city has many fewer headquarters,command
and control functions, and advanced producer services than other
large German cities. Within a decade of unibcation, capitalist goals
still were unrealized.

Rather, a new industrial baseis incubating in this Ocityof talents.O
Small and medium industrial firms are still in town, and Berlin is
also becoming home to a cluger of global media, arts, music, and
culture industries, as well as software and life sdencesreseach.™
Indeed, given the cityOver-building and high vacancy rate, Berlin
asa whole hasbecomean affordable large city, one that is attractive
to well-educated, creative young people, especially from Eastern
Europe. The best hope for Berlin® future is the new knowledge-
intensive sedor that draws upon this human capital: Oa inRux of
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young and ambitious talent can enable Berlin to leap over bureau
cratically bound rivals asa center for Internet businessand informa-
tion exchange.® The local economy will also benefit from the
consumption patterns of people who enjoy the cityOdifestyle, vari-
ety, and tolerance and mingle in its galleries, cafes,and institutes of
higher learning.

Despite BerlinOs$uilding boom and its promising media and high
tech industries, economic development remains uneven. The cityOs
annual grossdomestic product is currently about euro 80 billion. To
put this in perspective,the northern port of Hamburg hasroughly
the samecpp with only half the population of Berlin. BerlinOsocal
economy shrunk even when the national economy grew. In sum,
Berlin hasnot yet become an advancedservice center, the conven
tional hallmark of a global city.®°

Housing

The city of Berlin hasbeendepopulating. The number of inhabitants
fell from 3,472,009 in 1994 to 3,395,189 in 2005. Mog Berlin dis-
tricts lost residents except Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg, Pankow,
Reinickendorf, and Treptow-KSpenick. While the population of the
stateof Brandenburg, which surroundsBerlin, alsofell, tens of thou-
sands of mostly middle-class Berlin resdents have moved to the
Brandenburg suburbsin seard of single family houses.Young peo-
ple also have left the Eastfor the booming South and West of the
country. This selectivemigration hasexacerbatedthe socioeconomic
and ethnic segregation of the city

In the mid 1990s the Land of Berlin, concerned about middle-
class suburbanization, developed a master plan, Planwerk Innen-
stadt,to amalgamatethe old Eastand Westand to stemthe tide out
of the central city. To integrate the Westernand Easterncommercial
centers, the area around Alexanderplatz in the former East Berlin
was espedally targeted for reconstruction. The central square was
redesignedto have a lessmonumental scale.Luxury condominiums
for the middle classesvere built to offer an alternative to single-fam
ily suburban homeownership. This Otop-downGnaster plan did not
solicit public input until it wasunveiled. Despitethe establishmentof
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a City Forum to discussit, experts dominated the discussion,disre-
garding the opinions of ordinary EastBerliners. Moreover, conf3icts
among politicians, bureaucrats, architects and developers followed.
In the end, although the city invested considerable public funds to
attract affuert residents, they did not Rock back to the inner city.
Again, the government overbuilt, leaving tens of thousandsof hous
ing units vacant. Construction at Alexanderplatz nonethelesscontin-
ues (albeit at a very slow pace).

As residents left the center, housing vacancies increased. The
oversupply of housingin EastGerman citiesis so severethat the fed-
eral government launched a subsdy program, Stadtumbau Ost, in
2001 to help cities deal with the over one million vacancies.
Although oriented to renovating inner city neighborhoods and
retaining their Osociaimix,Omost of the work done under this pro-
gram so far hasbeen selectivedemolition of relatively new prefabri-
cated housing high-risesin the urban periphery, carried out by large
housing companiest

It isironic that demolitions are occurring when there is still
homelessnessn Berlin. The number of homelesspeople in tempo-
rary accommodation ofbcially registeredwith the city of Berlin did
fall from 10,560 in December1994 to 6,050 in December2001 but
then rose from 2002 to 2004 by 2.6 percentto 6,850. In addition to
the almost 7,000 ofbcial registeredhomelessin the city, there are an
estimated 2,000 to 3,000 more uncounted.®? There is same indica-
tion that BerlinOdocal policies toward the homelessare aggravating
their social exclusion by displacing them from central public spaces
and placing servicesfar from areas where they could make a liv-
ing.8 Thus, housing vacancieson the urban perimeter may not solve
the social problems of this population.

