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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? Sozialra¨umlicher Wandel seit
1990 (Berlin: from the divided to the polarized city? Sociospatial change since 1990),
Hartmut Häußermann 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). Ha¨ußermann
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, Ha¨ußermann 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-spatialcontoursandto suggestvariouswaysin which local
policy-makers might work to counteract its most pernicious effects. Despite the
specificity of spatialdevelopmentpatternsin Berlin due to its Cold War partition, the
authorsarguethat intensifiedsocio-spatialsegregation,andthusa processof postmodern
urbanization,hasindeedbeenoccurringin this city sincethe early 1990s.

AlthoughHäußermannandKapphanrefer,at variouspointsin thebook,to a variety
of political-economic factorswithin andbeyondBerlin, their analysisfocusesprimarily
uponthe evolutionof Berlin’s housingmarketsincereunification.Early chaptersof the
book situatepost-1990sdevelopmentsin historical contextby tracing the evolution of
socio-spatialstructuresandhousingpolicies beforeandafter 1945.The main empirical
sectionof thebookcontainsdetailedanalysesof diversesocio-spatialtrendsin the1990s.

In part becausethesechaptersare largely unhingedfrom the book’s theoretical
framing, theymakefor rathertediousreading:theycontaina puredescriptionof diverse
empirical trends— for instance,in population development,immigration, household
composition,housingsupply, labor markets,unemployment,social assistance,income,
residential relocation,commuting patternsand suburbansettlement— without much
interpretivediscussionor analyticalsynthesis.While theauthorsconvertsomeof thisdata
into maps that graphically illustrate some of the new socio-spatialpatternsthat are
emergingin the Berlin region, for the mostpart their discussionconsistsin descriptive
summariesof datadrawnfrom standardpublic sources.Similar problemsmar a number
of chaptersdevoted to neighborhood-level changeduring the 1990s. In a series of
descriptivecasestudies,theauthorssummarizedemographicandeconomictrendsin the
large-scalepublic housingestatesof thecity’s easternperipheries,aswell asin a variety
of inner-cityenclaveson bothsidesof the formerwall. Themain interestof this analysis
consistsin its demonstrationthat broadly analogousproblemsof industrial decline,
unemployment,segregationand infrastructuraldecayplaguemany easternand western
neighborhoods.However,becausetheauthorsdo not attemptto link their descriptionsof
specificlocaleswithin theBerlin regionto thebroadertheoreticalquestionsaroundwhich
the book is framed,the readeris left to makethe appropriateconceptualconnectionson
her own. A chapteron immigration describesthe changingcompositionof the non-
German population in Berlin during the 1990s and underscoresthe high levels of
residential segregationwhich foreignersexperience.On a number of occasions,the
authorsacknowledgethat theconcentrationof foreigners— Turksin particular— within
specificzonesof thecity doesnot occurthroughvoluntarychoiceson thehousingmarket
(pp. 211, 213), and they discussa numberof factors that contribute to this process.
Curiously,however,HäußermannandKapphanneglectto considerthepersistentrole of
racismandanti-foreignerdiscriminationonbothsidesof theformerwall in mediatingand
perpetuatingthesesegregationprocesseswithin andbeyondthe housingmarket.

Oneof the book’s mostcontroversialchaptersexaminesthe impositionof a private
landandpropertymarketin EastBerlin following reunification.Here,theauthorsdiscuss
someof the legal battlesover land and propertyownershipthat ensuedfollowing the
dissolutionof the GermanDemocraticRepublicand the subsequentstrugglesover the
‘modernization’of EastBerlin’s decayinghousingstock,the infamous‘rental barracks’
of the late nineteenthcentury. In this context, Häußermannand Kapphandiscussthe
complex interplay betweenprivate and state-ledinvestmentin housingredevelopment
during the post-1990speriod, and they outline at length the broad array of policy
instrumentsthroughwhich the local statehasattemptedto influenceinvestmentpatterns
and residentialchange.While they acknowledgethat many EastBerlinerscontinueto
view the transformationof their neighborhoodsas a gentrification-basedform of
‘capitalist renewal’ (p. 187), Häußermannand Kapphanreject this interpretationas an
ideologicalmyth propagatedby culturally alienated‘Ossis’ (Easterners)(pp. 199–200).
Instead,they maintain that most East Berliners lack not only economiccapital, but a
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‘sober, legally informed analysisof their own rights and the capacity to form public
associationsor coalitionswith other tenants’(p. 200).

