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U. Altrock

1. Introduction and methodology

This paper asks how the livability of socially disadvantaged
urban neighborhoods can be improved with the help of publicly
funded area-based urban regeneration. It builds on the history
of area-based regeneration policies in Europe aiming at
upgrading and resolving urban problems at the neighborhood
level. Its main argument is as follows. First, the fate of con-
ventional physical upgrading policies focusing on the livability
of deprived urban areas depends on the development environ-
ment. While successful upgrading sometimes makes inner-city
neighborhoods so attractive that they run into a trend towards
gentrification and displacement of the urban poor (Altrock
et al., 2017; Brown-Saracino, 2013), the stabilization of less
privileged areas cannot always be guaranteed (for the German
case, it is instructive to relate the seminal work by Zapf (1969)
to consecutive state-led upgrading interventions). Second,
alternative approaches are needed, linking limited physical
upgrading with socially oriented policies, building on strategies
like neighborhood management and empowerment. Third, they
can make a substantial contribution to stabilizing deprived
neighborhoods, thereby improving the general living conditions
and the opportunities of the urban poor. However, they require
at least some permanent intervention. Thus, they transcend the
logic of area-based regeneration normally limited to restoring
faith into the private real estate market and thereby directing
inward investment into them that improves the quality of the
physical environment. Fourth, they are hardly able to overcome
significant negative stigmatization in cities that are severely hit
by economic downturn and population decline. This is espe-
cially true when they act as arrival areas for consecutive waves
of migrants, making it necessary to redefine the role of those
areas in cities and accepting their high concentration of urban
problems as a starting point for different area-based policies
dealing with them.

The key empirical background of the paper is the German
system of urban development grants and its history, the
major umbrella policy for urban regeneration in the country
invented around 50 years ago. It started in the modernist era
of the 1970s with a program of renewal and physical
upgrading, but shifted towards more people-oriented ap-
proaches in the 1980s and onwards. The major part of the
paper will build on an evaluation of the so-called program of
“socially integrative city” that has recently turned 20. It was
invented in 1999 in a climate of more socially sensitive and
integrative policy interventions at the neighborhood level in
the EU and survived the abolition of most of the similar pol-
icies by other EU states. It will consider how the program
came into being in this European context and in which hope
its European relatives had been created. It looks at the
German idiosyncracies and its achievements and shortcom-
ings with respect not only to upgrade deprived neighbor-
hoods and "solve” urban problems but to improve the
livelihoods of the urban poor living in them.

For this purpose, the paper will give an overview of the
discourse on urban livability and have a particular look at
how deprived urban areas are represented in it. Then, it
briefly reviews the history of area-based urban regeneration
in Germany in the European context. It will talk about a
major shift in the way existing neighborhoods, their urban

784

fabric and the communities living in them were and are
being treated. While early approaches focused on renewal,
current strategies have arrived at very sophisticated micro
interventions co-developed by planners, local stakeholders
and residents. In this context, it looks particularly at the role
of the German program of “socially integrative city” and its
aspirations. It will discuss why the contemporary approach
rather aims at stabilizing communities socio-economically,
what the major strategies of this approach are and what it
can contribute to mastering the challenges of urban regen-
eration. A summary of the major results of the interim
program evaluation will follow, discussing if the program
succeeds in achieving its goals. The paper will conclude by
an outlook on the prospects of empowerment and co-
production of space in the context or urban regeneration.

The author builds on long-standing accompanying
research of urban regeneration practices in Germany and
an interim evaluation of the urban redevelopment funding
program of “socially integrative city”, he was part of,
commissioned by the federal government and having been
completed in 2017 (BBSR/BMUB, 2017). The accompanying
research has conducted a series of qualitative case studies
over time. The interim evaluation drew on a multidimen-
sional, mainly qualitative approach elaborated for the
evaluation of urban development grants programs in Ger-
many in the early 2010s by a team led by the author
(BMVBS/BBSR, 2012). That approach builds, among others,
on a triangulation of data generated with the help of the
accompanying research over time; a series of regional,
local and thematic evaluations and status reports; quanti-
tative area-based monitoring data collected by the Federal
Institute for Federal Institute for Research on Building,
Urban Affairs and Spatial Development (BBSR); and other
information generated especially in the context of the
evaluation. In the context of the socially integrative city,
this comprised a quantitative survey of neighborhood
managers in charge of program areas (Difu, 2015) and a
series of qualitative in-depth case studies commissioned by
the BBSR resorting strongly to interviews with key persons
in the funding areas (Difu, 2014; StadtRaumKonzept et al.,
2015). While this body of information seems impressive, the
sheer number of program areas and their extreme hetero-
geneity makes it very difficult to accurately characterize
the “impact” of the German federal urban development
grants programs (Altrock, 2016). Nevertheless, evaluations
have yielded partial results about different subsets of the
program areas and action fields. In particular, it was
possible to discuss and contrast objectives, implementation
at different tiers of government, outcomes and impact, and
success factors and impediments qualitatively for each
action field.

