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REVIEW ESSAY

Berlin's Transformations: Postmodern, Postfordist ... or Neoliberal?

HaulRermann, Hartmut and Andreas Kapphan 20Berlin: von der geteilten zur
gespaltenen Stadt? Sozialmlicher Wandel seit 199@pladen: Leske + Budrich.
Krétke, Stefan and Renate Borst 20@erlin: Metropole zwischen Boom und Krise
Opladen: Leske + Budrich.

Since the fall of the wall and the reunification of Germany, the future of Berlin has been a
topic of intense political debate both within and beyond that city. On the one hand, the
large-scale construction projects at Potsdamer Platz and Alexanderplatz have generated
considerable debate among architectural critics, urban designers and city planners. On the
other hand, the reinstatement of Berlin as Germany’s capital city has triggered a number
of debates regarding the changing nature of German national identity and the politics of
historical memory (Huyssen, 1997). In contrast to the semiotic orientation of much of this
literature, in which urban space is treated largely as a metaphor for broader socio-cultural
shifts, the two books under review here explore the political economy of urban
restructuring in post-unification Berlin. Both books document and analyze extensively
some of the key socio-economic transformations that have occurred in both halves of the
once-divided city, and both books effectively demonstrate that new forms of polarization
and marginalization have emerged throughout the Berlin region during the last decade.
Most significantly, perhaps — in an era in which softened versions of neoliberal policy
are being embraced by local growth machines throughout western Europe — these books
emphasize that state policies continue to play a fundamental role in mediating and
molding the creative destruction of urban space.

In Berlin: von der geteilten zur gespaltenen Stadt? Sozatdicher Wandel seit
1990 (Berlin: from the divided to the polarized city? Sociospatial change since 1990),
Hartmut HauBermann and Andreas Kapphan propose to examine the effects of three
intertwined transformations — the introduction of a market economy and private property
structures in East Berlin; the end of West Berlin’s special political status within the
Federal Republic during the Cold War; and the transition from industrial production to
service-sector led growth — upon the entire city’s socio-spatial fabric (p. 2)3elanann
is a well-established contributor to German urban studies and currently teaches at the
Humboldt University, located in the heart of the former East Berlin. As the authors note
in the preface, their book is based upon research they conducted as private consultants for
the Department of Urban Planning, Environment and Technology in the Berlin city
government. The book is framed around the looming crisis of the modern European city
of the twentieth century, in which social policies were mobilized extensively to alleviate
class polarization, to provide basic public services (such as housing) and to promote
social integration. In the face of globalization tendencies, the purported weakening of
national models of socio-economic governance and the intensification of interlocality
competition, HalRermann and Kapphan suggest, a ‘postmodern’ form of urbanization
began to crystallize in the late twentieth century that has been characterized by increasing
socio-spatial polarization, more disparate social problems, weaker forms of state
intervention and a greater role for private interests (p. 22). Their book attempts to
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examinethe political-economicdynamicsof this postmodernurbanizationprocessin

Berlin, to mapits basicsocio-spatiabontoursandto suggeswvariouswaysin which local

policy-makers might work to counteractits most pernicious effects. Despite the

specificity of spatialdevelopmenipatternsin Berlin due to its Cold War partition, the

authorsarguethatintensifiedsocio-spatiabegregationandthusa procesf postmodern
urbanization hasindeedbeenoccurringin this city sincethe early 1990s.

Although HauRermanrand Kapphanrefer, at variouspointsin the book, to a variety
of political-econonit factorswithin and beyondBerlin, their analysisfocusesprimarily
uponthe evolution of Berlin's housingmarketsincereunification.Early chaptersof the
book situate post-1990sdevelopmentsn historical contextby tracing the evolution of
socio-spatiaktructuresand housingpolicies beforeand after 1945. The main empirical
sectionof the book containsdetailedanalyse®f diversesocio-spatiatrendsin the 1990s.