Yet, by most accounts, the inner eastern districts, espedally Rren-
zlauer Berg and Friedrichshain, are gentrifying.8* Gentrification
entails the transformation of a working-class orlower-income neigh-
borhood into a middle-class neighborhood, usually accompanied
by renovation of existing housing and involuntary displacement of
long-term residents. These older, central neighborhoods of Berlin
are attracting young, well-educated sngleswhose consumption pat-
terns are stamped on the commercial streets with trendy boutiques,
cafes and restaurarts. Market speculation is not the only force dri-
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ving this neighborhood change. Some observers positively assess
the changesin Prenzlauer Berg and the role of government policy
in bringing them about.®> In this case, the government provided
some funds until recently for Gelf-helpOrenovation of older hous-
ing, so asto avoid displacemert and keep middle classresidents in
the inner city. Public funds also allowed residents to set up small
businesse and cultural spaces. New buildings were infill projects
congructed on vacart lots, so that no one needed to be relocated.
While it is true that half of Prenzlauer BergOgpopulation hasturned
over since 1990, high mobility occurred all over Berlin. However,
the trends in residentsGincome relative to rent increasesare more
difbat to evaluate.®®

In sum, Berlin built new unoccupied commercial properties and
upscalecondominiums in the center, while some of the leastdesir-
able, peripheral public housing buildings have been demolished.
Overlaying the socioeconomic polarization and ethnic diversifica-
tion disaussedabove, the spatial concentration of disadvantage is
increasing. People who have low incomes, are unemployed, and
dependent on social assistancejncluding immigrants, live in some,
though not all of the inner districts of once-industrial West Berlin.
In contrast, EastBerlin hasvery few immigrants, and some eastern
districts are even revitalizing. The hewOBerlin appears to be a
polarized, segregated, Omultiply divided cit¢3®

Fiscal Crisis

Traditionally, Germans condder the social welfare state, which allevi-
ates classpolarization, to be the premier source of social integration.
Just as multiple forms of polarization are developing and the chal
lenges of social integration have increa®d, however, gate interven-
tion is now declining and welfare beneHs cut badk.®? Indeed, kscal
constraintsare even greater in Berlin than elewherein Germany.
Until 1990, the Federal Republic funded half of West BerlinOs
budget, but in the mid 1990swith the end of the Cold War, the spe-
cial federal subsidies that kept the urban economy afloat were
phasedout. EastBerlin too, after preferential treatment, new housing
construction, and greater supplies of consumer goods, suffered a
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similar lossof subsidies.At the sametime, the city faced the tasksof
unibcation and the costsof high unemployment, industrial collapse,
and the federal governmentOslevolution of unfunded mandateson
the municipalities. With dwindling revenuesand rising expenditures,
the Berlin government suffered a severe bscal crisis.

From unification until 2001, the Christian Democrat-S®cial
Democratcoalition in city governmentwaspartly responsiblefor the
debcit. Bonds Roated to investin East German housing and ofbces
did not return the expectedrents to pay for interest and drove up
the city® debt. In response, the government began cutting back
expendituresand subsequentlylost power. The 2001 Ored-red@oali-
tion of Social Democrats and ex-communigs [pps] further slashed
the budgetNfrom public servicesto social programs, and especially
education, health, police, arts, and recreationNdespite citizen
protests. The federal government® 2003 federalism and Hartz
reforms did little to help.®® Berlin Mayor Klaus Wowereit and his
Finance Minister Thilo Sarazincut municipal salariesof tensof thou-
sands of city employees, eliminated police jobs, froze new hiring,
increasedwork hours, ended grantsfor welfare recipients, reviewed
social programs, and even privatized trafbclights in the hope of bal-
ancing the budget by 2006.** In a shortsightedmove, some cuts in
subsidiesto cultural initiatives, higher education and medical centers
may undermine the city® nascent growth industries, making it
impossible to coordinate economic development and social goafs.