For this paper, those results are complemented by a
discussion and operationalization of the concept of urban
livability to demonstrate how urban regeneration gradually
incorporated aspects of it over time. The impact in a
particular action field of the socially integrative city pro-
gram is then discussed building on the importance attrib-
uted to it in the survey of neighborhood managers
mentioned above, the frequency of its application, and the
qualitative analyses conducted in the evaluation.
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2 Urban livability and the role of deprived
neighborhoods

The concept of livability has played an important role in
urban planning and development. However, the concept is
fluid and has been applied to a variety of situations (Kashef,
2016). Livable environment have been defined as ones that
“integrate physical and social well-being parameters to
sustain a productive and meaningful human existence”,
while urban livability "is a unique case of livability at large
and has strong ties to the notion of urbanity” (Kashef,
2016:240). In the context of newly built neighborhoods, it
focuses on urban design qualities that seem to promote
social interaction, vibrancy, walkability and sustainability
(Ruth and Franklin, 2014; Fidler et al., 2011). Interestingly,
the term is often used in the context of city rankings and
the overall quality of city life, thereby looking at very
general indices measured at the city level (Kashaf,
2016:243-247). Sometimes it is related to the perceptions
of city populations (Zhan et al., 2018; Okulicz-Kozaryn,
2013) and neglecting the access of different subgroups of
urban populations to decent housing, jobs, transport,
amenities and quality aspects especially in socially polar-
ized cities (see the critical analysis in Ruth and Franklin,
2014). For what concerns the situation in existing neigh-
borhoods, the scope of possible interventions often does
not allow for the satisfaction of theoretical quality in-
dicators. Even complex interdisciplinary approaches for-
warded for instance by Kashef (2016:249) can only serve as
orientations for gradual steps towards improving the living
conditions of the socially disadvantaged residents of
neglected neighborhoods. Nevertheless, those approaches
put forward development strategies that have complex sets
of issues in mind focusing on several dimensions of
livability. Those issues start with the improvement of the
physical state of neighborhoods including their design
qualities and the functional quality of public space. How-
ever, they also focus on the economic base and job op-
portunities of their residents. The degree to which they
sustain social interactions, and infrastructural qualities
such as shops, sociocultural amenities, access to leisure
facilities and green open spaces also play a role. They all
depend on a variety of conditions that have shaped neigh-
borhoods over long periods of time. Often, they cannot
easily be changed by simple public interventions in the
context of urban regeneration. At the procedural level,
participation and empowerment is also included.

In the following, | draw from the existing conceptuali-
zations of livability to build a simple framework for
livability-oriented urban development policies that put
their focus on the local level. It takes into account not only
an abstract measure of well-being in certain cities that can
be assessed with the help of overall indicators, but looks at
the dimensions that ought to be addressed by livability-
oriented policies. The framework will serve as heuristic to
compare the approach taken by neighborhood-related
policies and help show how area-based regeneration pol-
icies evolve over time. The application of this framework to
an analysis of the long-term development of the German
system of urban development grants will be able to
demonstrate why and how the gradual adaptations of this
system have tried to move from a straightforward idea of
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overcoming physical urban problems towards an integrative
livability-oriented approach to stabilizing communities.

Loosely following the hierarchy suggested by the Maslow
pyramid of human needs (Maslow, 1954) applied to
neighborhood-related  policies  (Okulicz-Kozaryn  and
Valente, 2018) and thereby strongly building on a modifi-
cation of the works of Zhan et al. (2018) and others (Wagner
and Caves, 2020; Ruth and Franklin, 2014; Sauter and
Huettenmoser, 2009; Dumbaugh, 2005; Ng, 2005; Gehl,
1987), the framework considers the quality of the
following aspects:

e Housing options for different household types and in-
come groups

e Public space, housing environment, walkability

e Urban security

e Public facilities

e Education and qualification

e Job opportunities

e Environmental conditions

e Access to convenient transportation

e Sociocultural environment and communicative climate

e Empowerment and political participation

As mentioned above, not all of those aspects can be
perfectly implemented in existing neighborhoods. But what
makes things even more complicated is the fact that many
of the needs they express — cf. job opportunities for
instance — are usually satisfied only in a wider context
transcending the neighborhood level. Nevertheless, it will
be striking to see that the evolution of maturing area-based
policies has increasingly turned towards an identification of
the possible contributions that can be made at the neigh-
borhood level in this respect.