Aside from its unabashedlycondescendingportrayalof EastBerliners’ perspectives
on contemporaryurbanrestructuring,onedeeplyproblematictheoreticalimplication of
this contentionis a liberal-pluralistview of stateinstitutionsasthe benignagentsof the
‘public’ interest. Just as importantly, the empirical accuracy of Häußermannand
Kapphan’s portrayal of East Berliners as embittered ideologuescan be called into
question.Their accountglossesover the intenselycontestedcharacterof socio-spatial
changein East Berlin, rather arrogantlydismissingthe strugglesof East Berliners to
maintaincontroloverbasicaspectsof their everydaylives asexpressionsof ignoranceor
a propensity towards self-victimization. Given the continued vibrancy of tenants’
associationsand other urbansocial movementsin many parts of East Berlin, suchan
interpretationis itself deeplyideological— in ErnstBloch’s classicsenseof promoting
‘the prematureharmonizationof social contradictionswithin existing social relations’
(seePanitch,2000:7; for furtherdocumentation,analysisanddiscussion,seeMieterEcho,
a journal devotedto housingstrugglesin Berlin, at www.bmg.ipn.de).

Thebook concludesby reviewing someof themajorsocial-scientificperspectiveson
theeffectsof urbansocio-spatial segregationandby summarizing someof themain lines
of socio-spatial division that haveemergedin post-unificationBerlin. Currenttrendsare
interpretedasa majorthreatto thetraditional framework of themodernEuropeancity and
its associated forms of societal ‘integration’. According to the authors,the state’stask
today is less to imposegreaterurban heterogeneitythan to attempt to prevent further
segregationand polarization from occurring (p. 235). On this basis,Häußermannand
Kapphansurveya varietyof policy initiatives throughwhich Berlin’s local state hasbeen
attemptingto influencecurrenttrends— includingphysicalplanningprograms,economic
developmentpolicies, new forms of surveillanceand social control, community-based
initiatives known as Quartiersmanagementand social housingpolicies (pp. 249–68). In
particular,the authorsarguefor a rejuvenation of housingpolicies oriented towardsthe
mixing together of diverse socio-economic groups (pp. 264–8). While this goal is
unobjectionable in itself, deeply controversial political questions emergein considering
the appropriate meansto its realization. Unfortunately, however, the authors do not
attempt to confront such questions; they neglect to evaluate the degreeto which the
policies enumerated in their survey contribute to their statedgoal of promoting socio-
spatial heterogeneity. Yet, other analyses of the samepolicies have underscoredtheir
exclusionary, punitive and discipli nary consequences, particularly for low-income
residents,foreignersandothermarginalizedsocialgroups(seeEick, 1998;2001).Indeed,
the neighborhood-basedprogramof Quartiersmanagement — which Häußermann and
Kapphan enthusiastically endorse— has arguably served as an important political
mechanismthrough which Berlin’s local state has actively facilitated gentrification
processes(seeRonneberger et al., 1999:82–7;Holm, 2001).At this stage, Häußermann
andKapphan’stext moreclosely resemblesanofficial justification for extantlocal policy
initiatives thana social-scientific analysisof their dynamicsandconsequences.

I would recommendHäußermannand Kapphan’sbook primarily to a readership
directly interestedin the empirical details of Berlin’s transformationduring the last
decade.Despitetheauthors’questionableinterpretationsof 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 post-unification spatial
transformationsin Berlin. However, if evaluatedas a work of critical urban political
economy,Häußermannand Kapphan’sbook arguablycontainsa numberof significant
limitations.

First, as indicated above, the argumentis characterizedby a major disjuncture
betweentheoryandevidence.While thebookis framedaroundstimulatingandimportant
questionsabout the future of the Europeancity in an ageof global political-economic
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restructuring,the empirical chapterspresentexcessiveamountsof relatively unfiltered,
unsynthesizeddata.

