
Urban Studies, Vol. 35, No. 10, 1765± 1789, 1998

Restructuring of Housing and Ethnic Segregation:
Recent Developments in Berlin

Franz-Josef Kemper

[Paper received in ® nal form, August 1997]

Summary In Germany, and particularly in Berlin, the fall of the Wall in 1989 and the years
following reuni® cation were accompanied by a large in¯ ux of immigrants. These `new’ migrants

in Berlin are added to the long-resident guestworker population in the western part of the city.

This paper investigates the housing situation of the increasing population of foreigners before and
after uni® cation as well as the changing segregation of ethnic minorities. After a comparison of

the different housing systems in East and West Berlin and their consequences for ethnic

segregation in the 1980s, the main elements of the housing transformation since 1990 are
identi® ed and related to the changing residential patterns of foreigners. The patterns of four

selected nationalities with divergent migration motives are analysed in more detail. The paper

draws attention to differences between East and West Berlin as well as to recent convergences
between the two parts of the city.

Introduction

Berlin was a divided city for over four

decades, and the time between the erection of

the Wall in 1961 and its fall in late 1989 was

a period of strong isolation between the two

halves of the city. East Berlin, which in-

cludes the old historical city centre but

makes up the smaller part of the whole city

area with 1.279 million inhabitants in 1989,

was the capital of the GDR with a concen-

tration of administration, economic and cul-

tural functions and a good deal of

construction activity. In many respects, East

Berlin held a privileged position in the city

system of East Germany; the living standard

was higher and the supply of consumer

goods and services better than elsewhere in

the country. Therefore, the city attracted mi-

grants from all parts of the GDR which

consequentially led to a high demand for

housing.

With a population of 2.134 million in 1989

constituting the larger part of the whole city,

West Berlin was treated as a de facto federal

state of the FRG with some special regula-

tions. Because of its spatial isolation, West

Berlin survived only with the aid of large and

comprehensive subsidies from the federal

government. In 1985 these subsidies

amounted to 53 per cent of the municipality’ s

budget (Hofmeister, 1990). This situation

had important consequences for the econ-

omy, as well as for housing and the living

conditions of the population. In contrast to

the general development in West Germany,
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the manufacturing industries in the 1970s

and 1980s did not declineÐ the correspond-

ing percentages of labour force were 36 per

cent in 1970 and 35 per cent in 1987. Yet

within the manufacturing sector remarkable

changes took place during the decades after

World War II. In sharp contrast to modern

global cities (Sassen, 1991), many big manu-

facturing ® rms moved their headquarters

from Berlin to more central West German

cities like Munich and Frankfurt, whereas

branch plants with relatively low labour pro-

ductivity and Fordist mass production re-

mained in the city aided by generous

government subsidies. Since a relatively high

proportion of the labour force in these enter-

prises was unskilled, they offered many em-

ployment opportunities for `guestworkers’ .

As a result, from the 1960s West Berlin

experienced a strong in¯ ux of immigrants

from Turkey and other Mediterranean coun-

tries.

After the fall of the Wall in 1989 and

reuni® cation in 1990, there was enormous

con® dence in Berlin, a con® dence which

seemed to be underlined by the decision in

1991 to move the federal seat of parliament

and government from Bonn to Berlin. It was

assumed that the city would be economically

highly dynamic, acting as a centre of ex-

change between east and west Europe. It was

also assumed that Berlin’ s population would,

through internal and international in-

migration, grow substantially. But the 1990s

have shown that the transition of Berlin to a

new position in the network of German and

European cities has been both slow and ac-

companied by many problems. Notwith-

standing certain highly dynamic sectors like

construction (particularly of of® ce build-

ings), the economic situation of the city has

deteriorated in recent years. This deterio-

ration is the net result of a series of factors:

the transformation of the East German econ-

omy, formerly characterised by a low labour

productivity; the restructuring of West Ger-

many’ s economy; and the substantial re-

duction in federal subsidies to West Berlin.

Deindustrialisation has severely hit the urban

economy, leading to an unemployment rate

which is now well above the German aver-

age. Although the reduction of jobs in East

Berlin was initially much higher than in West

Berlin, in recent years unemployment has

been a fraction lower in the eastern part of

the city. The reason is that the skill level of

East Berlin’ s working population is higher

than that of West Berlin’ s, and thus East

Berliners have been able to take up jobs in

West Berlin, jobs for which the unskilled

inhabitants of West Berlin are simply not

quali® ed. In East Berlin, recent decades have

clearly seen a process of professionalisation

(see Hamnett, 1994), whereas West Berlin is

characterised by a more polarised structure,

with a large group of German and foreign

members of the labour force with low skills

and another group of highly skilled workers

predominantly employed by the public sec-

tor, in universities, research institutions, pub-

lic administration and cultural functions. As

in many West German citiesÐ where the pro-

cess of deindustrialisation has been going for

the past two decadesÐ the guestworker popu-

lation of West Berlin is disproportionally

affected by unemployment.

This paper concentrates on the characteris-

tics and transformation of the housing system

after uni® cation, and its relationship to the

segregation of the foreign population. These

are some aspects of the processes of restruc-

turing and transformation which are now

under way in Berlin. As economic restructur-

ing, changes in housing markets, the trans-

formation of the political system and shifts in

Berlin’ s demographic structure are closely

interconnected, and should all be taken into

account in analysing changes in urban neigh-

bourhoods, some background information on

recent developments is necessary. First, the

housing structure and its regulatory frame-

work in East and West Berlin before

uni® cation are compared and the conse-

quences for the spatial segregation of ethnic

minorities are discussed. The second part

deals with recent changes in the housing

market, focusing especially on East Berlin’ s

transformation from a communist to a capi-

talist system. In Germany and particularly in

Berlin, the transformation since 1989 has
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been accompanied by an increase in immi-

gration. Therefore, in the ® nal part, an analy-

sis of the recent situation of foreigners in

East and West Berlin is outlined, with em-

phasis on the relationships between housing

and immigrants, and the spatial distribution

of different ethnic minorities in both parts of

the city.

The Housing System in East and West
Berlin before Uni® cation

East Berlin

The housing structure of East Berlin was

characterised by elements typical of a

`socialist city’ and embedded in the housing

system of the former GDR. There has been a

debate in recent years over whether the hous-

ing system of the former socialist countries

in eastern Europe can be adequately compre-

hended through the use of a common east

European housing model (see HegeduÈ s and

Tosics, 1991; Lowe, 1994; Clapham, 1995).

Since factors like tenure status were clearly

different in various communist countries, it

has been questioned whether a common

model would be useful. But even if the out-

comes were different, the formation pro-

cesses showed a high degree of similarity,

and therefore the housing model can be

seen as a useful analytical tool, as

Clapham (1995) has argued in a recent

overview of the housing situation in this part

of Europe.

Following Clapham (1995), four major el-

ements of the former east European housing

system can be distinguished, all of which

were valid for East Germany. The ® rst el-

ement is state ownership and distribution

with the ideal that state agencies should own

the dwellings and distribute them according

to de® ned needs. Secondly, centrally planned

production determined the amount, type and

location of housing. Thirdly, housing was

seen as a basic need, access to which should

not be hindered by ® nancial barriers. There-

fore, and this is the fourth element, market

mechanisms should be abolished as well as

private ownershipÐ at least for rented

dwellings.

Because of ® nancial constraints and the

persistence of structures from the former

capitalist housing systemÐ particularly the

private ownership of old residential build-

ingsÐ these central principles of the eastern

European housing system were nowhere

fully implemented. Moreover, the import-

ance of housing was different in various

phases of the socialist economies. In the

1950s and early 1960s, priority was usually

given to investment in manufacturing indus-

tries, especially in heavy industry, as pro-

duction needs took the lead over

consumption, housing and infrastructure.

During the 1960s, new construction methods

for industrialised buildings were developed

which were then used to construct large high-

rise housing estates.