In part becausethese chaptersare largely unhingedfrom the book’s theoretical
framing, they makefor rathertediousreading:they containa puredescriptionof diverse
empirical trends— for instance,in population developmentimmigration, household
composition,housingsupply, labor markets,unemploymentsocial assistanceincome,
residentialrelocation, commuting patternsand suburbansettlement— without much
interpretivediscussioror analyticalsynthesisWhile the authorsconvertsomeof this data
into maps that graphically illustrate some of the new socio-spatialpatternsthat are
emergingin the Berlin region, for the most part their discussionconsistsin descriptive
summarief datadrawnfrom standardpublic sourcesSimilar problemsmar a number
of chaptersdevotedto neighborhood-leMechangeduring the 1990s.In a series of
descriptivecasestudiesthe authorssummarizedemographi@andeconomictrendsin the
large-scalgublic housingestatef the city’s easterrperipheriesaswell asin avariety
of inner-city enclavesn both sidesof the formerwall. The maininterestof this analysis
consistsin its demonstrationthat broadly analogousproblems of industrial decline,
unemploymentsegregatiorand infrastructuraldecayplaguemany easternand western
neighborhoods-However,becausehe authorsdo not attemptto link their descriptionsof
specificlocaleswithin the Berlin regionto the broadettheoreticalquestionsaroundwhich
the book s framed,the readeris left to makethe appropriateconceptuaktonnectionson
her own. A chapteron immigration describesthe changingcompositionof the non-
German population in Berlin during the 1990s and underscoreghe high levels of
residential segregationwhich foreigners experience.On a number of occasions,the
authorsacknowledgehatthe concentratiorof foreigners— Turksin particular— within
specificzonesof the city doesnot occurthroughvoluntarychoiceson the housingmarket
(pp- 211, 213), and they discussa numberof factors that contributeto this process.
Curiously,however,HauRermanrand Kapphanneglectto considerthe persistentole of
racismandanti-foreignerdiscriminationon bothsidesof theformerwall in mediatingand
perpetuatinghesesegregatiorprocessesvithin and beyondthe housingmarket.

One of the book’s most controversialchaptersexamineshe imposition of a private
landandpropertymarketin EastBerlin following reunification.Here,the authorsdiscuss
someof the legal battlesover land and property ownershipthat ensuedfollowing the
dissolutionof the GermanDemocraticRepublicand the subsequenstrugglesover the
‘modernization’of EastBerlin’s decayinghousingstock, the infamous‘rental barracks’
of the late nineteenthcentury. In this context, HauRermannand Kapphandiscussthe
complexinterplay betweenprivate and state-ledinvestmentin housingredevelopment
during the post-1990speriod, and they outline at length the broad array of policy
instrumentghroughwhich the local statehasattemptedo influenceinvestmentpatterns
and residentialchange.While they acknowledgethat many East Berliners continueto
view the transformationof their neighborhoodsas a gentrification-basedform of
‘capitalist renewal’ (p. 187), HauRermanrand Kapphanreject this interpretationas an
ideological myth propagateddy culturally alienated'Ossis’ (Easternersjpp. 199-200).
Instead,they maintain that most East Berlinerslack not only economiccapital, but a
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‘sober, legally informed analysisof their own rights and the capacityto form public
association®r coalitionswith othertenants’(p. 200).

Aside from its unabashedlgondescendingortrayalof EastBerliners’ perspectives
on contemporaryurbanrestructuring,one deeply problematictheoreticalimplication of
this contentionis a liberal-pluralistview of stateinstitutionsasthe benignagentsof the
‘public’ interest. Just as importantly, the empirical accuracy of HauRermannand
Kapphan's portrayal of East Berliners as embitteredideologuescan be called into
guestion.Their accountglossesover the intensely contestedcharacterof socio-spatial
changein EastBerlin, rather arrogantly dismissingthe strugglesof EastBerlinersto
maintaincontrol over basicaspect®f their everydaylives asexpressionsf ignoranceor
a propensity towards self-victimization. Given the continued vibrancy of tenants’
associationsand other urban social movementsn many parts of EastBerlin, suchan
interpretationis itself deeplyideological— in ErnstBloch'’s classicsenseof promoting
‘the prematureharmonizationof social contradictionswithin existing social relations’
(seePanitch,2000:7; for furtherdocumentationanalysisanddiscussionseeMieterEchq
a journal devotedto housingstrugglesin Berlin, at www.bmg.ipn.de).