Even with thes cuts, reducing intered on the debt, constituting
11 percent of the budget, was beyond the administration® ability.
Berlin is spending Euro 2.5 billion a year in interest on its debt,
equivalentto euro 5,000 a minute. In 2006, the city still owesover
EURO 60 billion (u.s. $80 billion) or 70 percentof its DP, three times
the averageof all other German states.There waslittle Berlin could
do alone.

Most state sperding and tax rates are bxed at the federal level.
The Basic Law guaranteesthat revenues are redistributed acoording
to a federal equalization scheme to insure equal living standards
acrossGermany. In 2002, when the federal government refusedto
help Berlin, the city sued it for emergency funds covering half of
the debt. The Land of Berlin arguedthat it isin a state of Gextreme
budget emergeng,Oa legal term that allows a state government to
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take action in the Congtitutional Court to force the federal govern-
ment to bail it out. Unfortunately, on 19 October 2006, the court
ruled that the federal government did not have to help the Berlin
government pay off its EurRo 60 billion debt.®® This means that the
city will have to pay the debt on its own by cutting spending and/or
selling off its assets, such as its public housing or the duplicate
operas, z0oos, universities,and other facilities inherited from the era
of urban division. By 2007, some Neighborhood Managemert (see
below) offces have closed

The next sectiondiscussesome of the urban programsand activ-
ities that Berlin had deployed to address social problems and pro-
mote socialintegration in the Onew@erlin. As severalof the articles
in this issuewill argue, programs, like Neighborhood Management,
might be seenasenforcing social control of the poor more than pro-
moting their sodal integration,® but at least integration was their
ostensible goal.

Social Integration Policies in the New Berlin

Soziale Stadt

After the 1998 federal election of the Social Democratic Party gov-
ernment led by Gerhard Schr8der, urban development policy
underwent a change in orientation from strictly physical develop-
ment to include social objectives In 1999, the federal and Land
governments jointly adopted the ODstricts With Special Develop
ment NeedsNtre Socially In tegrative CityOprogram (Soziale Stad or
Social City, for short). Its goal was to counteract the widening
sociogpatial divisions in German cities by fostering resident partici-
pation, public-private partnerships, and cooperation among differ-
ent levels and agencies of government. The sectoral integration
acrosspolicy areasaimed to addressmultiple problems in the same
urban district simultaneously. The program is Germany® main anti-
exclusion mehanism %

Consdering the neighborhood as a complex whole, the Soziale
Stadtaimed to transcendthe usual Obriks-and-mortarCapproac to
urban renewal typical of the Ministry of Construction. Its substantive
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activities encompassed employment; qualifications and training; ;
social activities and social infrastructure; schools and education;
health promotion; transport and the environment; urban district cul-
ture; gports and recreation; housing market and housing industry;
living environment and public space;image improvement and pub-
lic relations; and integration of diverse socialand ethnic groups. The
integration of diverse socialand ethnic groupswasa program goal in
half of the districts too. As in earlier urban development programs,
however, physical improvement of living environment and public
spacewasthe most frequent activity, found in 81 percent of the dis-
tricts.% Perhapsthis is becauseGermans consider social, economic,
and cultural goals,such asalleviating high unemployment or welfare
dependency to be the responsibility of higher levels of government.

In 2006, 390 urban districts with special development needs in
around 260 German cities and communities participated in the
Social City Program, although many more urban districts with com-
parable needs could not yet be included in the program.?” Special
development needs were identified with a number of indicators,
both social (high unemployment and welfare dependency)and phys-
ical (dekcits in housingand modernization and repair backlogs). The
program targeted high-densty, highly populated neighborhoods in
urban areasthat exhibited problems in terms of social structure, the
condition of the built and natural environment, supply of jobs, level
of training, and provision of social and local cultural infrastructure.
Many of the areassdected, including in Berlin, were already the
focus of earlier targeted urban renewal efforts that were lessthan
successful.