All these general elements of an eastern

European housing model can be found in the

former GDR and particularly in East Berlin

(see Marcuse and Staufenbiel, 1991; Mar-

cuse and Schumann, 1992). Private housing

property as well as the traditional densely

inhabited old buildings (Mietskasernen) were

seen as a remnant of a former capitalist

system and therefore neglected, whilst the

bulk of new residential construction was

built by the state. After 1973, a comprehen-

sive housing programme was realised in East

Berlin by state-run companies and housing

co-operatives and, by 1986, nearly 200 000

new apartments had been constructed, mostly

in large housing estates. This amounts to

about 20 per cent of all new housing units

built during this time in the GDR. Huge

housing estates were concentrated in the per-

ipheral areas of the city, not in neighbouring

towns or villages, but some can also be found

in central parts of the city. An example of

the newly built `hyper-settlements’ in

East Berlin is Hellersdorf (see Figure 1)

with nearly 32 000 apartments constructed

in the second half of the 1980s, for which

Pensley (1995) has shown the strong

in¯ uence of state policy and city planning.

The ¯ ats were of a few standardised types

and built speci ® cally to house nuclear famil-

ies. Although the stereotyped architecture

and the design of neighbourhoods was not
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Figure 1. Districts (Bezirke) in Berlin.

positively valued by most residents, there

was a high demand for these dwellings be-

cause of their modernness (see Hannemann,

1992).

According to the housing model, in East

Berlin as in the GDR in general the rents

were very low with those of the old building

stock frozen at the level of 1936 and rents for

new apartments only slightly higher. It has

been estimated that the rents amounted to 25

per cent of the actual costs of management,

maintenance and repairs (KraÈ tke, 1992,

p. 223). Since only a minor part of personal

incomes was spent on housing, rent levels

were not a criterion for the selection or allo-

cation of a new ¯ at. In 1989, rents amounted

to 2.4 per cent of the average household

income of manual workers or employees

(Winkler, 1990, p. 170).

Not only was the construction of new resi-

dential buildings executed by state compa-

nies, but also the housing allocation was

regulated by of® cial commissions of the city

or the districts of East Berlin which used

nation-wide rules (Hinrichs, 1992). Most im-

portant was the general rule of a close corre-

spondence between size of households and

size of dwellings. The number of rooms (ex-

cluding the kitchen) should equal the number

of household members or household size mi-

nus one. By the second part of this ruleÐ

household size minus oneÐ a two-person

household, for example, could get a one-

room apartment (HaÈ uû ermann, 1996, p. 18).

This was sometimes criticised by East Ger-

man housing experts and sociologists as

amounting to overcrowding (see Mende,

1983). In Berlin as in other big cities, the

demand for an apartment was much greater

than the supply, and most applicants had to

join a waiting list according to some prefer-

ential criteria. Apart from `® ghters against
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fascism’ who had actively opposed the

Nazis, the socialist meritocracy, soldiers,

shift-workers and university graduates, pref-

erence was given to young families with

children. This allocation process may have

been one important reason for early marriage

and parenthood in East Germany (Friedrichs

and Kahl, 1991, p. 180). A further special

element of the allocation process was the

in¯ uence of big state-owned manufacturing

® rms. These enterprises were often given a

quota of newly built houses to distribute to

their employees. Specially designed small

apartments were also allocated to foreign

workers employed by the ® rm.

West Berlin

The housing system of the FRG is integrated

in a market economy and thus dominated by

market processes. Yet there are important

differences between Western countries ac-

cording to the regulation and the structure of

the housing system (see Lichtenberger, 1995;

Schmitter Heisler, 1994). So a relatively

large sector of rented apartments, private and

public, is typical of West Germany as is a

rather low proportion of owner-occupation.

Moreover, the federal system has generated

regional differences in tenure structure, so-

cial housing and other elements. This is par-

ticularly relevant for West Berlin. Unlike

those of many cities in Western Germany,

the housing market of West Berlin was heav-

ily regulated and subsidised during the post-

war era. Among several sub-markets with

varying degrees of accessibility, the most

important one has been the social housing

sector with access being regulated by house-

hold income, differentiated by size of house-

hold and family type. Between 1948 and

1987, nearly 550 000 housing units were

constructed which amounts to about one-half

of the total housing stock in 1987. Of these

new apartments, 78 per cent were built

with the aid of public subsidies, which meant

that they were subject to rent control.

However, the proportion of social housing

has gradually fallen and will continue to

fall as a consequence of changes in the

federal government’ s housing policy.

For a long time, the second major housing

sub-marketÐ privately owned buildings

constructed before World War IIÐ was also

subject to rent restrictions. Until 1988 in West

Berlin a special rent limitation in old residen-

tial buildings was in force. The third sub-

market, that of owner-occupiers, is unusually

low even in comparison with other West

German cities. In 1989, only 10 per cent of all

housing units belonged to this sector; 6 per

cent houses and 4 per cent ¯ ats (Berlin-

Handbuch, 1992, p. 1386). This is all the more

remarkable as a `normal’ suburbanisation

process was prevented by the GDR border and

was partly substituted for by a sort of `inner

suburbanisation’ within the wide limits of the

city areaÐ i.e. the construction of new residen-

tial areas with owner-occupied houses or rental

apartments in the outer parts of the city.

Altogether, after 40 years of separation,

the housing provision in West Berlin was

clearly of a higher standard than in East

Berlin on average. The quantitative housing

indicators of Table 1 show more living space

and more rooms for the population of West

Berlin, but also indicators of housing quality

Table 1. Housing indicators in East Berlin, 1989, and West Berlin, 1987

East Berlin, 1989 West Berlin, 1987

Housing units per 1000 population 493 514

Living space per inhabitant (sq m) 30.4 37.4

Living space per housing unit (sq m) 61.3 69.5

Rooms per dwelling 3.4 3.6
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Figure 2. Building age and rent level of dwellings in Berlin.

favour West Berlin. At the time of the last

census in the GDR, in 1981, 11.5 per cent of

all housing units in East Berlin had no lavatory

within the apartment. The corresponding

® gure for West Berlin was 1.7 per cent in 1987.

In 1993, more than one-quarter of all ¯ ats in

East Berlin were heated by stoves; in West

Berlin less than one-tenth. The situation in the

East is a consequence of long neglect of the old

building stock with decades of decay and

undermaintenance and underinvestment.

To conclude this section on housing in East

and West Berlin, Figure 2 gives some statistics

on building age and rent levels. The rents for

the year 1993 with low values in the East give

an impression of a situation typical of the time

after uni® cation which will be dealt with in the

following sections.

Housing and Segregation of Foreign Minor-
ities in East and West Berlin before
Uni® cation

It can be assumed that the different housing

markets should have different effects on the

spatial distribution, and therefore on the

segregation, of population groups. The focus is

here on ethnic minorities. Whilst housing and

segregation of foreign immigrants in West

German cities and in West Berlin have often

been analysed since the in¯ ux of the so-called

guestworkers, there have been no detailed

studies on housing and spatial segregation of

different population groups in East German

cities.

East Berlin

It can be argued that, due to the regulation

process for housing in East Berlin, there should

have been a strong demographic segregation

with young families and children concentrating

in newly built areas, whereas social segregation

should be low as a consequence of a deliberate

policy for social mixture. Whether there was

ethnic segregation depends ® rst of all on

the number of immigrants, since indigenous

ethnic minorities like Jews or Gypsies were

more or less absent after World War II in

East as well as in West Berlin.
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In the socialist cities of central Europe, the

immigrant numbers were normally rather

low, and East Berlin was no exception. In

1989, 191 000 foreign immigrants lived in

the GDR corresponding to 1.2 per cent of the

population. In East Berlin, the proportion of

1.6 per cent was above average. The immi-

grants were composed of three sub-groups in

the main (see MuÈ ller-Hartmann, 1991). First,

a minority of 43 000 foreigners possessed

permanent residence permits. Most of them

were females married to Germans, and who

came from east European countries such as

the former Soviet Union, Hungary or the

former Czechoslovakia. Since the educa-

tional status and quali® cations of these mi-

grants were generally high, they lived

overproportionally in large cities, with many

employed in graduate or skilled technical

positions (Schmidt, 1991). Because of the

absence of social and economic segregation,

a low level of spatial segregation of this

group is to be expected.