Second,andrelatedly,theauthorsdevotemostof their attentionto anexaminationof
socio-spatialoutcomesbut provideonly a relatively minimal discussionof thecausesof
current segregationpatterns.The intimate links betweenindustrial restructuring,labor
marketchange,realestatespeculationandthereorganizationof theurbanhousingmarket
arealludedto, but neversystematicallytheorizedor analyzed.

Third, particularly in light of the leadauthor’searlier contributionsto international
urbanscholarship,I was surprisedby the book’s rathersuperficial referencesto recent
internationaldebateson the dynamicsof urbansocio-spatialsegregationandgentrifica-
tion in comparativeperspective.Although HäußermannandKapphancite scholarssuch
asPeterMarcuse,SaskiaSassen,Neil SmithandLoı̈c Wacquantat variouspointsin the
book, they do not systematically engage with these authors’ arguments or the
international debatesthat have been provoked by the latter. For instance, while
Häußermannand Kapphancite Neil Smith’s rent-gaptheory of gentrification in their
discussionof residentialchangein PrenzlauerBerg andotherareasof EastBerlin, their
analysisfocuseson a somewhatconfusingclusterof empirical indicators,including the
paceof residentialturnover(pp.176,189),thesubjectivedispositionsof propertyowners
(pp.194–5)or residents(pp.195–6)andresidents’incomelevels(p. 176).For this reason,
the authors’assertionthat large-scalegentrificationhasnot occurredin neighborhoods
suchasPrenzlauerBerg is difficult to evaluate,for their own definition of what sucha
processwould entail fluctuatesduring the courseof their analysis,and is not grounded
upona sufficiently detailedengagementwith internationalscholarshipon the topic.

Finally, I did not find theauthors’framingof their analysisaroundtheproblematicof
the ‘postmodern’city to be illuminating. Throughoutthe book, this conceptremainsa
ratheramorphous,catch-allterm for referencingthe multifarioussocio-spatialshifts that
areunfoldingwithin contemporarycities; it lacksthe intellectualsubstanceandprecision
of other well-known approachesto ‘postmodern’ urbanism(e.g. Soja, 1989) and of
competinginterpretivenotionssuchas‘postfordism’.Moreover,by the endof the book,
the ‘postmodern’urbancondition is describedin termsthat are closely reminiscentof
someof Anthony Giddens’(2000) recentpronouncementsregardingthe ‘third way’, in
which neoliberalpolicy goals— suchas‘lean management’,deregulation,privatization
and market-ledgrowth — are presentedas if they were uncontroversialobjectsof a
society-wideconsensus(seepp. 22, 271).As noted,major portionsof Häußermannand
Kapphan’sstudy were commissionedby Berlin’s local government.Upon finishing
Häußermannand Kapphan’sbook, I could not help but wonderwhether,in organizing
their study,thesescholarshadprioritizedtheimmediatepolitical andideologicalagendas
of thecurrentlocal administrationoverthegoalof providinga genuinelycritical analysis
of ongoingsociospatialtransformations(seealsoLanz, 2001).While the authors’close
ties to thepolitical establishmentin Berlin may explaintheir interpretiveorientationson
certain controversial issues,it cannot justify their selective and seriously one-sided
presentationof the empirical evidenceon key trendssuchas gentrificationand on key
policy initiatives suchasQuartiersmanagement.

StefanKrätke andRenateBorst’sbook,Berlin: MetropolezwischenBoomundKrise
(Berlin: Metropolis betweenboom and crisis), provides a theoretically sophisticated,
empirically nuancedandpolitically incisivecounterpointto HäußermannandKapphan’s
analysis.In the early 1990s,Borst and Krätke playedkey roles in the introductionof
regulationist-inspiredapproachesto urban political economy to a German-language
readership(see Borst et al., 1990). Krätke has subsequentlypublisheda variety of
regulationist texts on urban land markets,the westernEuropeancity-systemand the
dynamicsof regionalrestructuringin easternGermany(see,for instance,Krätke, 1991;
Krätke et al., 1997).Krätke andBorst’s book builds uponthesetheoreticalfoundations
while elaboratinga numberof original researchstrategiesfor the investigationof urban
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political-economic and geographicaldynamics.In approachingthe transformationof
Berlin’s space-economyduringthe1990s,Krätke andBorstareconcernedto explorethe
complex interplay among diverse restructuringprocesses— including, among other
trends, the reorientationof corporatelocational strategies;the remaking of localized
industrial agglomerations;the speculation-drivenevolution of local real estatemarkets;
the transformationof the local housingmarket;and the intensificationof socio-spatial
polarizationthroughoutthe regionaleconomy.While eachchapterof Krätke andBorst’s
book representsanelegantlycraftedcombinationof theoreticaldiscussionandempirical
analysis,their approachto theaforementionedissuesis framedaroundthreeoverarching
agendas.