The Social City Program is a joint federal-stateinitiative, asmen-
tioned, but there are clear differencesin the program among the fed-
eral states,especially between the former West and East Germany.
As Hartmut HSu8ermann explainsin his article in this issue,unem-
ployment in the Eagern LSncer is less of a neighborhood-speciPc
problem than a comprehensive and structural regional problem.
Moreover, the proportion of foreignersin the region is very low. The
main problem on the urban planning agendathere is the abandon
ment and vacancy of housing units, which is why Easterncities use
the resources of the Social City Program primarily to support the
urban reconstruction program and the improvement of the residen
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tial environment. In the EastGerman states,Soziale Stadthaslargely
become a measuresupplementing the main OStadtumbai@stOPro-
gram.® Thus, the social and participatory aspectsof the Social City
Program are mainly pursuedin the West German states.In western
LSnder, the districts were more often multicultural, asmigrants com-
posed an average of one quarter of their populatiof?

The Social City Program employed several strategies that, if not
entirely innovative, suggested a change in federal urban policy
emphases.One key objective was resource pooling acrosslevels of
government (including the European Union) and between public
and private resources.Another wasdeveloping an integrated action
plan for each digrict. The third was a new governance regime. It
included the deployment of ONeighborhood Managemert,Oalready
important in Berlin, to implement the program. This Quartiersman-
agement (Qm) was supposed to promote horizontal and vertical
cooperation at the federal, Land, city and district levels, and
between theselevels and all other locally relevant players. A fourth
goal was the activation and participation of residents and other
local organizations.

Monitoring and evaluation of Soziale Stadt were contracted out.
After consultation with Land authorities, the Federal Ministry of
Transport, Building and Housing delegatedinformation, consulting
and communication during the initial program implementation
phase (1999 through 2003) to the German Institute of Urban Affairs
(oiFu). Funded by the Federal Office for Building and Regional
Planning, biFu built a national Social City network; provided on-site
support in sixteen model pilot districts, one per Land; analyzed
good practices;and prepared evaluationsof the Social City Program.
At a May 2002 conference, biFu presentedits initial evaluation of
the programOsémplementation.®® There was a broad consensughat
the program was stabilizing living conditions in disadvantaged
neighborhoodsand wasbuilding a framework for civic involvement.
A similar assesament was found in the Interim Evaluation of the
Urban Researhb Institute (IFs) releasedin 2004 On the basis of
the 2002 pilot phaseassessmenthe Berlin Senateextended the pro-
gram through 2006.2°?

A second pIFU survey collected appraisals of municipal govem-
ment ofpcialsresponsiblefor implementing the Social City Program
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(as of October 2002)1°% Responses included widely varying and
even contradictory assessmentdzor example, the promotion of local
participation is supposedto be central to the program. On the one
hand, biFru deemedthe program to be a resounding successn that
most governments felt the Sozale Stadt helped them to develop
greater rapport with the people in the street. Government respon-
dentsfrom 90 percent of the districts mentioned Oimprovedchances
for residentsto participateOGasthe mostimportant benebtof the pro-
gram. Administrators in three quarters of the digricts also consid-
ered the Qactivation of previously hard-to-activate population
segmentsO as successful.

On the other hand, in-depth investigations in the pilot digricts
castdoubt on the extent to which the taskforces,urban district con-
ferencesand forums, planning and future workshopsreally achieved
neighborhood involvement, since eventstended to attract only the
middle class om usesformal communication and adoptsa style that
excludesless-educatedyroups that act more informally and sponta
neously The most excluded groups (migrants and their families, the
long-term unemployed, senior citizens) who need specia attention
and persond contact on subjects tailored to their current predica-
ments, were hardly reached. Because organized actors dominated
the neighborhood forum, it wasfrequently deemednecessaryto set
up an additional neighborhood conferencethrough which individual
citizens could voice their opinion. Only in same parts of the pro-
gram areasdid local residents actively attend neighborhood con-
ferences. The effectiveness of these local residentsOcommittees
remained generally much behind that of the organized actors@om-
mittees.NeverthelessBerlin wasamong the few placeswith effective
forms of resident participation in political decision making, HSu8er-
mann notes. There, a signibcantdegree of decision-makingcompe-
tence was transferred to randomly selected citizens. In fact, one
Berlin community at BoxhagenerPlatzin Friedrichshain resistedthe
very label of Odistrictwith specialdevelopment needs,&onsidering
the designation as stigmatizing®*