The majority of foreign immigrants be-

longed to the second sub-group of contract

workers. In the 1980s, the East German

economy was in need of workers in some

manufacturing industries like mining and

heavy industry, and agreements were made

with a number of socialist Third World coun-

tries such as Vietnam, Angola, Mozambique

and Cuba for the provision of cheap immi-

grant workers. The cultural distance of these

countries from East Germany was much

greater than that between West Germany and

the Mediterranean countries from which the

West gained most of its migrants. It was

intended that the contract workers would

only stay for a limited periodÐ the maximum

being four yearsÐ and that social integration

should be discouraged. Thus the immigrants

were deliberately concentrated in hostels and

boarding houses, often near to the industrial

areas where they worked, or in high-rise

apartment houses built specially for guest-

workers. This situation is similar to the ® rst

phase of guestworker migration to West Ger-

many. Although the housing systems in East

and West Germany have been very different,

the outcome for one special group is some-

times quite similar. But the social life of the

immigrants in East and West was clearly

different. Whereas in the West early guest-

workers typically spent much of their free

time not in the crowded hostels but in public

spaces like railway stations, parks and green

spaces, the leisure and social life of the

eastern contract workers was more collec-

tively organised, mostly near the apartments

or the factories. The big enterprises of the

GDR normally offered a wide variety of

social, cultural and other services to their

workers and some special services were of-

fered to contract workers. Apart from some

of® cial events, the social life of the immi-

grants was deliberately isolated from the life-

spaces of the native population, thereby

preventing any social integration (see

Schmidt, 1991). In contrast to the ® rst sub-

group of migrants with distinct social inte-

gration and low segregation within the urban

area, for the contract workers a high degree

of segregation is to be expected because of

their concentration, at least at a ® ne spatial

scale.

Apart from high-status immigrants and

contract workers, a third sub-group can be

distinguished consisting of short-term mi-

grants from eastern European countries em-

ployed in unskilled and skilled positions or

as seasonal workers staying some weeks or

monthsÐ for example, in construction. In this

sub-group, Polish migrants in particular

could be found with spatial concentrations in

the border regions to Poland, but also in

Berlin with a distance of less than 100 km

from Poland.

West Berlin

One of the larger differences between East

and West Berlin has been the visible appear-

ance of ethnic minorities. Whereas the num-

bers in East Berlin were low and the `exotic’

contract workers were isolated in peripheral

and industrial areas, the daily life in many

inner-city areas of Kreuzberg, Wedding and

other districts of West Berlin (see Figure 1)

is characterised by the presence of many

immigrants from Turkey and other Mediter-
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ranean countries. Since the early 1960s, the

`guestworkers’ came to West Berlin and later

on many, particularly Turks, were followed

by their families. In 1991, about 320 000

foreigners lived in West Berlin, the largest

ethnic community being the Turks with

135 000 inhabitants. The percentage of for-

eigners per total population was 15 per cent,

which is not an exceptionally high ® gure in

comparison with other West German cities.

Particularly in southern Germany, the pro-

portion of foreigners is often much higher; in

Munich 23 per cent of the population are

foreigners, in Frankfurt 28 per cent and in

Stuttgart 24 per cent (all ® gures 1992).

Concerning housing and the spatial segre-

gation of guestworkers in West Berlin and

other West German cities, an extensive

literature of the late 1970s and the 1980s has

dealt with these questions (see Hoffmeyer-

Zlotnik, 1977; Hoffmann-Nowotny and Hon-

drich, 1982; BuÈ rkner, 1987; Reimann, 1987).

With regard to the housing situation of the

immigrants, four phases can be dis-

tinguished. In the 1960s, when predomi-

nantly male workers arrived, they were

lodgers in factory-provided homes and

boarding houses or in low-quality sub-let

accommodation with little living space. In

the second phase, during the 1970s, many

families arrived and the immigrants used the

sector of privately rented accommodation in

inner-city areas, mostly in old poorly main-

tained buildings. During the 1980s, the third

period, more and more immigrants in search

of better and more permanent accommo-

dation entered the social housing sector, and

where they could get apartments in older

buildings or in high-rise housing estates

which were not attractive to the German

population. As in other West European coun-

tries, ethnic minorities concentrate in the

sub-sector of `downgraded’ social housing

(Blanc, 1991), even though the guestwork-

ersÐ like all immigrants with a residence

permitÐ formally have the same access to

social housing as the native population (see

Faist and HaÈ uû ermann, 1996). This may be

the result of discriminatory practices of pri-

vate landlords or managers of non-pro® t

housing associations. If several people with

relatively low income apply for an apart-

ment, landlords often choose Germans ahead

of foreigners. Only local authorities must

proceed according to the urgency of a case,

but they dispose of a minor part of social

housing. In many other cases, private

builders had been subsidised to construct

low-income housing. In the 1990s, a fourth

phase is well in progress characterised by a

growing proportion of foreign owner-occu-

piers. According to Sen and Goldberg

(1994), 11 per cent of the Turkish house-

holds in Germany are already owner-occu-

piers and this ® gure will certainly rise, since

one-third of Turks have saving agreements in

building societies.

In describing and explaining the housing

situation of the guestworkers in West Ger-

many, some authors have used the concept of

segmentation of housing markets and hous-

ing classes (Ipsen, 1978; Gans, 1984;

O’ Loughlin et al., 1987; see also van Kem-

pen and OÈ zuÈ ekren in this issue). In corre-

spondence with the concepts of housing

classes and housing segmentation (see Rex

and Moore, 1967; Rex, 1971), it was found

that the guestworkers in West German cities

of the 1970s and early 1980s were overrepre-

sented in sectors of privately rented

dwellings, nearly absent in the sector of

owner-occupation, and had to pay more rent

for apartments of the same quality in com-

parison with Germans. This concentration in

certain sub-sectors could be attributed to

overt or indirect discrimination, low ® nancial

means and limited information (see Waldorf,

1990). Yet O’ Loughlin et al. (1987) argued

in a detailed analysis of an inner-city district

in DuÈ sseldorf that the concept of housing

classes could only partially be transferred to

the housing conditions in West Germany.

They distinguished the quantitatively domi-

nant sector of rental ¯ ats by ownership (pri-

vate landlord, living in the house or not,

housing association) and found only weak

relationships between these sub-sectors and

the presence of foreign immigrants. The au-

thors concluded that not only discrimination

in housing allocation was responsible for
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immigrants’ housing `choice’ , but also social

networks. Nevertheless, it cannot be denied

that discrimination is an important factor in

housing allocation. On the basis of an em-

pirical study of the housing situation and

allocation of guestworkers in the Ruhr area,

relying on the theoretical work of the sociol-

ogist Norbert Elias (Elias and Scotson,

1965), Eichener (1990) has argued that the

prejudices of many natives against alien

lifestyles are responsible for the discrimi-

nation and that many urban managers re-

sponsible for allocating social housing acted

on these prejudices by concentrating guest-

workers in residential areas with relatively

unattractive dwellings.

As a consequence of such concentration,

ethnic segregation must be expected. Yet in

comparison with American cities, the process

of ghetto formation has been slow in West

Germany, not least because housing types

typically occur in a ® ne spatial mixture. Thus

many studies of ethnic segregation in West

German cities have shown medium values.

Particularly for West Berlin, Holzner (1982)

thus rejected the `myth of Turkish ghettoes’ .

Although strong segregation in a whole resi-

dential neighbourhood is largely absent,

there is more segregation at the scale of the

residential building. For the West Berlin of

the late 1970s, it has been shown that this

segregation was more prevalent for Turks

than for Greeks or Yugoslavs (Socialdata,

1980) and this was explained by the special

importance of social contacts for Turkish

housing choices.

The housing condition of the immigrants

in West Berlin before reuni® cation can be

described in detail using the results of the

last housing census of 1987 (Tuchscherer,

1993). Table 2 presents selected indicators

for the housing conditions of households dif-

ferentiated by the citizenship of their mem-

bers. Unfortunately, the data do not allow the

separation of foreign nationalities. But, in

1987, 64 per cent of all foreigners in West

Berlin came from the Mediterranean recruit-

ment countries. Therefore the guestworker

population clearly dominated the compo-

sition of foreigners.