3. The long history of area-based urban
regeneration in Germany in the European
context

Urban regeneration in this context is understood as
“comprehensive and integrated vision and action which
leads to the resolution of urban problems and which seeks
to bring about a lasting improvement in the economic,
physical, social and environmental condition of an area that
has been subject to change” (Roberts, 2000:17). That it has
become an important policy field at all and that it can
resort to both an elaborated legal framework and rather
stable public funding has a number of prerequisites one has
to keep in mind when looking at it in an international
context (Couch, 1990). First, cities have undergone major
crises that have seriously (and selectively!) affected inner
city neighborhoods. Many of them have suffered from
destruction in wars and/or neglect due to various reasons
such as ideology (political preference for new construction
instead of care for the existing housing stock, legal barriers
for decent ways to manage and maintain aging buildings).
Other important causes for crises are changing location
factors of certain areas or a negative economic outlook of
(private) real estate owners due to urban transformations
that have no longer let it seem worthwhile to take care of
their buildings. Second, the political and economic system
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has allowed for substantial state intervention into neigh-
borhood development and the invention of public funding
to improve an area. They often restore private faith and
thereby leverage private investment, a mechanism that has
yielded public funding of long-term area-based regenera-
tion a stable political legitimacy over decades in Germany
(BMVBS, 2011; Busch et al., 2018). Third, despite the rapid
economic growth in the era after World War Il in Germany,
previous urban development had produced an amount of
economic assets that made the invention of urban policies
focusing on the existing parts of cities seem indispensable.
Relying on market forces and potential profit orientation in
real estate proved insufficient to sustain the vitality of
inner-city areas. Especially the maturing of inner cities and
the economic transformations of the second half of the
20th century were developments Germany shared with a
number of other European countries which invented urban
regeneration policies similar to the ones in Germany in that
era (Karadimitriou et al., 2013).

Urban regeneration in Germany started systematically in
the early 1960s as a reflection on the destruction of inner
cities in World War Il and the neglect of historic old towns
and the neighborhoods that had been built in the era of
rapid industrial urbanization around 1900 (for an overview
cf. BMI, 2020; Gilntner, 2007:114ff). The latter were
negatively stigmatized due to the bad living conditions that
had characterized them in their early years. The modernist
movement in architecture and urbanism took its chance to
coin an alliance with parastatal housing companies and
local politicians in the post-war era to overcome the dense
agglomerations of substandard tenement houses
(Bodenschatz, 1987).

Major attempts to build new mass housing districts in the
urban periphery served to improve the dire housing situa-
tion in German cities in the post-war era but were soon
linked to urban renewal: Residents in substandard inner-
city tenement buildings were promised to receive better
new apartments in the periphery, thereby allowing for a
demolition of the tenement buildings now considered
obsolete and make way for replacing them by modernist
new structures even in inner city areas (Schmitt and
Schroteler-von Brandt, 2016: 89—101).

The resulting displacement and the destruction of social
ties in the neighborhoods was soon heavily criticized by
both experts and citizens. Nevertheless, when the official
system of area-based urban redevelopment based on urban
development grants for cities co-funded by the federal and
state governments was officially established in the early
1970s, both the legal framework and the funding schemes
still acted in favor of demolishing historic structures. They
aimed at making way for a certain form of “moderniza-
tion”: The traditional fabric had often seemed to stand in
the way of upgrading efforts due to the small size of plots, a
complicated mix of functions and buildings, and the low
standard of infrastructure and amenities coupled with high
building densities.

It depended on the local conditions how far outright
renewal efforts got. In some cities, entire neighborhoods
were demolished, in others only key parts of the historic
centers. As a major part of the residential population in
inner cities were tenants, they were considered as objects
of rationalist top-down planning. The results were
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ambivalent: While the living conditions were indeed often
improved, social networks were destroyed. As a result of
the application of subsidized public housing schemes, ten-
ants either faced sharply increased rent levels in new
apartments or the renewal process devoured an enormous
amount of public funds. Besides, the modernist large
housing estates lacked ambience and vibrant public space.
In the long run, they supported the transition from a
transit-oriented towards a car-dependent city.

4, The evolution of “careful urban
regeneration” as a first significant step
towards livability orientation

While this development did not take off as seriously in
smaller towns, it affected the livability of many bigger
cities. The critical acclaim it received gradually led to a
change in the regeneration policies in the 1970s. An up-
coming politicized student movement in conjunction with
the consequences of the oil crisis and the increasing
appreciation of historic structures around the 1975 Euro-
pean Architectural Year had then changed the general po-
litical climate in Germany (Schmitt and Schroteler-von
Brandt, 2016:101—108).

Its impact on urban regeneration culminated in the In-
ternational Building Exhibition (IBA) in Berlin. It was the
first major exhibition of its kind focusing on an inner-city
district that had been damaged by World War II and
neglected thereafter. Its core area had seen first renewal
efforts of the 1960s and 1970s without being able to pro-
duce satisfactory urban design alternatives. As a major
driver for change in this context could be found in the local
activities by residents and shopkeepers that resisted simple
approaches focusing on demolition and renewal, urban
regeneration in Berlin relied on resident advisory councils
informally backing the development and implementation of
regeneration strategies. This was a first major step towards
involving local actors into the regeneration process and
thereby adding a participatory element to it. In particular,
the IBA promoted a vision that went much further when it
formulated its  well-known “twelve  principles”
(SenBauWohn, 1991:202f; Bodenschatz, 1987). Those prin-
ciples advocated for a regeneration that ought to be plan-
ned with the current residents and entrepreneurs,
respecting their “tangible rights”. Regeneration was to take
place gradually and to be completed little by little. The
physical situation ought to be improved by minimum de-
molition, by green development in courtyards, and by the
decoration of facades. Public facilities such as streets,
squares and parks should be renewed and preserved in
accordance with public needs.