The bodk concludeshy reviewing someof the major socal-scientific perspectivesn
the effectsof urbansocio-s@tial segregatiorandby summaizing someof the mainlines
of socio-sptial division that haveemergedn post-unificationBerlin. Currenttrendsare
interpretedasa majorthreatto the traditional framewak of the modernEuropearcity and
its assaiated forms of societal‘integration’. According to the authors,the state’stask
today is lessto impose greaterurban heterogeneitythan to attemptto preventfurther
segregationand polarization from occurring (p. 235). On this basis, Haul3ermannand
Kapphansurveya variety of policy initiatives throughwhich Berlin’s local stat hasbeen
attemptingto influencecurrenttrends— including physicalplanningprogramsgconomic
developmentpolicies new forms of surveillanceand social control, communiy-based
initiatives known as Quartiersmamagementand social housingpolicies (pp. 249-68). In
particular,the authorsarguefor a rejuveration of housingpolicies oriented towardsthe
mixing together of diverse socio-e&onomic groups (pp. 264-8). While this goal is
unobjectionale in itself, degly controversal political questims emergein considering
the approprate meansto its realizgion. Unfortunaely, however,the auttors do not
attemptto confrort such questims; they neglectto evduate the degreeto which the
policies enumeatedin their surwey contribute to their statedgoal of promoting soci-
spatial heterogeneity Yet, other andyses of the samepolicies have underscoredheir
exclusionary, punitive and disciplinary consequences, particularly for low-income
residentsforeignersandothermarginalizd socialgroups(seeEick, 1998;2001).Indeed,
the neighborhod-basedprogramof Quartiersmanageent — which HauRerman and
Kapphan enttusiastically endorse— has arguably served as an important political
mechanismthrough which Berlin’s local state has actively facilitated gentrification
processegseeRonnebergr et al., 1999:82—7;Holm, 2001). At this stage, HauRermann
andKapphan’stext moreclosely resemblesn official justification for extantlocal policy
initiatives than a social-scietific analysisof their dynamicsand consequences.

I would recommendHauRermannand Kapphan’sbook primarily to a readership
directly interestedin the empirical details of Berlin’s transformationduring the last
decadeDespitethe authors’questionablenterpretationsf certainkey trends,the broad
array of empirical data presentedin the book may potentially be useful to future
researchers concerned to develop their own accounts of postunification spatial
transformationsn Berlin. However, if evaluatedas a work of critical urban political
economy,HauRermanrand Kapphan’sbook arguablycontainsa numberof significant
limitations.

First, as indicated above, the argumentis characterizedoy a major disjuncture
betweertheoryandevidence While the bookis framedaroundstimulatingandimportant
questionsaboutthe future of the Europeancity in an age of global political-economic
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restructuringthe empirical chapterspresentexcessiveamountsof relatively unfiltered,
unsynthesizedata.

Secondandrelatedly,the authorsdevotemostof their attentionto an examinatiorof
socio-spatiabutcomedbut provide only a relatively minimal discussiorof the causesof
current segregatiorpatterns.The intimate links betweenindustrial restructuring,labor
marketchangereal estatespeculatiorandthe reorganizatiorof the urbanhousingmarket
are alludedto, but neversystematicallytheorizedor analyzed.