The willingness of civil servantsand political leadersto delegate
authority to citizensand local organizationswascrucial in encourag
ing activation and participation. For example, one ingredient of suc
cessfulneighborhood participation wasfound in the more than half
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of all districts with Grontingency fundsOto allow residents and
groups to accomplish small projects of their choice. This approac
resembles OdtizensCbudgetsOin developing country settings. The
Land of Berlin setasideresourcesfrom its own budgetto setup an
Empowerment Fund in the program areas(euro 500,000 for two
years), and a committee of local reddents decided on the use of
these resources. Generally, these funds have proven very effective
instrumentsfor public participation, although any given project was
endowed with few resources (often around euro 10,000). HSuSer-
mann observesthat residents@ommittees spend the Empowerment
Funds very scrupulously and efpciently

In sum, although the Soziale Stadtprogram granted considerable
discretion for local experimentation, the extent of bottom-up
involvement varied among areas As for public-private resource
pooling, the secondpiFu survey revealedthat slightly more than half
of the districts probted from housing company investment. Business,
independent, private and foundation interests also contributed
funds, but lessso. However, the bscal crisis has put the program in
jeopardy. HSu§ermann notesthat the Social City Program is vulner-
able to shifting city-wide priorities, since fiscally strapped local
authorities like Berlin must conance a share of it.

Although HSu8ermann criticizes the Social City Program because
planning for the participating neighborhoodswasnot integrated into
city-wide planning, he nonethelessconcludesthat after its brst three
years, the program Qs undoubtedly a great success.ODespite
unevennesgn results,organizationalinnovations and resident partic-
ipation are stepsin the right direction. In contrast, Peter MarcuseOs
essayin this issueis highly critical of the Social City Program. He
Oraisesserious questionsasto the actual impact of the program as
formulated.OIn implementation, the worthy goals of the program
can be subvertedand turned into their opposites,and the potential
contradictions among them can be accentuated Whether the danger
of such a dark side to the program are realized or not is signiFcantly
related to the interpretation of the concepts on whik it is based.

Like HSuSrmann, Marcuse notes that the already insufficient
funding for Soziale Stadthasbeen declining, and is paid for largely
at the expense of expenditures in other programs. Thus, it might
actually be viewed asa cost-cuttingstrategy Cost-sharingand devo-
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lution to Pscallystrapped statesand localities doeslittle to promote
redistribution to areaswith specialneeds.But Marcuse goesfurther.
He arguesthat the program restsupon a OgeographicafallacyOthat
problems are area-wideand that they have causesn the local spatial
environment, rather than the larger economy. Targeting districts
with Ospeciabevelopment needsQisks equating the problems with
the people who live there, rather than with external causesof spa
tially concentrated disadvantage. At the same time, the program
does not dismartle barriers to Turks and others moving to other,
more prosperous neighborhoods. Housing costs, prejudice, and
inequality more generally accountlargely for the segregationof poor
minorities. The Social City Program, by taking segregationasgiven,
holds excluded populations in place.

Soziale Stadtand particularly the Quartiermanagementapproac
not only maintain social and economic segregation,but alsoreduce
the potential for protestand civil disturbance.Berlin hasa century-
long tradition of neighborhood based street protest.’%® The qQm
approad includes community policing. Soziale Stadt may also
defuseunrestby making cosmeticimprovements in areasof concen
trated poverty and by undermining the basisfor organized opposi-
tion. Coordination among public agenciesat different levels and in
different sectors may in fact conBBict with meaningful political par-
ticipation of residents. In this view, top-down, efficiency-driven
QuartiermanagementOmanages@oor people, keeping them under
control. Participation may not mean empowerment to influence
important decisions.In identifying local networks and neighborhood
activation as central to urban renewal, the broader public is
absolvedfrom responsibility for social exclusion, implying that the

excluded should mobilize social capital to solve their own problems.