This approach was implemented in the second half of
the 1980s and transferred to East Germany after the
reunification in 1990 (Bernt, 2003). It became a major
guideline directing careful regeneration processes in all of
Germany. Major demolitions were no longer part of area-
based regeneration. Rights of residents — that is, not only
land owners but explicitly also tenants that made for the
majority of residents in inner cities — were respected in
various ways: by accepting that their built environment
should not be destroyed, their social ties were worth being
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protected and that they did not have the means to afford
profit-maximizing upgrading measures. Although upgrading
nevertheless led to a gradual displacement in the long run,
participatory elements were systematically included in the
planning process of regeneration, and institutional ele-
ments such as resident councils and consulting services for
affected tenants were introduced. This helped bringing in a
focus on the needs of people in inner-city neighborhoods.
However, the major focus of regeneration was a physical
upgrading that aimed at restoring the investment climate in
neglected areas and at overcoming urban problems. One
can summarize that this idea is based on the will to
“normalize” regeneration areas with the help of public
funding.

5. The shift towards socially oriented
regeneration and the program of “socially
integrative city” in the Europe of the 1990s

Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, European cities
became increasingly affected by the consequences of
economic structural transformation and deindustrializa-
tion. Previous experiences with the area-based initiatives
like the German urban development grants program and
similar policies for physical upgrading in cities locally hit
by poverty and unemployment were no longer considered
sufficient for the stabilization of disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods (Karadimitriou et al., 2013; Couch et al., 2011).
Some of the neighborhoods in German cities and towns
with a concentration of “urban problems”, for instance,
that had just been upgraded in the 1970s and 1980s
showed no sign of socioeconomic recovery. They wit-
nessed a selective outmigration of the more affluent parts
of the resident population, rendering the concentration of
the socially disadvantaged even more serious. A new
approach towards upgrading with a stronger focus on so-
cial networks, empowerment, education, social and
ethnic integration and job creation seemed necessary. To
address the problems of economic decline and population
loss, the EU reacted by launching the URBAN Community
Initiative in 1994, building on previous national experi-
ences such as area-based initiatives in the UK, the German
urban development grants program, and others
(Carpenter, 2006; van den Berg et al., 1998, see also
EUKN, 2011; IUU, 2010). The innovative aspect of the
program was that it addressed urban deprivation no longer
by mere physical upgrading. Instead, it promoted a more
integrated approach involving local authorities and target
communities and including both place- and people-based
initiatives. It covered a broad set of policy areas such as
new economic activities, social and health provision,
vocational training, renovation of infrastructure and
environmental improvements (Carpenter, 2006: 2148,
Burgers and Vranken, 2003).

The situation in Germany at that time was still strongly
dominated by the immediate consequences of the reunifi-
cation that had taken place in 1990. It was followed by a
profound reorientation of urban development grants to-
wards the cities and towns in former East Germany, as
especially their centers had been neglected throughout the
socialist era after WW Il. The German government invented
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a set of programs tailored particularly to tackle the situa-
tion there such as the program “Protection of the urban
architectural heritage” (Stadtebaulicher Denkmalschutz).
As the German cities and towns received ample funding
from the federal and state levels, the URBAN initiative
played only a minor role of complementary measures in
some selected towns.

Therefore, it took until the end of the 1990s, when
Germany was hit by large unemployment and a structural
economic crisis, until a new program called “Neighbour-
hoods with Special Development Needs — the Socially
Integrative City” (Stadtteile mit besonderem Entwick-
lungsbedarf — die soziale Stadt, known in short as Soziale
Stadt) loosely inspired by the URBAN initiative was
launched (BMVBS/BBR, 2007:63). The observation that
urban problems could no longer appropriately tackled with
the urban development grants program focusing mainly on
physical upgrading led to the broader concept of pooling
resources by various ministries and public agencies. One of
the major ideas behind the new approach was that socio-
economic deprivation had a spatial dimension: There was
a noticeable spatial concentration of a number of negative
indicators, and disadvantaged neighborhoods with a lot of
deprivation were negatively stigmatized (see for instance
BBSR, 2020; Hans et al., 2019). Therefore, it seemed
promising to address socio-spatial deprivation with the help
of public urban regeneration funds directed at the
upgrading of neighborhoods. However, those funds are
technically part of the budgets of federal and state urban
development ministries and therefore considered as "in-
vestments”. Social projects (trainings, qualification, social
work etc.) are, in contrast, seen as “consumptive”. Those
are in the domain of municipalities or ministries responsible
for social affairs. However, they normally address in-
dividuals and do not spend their funds with a neighborhood
focus.