First, eventhoughKrätke andBorst groundtheir studyuponempirical analysesof
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’ but to treattheir analysisof thatcity asa basison
which to analyze,in comparativeperspective,the multifarious social, economicand
spatial transformationsthat are unfolding within contemporarycapitalism (p. 11).
Drawing extensivelyupon the cutting-edgeof internationalurban studies(including,
amongother traditions,world city theory, regulationtheory, the ‘California School’ of
industrial geography,critical studiesof gentrification and recent work on industrial
‘conventions’),KrätkeandBorst’sstudyof Berlin providesabrilliant exampleof whatan
‘integral’ approachto thestudyof contemporaryurbandevelopmententails(p. 11).They
deftly circumventdebateson Berlin’s supposed‘uniqueness’by embeddingthat city’s
post-unificationtrajectorieswithin thebroaderre-hierarchizationof thewesternEuropean
urbansystemandthecloselyrelatedreorganizationof productionsystems,labormarkets
andrealestatemarketsin major westernEuropeanmetropolitanregionsduring thepost-
1990speriod.

Second,Krätke and Borst elaboratea systematiccritique of the widely prevalent
notion— which, incidentally,alsopervadesHäußermannandKapphan’sanalysis— that
Berlin is currentlyexperiencingan acceleratedprocessof ‘structuraladjustment’asit is
transformedfrom a predominantlyindustrial city into a service-sectorbasedmetropolis
(Diensleistungsmetropole). Against this simplistic transition model, Krätke and Borst
emphasize:(1) the internal differentiation of Berlin’s space-economyamongmultiple,
partially overlapping industrial districts characterizedby a range of specializations,
institutional forms and conventions; (2) the path-dependentcharacterof industrial
restructuringin eachof thesedistricts; and (3) the degreeto which politico-regulatory
strategiesmay influenceurbandevelopmentalpathways(pp. 9–10).