Third, particularlyin light of the lead author’searlier contributionsto international
urbanscholarship) was surprisedby the book’s rather superficialreferencedo recent
internationaldebateson the dynamicsof urbansocio-spatiakegregatiorand gentrifica-
tion in comparativeperspective Although HauRermanrand Kapphancite scholarssuch
asPeterMarcuse, SaskiaSassenNeil Smith andLoic Wacquantat variouspointsin the
book, they do not systematicdly engage with thes authors’ arguments or the
international debatesthat have been provoked by the latter. For instance, while
HauRermannand Kapphancite Neil Smith’s rent-gaptheory of gentrificationin their
discussiomof residentialchangein PrenzlaueBerg and otherareasof EastBerlin, their
analysisfocuseson a somewhatonfusingclusterof empirical indicators,including the
paceof residentiaturnover(pp. 176, 189),the subjectivedispositionsof propertyowners
(pp. 194-5)or residentgpp. 195—6)andresidentsincomelevels(p. 176).Forthisreason,
the authors’assertionthat large-scalegentrification hasnot occurredin neighborhoods
suchasPrenzlaueBerg is difficult to evaluate for their own definition of what sucha
processwould entail fluctuatesduring the courseof their analysis,andis not grounded
upona sufficiently detailedengagementvith internationalscholarshipon the topic.

Finally, | did notfind the authors’framing of their analysisaroundthe problematicof
the ‘postmodern’city to be illuminating. Throughoutthe book, this conceptremainsa
ratheramorphouscatch-allterm for referencingthe multifarious socio-spatiakhifts that
areunfoldingwithin contemporangities; it lacksthe intellectualsubstancendprecision
of other well-known approachedo ‘postmodern’ urbanism (e.g. Soja, 1989) and of
competinginterpretivenotionssuchas ‘postfordism’. Moreover,by the end of the book,
the ‘postmodern’urbanconditionis describedin termsthat are closely reminiscentof
someof Anthony Giddens’(2000) recentpronouncementsegardingthe ‘third way’, in
which neoliberalpolicy goals— suchas ‘lean management'deregulationprivatization
and market-ledgrowth — are presentedas if they were uncontroversialobjectsof a
society-wideconsensugseepp. 22, 271). As noted,major portionsof Hau3ermanrand
Kapphan's study were commissionedby Berlin's local government.Upon finishing
HauRermanrand Kapphan’sbook, | could not help but wonderwhether,in organizing
their study,thesescholarshadprioritized theimmediatepolitical andideologicalagendas
of the currentlocal administrationoverthe goal of providinga genuinelycritical analysis
of ongoingsociospatiatransformationgseealso Lanz, 2001). While the authors’close
tiesto the political establishmenin Berlin may explaintheir interpretiveorientationson
certain controversialissues,it cannot justify their selective and seriously one-sided
presentatiorof the empirical evidenceon key trendssuchas gentrificationand on key
policy initiatives suchas Quartiersmanagement

StefanKrétke andRenateBorst’'sbook, Berlin: MetropolezwischerBoomund Krise
(Berlin: Metropolis betweenboom and crisis), provides a theoretically sophisticated,
empirically nuancedand politically incisive counterpointo HauRermanrand Kapphan's
analysis.In the early 1990s,Borst and Krétke playedkey rolesin the introduction of
regulationist-inspiredapproachego urban political economyto a German-language
readership(see Borst et al., 1990). Krdtke has subsequentlypublisheda variety of
regulationisttexts on urban land markets,the western Europeancity-systemand the
dynamicsof regionalrestructuringin easternGermany(see,for instance Krétke, 1991,
Krétke et al., 1997).Krétke and Borst’s book builds uponthesetheoreticalfoundations
while elaboratinga numberof original researctstrategiedor the investigationof urban
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political-econonic and geographicaldynamics.In approachingthe transformationof

Berlin's space-economsgluring the 1990s Krétke andBorstareconcernedo explorethe

complex interplay among diverse restructuringprocesses— including, among other
trends, the reorientationof corporatelocational strategies;the remaking of localized
industrial agglomerationsthe speculation-driverevolution of local real estatemarkets;
the transformationof the local housingmarket; and the intensificationof socio-spatial
polarizationthroughoutthe regionaleconomy While eachchapterof Krétke andBorst's

book representsn elegantlycraftedcombinationof theoreticaldiscussiorandempirical

analysistheir approacho the aforementionedssuedss framedaroundthreeoverarching
agendas.