The idea of the newly-designed program “socially
integrative city” was to combine physical upgrading with
socio-economic upgrading in five ways: First, the pro-
gram aimed at the identification and upgrading and
adaptively reusing key buildings in a way that they could
best serve the needs of the local communities and as
enablers for social interaction. Public life should unfold
by investing into those physical structures that allow for
a variety of community-based activities, self-help and
participation. Second, by committing sources of other
public funding aiming at the promotion of social life to
directing their funds into the neighborhoods in the so-
cially integrative city program, one hoped for concerted
efforts to supporting the socially deprived population
together with a physical upgrading. This is seen as an
integrated approach to improving neighborhoods. Third,
this combination of physical and social measures was to
be embedded into a so-called “integrated development
concept” for the neighborhood. It is to make sure that
public funding in different schemes contributes to an
overall spatial development strategy, avoiding contra-
dictory activities and minimizing conflicts between
different functions. Fourth, the complex task of coordi-
nating the variety of stakeholders, funding programs and
activities was laid in the hands of a team of neighbor-
hood managers. Those are present in the area to
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advocate for the people’s interests, to build networks
between different stakeholders, to mobilize additional
funds, to organize participation and empowerment and
to improve the image of the neighborhood. Fifth, the
outright focus on participation and empowerment was
strengthened by allocating a smaller percentage of the
foreseen funding to a so-called “neighborhood fund”. It
is reserved for projects directly generated by the local
residents and shopkeepers and selected autonomously by
a local jury without involving the municipality or other
funding agencies.

Besides this strategic and procedural framework, there
is a number of building blocks that constitute the fields of
action in neighborhoods that are part of the socially inte-
grative city program (BBSR/BMUB, 2017:37). The traditional
repertoire of physical upgrading focusing on an improve-
ment of housing conditions and the quality of public and
private space around is of course, also present, as derelict
buildings often also contribute to social stigmatization of
neighborhoods. People-orientation is reflected for instance
in a needs-based adaptation of apartments and their lay-
outs, the establishment of intercultural gardens, a reorga-
nization of public spaces supporting their multifunctional
use and appropriation and the promotion of a social mix of
residents (which is, however, difficult to achieve by direct
interventions).

A great number of issues relevant for the livability of an
area and the opportunities of the local population can
potentially be addressed by the funding. First and foremost
this concerns social and ethnic integration. For this pur-
pose, the program supports measures improving educa-
tional facilities and social infrastructure in particular. It
takes into account that early childhood education and
professional qualification of the socially disadvantaged are
crucial for equal opportunities and for an integration of
minorities. In many cases, a close cooperation between
urban planning and school departments aims at combining
physical and social measures to turn schools into veritable
neighborhood centers. For this purpose, school compounds
are reorganized, linked to pre-school facilities and opened
up into the communities. Ambitious cities establish com-
plex education networks and reform their educational sys-
tem for a better support of children from poor families or
ethnic minorities.

To support social and ethnic integration, multicultural
centers, youth centers, self-help orientation and self-
organized services as well as street festivals are sup-
ported. As deprived areas are often hit by economic
transformation and unemployment, the program also tries
to promote the local (often ethnic) economy. For this
purpose, qualification partnerships among local businesses
and educational and training facilities are very important.
Support for new businesses and ethnic economies is given
mainly with the help of coaching and training programs.
City marketing activities are focusing on specific profiles of
ethnic shopping streets. Beyond that range of measures,
ambitious neighborhoods develop strategies in the fields of
mobility, environment, culture and sports, public health
and security. Neighborhood branding strategies also try to
overcome negative stigmatization and to promote a better
image.
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6. Livability orientation, achievements and
shortcomings of the socially integrative city
program

A quick analysis of the action fields tackled by the socially
integrative city program demonstrates clearly that it tries
to address major livability aspects in a potentially
comprehensive and integrative way. When comparing it to
the earlier stages of urban regeneration in Germany, one
can note the progress that has been made in that respect
over time (Table 1). However, this does not mean that all
the aspirations accompanying the program innovations over
time could always be fulfilled.

It is the task of program evaluations and accompanying
research commissioned by the responsible Federal Ministry
to assess the impact of the funding schemes and to ask to
what extent the respective expectations can be met. The
broader German urban development grants umbrella pro-
gram has undergone a number of evaluations (BMVBS/BBSR,
2012). They normally focus on a particular “subprogram”
such as the socially integrative city program, which was
evaluated in 2004 (IfS, 2004) and in the late 2010s (BBSR/
BMUB, 2017).

As more than 900 designated funding areas have
received public grants in all parts of Germany, it is
important to note the great diversity of their urban prob-
lems. As a consequence, local governments can define the
goals of their regeneration strategies individually, produc-
ing a variety of strategic approaches. The mentioned fields
of action can be seen as optional set of sub-strategies that
may be funded but can be selected (or not) if there is a
need for them in the local context (or not). Besides, the
funding areas are usually facing different challenges ac-
cording to their location in the city (historic centers,
rundown 19th century neighborhoods, large housing estates
in the periphery among others), the structure of their
population and their state of their infrastructure and
amenities. Thus, the strategic approaches are often closely
related to a set of neighborhood features that funding
areas in the program typically share. Due to the mentioned
autonomy of the municipalities in formulating regeneration
goals tackling urban problems with strategies tailored to
the individual funding areas, there is a certain variety in
applying the action fields for which they may receive
funding (Table 2).

The respective analyses show that the traditional fields
dealing with housing and public space still seem to domi-
nate, although the improvement of the housing conditions
is obviously not seen as a key dimension of the funding
strategies by many coordinators. However, it is worth
noting that there is a wide range of complementary mea-
sures considered crucial in the fields of public facilities,
education and qualification, local economy and sociocul-
tural environment. While housing and public space is a
major focus of many of the regeneration areas, the major
innovation of the socially integrative city may be seen in
the field of social and ethnic integration. The program
evaluations confirm that funding has often indeed
strengthened social networks and initiatives (BBSR/BMUB,
2017).
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Table 1  Phases of urban regeneration in Germany after WWII and livability aspects of the respective funding policies.