Concerning the foreigners, a two-fold

classi® cation is used with households con-

sisting only of foreign members separated

from households with foreigners and Ger-

mans. About 6.6 per cent of all private

households in 1987 belong to the ® rst group

and a remarkable proportion of 2.5 per cent

to the second. Only 1 per cent of these two

groups were owner-occupiers as opposed to

11 per cent of German households. The ma-

jority of the foreign households (53 per cent)

lived in the old building stock constructed

before World War I, nearly all of them in

privately rented ¯ ats. The households with

only foreign members are underrepresented

in inter-war residential buildings and in

homes built during the 1950s and 1960s, but

again overrepresented in new buildings con-

structed since the late 1970s. Many of these

new buildings belong to the social housing

sector.

From 1979 onwards, the city government

of West Berlin requested that the municipal

housing companies should let a minimum of

10 per cent of all new and unoccupied apart-

ments to foreigners and this ® gure was raised

to 15 per cent in 1982 (Senatsverwaltung,

1995). Yet this requirement has not been

regularly controlled and it seems that it is

often not satis® ed. In 1987, only 7 per cent of

all social housing units in West Berlin were

occupied by foreign or `mixed’ households,

and the ® gures in Table 2 show that foreign

households in particular are underrepresented

in the social housing sector. Nevertheless,

foreigners were particularly successful in ob-

taining social housing in those housing es-

tates and residential buildings constructed in

the 1980s.

In connection with the overrepresentation

of old residential buildings, the housing qual-

ity indicators are relatively low for the

households of foreigners. Only 55 per cent of

the apartments have modern amenities with

bath, lavatory and central heating, whilst 41

per cent are still stove-heated. Even more

marked are the disparities in dwelling size in

relationship to size of households. If over-

crowding is de® ned as a situation where

there are more household members than
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Figure 3. Percentage of foreigners per population, 30 June 1991.

Newly built residential estates with social

housing were erected in peripheral districts

and, on a smaller scale, also in inner-city

redevelopment areas. Therefore, it can be
assumed that there was a spatial diffusion

process in the urban location of foreigners,

yet with remaining concentrations in inner-

urban quarters. Thus, there should be a ten-

dency for lower segregation in West Berlin.
This hypothesis can be tested with data

relating to the foreign population on the areal

basis of 97 statistical units. The segregation

index (index of dissimilarity between Ger-

mans and foreigners) was 36.9 in 1974, 34.9
in 1982 (after Senatsverwaltung, 1995, p. 32)

and 32.1 in mid 1991. These values clearly

show the slight tendency towards reduction

according to the hypothesis. A map of the
foreign population in 1991 (Figure 3)

demonstrates that in West Berlin foreigners

still concentrate in inner-city areas, particu-

larly in those close to the Wall and therefore

in a niche which has been protected for a

rooms including the kitchen, nearly one-
quarter of the foreign households were over-

crowded as opposed to a minute value of 1.5

per cent for the German ones. The mixed

households lie between them, and this is

related to a relatively high size of household.
Whereas 7 per cent of the German house-

holds had 4 members or more, the corre-

sponding ® gures are 29.6 per cent for foreign

households and 27.3 per cent for mixed ones.
In contrast to the foreigners, mixed house-

holds have been more successful in obtaining

from the social housing sector apartments

with modern appointments.

Ethnic Segregation in West and East
Berlin

As a result of this housing situation, the

foreign population in West Berlin has been
concentrated in inner-city areas with old

building stock, and during the 1970s increas-

ingly entered the social housing sector.



FRANZ-JOSEF KEMPER1776

long time against invasion by of® ces and

high-class shops.

The map also shows the spatial distri-

bution of foreigners in East Berlin in mid

1991, 10 months after uni® cation. This is the

® rst time for which comparable data exists in

both parts of the city. The proportions of

foreigners in East Berlin are for the most part

very low; there are no concentrations in in-

ner-city districts with old building stock, but

there are some `spots’ where a majority of

foreigners do existÐ in industrial areas

(Lichtenberg) and on the periphery of the

city. In these statistical areas with relatively

low population ® gures, contract workers

were concentrated in hostels, and this situ-

ation still characterises the 1991 situation

even if some of the workers had already left

Berlin. Therefore, it can be assumed that the

segregation in East Berlin should be higher

than in West Berlin, and this is con® rmed by

an index of 36.8 compared with 32.1 in the

West. The difference is, however, quite

small, and this may already be the result of

the re-migration of contract workers. In

1991, foreigners from former recruitment

countries in the Third World were a minority

of less than one-quarter of the foreign popu-

lation in East Berlin, the most important

group being Vietnamese. Few of the Viet-

namese re-migrated, with many attempting to

stay in Germany by applying for asylum.

Moreover, the population ® gures of the

statistical areas in East Berlin are smaller on

average than in the West, and it is recognised

that the segregation index depends on popu-

lation size, with increasing values for higher

spatial resolution. Attempts were made to

aggregate the smallest areas in East Berlin.

When this was done, East Berlin’ s segre-

gation index was only marginally higher than

that of West Berlin.

Housing Market Changes after Uni® cation

Following Baross and Struyk (1993), four

general characteristics are common to the

transition in the housing sector of eastern

European countries. The ® rst is decentralis-

ation of state responsibility for housing pro-

vision and privatisation of the state housing

stock. In accordance with this, the large sec-

tor of residential buildings owned by the

state in East Germany has been transferred to

municipal housing companies. These compa-

nies nowadays administer about half of the

total residential building stock in Berlin and

more than three-quarters in East Berlin. For

privatisation, which ª may be the single most

distinguishing feature of the transitionº

(Baross and Struyk, 1993, p. 180), two vari-

ants are important.

The ® rst is the sale of former state housing

units to tenants, and such programmes have

been performed in many countries at very

low prices. East Germany is an exception

because the prices are high, adjusted to the

level in West Germany (see Clapham, 1995).

The municipal housing companies have a

vested interest in privatisation, since they

receive signi® cant reduction of their debts

from the state if they sell 15 per cent of their

housing units (Schulz, 1993). Nevertheless,

until now most tenants have been reluctant to

buy their apartment. The second type of pri-

vatisation is restitution of socialised property

to former owners. In East Berlin, more than

100 000 applications for restitution have

been made, concentrating in the inner-city

districts with a lot of old building stock

(Schulz, 1993), but only a few cases had

been decided by 1997. More important for

many tenants is the insecurity about future

development of their ¯ at (see HaÈ uû ermann,

1995). Altogether in East Germany, privati-

sation until now has been fairly limited, and

the owner-occupancy rate has not risen

signi® cantly since 1990 (Frick and Lehmann,

1996).

The second common feature according to

Baross and Struyk (1993) are reductions in

housing production and restructuring of sup-

ply. This is also typical of East Germany in

general and of East Berlin. The number of

newly built residences in East Berlin de-

creased from nearly 18 000 in 1988, which

amounted to 80 per cent of the total ® gure in

East and West Berlin, to about 1000 in 1993

(15 per cent of Berlin). In recent years, resi-
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dential building activities have again been

expanding.

Thirdly, long-term housing ® nance is re-

modelled according to mortgage markets in

Western countries. In contrast to other east

European countries, this change did not oc-

cur step by step, but suddenly with

uni® cation and integration into the West Ger-

man system. As opposed to this, the fourth

characteristic featuring the reform of the

rental sector has occurred in a more stepwise

fashion, but in a relatively short time. This

is particularly valid concerning rents,

which have increased considerably since

uni® cation. In East Germany, the average

rent in 1995 had increased to a level of 75

per cent of the corresponding value in West

Germany. Whilst in the West there is a clear

correlation between rent and size of munici-

pality, with highest rents in the big cities, this

is not the case in the new federal states.