A numberof chaptersprovidecomprehensivesectoralandgeographicalanalysesof
Berlin’s local and regional industrial networks.Here, the authorsintroducea tenfold
schemefor examiningthe sectoraldifferentiationof metropolitaneconomies;they 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 thoseof other Germanand westernEuropean
metropolitanregions(pp.24–71).Subsequently,in ananalysisthatresonatescloselywith
Allen Scott’s (1988) well-known studiesof industrial agglomerationin Los Angeles,
Krätke and Borst provide a detailed mapping of the multiple industrial clustersthat
permeateBerlin’s metropolitaneconomiclandscape(pp. 97–128).This part of the book
providesa devastatingcritique of the view of Berlin as a service-sectorbasedurban
economy,demonstratinginsteadthe existenceof no lessthan 15 specializedindustrial
clustersthatarelocalizedwithin distinct zonesof theBerlin region.Ratherthanviewing
the existenceof small- and medium-sizedindustrial clusterswithin many of Berlin’s
residentialandcommercialdistrictsasevidenceof the city’s economic‘backwardness’,
the authorsinterpret the latter as place-specific,path-dependentnetworksof industrial
organization.
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Third, in developing their transdisciplinaryapproachto urban studiesand their
detailedanalysisof Berlin’s economicgeographies,Krätke and Borst also elaboratea
systematiccritique of the major social,economicand planningpolicies that havebeen
introducedby Berlin’s local governmentsincereunification.The bulk of thesepolicies
havebeengroundeduponthe very modelof Berlin asa service-sectorbasedmetropolis
which Kräkte andBorstareconcernedto criticize. Accordingto Krätke andBorst, these
policieshaveexacerbatedratherthanalleviatedBerlin’s socio-economicwoesandhave
contributedto a markedintensificationof socio-spatialpolarizationthroughouttheregion
during thecourseof the1990s.Accordingly,nearlyeverychapterof thebookconcludes
by underscoringthe limitations of currenturbanpolicies in light of the trendsdescribed
therein.Krätke and Borst suggest,for instance,that the dominantvision of Berlin asa
service-sectorbasedcity — andasa world city in-the-making— hasled local policy-
makersto subsidizeinvestmentsby high-technologyfirms andtransnationalcorporations
ratherthanprotectingandpromotingBerlin’s extantindustrialstrengthsor addressingthe
currentemploymentcrisis (pp. 71–82,124–8).Suchpolicies,the authorsargue,channel
public resourcesinto sectorsin which Berlin hasonly minimal competitiveassetswhile
neglectingto addressthemajordilemmasfacedby small-andmedium-sizedfirms within
moretraditional industrialclusters(pp. 82, 127–8).Theseargumentsarereinforcedin a
chapter that demonstratesthe negligible level to which the command and control
functions of any major transnationalcorporationsare localized in Berlin (pp. 83–96).
Underthesecircumstances,theauthorsargue,thelocal state’sgoalof transformingBerlin
into a ‘global city’ is seriouslymisguided.Relatedly,in their chapteron theevolutionof
real estatemarketsduring the 1990s,Krätke and Borst emphasizethe ways in which
speculation-drivenoffice and commercial development in 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 advantages,the authorssuggestthat this
trend has in fact entailedan accelerationof deindustrializationand a squanderingof
public fundson uselesssubsidiesto largecorporations.Krätke andBorstalsodevelopan
extensivecritique of the local state’sdecisionin 1997to subsidizeapartmentandhouse
ownershipratherthantenancyin theregionalhousingmarket.Eventhoughthesupplyof
apartmentsin the Berlin regionhasimprovedsincethe early 1990s,the authorssuggest
that this new policy — along with rapidly rising rents in low-income housing— is
contributing to an increasingconcentrationof disadvantagedgroupswithin particular
neighborhoodsandthusto an intensificationof socio-spatialpolarization(pp. 157–210).

The authorsconcludetheir studyby mappingsomeof the new lines of socio-spatial
division that are emergingin post-unificationBerlin, demonstratingthat new axesof
polarizationbetweenthe city coreand its suburbanperipheriesarebeingsuperimposed
upontheinheritedEast-Westaxis(pp.211–84).In this context,theydevelopquantitative
indicators for measuringgentrification processesand suggest— in direct contrastto
Häußermannand Kapphan’s analysis — that evidence of incipient gentrification
tendenciescan indeedbe found in selectedeasternneighborhoodssuch as Prenzlauer
Berg (pp. 249–63,278–81).On this basis,Krätke andBorst 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-levelinitiatives, such as the above-mentionedpolicies of
Quartiersmanagement, to addressthe problemof urbandecline,the authorsarguefor a
broader, region-wide program of socio-spatialredistribution and balancedeconomic
development(pp. 281–4,293).

Krätke and Borst’s book representsa highly impressivecontribution, both to the
international academicliterature on urban political economyand to ongoing policy
debatesregardingBerlin’s currentandfuture spatialdevelopment.On theonehand,this
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bookdrawstogethermanyof thekey analyticaltoolsdevelopedby critical urbanpolitical
economistsduring the last two decadesin order to analyze a particularly complex
instanceof urban socio-spatialrestructuringin the current period. On the other hand,
Krätke and Borst demonstratequite brilliantly some of the ways in which this
internationalacademicliteraturemight bemobilizedin orderto derivepolitically salient
conclusionsandpolicy recommendationsfor a specificcity. Krätke andBorst’s work is
alsocharacterizedby anabidingconcernto operationalizeempiricallysomeof themajor
theoretical propositions developed within various strands of contemporary urban
economicgeography,andthey accomplishthis taskwith admirablerigor, expertiseand
skill. For this reason, the methodologicalstrategiesdevelopedin their book have
considerable relevance for scholars working on the political economy of urban
restructuringin other major city-regions.In addition to theseformidableachievements,
KräkteandBorst’smultifacetedandhard-hittingcritiqueof contemporaryentrepreneurial
urbanpolicies in Berlin opensup a usefulpolitical perspectivefor progressivescholars
and activists who are waging similar battles against local growth machinesin other
geographicalcontexts,whetherin westernEuropeor beyond.