Period Experimental Early urban development Mature urban Locally specific
predecessors  grants development approaches
grants
Time 1960s 1970s, early 1980s Late 1980s, early 2000s, 2010s

1990s

Remark

Major regeneration strategies

Livability aspects
Housing options

Public space
Urban security

Public facilities
Education and qualification

Job opportunities
Environmental conditions
Convenient transportation

Sociocultural environment

Empowerment and political
participation

Urban renewal

(x)’
(x)®

Urban renewal
and first urban heritage
preservation attempts

X

XZ

Careful urban
regeneration

(x)*

X
(x)?
(x)®
X
(x)®

(x)°

(X)10

Socially integrative city
(and other programs)

Potential gentrification as long-term
consequence

2Unattractive modernist public spaces
3Focus on fair access to public space
“Upgrading strategies often aiming at
overcoming negative image of communities

>Qualification in the building sector through
self-help programs

®Upgrading activities supporting local
building sector

“Limited focus on relocation of pollutants
8Indirect goal occasionally pursued

Support of non-profit organizations and local
networks

"Major steps towards bottom-up approaches
and participation

Source: compilation by the author building on the relevant literature (see for instance Schmitt and Schroteler-von Brandt, 2016; Altrock et al. 2000—2020).
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Table 2  Application of action fields in the socially inte-
grative city program.

Action field Percentage of Percent of funding
funding areas area
with goals in  coordinators
respective considering
action field as important
(2014)" action field
(2013)?
Housing options 49 44
Public space 84 64
Urban Security 5 5
Public facilities 44 64
Social and ethnic 12 31
integration
Education and 30 8
qualification
Job opportunities =~ 6
Local economy 29 2
Environmental 11 1
conditions
Convenient 1 1
Transportation
Sociocultural 32 17
environment
Empowerment and 35 —*

political
participation

Source: compilation by the author building on empirica, 2016
(1) and BMU, 2014 (2).
*: Not being analyzed.

Digging deeper into the institutional setup of people-
orientation, the program has contributed to empowerment
and a substantial increase in the participatory generation
of upgrading projects. Major reasons are the empowerment
orientation of neighborhood management, the catalytic
role of social infrastructure and the opportunities for micro
projects offered by neighborhood funds. These effects
have not totally been able to counter the selectivity
problem of participation in urban planning, though: people
disposing of resources such as social capital and time are
generally over-represented not only in general planning
participation, but also in the context of the socially inte-
grative city program (Selle, 2013; BBSR/BMUB, 2017). Some
authors found that neighborhood councils empower people
that are already actively participating but discouraging
others. To counter this, neighborhood managements often
hire staff with different ethnic backgrounds proficient in
locally spoken languages, yet with increasing ethnic di-
versity and limited funds, only major groups like Turks,
Kurds, Arabs or Rroma are addressed in this way. In result,
despite the efforts to participate disadvantaged groups,
there may even be a tendency towards increasing
inequality instead of supporting the most the groups in
greatest need of support (Protschky, 2020). As new waves
of immigrants have not only entered Germany in the last
few years but also settled preferentially in disadvantaged
neighborhoods due to their relatively low rents and support
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networks (BBSR, 2017), the issue of ethnic integration re-
mains pressing in many areas.

When it comes to assessing the role of the institutional
innovations, there has nevertheless been clear evidence
that they are successfully implemented and appreciated by
the local stakeholders. The procedural setup of "integrated
development concepts” is in most cases able to get a va-
riety of municipal agencies and citizens involved: For
instance, in 91% of the cases, the department for social
affairs participated in the preparation of the integrated
development concept directed by the planning depart-
ment. The respective figure was 79% for the parks com-
mission and the school department, 78% for the children
and youth welfare service and 72% for the traffic authority
(Difu, 2015; BBSR/BMUB, 2017: 48). Community-based or-
ganizations participated in 88% of all cases, schools in 82%,
and housing companies in 78% (Difu, 2015; BBSR/BMUB,
2017: 49).

One may wonder why empowerment and public partici-
pation does not rank higher in the agenda. This may be a
result of the traditional importance of participation even
before the invention of the socially integrative city pro-
gram. A second reason is the fact that other important
fields of action were not analyzed in this context, such as
image-related activities and neighborhood branding, which
usually build on a lot of local engagement in the funding
areas.

The crucial part for people-orientation, however, are
the neighborhood management offices that were estab-
lished in 85% of the funding areas. While they have a great
number of different tasks in managing the regeneration,
the key of their work is empowerment: Around 95% of all
neighborhood managements are actively empowering and
participating the local population, publicly inform about
the regeneration efforts and act as one-stop office for the
residents and coordinate neighborhood action (Difu, 2015;
BBSR/BMUB, 2017: 55). They have become a milestone in
the program acknowledged by all evaluations (BBSR/BMUB,
2017).