Within the size category of cities with more

than 500 000 inhabitants, the average rent in

the East is only 64 per cent of the level in the

West (Frick and Lehmann, 1996). This

shows that the rents in East Germany are still

only partly determined by market-driven

forces. In Berlin, this East±West gap is not

so large, because of relatively low average

rents in the large public housing sector. A

recent survey of the housing companies has

shown that in early 1996 the rent per square

metre per month was about 5.50 DM in East

Berlin as against 6.50 DM in West Berlin. In

comparison with rents in the social housing

sector of big cities in West Germany, these

values are relatively low. Yet in the private

rental sector and the owner-occupier sector,

sharp increases in rents and prices are

apparent.

What are the consequences of the housing

transition in East Berlin for the housing of

ethnic minorities and for ethnic segregation?

Most important seems to be the decentralis-

ation of housing regulation and privatisation

which give more members of ethnic minori-

ties a chance to move into dwellings in dif-

ferent residential quarters of the city. The

rigidities of the old system of allocating spe-

cial groups of migrants to special housing

types and special areas were responsible for a

relatively high segregation. Housing in East

Berlin belongs to an overwhelming extent to

the rental sector which is the dominant sector

for ethnic minorities. Yet these new opportu-

nities for a spatial diffusion process can only

be seized by those with the ability to pay

higher rents. In the long run, market develop-

ments will certainly enforce distinct spatial

variations in rent level dependent on such

factors as housing quality, attractiveness of

residential neighbourhood and distance from

the city centre, but until now existing rent

restrictions in East Berlin continue the for-

mer system of low spatial variations on a

higher mean level. Thus it can be argued that

the degree of ethnic segregation in East

Berlin should decrease after uni® cation in the

short term.

Compared with West Berlin, the housing

conditions in the eastern part of the city are

still of a low standard, as the housing indica-

tors in Table 3 show, even if they have

clearly improved in recent years. Such im-

provements result from subsidies from both

the federal and the city governments, as well

as from private investment in higher-income

rental properties. The same is valid for the

qualitative appointments of the apartments.

Because of renovation, bad maintenance and

Table 3. Housing indicators in East and West Berlin, 31 December 1994

East Berlin West Berlin

Housing stock 646 698 1 113 373
Housing units per 1000 population 497 513
Living space per inhabitant (sq m) 30.9 36.6
Living space per housing unit (sq m) 62.2 71.4
Rooms per dwelling 3.4 3.6
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claims of restitution, but also a lack of de-

mand for ¯ ats of poor quality, a lot of

dwellings in East Berlin are vacant. At the

beginning of 1996, more than 13 000 munici-

pal ¯ ats were unoccupied, about 3 per cent of

the public housing stock. Therefore, East

Berlin offers simple and relatively inexpen-

sive housing which could be of special inter-

est for immigrants with low incomes. It can

thus be assumed that after uni® cation ethnic

minorities will increasingly settle in East

Berlin.

This general statement must be quali® ed in

two respects. First, it can be asked which

residential areas will be particularly import-

ant for foreigners and, secondly, which eth-

nic minorities will be involved. Although the

variations in rent are low, there are of course

differences in the size of dwellings and in

equipment and facilities. Cheap sub-standard

¯ ats are concentrated especially in the inner-

city districts with old buildings and they

could be of special interest for foreigners

with low incomes. A very different housing

type are ¯ ats in the big housing estates at the

periphery of the city. Even though they are

well equipped with modern facilities and the

majority of the residents still express rather

high residential satisfaction, a minority have

left these ¯ ats. The municipal housing com-

panies have dif® culty ® nding new tenants

and this may be an opportunity for immi-

grants to get an apartment equipped with the

modern comforts.

The second quali® cation concerns the dif-

ferent groups of minorities, and in this re-

spect a short look at the recent development

of immigration is necessary. The years

shortly before and after 1990 were a period

of strong immigration to Berlin, particularly

to the western part of the city. Several mi-

gration streams all came together: migrants

from East Berlin and the GDR (UÈ bersiedler),

ethnic Germans from eastern Europe

(Aussiedler), asylum applicants and refugees

from Yugoslavia, migrant workers from

Poland and other eastern European coun-

tries. As a result, the population of West

Berlin increased by 5.7 per cent between

1987 and 1994. Since this in¯ ow was unex-

pected, corresponding residential building

activity did not take place. Therefore, many

migrants moved into the residences of rela-

tives and friends and, for the ® rst time for

decades in West Berlin as well as in other

West German cities, living space per inhabi-

tant did not increase but declined from

37.4 sqm in 1987 to 36.6 in 1994. A decrease

can also be observed for housing units per

1000 population (see Tables 1 and 3).

In East Berlin, the population ® gure de-

creased by 2 0.7 per cent between 1988 and

1990, but increased by 2 per cent in the

period 1990±94, particularly due to in-

migration from abroad. In spite of the

downturn in residential construction, the

housing stock kept pace with population

growth during this period. In general, it is to

be expected that the `new’ migrants will be

overrepresented in East Berlin because they

could use the new opportunities in the

housing market there. This tendency could

be supported by communal authorities which

are responsible for housing large groups of

the new migrants, especially asylum appli-

cants and refugees, since they must also

use vacancies in the housing market which

concentrate in East Berlin.

The restructuring after uni® cation implies

changes not only for East, but also for West

Berlin. Concerning the economy and the

labour market, many in West Berlin and

particularly some members of ethnic minori-

ties like Turks have been the losers since the

uni® cation, at least in the short run, because

they have become unemployed. As to hous-

ing, the situation is more stable, but during

the early 1990s the housing market tightened

because of the in¯ ow of migrants from the

former GDR and from abroad which may

have the effect of blocking mobility in West

Berlin. Since the mid 1990s, the housing

market has been relaxing and rents and house

prices have been stagnant or have even

fallen.

Selected Ethnic Minorities in East and
West Berlin: Recent Developments

As could be expected, East Berlin has seen a
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large upswing in foreign immigrants during

the 1990s. Between 1990 and 1996, the for-

eign population increased from 26 000 to

more than 70 000 and now constitutes 16 per

cent of all foreigners in Berlin. This increase

is connected with a spatial diffusion process

in so far as the inner-urban districts with an

old building stock and many sub-standard

¯ ats have got a larger share of the immi-

grants. Whilst at the end of 1990 only 24 per

cent of all foreigners in East Berlin resided in

the three inner-city districts of Mitte, Prenz-

lauer Berg and Friedrichshain (see Figure 1),

slightly less than the corresponding pro-

portion of the total population, in mid 1996

the proportion had risen to nearly 35 per

cent. This expansion in inner-city residential

areas has effected a decrease of ethnic segre-

gation in East Berlin which is documented in

Table 4. Since 1995, the segregation index of

the East has been a little bit lower than that

of the West, but both values are now very

similar. Nevertheless, the concentration of

the foreign population of West Berlin in the

inner-city districts is still much greater than

in East Berlin. In 1996, 43.5 per cent of the

foreigners in this part of the city lived in the

inner districts of Tiergarten, Wedding,

Kreuzberg, SchoÈ neberg and Charlottenburg,

as against 21.6 per cent of the total popu-

lation of West Berlin.

Despite these increasing similarities in

spatial distributions, the ethnic as well as the

demographic structure of the foreign popula-

tions in East and West Berlin remain differ-

ent. Table 5 shows the stock of different

foreign nationals in Berlin with the Turks as

the largest group. The same `guestworker’

migration origin applies to Italians and

Greeks, whereas migrants from the former

Yugoslavia consist of both guestworkers and

many refugees from the civil wars. High

growth rates in recent times are characteristic

for some eastern European countries of ori-

gin, particularly for migrants from the former

Soviet Union. Nationals from Western indus-

trialised countries form small, but not in-

signi® cant, minorities. This is also the case

for some Asian minoritiesÐ such as the Viet-

namese with former contract workers and the

IraniansÐ and migrants from Lebanon with

many refugees living in West Berlin for over

a decade.

In West Berlin, the most important minor-

ities are the Turks with 38 per cent of the

foreign population (1996), the migrants from

Yugoslavia with 17 per cent, the Poles with

6 per cent and the Italians with 3 per cent.