Finally, Marcuseidentifies the Qlark sideOof social inclusion. In
Soziale Stadt, inclusion can also mean dissoluion of communities.
For example, the juries that decide on the uses of the Gontin-
gencyOor GempowermentOfunds are drawn from randomly
sdected residents, not representatives of local organizations. By-
passihg the existing sodal structure and neighborhood institutions
of the self-organized residents, oM aims to co-opt them into larger
networks, compromising their autonomy of action. Similarly, an
integration program may pressure members of minority ethnic
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groups and immigrants to assimilate and conform to majority
norms, defusing conflict.

Some of these concerns are also expressed in BockmeyerOsarticle
in this issue 1% She points out that the programOsliscourse of Osoial
inclusionOas civic engagement, participation, and actvation promises
more than itdelivers. $ziale Sadt emphasizessuperbcid and limited
forms of citizen and immigrant activation within the conbned gruc-
ture of the program. Becaus it emphaszes partnership in the devel-
opment of an integrated action plan, it gives more weight to
esteblished social service agendes and diminishes attention to the
needs of specikc citizensgroups. Because it is decentralized, the pro-
gram may give immigrants clou within a neighborhood, but impedes
their inclusion in city-wide politics. The program also sdestgsisaies
of discrimination and multicultural coexistence

In the Land of Berlin, bfteen areasparticipated in the 1999 pilot
project of O®cially Oriented Urban DevelopmentOand two more
were added in 2001. The socio-spatialstrategy of Quartiermanage
ment was later performed within the framework of the Social City
Program. In addition to the Qm neighborhoods, Berlin also desig-
nated Prevention and Intervention Areas (Verfahrensgebiefar a total
of thirty-three.

Of these, Bockmeyer examines the Social City Program in
Berlin® Kreuzberg district, a heavily Turkish-origin neighborhood
long the target of urban renewal efforts %" Her article focuseson the
incorporation of Turkish associations into Quartiermanagement
decision making of two districts in the neighborhood, Wrangelkiez
and Wassertorplatz.The gm staff consistedmainly of professionalsof
German origin who did not live in the area. Although the om staff
was chargedwith identifying and mobilizing pre-existingcommunity
organizationsto addresslocal needs,they conceived of immigrants
homogeneously, ignoring important differences among Turks and
Muslims and neglectingthe various organizationsrepresentingthem.
Indeed, the program made various immigrant organizations com-
pete against one another, making it harder for them to cooperate.
The qQum staff often regarded theseassociationsas part of a Oparallel
societyOimpeding, rather than enabling integration.1°® Conse-
guently, the local Turkish activists were skeptical, distrustful, and
even disdainful of them. The immigrants continued to pursue their
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own issues,and for some, Turkish organizationsbecamelaunching
padsinto electoral politics. Similarly, the random selection of resi
dent jurors and the seatng of institutions from outside the area in
the committee allocating small neighborhood contingency funds led
to the under-representation of the majority-minority Turks. In fact,
the German minority was often awarded Oinclusionary@rants over
the Turks in order to forestall their outmigration. OFeryone is there,
not working together,OBockmeyer quotes a city ofbcid saying. In
sum, the program had little impact on local participation or building
of networks among residentsin thesetwo sites.The Social City Pro-
gram did not meaningfully bring citizens and immigrants together

Labor Market Integration Policies

The role of nonprobt and immigrant associationsn the Soziale Stadt
program underlines their increasingimportance in the German wel-
fare statemore generally. In the bscally strapped city of Berlin, it is
not surprising that governmentis relying upon civil societyto absorb
cutbadcks in public funds. This is the subjectof Margit MayerOsrticle
in this issue.