It is also worth noting that despite the possibility of
including measures linked to other policy areas, local
economy, environmental conditions and convenient trans-
portation seem not to play a central role in the program.
Obviously, the limited funds and spatial horizon of the
program do not allow for solving wider-ranging socio-eco-
nomic and environmental crises at the neighborhood level
alone.

Summing up, the new program tackles urban problems
with a stronger social focus in five different yet inter-
related ways (BBSR/BMUB, 2017: 109, see also Table 3):
First, it improves local living conditions by upgrading the
standard and state of the physical environment in a rather
traditional way. Second, it improves livelihoods and op-
portunities of the local population with the help of better
(social) infrastructure and amenities. Although earlier
stages of urban regeneration already worked in a similar
direction, the socially integrative city program concen-
trates much of its efforts in this field and mobilizes extra
public funds that are channeled into those activities. Third,
it improves the chances for social integration with the help
of positive role models and chances for positive social
learning. This is of particular importance since socially
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Table 3 Rough assessment of action-field related impacts of the socially integrative city program.
Action field Frequency of Attributed  Qualitative analysis by evaluators Overall
Application importance Impact
Housing options Medium Medium Occasionally important for overall standard of funding area, Medium
but not sufficient for social stabilization
Public space Often High Crucial standard aspect of upgrading High
Urban Security Occasionally Low No relevant activities noted Low
Public facilities Medium High Crucial area of intervention to allow for integration to take High
place
Social and ethnic Occasionally  Medium Only indirectly funded but strongly supported by Medium
integration neighborhood management activities
Education and Medium Low Part of wider strategies in the field applied and often linked Medium
qualification to funding of training of individuals
Job opportunities — Low Normally not being identified as significantly related to Low
funding area
Local economy Occasionally Low Hardly any substantial efforts and results identified Low
Environmental Occasionally Low Hardly ever applied seriously beyond traditional upgrading of Low
conditions public space
Convenient Occasionally Low Normally not being identified as field of intervention at Low
Transportation neighborhood level
Sociocultural Medium Low Significant contribution to integration by sports and other ~ Medium
environment events at neighborhood level
Empowerment and Medium — Core part of neighborhood management activities and High

political participation

neighborhood funds

Source: Qualitative assessment by author building on empirica, 2016, BMU, 2014 (see Table 2) and BBSR/BMUB, 2017 (summarized in
column “qualitative analysis by evaluators™). Values in Table 2 were translated into three categories (0—29%: occasionally/low, 30—59%:

medium, 60% and above: often/high); - denoting not being analyzed.

disadvantaged areas often produce significant shares of
adolescents lacking professional orientation, being at risk
of missing career options and a better social integration
(BMUB, 2015: 31). Fourth, the image of neighborhoods can
often be improved to avoid or reduce future negative
stigmatization and discrimination. Fifth, capacity building
by empowering self-help structures and raising political
attention for the socially disadvantaged strengthens the
role of disadvantaged areas, possibly allowing for better
consideration of their needs in political decisions at
municipal level.

Nevertheless, while urban regeneration in this program
often efficiently restores confidence in a brighter future of
funded areas, the impact of projects and measures remains
somewhat limited due to their insecure financial and
institutional status: Urban regeneration funds aim at
upgrading and stabilizing the situation in a designated area
for a decade or even 15 years. However, after that period a
regeneration area is supposed to “flourish” again without
additional funding. In the context of socially integrative
city areas this expectation is difficult to meet as social
networks often require long-term stabilization and support.
This holds in particular in areas that act as “arrival cities”
(Saunders, 2010). The physical structures (neighborhood
centers, sports facilities and the like) created with that
intention do often have positive effects on social and ethnic
integration. When one looks at the economic impact, one
has to admit that the stabilization needs a long breath and
that the success stories are rare in this context. It is mainly
the positive image of ethnic shopping streets and the
qualification of adolescents that should be noticed here.
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Selective outmigration of the neighborhoods, once feared
as a major driver for their instability and stigmatization,
has not really been overcome in the respective areas of
economically weaker towns and cities. Yet a general trend
towards “re-urbanization” has recently seized many cities,
showing that inner-city neighborhoods are again very
attractive for yuppies and even ordinary families. In this
context, one can note that the socially integrative city
program has contributed to the renewed appeal of many
neighborhoods. On the other hand, less affluent cities are
still facing severe socio-spatial polarization and local
islands of poverty. Despite the stabilizing effect of pro-
grams like the socially integrative city, universal challenges
of societies in transformation towards the post-industrial
age can hardly be overcome with the limited funding of
area-based regeneration.

7. Conclusion and outlook

Traditionally, the livability aspects of urban development
are often linked to the physical state of neighborhoods. In
the last few decades, intangible aspects taking the oppor-
tunities of local residents into account, especially the so-
cially disadvantaged, have become more and more
important. This has particularly been true in the case of
urban regeneration, where the general physical fabric of
neighborhoods cannot be completely reorganized without
serious side effects on communities and their social net-
works. Urban development approaches that focus on
intangible aspects start from the premise that social
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conditions and individual opportunities have a spatial
dimension. They usually rely heavily on participation as a
key to better representation of the socially disadvantaged,
but they often struggle with the challenge of social selec-
tivity of participation. This has led to stronger elements of
empowerment.