The Yugoslavs are the largest group in East

Berlin with 25 per cent of all foreigners in

this part of the city, followed by Poles with

13 per cent and migrants from the former

Soviet Union with about 5 per cent. Whilst in

the West the guestworker nationalities still

dominate, the new migrants from eastern Eu-

rope and from Yugoslavia (refugees) charac-

terise the structure in East Berlin. For a more

detailed inspection of the spatial distributions

of the different ethnic minorities, four nation-

alities have been selected representing vari-

ous types of migrant.

The Turkish Population

The large minority of the Turkish population

in Berlin is presented in Figure 4. The

highest proportions can be found in the in-

ner-city districts of Wedding, Kreuzberg and

NeukoÈ lln near the former border between

East and West Berlin, but they are also pre-

sent in most statistical areas of West Berlin.

The inner-city districts with many big apart-

ment houses constructed before World War I

have become the `traditional’ residential ar-

eas of the Turkish population, especially

large quarters built for the working class.

The 1970s and 1980s have seen a lot of

redevelopment schemes in these districts.

Whereas in the early years old buildings

Table 4. Segregation indices of the foreign popu-
lation in East and West Berlin between 1991 and

1996

Date East Berlin West Berlin

30 June 1991 36.8 32.1
30 June 1993 32.1 30.7
30 June 1995 30.2 30.4
30 June 1996 29.6 30.1
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Figure 4. Percentage of Turks per population, 30 June 1996.

were often replaced by new blocks of ¯ atsÐ

and in some of them the Turkish population

were replaced by GermansÐ in the 1980s

renovation and preservation of old structures

were more typical. The famous International

Building Exhibition of the mid 1980s con-

centrated on Kreuzberg, where programme

for community-oriented urban renewal in-

cluded the participation of the Turkish resi-

dents.

What is particularly striking in Figure 4, is

the sharp divide between East and West,

since the Turks show minimal percentages in

eastern districts like Prenzlauer Berg with a

similar housing stock to that of Wedding and

Kreuzberg. Only 2 per cent of the total Turk-

ish population in Berlin is living in the east-

ern part of the city. Therefore, the

segregation index for the Turks is the highest

among the more important foreign minority

groups (58 on the basis of the statistical

areas, index of dissimilarity between Turks

and Germans).

One explanation for the absence of Turks

in East Berlin in comparison to other minori-

ties may be the relatively low in¯ ow since

uni® cation (see Table 5), but many Turkish

individuals and families from the second

generation of immigrants have been in search

of apartments of their own and only in rare

cases went to East Berlin. It seems, therefore,

that on the one hand Turks prefer residential

areas with a social network and infrastructure

of their own group and change residence

with the support of familial and social con-

tacts (see Senatsverwaltung, 1995), and that

on the other hand many may be afraid of

moving to quarters in the East, perhaps in

fear of discrimination. As several public

opinion polls have shown, a relatively high

percentage of the population of East Ger-

many has prejudiced attitudes towards for-

eigners and particularly against Turks, even

if this group is nearly absent in the new

federal states. This hypothesis remains to be

proven. A further explanation may be that
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Table 6. Turkish population 1991 and 1996, by categories of districts in Berlin

Percentage of
Turkish population Percentage of

total population,
Category of district 1991 1996 1996

West Berlin
1. Inner-city, high unemployment 46.6 44.9 12.0
2. Inner-city, low to medium

unemployment 17.5 15.8 13.7
3. Peripheral, medium to high

unemployment 32.7 34.1 28.5
4. Peripheral, low unemployment 3.0 2.9 8.4

East Berlin
5. Inner-city 0.1 1.1 9.4
6. Large modern housing estates 0.0 0.3 12.0
7. Other 0.1 0.9 16.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

N 135 729 137 674 3 438 838

many Turks, having lived for decades in

Berlin, are searching for a new residence of

better quality and not for a cheap ¯ at.

Because they are the quantitatively domi-

nant ethnic minority in Berlin, the dynamics

of the residential patterns of the Turkish

population were analysed. Between mid

1991 and mid 1996, the Turkish population

grew by 1.4 per centÐ i.e. was more or less

stable. A comparison of the spatial patterns

on the basis of the districts in both years

shows that these patterns have also remained.

In Table 6 the districts have been aggregated

by building age, and by the level of unem-

ployment as an indicator of social status in

West Berlin. Apart from the minor gains in

East Berlin, particularly in the inner-city dis-

tricts, there is a slight decrease in the inner

districts of West Berlin in favour of the

peripheral areas with a below-average social

status. Such increases are especially relevant

for Reinickendorf in the North and Tempel-

hof in the South, and less so for the very

large district of NeukoÈ lln which incorporates

an inner-city part, with many old buildings

and high percentages of Turks, and a periph-

eral outer part. Perhaps this expansion to

peripheral areas is caused by a search for

better housing quality, but in general the

Turkish community in Berlin has been char-

acterised for many years by a rather high

degree of segregation in inner-city areas, as

comparison with the percentages of the total

population in Table 6 readily shows.

The Yugoslav Population

Migrants from the former Yugoslavia at ® rst

came to West Berlin as guestworkers, but the

numbers more than doubled after 1991 be-

cause of a large in¯ ux of refugees from

Bosnia and Serbia. Many of these refugees

found shelter in the apartments of relatives

who had been staying in Berlin for years, yet

the majority were accommodated by munici-

pal of® ces in residential homes and hostels,

which are deliberately scattered throughout

the city, as well as in social housing. Figure

5 shows that, apart from concentrations in

the inner-city districts of West Berlin with a

guestworker population, there exist `pockets’

with very high values indicating the location

of hostels in areas with low density. Not least

because of the distribution of refugees in all
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Figure 5. Percentage of Yugoslavs per population, 30 June 1996.

consequence of their accommodation by lo-

cal councils, although some high-status dis-

tricts like Zehlendorf and Wilmersdorf

received only a low proportion of Bosnians.

A clear overrepresentation of Yugoslav

guestworkers can be observed in the old

low-status districts of West Berlin.

The index of dissimilarity between Bosni-

ans and Germans on the basis of the districts

is, at 18, clearly lower than that of the

`Yugoslavs’ with 26 and of the Croatians

with 38. The position of the `Yugoslavs’ may

be due to the non-homogeneity of this group,

whereas Croatians are migrants from the

early 1990s or members of the guestworker

population from Croatia with new passports.

That the latter group is dominant and that

this is representative for the guestworkers,

seem to be con® rmed by a comparison with

the residential patterns of all Yugoslavs in

mid 1991Ð i.e. at a time when Croatia and

Slovenia declared themselves as independent

states. The two spatial patterns are very simi-

lar. They are characterised, ® rst, by very low

districts of the city, the share of East Berlin

in this group with 21 per cent is much higher

than in the case of the Turkish population,

and the segregation index is relatively low

(38 on the basis of the statistical areas).

For a more detailed analysis of the resi-

dential patterns, it would be useful to separ-

ate the refugees from the guestworker

population. Whilst available data do not al-

low this, an approximation is possible by

means of nationality. Most of the nearly

29 000 Bosnian refugees living in Berlin

have the nationality of the new state of

Bosnia, whereas a minority still hold an older

passport with the Yugoslav nationality. The

foreigners in Berlin with such a Yugoslav

nationality are composed of a majority of the

guestworker population, a minority of citi-

zens from the `new’ Yugoslavia (Serbia and

Montenegro) and other new migrants with

old passports. Table 7 shows the spatial dis-

tributions by nationality and type of district.

As could be expected, the Bosnian refugees

are widely dispersed all over the city as a
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Figure 6. Percentage of Poles per population, 30 June 1996.

® gures in East Berlin and, secondly, by a

slight overrepresentation in the inner-city and

lower-status districts of West Berlin, al-

though this characteristic is much less pro-

nounced than for Turks.