European integration, global economic competition, and unibca
tion have all placed the German welfare stateunder increasingbscal
pressure.Deindustrialization, investmentin urban development, and
the end of specialfederal subsidiesto the city also contributed to ris-
ing unemployment and overburdened social servicesin Berlin. In
the early 1990s, Germany passedegislationto help the EasternLSn-
der cope with structural adjustment.Wage subsidies(ABm, SAm) pro-
vided incentives to retain employeesdisplaced in the upheaval of
the socialisteconomy. Nonprobt associationsalso made use of these
subsidiesto hire workers temporarily and train them, while accom
plishing socially useiul goals that would not compete with private
market activities.

By the turn of the 21st century, however, ABm and similar pro-
grams were cut back. The right to unemployment insurance after
participating in these programs for a year was rescinded. The
Schrsder government acquiesced to Eu and business support for
welfare statereform. The Hartz laws, especiallyHartz IV, changed
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the terms under which the long-term unemployed and social assis
tance recipients could receive income support. Whether labeled
Oactivation@r Oworkprst,Ghesenew policies expectedrecipients of
unemployment assistancgaLG 11) to engagein productive activities
or face beneh reductions. If recipients could not bnd a regular job,
they could still receive a supplementto their benebtsof EURO one to
two an hour for working thirty hours a week in the low-wage Osec
ond labor market.OThe latter naturally included jobs in the non-
profit sector, such as those neighborhood and ethnic as®ciations
mobilized to participate in Quartiersmanagement.

Mayer@® article argues that many of the nonprofits supposedly
enlisted by Berlin and other governments to integrate the unem-
ployed into the labor market are doing so on lessthan desirable
terms. Increasngly, social integration into a decent job with a living
wagg is taking a back sea to social control and management of the
potentially explosive unemployed. Although civil society, social capi-
tal, social economy, and other buzzwords of the Ohird sectorOare
receiving unprecedened attention in urban and sccial policy, non-
profits are not necessaily liberating, innovative, or responsive to
their clientsteeds. Of the 1, 200 nonprobtsin Berlin, Mayer notes, at
least 100 engage exclusively in local employment programs, and of
thosg twenty are active in the Peldsof cleanlinessand public order.2*®
Theseactivities can hadly be said to promote sacial integration.

Mayer distinguishesamong Ogood,@bad@nd Oambivalent@®on-
probt employment practices.Her criteria for OgoodpracticeOnclude
participatory ObottomupOeconomic development under neighbor-
hood control without Oreleasinghe (local) state of its responsibility
for the social infrastructure.OGood nonprobts prepare residentsfor
jobs with a future at decert wages. Some semndary labor market
jobs, however, are OdeadendsONtheylo not lead to better working
conditions and wages The problematic social implications make
these practices Gambivalent. OHowever, Mayer criticizesthe OadO
practicesof nonprobts, often enlisted in Qm initiatives. These place
welfare recipientsin repressive exclusionary, and stigmatizedjobs at
lessthan minimum wagesand offer no training or diploma. Exam-
plesinclude projectsto clean and police public spacesOforcingthe
poor to combat the poor,Oas Volker Eick puts it.° To be sure, the
assaiations participate in theseactivities because of the rules and
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restrictions of public policies. Nonprobts cannot pay more because
they are legally forbidden from engaging in market activities to

cross-subsidizaheir social activities. They have become local state
agencies, executing workfare programs and dependent on public
Pnance.In sum, there is considerablevariation among nonprobtsin

their promotion of social and labor market integration.