In Germany, the historic overview has particularly
demonstrated a general trend away from top-down plan-
ning towards a stronger integration of resident populations
into the preparation and implementation of regeneration
strategies. Early experiences have shown that demolition
and renewal often lead either to unattractive and
featureless modernist settlements lacking vibrancy or to
replacing traditional neighborhoods by elitist luxury con-
dominiums that disrespect the social ties and the limited
financial means of the socially disadvantaged. Starting in
the late 1960s, more integrative and participatory ap-
proaches have shown that more careful regeneration is
possible that respects the needs of the local population and
strives for livable neighborhoods. The micro-regeneration
approaches that gradually adapt historic quarters to
contemporary needs not only build on local knowledge and
on a thorough investigation of inner-city living. They have
brought about institutional innovations that changed the
self-conception and increased the importance of partici-
patory planning. After starting with analyses of the poten-
tial negative impacts of urban regeneration, resident
councils were introduced that had to be heard in the
preparation of regeneration strategies. As the focus of
intervention switched from physical upgrading to a more
integrative approach including socio-economic deprivation
and the chances of the socially disadvantaged, neighbor-
hood managements actively promoted empowerment and
the generation of micro projects governed and imple-
mented by the local population.

This general trend is embedded in a major turn in urban
planning in Germany and other countries since the end of the
20th century that has been described by theorists of collabo-
rative planning such as Patsy Healey (1997) or, in Germany,
Klaus Selle (1994, 2005). In the last two decades, it has pro-
duced a number of additional innovative planning approaches
that can be subsumed under the heading of “co-production”.
This notion makes clear that urban space is no longer seen as
merely physical but always socially constructed; it is only
constituted by human interaction in Euclidean space. This
understanding legitimizes recent local initiatives that sail
under the flag of the “right to the city” (Lefebvre, 1968),
claiming that the planning and the use of space in the city
should not be limited to lower degrees of participation
(Arnstein, 1969), but that people have the right to “co-pro-
duce” space. Those initiatives prevail in inner cities, since it is
there where space is limited and its use often restricted by
ownership rights and private profit interests. They are pro-
moted rather by young middle-class activists than by the truly
disadvantaged people in deprived areas, and they are often
limited to small areas or only a single plot. Nevertheless, they
stand for a different understanding of state-led urban regen-
eration that allows empowered people develop alternative
urban forms of living.
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The initiatives come in a variety of forms. One major
approach are bottom-up activities by small self-organized
community-based groups to save vacant yet historically
important buildings, developing non-profit cultural centers
open to the local public with a lot of individual dedication.
Another one is the transformation and temporary use of
vacant open space in shrinking cities for parks, urban
gardening or many other activities that create urban life
beyond profit orientation (Oswalt et al., 2013; BBR, 2004).
“Urban interventions” show how new life is possible in inner
cities and sometimes even kick off new alliances between
planners, architects and local residents (Altrock and
Huning, 2015).

It is important to note that the framework of urban
development grants that was established 50 years ago and
has since characterized the upgrading and stabilization of
declining neighborhoods in maturing cities where no easy
profits by private developers are at hand often offers parts
of the solution even in this context. New and experimental
forms of urban life sometimes evolve with its support, and
in other cases run-down spaces are adapted to the changing
needs of the local population. In the context of the “so-
cially integrative city”, this resonates not only in temporary
beach volleyball or boules courts that may be more inten-
sively frequented by middle-class people. Neighborhood
managements and local initiatives in disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods are also able to inject new life with the help of
gatherings of very diverse people in newly-established
neighborhood centers or street festivals, the re-design of
public spaces or courtyards of schools, integrative programs
of elementary schools in ethnic neighborhoods or the
flourishing of intercultural gardens. In many cases, disad-
vantaged people directly or indirectly participate in or
contribute to those activities.

Thus, urban regeneration and its system of public
funding has continued to play a crucial role in this context,
contributing to livability by giving the local population a
greater degree of self-determination in deciding about
their needs and the spatial dimension of how they are
satisfied. The case of the socially integrative city program
demonstrates that there is a case for integrative policy
approaches that go beyond physical upgrading, respect the
needs of the socially disadvantaged and seriously work on
empowerment and against simple profit-maximization by
the real estate business. However, successful avenues to-
wards a stabilization of social networks and mechanisms of
integration, created or supported by neighborhood man-
agement, non-profits and community-based organizations,
beyond the funding period have not been found as yet. This
is an issue has been discussed at length in the context of the
socially integrative city program. Housing both student and
migrant populations, the deprived neighborhoods are often
characterized by a high degree of fluctuation (BBSR/BMUB,
2017). Not only is there no sure formula for success when it
comes to stabilizing deprived neighborhoods in the long
run, it has become clear that the respective policies will
not be able to solve wider-ranging societal crises alone.
While the German national urban development policy has
continued to give socially sensitive urban regeneration a
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high priority (BMI, 2020), the respective funds for a certain
area will always remain of limited duration. Therefore it
remains open how the need for a stabilization of those
areas in the long run can be addressed.
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