First, eventhoughKrétke and Borst groundtheir study upon empirical analyseof
contemporary Berlin, their book develops the methodological foundations for a
transdisciplinary comparativeapproachto critical urbanstudies.As they indicate, their
goalis not only to write a‘Berlin book’ butto treattheir analysisof thatcity asabasison
which to analyze,in comparativeperspective the multifarious social, economicand
spatial transformationsthat are unfolding within contemporarycapitalism (p. 11).
Drawing extensively upon the cutting-edgeof international urban studies(including,
amongother traditions, world city theory, regulationtheory, the ‘California School’ of
industrial geography,critical studiesof gentrification and recentwork on industrial
‘conventions’),Krétke andBorst’sstudyof Berlin providesa brilliant exampleof whatan
‘integral’ approacho the studyof contemporaryurbandevelopmenentails(p. 11). They
deftly circumventdebateson Berlin’s supposeduniqueness’by embeddingthat city’s
post-unificationtrajectorieswithin the broadere-hierarchizatiorof the westernEuropean
urbansystemandthe closelyrelatedreorganizatiorof productionsystemsl|abor markets
andreal estatemarketsin major westernEuropearmetropolitanregionsduring the post-
1990speriod.

Second,Krétke and Borst elaboratea systematiccritique of the widely prevalent
notion— which, incidentally,alsopervadedHauRermanrandKapphan'sanalysis— that
Berlin is currently experiencingan accelerategprocesof ‘structuraladjustment’asit is
transformedirom a predominantlyindustrial city into a service-sectobasedmetropolis
(Diensleistungsmetropdle Against this simplistic transition model, Kratke and Borst
emphasize(1) the internal differentiation of Berlin's space-economgamongmultiple,
partially overlappingindustrial districts characterizedby a range of specializations,
institutional forms and conventions;(2) the path-dependentharacterof industrial
restructuringin eachof thesedistricts; and (3) the degreeto which politico-regulatory
strategiegnay influenceurbandevelopmentapathways(pp. 9-10).

A numberof chaptergprovide comprehensiveectoraland geographicahnalyseof
Berlin’s local and regional industrial networks. Here, the authorsintroduce a tenfold
schemefor examiningthe sectoraldifferentiation of metropolitaneconomiesthey then
deploy this schemein order to analyzethe dynamicsof industrial restructuringin the
Berlin region during the last decade;and, on this basis, they contextualizeBerlin’s
developmentalpathwaysin relation to those of other Germanand westernEuropean
metropolitanregions(pp. 24—71).Subsequentlyin ananalysishatresonatesloselywith
Allen Scott’s (1988) well-known studiesof industrial agglomerationin Los Angeles,
Kratke and Borst provide a detailed mapping of the multiple industrial clustersthat
permeateBerlin’s metropolitaneconomiclandscapdpp. 97—128).This part of the book
providesa devastatingcritique of the view of Berlin as a service-sectobasedurban
economy,demonstratingnsteadthe existenceof no lessthan 15 specializedindustrial
clustersthatarelocalizedwithin distinct zonesof the Berlin region.Ratherthanviewing
the existenceof small- and medium-sizedindustrial clusterswithin many of Berlin’s
residentialand commercialdistricts as evidenceof the city’s economic'backwardness’,
the authorsinterpretthe latter as place-specific path-dependenetworksof industrial
organization.
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Third, in developingtheir transdisciplinaryapproachto urban studiesand their
detailedanalysisof Berlin’s economicgeographiesKratke and Borst also elaboratea
systematiccritique of the major social, economicand planning policies that have been
introducedby Berlin’s local governmentsincereunification. The bulk of thesepolicies
havebeengroundeduponthe very model of Berlin asa service-sectobasedmetropolis
which Krékte and Borstare concernedo criticize. Accordingto Kratke andBorst, these
policies haveexacerbatedatherthan alleviatedBerlin’s socio-economiavoesand have
contributedto a markedintensificationof socio-spatiapolarizationthroughouthe region
during the courseof the 1990s.Accordingly, nearly everychapterof the book concludes
by underscoringhe limitations of currenturbanpoliciesin light of the trendsdescribed
therein.Kréatke and Borst suggestfor instance that the dominantvision of Berlin asa
service-sectobasedcity — andasa world city in-the-making— hasled local policy-
makersto subsidizenvestmentdy high-technologyfirms andtransnationatorporations
ratherthanprotectingandpromotingBerlin’s extantindustrialstrengthsor addressinghe
currentemploymentcrisis (pp. 71-82,124-8).Suchpolicies, the authorsargue,channel
public resourcesnto sectorsin which Berlin hasonly minimal competitiveassetswhile
neglectingto addresshe major dilemmasfacedby small-andmedium-sizedirms within
more traditionalindustrial clusters(pp. 82, 127-8).Theseargumentsare reinforcedin a
chapter that demonstrateghe negligible level to which the commandand control
functions of any major transnationalcorporationsare localized in Berlin (pp. 83-96).
Underthesecircumstancegheauthorsargue thelocal state’sgoal of transformingBerlin
into a ‘global city’ is seriouslymisguided.Relatedly,in their chapteron the evolutionof
real estatemarketsduring the 1990s,Krdtke and Borst emphasizethe ways in which
speculation-drivenoffice and commercial developmentin Berlin’s inner city has
displaced local shops small-scale local firms and craft producers, thus further
exacerbatingthe current employmentcrisis (pp. 129-56). Although local boosterists
have representedthe downtown construction boom as an important step towards
enhancingthe city’s internationallocational advantagesthe authorssuggestthat this
trend hasin fact entailed an accelerationof deindustrializationand a squanderingof
public fundson uselessubsidiegdo large corporationsKrétke andBorstalsodevelopan
extensivecritique of the local state’sdecisionin 1997to subsidizeapartmentandhouse
ownershipratherthantenancyin theregionalhousingmarket.Eventhoughthe supplyof
apartmentsn the Berlin region hasimprovedsincethe early 1990s,the authorssuggest
that this new policy — along with rapidly rising rentsin low-income housing— is
contributing to an increasingconcentrationof disadvantagedjyroupswithin particular
neighborhoodsindthusto anintensificationof socio-spatiapolarization(pp. 157—210).