Conclusion

The articlesin this issueall addressaspectsof social exclusion and
integration in the OrewOpost-1990 Berlin. As discussedabove, the
physical unibcation of the city hasproceededmore successfullythan
building its social cohesion.BerlinOsnyriad schismsand inequalities
overlap in complex ways. Nevertheless,this city, like many Euro-
pean cities and unlike mostin the u.s.A., tries to do somethingabout
them.! Unfortunately, the social integration that many Berliners
seekremains outside their grasp. To use GlaeserOphrase, Berliners
remain Odivided in unityQ

Integration is not necessarily the opposite of exclusion. Integra-
tion usudly implies more than nominal membership, more than
interaction and sharedexperiencesin a vibrant public sphere,more
than equal rights, more even than friendships and intermarriages.
When German authorities speak of integration, they are usually
referring to assimilation of foreigners. Newcomers are expected to
adopt the German language,German norms, sometimeseven Ger-
man dressand appearance™? The evolution of multiculturalism in
the cityNitself a different form of social integrationNwill disappoint
them. Neighborhood, religious and ethnic institutions are agentsand
venuesto knit Berliners together, not only keep them apart. They
deserve adequate support for activities that support public goals.

Integration may also connote social control and imposed order.
This can occur through violence and disciplining institutions aswell
asthrough socializationby sdools, the media, and intercultural con-
tacts. Common participation in collective actionNdemonstrations,
strikes, and festivalsNcarbuild solidarity acrossconventional social
categories, as well as threaten social peace.* In Berlin, the local
state must disdpline both the right-wing extremists and left-wing
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protesterswho expressthe fear and despair of joblessnessTalk of
social integration may simply distract public attention from the
causes of mass unemployment and government impotence to
addressit. Integration programs like Soziale Stadt, at best slow the
downward spiral of urban deterioration and unrest, offering a band-
aid instead of viable solutions.

Integration usually implies that the piecesshould bt together har-
moniously, precluding conflict. This means adaptation of all the
pieces, the majority and the minorities. Such integration can arise
through the pursuit of common goalsand coming to grips with the
past.Although aestheticdistract attention from material issuessym-
bolic debatescan resultin a unibed vision, a collective identity, and
a consensualinclusive memory of eventsand people who shareda
given space. ¥t, Berlin is still divided in these respects, too:

There is a troubling OshizophreniaOof boomtown and recessia, a
ladk of clear planning vision to coordinate and reguate the 1990s
building boom, greatertolerance of rich-poor disparities, intolerance
of immigrants, a rising interest in right-wing politics, and enduring
resentment and inequality between east and west In other words,
Berlin is becoming a western capital city like many otherd*

Recognizing this OurbanEuro-convergenceQalls attention to the
social integration of not only in, the OnewBerlin.OIn terms of the
German urban hierarchy, the countryOslecentralizedfederalism will
impede the preeminenceof Berlin, even asthe capital at the apex of
the national systemof cities. With the end of the Cold War and the
expansion of the European Union eastward,Berlin is becoming bet-
ter integrated into the larger ContinentOsity-system.As Berlin looks
westward, towards the older eu member stats, it enters regional,
indeed global market competition. As it looks eagward from the
frontier of the former socialistworld, it bedkons with freedom, multi -
culturalism, and just a bit of democratic chaos.Berlin representsthe
possibility of a peacefultransition to national and European unibca
tion and the need to bght continuously againstthe threat of intoler-
ance and authoritarianism. Integration into a larger sodal sysem
may give rise to nostalgiafor the older, insular Berlin, the Owelfare-
dependentOcity where consumption and culture took precedence
over industry, but the pressinginternal challengesof social integra-
tion will force Berlin out of its parochialism.
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Many of the articlesin this issuediscusswhat government policy
can do to promote social integration in the Onew@erlin. In addition
to the persisting EastWest fracture, there are splits along lines of
nationality, ethnicity, religion, and culture. Overlaying cultural
cleavagesare classconfictsthrough which the fortunes of neighbor-
hoodsrise and fall. Policies to addressconcentratedurban disadvan
tage and programs promoting social integration have had a mixed
record of successThe Social City Program did not promote much
integration of immigrants and their own associationsinto the larger
city. Labor market integration programs have left too many people
unemployed when they end. Nevertheless, social integration is a
slow processof adaptation, strugglesfor acceptance and broadening
horizons. Berlin surely offers an instructive vantage point from
which to observe these endeavors.
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