Despitetheir markeddifferencesof theoreticalframework,analyticalfocus,research
methodologyand political orientation, thesebooks articulate a number of analogous
argumentsregardingthecurrentsituationin Berlin. ProfounddivisionsbetweenEastand
Westpersistin Berlin, but they havebeenblurredin equallyprofoundwaysby the new
patternsof socio-spatialpolarizationthat havebeenunleashedduring the courseof the
1990s.Moreover,thesebooksrevealthat,overadecadeafterreunification,Berlin hasnot
becomethe vibrant global city-region envisionedby many local boosterists,but a city
confrontedwith adeepeningsocial,economicandfiscal crisis.HäußermannandKapphan
interpret this situationas a ‘structural calamity’ (p. 272) characterizedby intensifying
unemployment, marginalizationand socio-spatialexclusion. They view Berlin as a
powerful exampleof the degreeto which traditional forms of social integrationwithin
Europeancitieshavetodaybeensuperseded.At thesametime, theseauthorssuggestthat
Berlin couldbecomea ‘laboratoryof postmodernity’(p. 271)in whichnewapproachesto
social policy might be developedin close coordinationwith private-sectoractorsand
institutions.

For Krätke and Borst, by contrast,Berlin’s currentcrisis is rooted in the difficult
transitionto postfordistforms of territorial developmentandin the systematicfailure of
local policy-makersto developacoherentvision throughwhich to managethattransition.
Their book thusconcludeswith a plea for new forms of social,economicandplanning
policy that aregroundedupona sober,empirically substantiatedassessmentof the city-
region’s actual strengthsand weaknessesrather than upon the whimsical fantasiesof
boosteristelites (p. 290).

Givenbothbooks’emphasison therole of statepoliciesin shapingspatialoutcomes,
I wasdisappointedthat neitherbookattemptedexplicitly to theorizethe entrepreneurial,
globalization-oriented policy reorientation that 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 havebeendocumentedextensivelyin city-regionsdominatedby
various forms of neoliberal urban policy, such as the South East of England under
Thatcheror in the Californian technopoles(seeAllen 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
economiccapacities,and heretoo any numberof market failures ensued,along with a
dramaticintensificationof socio-spatialpolarizationat local and regionalscales.Given
the stubbornpersistenceof the famous‘Rhine Model’ of Germancapitalismduring the
1990s(Esser,1998),this apparentparallelbetweena majorGermanmetropolisandcity-
regions located in the geographicalheartlandsof neoliberalism may seem rather
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surprising,if not thoroughlyparadoxical.However,a fundamentallyneoliberalvision of
unfetteredinterlocalitycompetition,hypermobilecapital,naturalizedmarketrelationsand
chronicallyweakenedstateinstitutionshasbeendiffusedquiteextensivelythroughoutthe
Europeanurbansystemin recentdecades;it hasbeenexplicitly embracedevenamong
manysocialdemocraticlocal regimesconcernedto adjustto the purportedpressuresof
‘globalization’ and to position their cities strategicallyin the global ‘spaceof flows’
(PeckandTickell, 2002).Against this background,the specterof neoliberalismmay, in
fact, bemuchcloserto Germany’sown doorstepthanhaspreviouslybeenacknowledged
(seeRöttger,1997;Bischoff et al., 1998)— not leastwithin strategicurbanandregional
spaces.

Neil Brenner NewYork University
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Röttger, B. (1997)NeoliberaleGlobalisierungund eurokapitalistischeRegulation. Westfälisches

Dampfboot,Münster.
Scott,A.J. (1988)Metropolis. University of California Press,Los Angeles.
Soja,E. (1989)Postmoderngeographies. Verso,New York.

ß Joint EditorsandBlackwell PublishersLtd 2002

642 Reviewessay