The authorsconcludetheir study by mappingsomeof the new lines of socio-spatial
division that are emergingin post-unificationBerlin, demonstratinghat new axes of
polarizationbetweenthe city core andits suburbanperipheriesare being superimposed
upontheinheritedEast-Westxis (pp. 211-84).In this context,they developquantitative
indicators for measuringgentrification processesand suggest— in direct contrastto
HaulRermannand Kapphan's analysis — that evidence of incipient gentrification
tendenciescan indeedbe found in selectedeasternneighborhoodssuch as Prenzlauer
Berg (pp. 249-63,278-81).0n this basis,Kratke and Borst criticize local statepolicies
for their failure to protect low-income residentsfrom being displaced by current
gentrification and revalorizationtendencies Against the local government’sone-sided
promotion of neighborhood-levelnitiatives, such as the above-mentionegolicies of
Quartiersmanagemento addresghe problemof urbandecline,the authorsarguefor a
broader, region-wide program of socio-spatialredistribution and balancedeconomic
developmen{(pp. 281—-4,293).

Krétke and Borst's book representsa highly impressivecontribution, both to the
international academicliterature on urban political economyand to ongoing policy
debategegardingBerlin’s currentandfuture spatialdevelopmentOn the one hand,this
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bookdrawstogethermanyof the key analyticaltools developedy critical urbanpolitical
economistsduring the last two decadesin order to analyze a particularly complex
instanceof urban socio-spatialrestructuringin the currentperiod. On the other hand,
Krétke and Borst demonstratequite brilliantly some of the ways in which this
internationalacademiditeraturemight be mobilizedin orderto derive politically salient
conclusionsand policy recommendationfor a specific city. Kratke and Borst’'s work is
alsocharacterizedby an abidingconcernto operationalizeempirically someof the major
theoretical propostions developed within various strands of contempaary urban
economicgeographyandthey accomplishthis taskwith admirablerigor, expertiseand
skill. For this reason,the methodologicalstrategiesdevelopedin their book have
condgderable relevance for schoars working on the pdliticd economy of urban
restructuringin other major city-regions.In additionto theseformidable achievements,
Krakte andBorst’'smultifacetedandhard-hittingcritique of contemporarentrepreneurial
urbanpoliciesin Berlin opensup a useful political perspectivefor progressivescholars
and activists who are waging similar battles againstlocal growth machinesin other
geographicaktontexts,whetherin westernEuropeor beyond.