The Polish Population

The spatial distribution of the Poles (Figure

6) shows a similar pattern to that of the

Yugoslavs and is even more balanced be-

tween East and West with a proportion of 29

per cent in East Berlin and a low segregation

index of 28 on the basis of the statistical

areas. Before uni® cation, the Poles were one

of the largest migrant minorities in East Ger-

many. In West Berlin, the Polish community

grew particularly during the 1980s, and rela-

tive concentrations can be found in inner-city

districts of older private rental buildings, but

also in more peripheral areas with large

social housing estates. It seems that the Poles

pro® ted from the establishment of a quota for

foreigners in public housing in the early

1980s. In East Berlin, Polish migrants are

particularly represented in new high-rise es-

tates and in industrial areas, less in the old

quarters. This is a pattern inherited from the

former GDR, since Poles lived in East Berlin

as manual workers (industrial areas) or as

well-integrated immigrants married to Ger-

mans (living, for example, in the modern

¯ ats on the housing estates).

The American Population

The fourth group of foreigners differs from

the others with regard to migration motives,

social status and income. Migrants from the

US are the largest minority from any West-

ern industralised country. The spatial distri-

bution of this more or less high-status group



FRANZ-JOSEF KEMPER1786

Figure 7. Percentage of Americans per population, 30 June 1996.

(Figure 7) is very different from those men-

tioned before. Americans are clearly overrep-

resented in the south-westÐ i.e. in districts

with the highest socioeconomic status in

Berlin. Apart from these areas, concentra-

tions can also be found in central parts of

Charlottenburg and Tiergarten reaching to

the old city centre in district Mitte. About 9

per cent of the Americans reside in East

Berlin, and here inner-city districts including

Prenzlauer Berg are preferred, not peripheral

high-rise estates.

The reasons for this preference are not

related mainly to low rents, but are pre-

sumably more lifestyle orientated. After the

collapse of the communist governments,

many young Americans ¯ ocked to east Eu-

ropean cities to participate in the urban life

of these cities. Some of these came to Berlin,

attractedÐ possiblyÐ by the rich cultural and

social life of East Berlin’ s inner-city districts.

These districts possess an extensive infra-

structure of pubs, shops and so forth, and are

the centre of a student-oriented sub-culture.

Thus, no sharp divide between East and West

Berlin characterises the spatial distribution of

Americans, but some concentrations in inner-

city areas of East and West Berlin. Alto-

gether, the index of dissimilarity between

Americans and Germans is 45, indicating a

relatively high degree of segregation.

Conclusion

It has been shown in this paper that, since

uni® cation, the residential segregation of the

total foreign population has decreased

slightly, more in East than in West Berlin. In

East Berlin, this was caused by spatial dif-

fusion especially in inner-city districts pre-

dominantly of an older building stock and

rather cheap sub-standard ¯ ats. Ethnic mi-

norities have used their chance to move into

such ¯ ats. This is particularly true of those

minorities coming to the city after uni® cation

and in connection with the transformation in

the former communist countries. Therefore,
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the largest immigrant group in the inner-city

districts of East Berlin now are the

Yugoslavs and migrants from eastern and

central European countries. Another type of

foreigner has also moved to these districts.

These are mostly young singles seeking ur-

ban amenities and the special atmosphere of

dense inner-city areas. Such concentrations

in central districts of East Berlin can be

observed for Americans, British, French and

Austrians, all groups which have clearly in-

creased in the ® rst half of the 1990s (see

Table 5).

Another category with an overrepresenta-

tion of foreigners in East Berlin is constituted

by manufacturing areas. Here in the 1980s

the contract workers from Third World coun-

tries were concentrated in hostels and apart-

ment houses. Nowadays, of these contract

workers only the Vietnamese remain in

Berlin. Moreover, Polish workers and some

minor groups like Portuguese construction

workers can be found in these areas.

A third category of neighbourhoods with a

lot of housing vacancies, which could be

attractive for immigrants, are the big housing

estates of the 1970s and the 1980s. At pre-

sent, the proportions of foreigners in the

peripheral districts of East Berlin character-

ised by these estates are still lower than

average. The migrant population of these

districts comprises minorities living there

since the 1980s like Poles andÐ in marginal

areasÐ the Vietnamese, and newcomer

refugees, particularly from the former

Yugoslavia. These refugees have been ac-

commodated mostly by local councils in

blocks of ¯ ats and hostels.

A policy of equal burden-sharing by the

districts has led to a relatively regular distri-

bution of refugees over most parts of Berlin,

effecting a low index of segregation on a

large spatial scale. The highest degree of

segregation can be found for the Turkish

population which still concentrates in West

BerlinÐ i.e. in the inner-city districts with

old buildings. The other guestworker nation-

alities like Greeks, Italians and Yugoslavs

are also overrepresented in these areas, but

can also be found in more peripheral dis-

tricts, thereby showing a lower degree of

segregation. New immigrants from eastern

Europe have also come to West Berlin,

and have got residences in the large old

blocks of ¯ ats as well as in some public

housing estates. Altogether, the examples

discussed should have made plain that the

residential patterns and the housing condi-

tions of the minorities depend on the special

migration history of a group, the time-period

of arrival, the legal assignment and the distri-

bution of housing by urban managers. At the

moment, the available dataÐ for example,

from the housing micro-censusÐ do not

allow a precise description of the housing

situation of different groups of foreigners,

yet a more detailed analysis would be helpful

to explain the degree of ethnic segregation as

well as to develop policies for improving the

housing conditions of marginalised ethnic

minorities.

The variety of ethnic minorities in Berlin

has clearly increased in the 1990s and the

residential mosaic has become more com-

plex. As has been emphasised in the intro-

duction of this paper, the recent dynamics are

products of the economic restructuring, the

transformation of the political system and

developments within the housing market.

Therefore, the contexts for the work and

housing of immigrants have also changed.

Whilst this paper has concentrated on conse-

quences for the residential patterns, the con-

sequences for the labour market are no less

important. The dynamics have been particu-

larly marked in East Berlin, as the strong

increase of minorities in the eastern inner-

city districts has shown. But the future devel-

opment of these residential areas is tied up

with many questions which are relevant to

immigrants. A ® rst question concerns the

effect of urban renewal and redevelopment

going on in these areas. Even if until now the

social structure of the inner-city neighbour-

hoods in East Berlin has not much changed,

there are some ® rst examples of gen-

tri® cation. These processes will certainly be

supported by the second aspectÐ the rebuild-

ing of the city centre by the government,

® nancial and commercial functions (see
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Strom, 1996; HaÈ uû ermann and Strom, 1994).

By the expansion of these activities as well

as by gentri® cation, low-income residents

could be displaced. This is also relevant for

ethnic minorities in inner-city areas of West

Berlin where they had established themselves

some decades ago in the niches along the

Wall. Protection of tenants’ rights until now

has prevented such rapid change, but ethnic

minorities often are in the weakest of posi-

tions in the housing market.

References

BAROSS, P. and STRUYK, R. (1993) Housing transi-
tions in Eastern Europe, Cities, 10, pp. 179±
187.

Berlin-Handbuch: Das Lexikon der Bundeshaupt-
stadt. (1992) Berlin: FAB-Verlag.

BLANC, M. (1991) Von heruntergekommenen Alt-
bauquartieren zu abgewerteten Sozialwohnun-
gen. Ethnische Minderheiten in Frankreich,
Deutschland und dem Vereinigten KoÈ nigreich,
Informationen zur Raumentwicklung, 7/8,
pp. 447±457.

BUÈ RKNER, H.-J. (1987) Die soziale und sozial-
raÈ umliche Situation tuÈ rkischer Migranten in
GoÈ ttingen. SaarbruÈ cken/Fort Lauderdale: Breit-
enbach.

CLAPHAM, D. (1995) Privatisation and the east
European housing model, Urban Studies, 32,
pp. 679±694.

E ICHENER, V. (1990) Auû enseiter und Etablierte.
AuslaÈ nder auf dem Wohnungsmarkt, in: H. KOR-

TE (Ed.) Gesellschaftliche Prozesse und indi-
viduelle Praxis: Bochumer Vorlesungen zu
Norbert Elias Zivilisationstheorie, pp. 160±
178. Frankfurt a.M: Suhrkamp.

ELIAS, N. and SCOTSON, J. (1965) The Established
and the Outsiders: A Sociological Enquiry into
Community Problems. London: Cass.

FAIST, T. and HAÈ U û ERMANN, H. (1996) Immi-
gration, social citizenship and housing in Ger-
many, International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research, 20, pp. 83±98.