Despitetheir markeddifferencesof theoreticalframework,analyticalfocus,research
methodologyand political orientation, thesebooks articulate a number of analogous
argumentsegardingthe currentsituationin Berlin. ProfounddivisionsbetweernEastand
Westpersistin Berlin, but they havebeenblurredin equally profoundwaysby the new
patternsof socio-spatialpolarizationthat have beenunleashedluring the courseof the
1990s Moreover,thesebooksrevealthat,overa decadeafterreunification,Berlin hasnot
becomethe vibrant global city-region envisionedby many local boosteristsbut a city
confrontedwith adeepeningocial,economicandfiscal crisis.HaulRermanrandKapphan
interpretthis situation as a ‘structural calamity’ (p. 272) characterizedby intensifying
unemploymet) marginalizationand socio-spatialexclusion. They view Berlin as a
powerful exampleof the degreeto which traditional forms of social integrationwithin
Europeartities havetodaybeensupersededit the sametime, theseauthorssuggesthat
Berlin couldbecomea ‘laboratoryof postmodernity(p. 271)in which newapproacheso
social policy might be developedin close coordinationwith private-sectoractorsand
institutions.

For Krétke and Borst, by contrast,Berlin’s currentcrisis is rootedin the difficult
transitionto postfordistforms of territorial developmentindin the systematidailure of
local policy-makergo developa coherentvision throughwhich to managehattransition.
Their book thus concludeswith a pleafor new forms of social, economicand planning
policy that are groundedupona sober,empirically substantiatedssessmerdf the city-
region’s actual strengthsand weaknessesather than upon the whimsical fantasiesof
boosteristelites (p. 290).

Givenbothbooks’emphasi®ntherole of statepoliciesin shapingspatialoutcomes,
| wasdisappointedhat neitherbook attemptecdexplicitly to theorizethe entrepreneurial,
globalization-orientd policy reorientationthat has unfolded in Berlin's local state
apparatusduring the last decade(see Prokla, 1998). In comparativeperspective the
policy tendenciesand spatial developmenttrends describedin these books closely
resemblethosewhich have beendocumentecdextensivelyin city-regionsdominatedby
various forms of neoliberal urban policy, such as the South East of England under
Thatcheror in the Californian technopolegseeAllen et al., 1998; Peck and Tickell,
1994). Here, as in Berlin, market-driven, growth-oriented, speculation-drivenand
extrospectivestate policies were mobilized in the hope of ‘unleashing’ endogenous
economiccapacitiesand heretoo any numberof marketfailures ensuedalong with a
dramaticintensificationof socio-spatialpolarizationat local andregionalscales.Given
the stubbornpersistencef the famous‘Rhine Model" of Germancapitalismduring the
1990s(Esser,1998),this apparenparallel betweena major Germanmetropolisandcity-
regions located in the geographicalheartlandsof neoliberalism may seem rather
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surprising,if not thoroughlyparadoxical However,a fundamentallyneoliberalvision of
unfetterednterlocality competition hypermobilecapital,naturalizednarketrelationsand
chronicallyweakenedtateinstitutionshasbeendiffusedquite extensivelythroughouthe
Europeanurbansystemin recentdecadesit hasbeenexplicitly embracedevenamong
many social democraticlocal regimesconcernedo adjustto the purportedpressure®f
‘globalization’ and to position their cities strategicallyin the global ‘space of flows’
(PeckandTickell, 2002). Againstthis backgroundthe specterof neoliberalismmay, in
fact, be muchcloserto Germany'sown doorstepghanhaspreviouslybeenacknowledged
(seeRdottger, 1997;Bischoff et al., 1998)— not leastwithin strategicurbanandregional
spaces.
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