FRICK, J. and LEHMANN, H. (1996) Wohnungsmie-
ten in Deutschland im Jahr 1995: Ergebnisse
des Sozio-oekonomischen Panels, Wochen-
bericht Deutsches Institut fuÈ r Wirtschafts-
forschung, 22±23/96, pp. 379±386.

FRIEDRICHS, J. and KAHL, A. (1991) Strukturwan-
del in der ehemaligen DDR: Konsequenzen fuÈ r
den StaÈ dtebau, Archiv fuÈ r Kommunalwis-
senschaften, 30, pp. 169±197.

GANS, P. (1984) InnerstaÈ dtische Wohnungswech-

sel und VeraÈ nderungen in der Verteilung der
auslaÈ ndischen BevoÈ lkerung in Ludwigshafen/
Rhein, Geographische Zeitschrift, 72, pp. 81±
98.

HAÈ U û ERMANN, H. (1995) Berlin vor und nach der
Vereinigung, Die alte Stadt, 22, pp. 222±234.

HAÈ U û ERMANN, H. (1996) Von der Stadt im Sozial-
ismus zur Stadt im Kapitalismus, in: H.
HAÈ U û ERMANN and R. NEEF (Eds) Stadtentwick-
lung in Ostdeutschland, pp. 5±43. Opladen:
Westdeutscher Verlag.

HAÈ U û ERMANN, H. and STROM, E. (1994) Berlin:
the once and future capital, International Jour-
nal of Urban and Regional Research, 18,
pp. 335±346.

HAMNETT, C. (1994) Social polarisation in global
cities: theory and evidence, Urban Studies, 31,
pp. 401±424.

HANNEMANN, C. (1992) Die `Platte’ im Kontext
der Ideologie der DDR: Ein Beitrag zur Thema-
tisierung des SelbstverstaÈ ndnisses der DDR-
Gesellschaft, Archiv fuÈ r Kommunalwissen-
schaften, 31, pp. 281±292.

HEGEDUÈ S, J. and TOSICS, I. (1991) Filtering in
socialist housing systems: results of vacancy
chain surveys in Hungary, Urban Geography,
12, pp. 19±34.

HINRICHS, W. (1992) Wohnungsversorgung in der
ehemaligen DDR: Verteilungskriterien und Zu-
gangswege. Working Paper P92±105, Wis-
senschaftszentrum Berlin fuÈ r Sozialforschung,
Berlin.

HOFFMANN-NOWOTNY, H. -J. and HONDRICH, K. O.
(Eds) (1982) AuslaÈ nder in der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland und in der Schweiz: Segregation
und Integration. Frankfurt a.M: Campus.

HOFFMEYER-ZLOTNIK, J. (1977) Gastarbeiter im
Sanierungsgebiet: Das Beispiel Berlin-
Kreuzberg. Hamburg: Christians.

HOFMEISTER, B. (1990) Berlin (West): Eine ge-
ographische Strukturanalyse der zwoÈ lf west-
lichen Bezirke, 2nd edn. Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

HOLZNER, L. (1982) The myth of Turkish ghet-
toes: a geographical case of West German re-
sponse towards a foreign minority, Journal of
Ethnic Studies, 9, pp. 65±85.

IPSEN, D. (1978) Wohnsituation und Wohninter-
esse auslaÈ ndischer Arbeiter in der Bundesre-
publik Deutschland, Leviathan, 6, pp. 558±573.

KRAÈ TKE, S. (1992) Berlin: the rise of a new
metropolis in a post-Fordist landscape, in: M.
DUNFORD and G. KAFKALAS (Eds) Cities and
Regions in the New Europe, pp. 213±238. Lon-
don: Belhaven.

LICHTENBERGER, E. (1995) Der Immobilienmarkt
im politischen Systemvergleich, Geographi-
sche Zeitschrift, 83, pp. 21±29.

LOWE, S. G. (1994) Towards a social theory of
housing in Eastern Europe, in: T. TANNINEN



HOUSING AND ETHNIC SEGREGATION IN BERLIN 1789

(Ed.) Transitional Housing Systems, pp. 27±36.
Dessau: Bauhaus.

MARCUSE, P. and SCHUMANN, W. (1992) Housing
in the colours of the GDR, in: B. TURNER, J.
HEGEDUÈ S and I. TOSICS (Eds) The Reform of
Housing in Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union, pp. 74±144. London/New York: Rout-
ledge.

MARCUSE, P. and STAUFENBIEL, F. (Eds) (1991)
Wohnen und Stadtpolitik im Umbruch: Per-
spektiven der Stadterneuerung nach 40 Jahren
DDR. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag.

MENDE, A. (1983) Wohnen und raÈ umlich-gegen-
staÈ ndliche Wohnbedingungen: Eine soziologi-
sche Studie. Unpublished dissertation,
Humboldt-UniversitaÈ t, Berlin.

MUÈ LLER-HARTMANN, I. (1991) Zuwanderungen
aus Osteuropa und ihre Probleme fuÈ r die neuen
LaÈ nder, Informationen zur Raumentwicklung,
7/8, pp. 395±404.

O’ LOUGHLIN, J., WALDORF, B. and GLEBE, G.
(1987) The location of foreigners in an urban
housing market: a micro-level study of DuÈ ssel-
dorf-Oberbilk, Geographische Zeitschrift, 75,
pp. 22±41.

PENSLEY, D. S. (1995) City planning and state
policy in the GDR: the example of Neubauge-
biet Hellersdorf, International Journal of Ur-
ban and Regional Research, 19, pp. 549±575.

REIMANN, H. (1987) Die Wohnsituation der Gast-
arbeiter, in: H. REIMANN and H. REIMANN (Eds)
Gastarbeiter: Analyse und Perspektiven eines
sozialen Problems, 2nd edn, pp. 175±197.
Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

REX, J. (1971) The concept of housing class and
the sociology of race relations, Race, 12,
pp. 293±301.

REX, J. and MOORE, R. (1967) Race, Community
and Con¯ ict: A Study of Sparkbrook. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

SASSEN, S. (1991) The Global City: New York,
London, Tokyo. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

SCHMIDT, I. (1991) Soziale Probleme von AuslaÈ n-
dern in der ehemaligen DDR in der Phase des
Umbruchs, Archiv fuÈ r Kommunalwis-
senschaften, 30, pp. 198±212.

SCHMITTER HEISLER, B. (1994) Housing policy
and the underclass: the United Kingdom, Ger-
many and the Netherlands, Journal of Urban
Affairs, 16, pp. 203±220.

SCHULZ, M. (1993) Transformation des Berliner
Wohnungsmarktes, Mitteilungen OÈ sterreichi-
sche Geographische Gesellschaft, 135, pp. 63±
86.

SEN, F. and GOLDBERG, A. (1994) TuÈ rken in-
Deutschland: Leben zwischen zwei Kulturen.
MuÈ nchen: Beck.

SENATSVERWALTUNG FUÈ R STADTENTWICKLUNG,
UMWELTSCHUTZ UND TECHNOLOGIE BERLIN (Ed.)
(1995) Migration Berlin. Berlin: Kultur-
buchverlag.

SOCIALDATA (1980) Befragung deutscher und aus-
laÈ ndischer Haushalte zur AuslaÈ nderintegration
in Berlin. Berlin: Senatskanzlei.

STROM, E. (1996) The political context of real
estate development: central city rebuilding in
Berlin, European Urban and Regional Studies,
3, pp. 3±17.

TUCHSCHERER, C. (1993) Die Wohnungssituation
auslaÈ ndischer Haushalte in Berlin (West) am
25.Mai 1987, Berliner Statistik/Monatsschrift,
47/10, pp. 178±184.

WALDORF, B. S. (1990) Housing policy impacts
on ethnic segregation patterns: evidence from
DuÈ sseldorf, West Germany, Urban Studies, 27,
pp. 637±652.

W INKLER, G. (Ed.) (1990) Sozialreport ’ 90: Daten
und Fakten zur sozialen Lage in der DDR .
Berlin: Verlag Die Wirtschaft.




