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p r e F a C e

Culture enriches us in several ways: aesthetically, 

intellectually, and economically. This is especially true 

in Berlin. Opera houses and theatres, museums and 

memorials provide pleasure and communicate know-

ledge and values. Along with a strong alternative 

cultural landscape, our art institutions represent the 

artistic independence, the surprising and wonderfully 

unfinished quality of Berlin as a city. This attracts not 

just Berliners, but also an increasing number of guests 

from Germany and abroad. Artists from all over the 

world come to Berlin because this city is constantly 

freeing creativity and producing new ideas. 

We realize the importance of culture to our city. The 

Berlin city government thus has a cultural budget of 

ca. 400 million Euros, making us the envy of many other 

major cities. In addition, the local district governments 

contribute 120 million Euros and the Federal Govern-

ment another 360 million Euros as part of the capital 

cultural funding programme, with a trend towards 

increasing funding. We invest a great deal, and receive 

a great deal in return. 

A wonderful thing: art and culture, which enrich our 

minds and please our senses, also generate jobs, 

increase economic power, and provide an growing 

number of Berliners with a livelihood. 

But our success poses new challenges. Not only do we 

need to insure that our top-notch cultural institutions 

are equipped in an appropriate way financially and 

artistically: we also have to be careful to keep from 

displacing the artists to whom we owe our good repu-

tation and a great deal of economic power to the mar-

gins of the city due to the increasing price of housing. 

Culturally speaking, Berlin is in an excellent position. 

Our opera houses, theatres, museums, and memorials 

are outstanding top notch when seen in international 

comparison. This provides us with the space to do more 

for others. In this cultural funding report, we have placed 

our focus on new, additional tasks where we think it  

is urgent to find s aolution. For an all-encompassing 

overview of all our activities and all relevant data, 

please visit our website: 

http://www.berlin.de/sen/kultur/.

This culture funding report is not only intended to 

present the numbers. Beside the usual statistics 

gathered at the end of this volume, the report con-

tains an overview of the four cultural policy emphases 

we will be pursuing until the end of the legislative pe-

riod in 2016. We have identified these points as key 

fields of work to continue the positive developments 

of recent years and thus take up several demands 

from the realms of culture and politics: 

l o C a t i o n s
e x C e l l e n C e  &  u n d e r g r o u n d  ( e & u )
t r a n s p a r E n C y
f r E E d o m  a n d  d i v E r s i t y 
 

A chapter is dedicated to each area of emphasis, pre-

senting the activities of the Department of Cultural 

Affairs in the area in question. Furthermore, guest 

authors have been asked to critically comment on 

the emphases in a contribution. This external point of 

view, which we do not always share, is intended to 

open conceptual spaces and start a debate on the fu-

ture of our cultural policy. In this sense we look for-

ward to advice, additions, critique and many new ideas. 

m i C h a e l  m ü l l e r
Governing Mayor, Berlin            
  

t i m  r e n n e r
State Secretary for Cultural Affairs 
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l o C a t i o n s

Physical locations are the prerequisite for cultural 

production, presentation, and networking. For a long 

time, there was an excess of them in Berlin. But due 

to an increasing demand for apartments and work-

spaces and the resulting increase in rental prices, space 

is now becoming increasingly rare. Art and creativity 

are now threatened with being displaced to the mar-

gins of the city.

Securing existing locations thus has top priority. In a 

growing city, new free spaces for culture need to be 

established. The Senate Department of Cultural Affairs 

seeks to insure that appropriate locations are provided 

for cultural use in the framework of the management 

of publicly owned real estate, and finances their expan-

sion and use if possible and worthwhile. It examines, 

as in the development of city neighbourhoods, spaces 

can be planned for cultural use. Cultural sites that de-

velop from civil society or private economic initiatives 

are supported to the extent possible. This raises the 

question of how existing cultural locations can be bet-

ter utilized by being redesigned for mixed use. 

 e x C e l l e n C e  &  u n d e r g r o u n d  ( e & u )

The funds available for cultural funding are limited, and 

this is true of Berlin in particular, a city that is consoli-

dating its debt. The funding needs to be organized in 

such a way that it can develop its greatest impact. 

On the one hand, the Berlin Department of Cultural 

Affairs bears a special responsibility to our city’s out-

standing cultural institutions and for projects (“excel-

lence”), which it supports in their top level achieve-

ments. On the other hand, it is responsible for young 

initiatives (underground) that need to be given the 

chance to develop through a several-tiered funding 

system. It needs to be permeable and to adapt con-

stantly to new developments within the cultural scene.

 

In order to develop cultural funding in an optimal way, 

our cultural institutions are required to develop their 

profiles and to set goals accordingly. In the framework 

of regular agreements, these goals are agreed upon 

and achievements are then monitored. Project, basis, 

and concept funding are awarded anew each funding 

cycle. Expert juries are explicitly instructed not to dis-

tribute any “funding subscriptions”. Divisions between 

the disciplines in the arts are disappearing; this trend 

is reflected in the choice of jury members and the de-

velopment of interdisciplinary funding instruments. 

Increasingly, fellowships and prizes are used as a 

non-bureaucratic form of artistic funding.

t r a n s p a r E n C y

The Berlin Senate Department of Cultural Affairs 

awards 400 million Euros of public funding each year. 

The goal is to make the processes behind this distribu-

tion of funding more visible. Transparency will also help 

to make funding decisions more plausible. We seek to 

increase the transparency of decisions in the realm of 

cultural funding by way of the following: the Berlin 

Department of Cultural Affairs informs currently and 

extensively on its funding activities and offerings. For 

example, in this cultural funding report, but also on its 

website, where data is made accessible to the public, in 

future with open formats. It should be clear to everyone 

what art costs. Funding programmes, criteria, and 

forms will be placed online for examination and/or for 

filling out. 

Over the next few years, funding status and the deci-

sion making process should be made visible online. 

The Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs will thus open 

itself to those active in cultural life, while conversely it 

is interested in getting to know their ways of working 

more closely. Towards this end, employees from the 

Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs will be given the 

opportunity to work briefly at the city’s cultural institu-

tions. Communication at the Senate Department of 

Cultural Affairs will no longer take place as “closed 

shop”, as an invitation for the very few to private loca-

tions. In the framework of publicity work, “town hall 

meetings” will be held that offer everyone the oppor-

tunity to pose questions and offer their own ideas. 

f r E E d o m  a n d  d i v E r s i t y 

At the latest since the fall of the Berlin Wall, the 

city has come to symbolize freedom and diversity 

around the world. We need to expand on this unique 

aspect of our city. Towards that end, we need to use 

the opportunities offered by the digitalized and glo-

balized world. The cultural offerings funded by the 

city should be made freely accessible digitally. This 

is not only true of our cultural heritage in libraries, 

archives, museums, and memorial sites, but also 

for streaming broadcasts of the city’s performing 

arts and music. The situation of rights is complicat-

ed, but first steps can be taken with the institutions. 

The Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs will support 

institutions in developing digital strategies and net-

working. 

Diversity begins with the people of the city. In deci-

sions about staffing – from jury members to institu-

tional management, diversity needs to be placed at 

the foreground. In the interest of promoting an inter-

national and diverse city, all information on the fund-

ing policy of the Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs 

should be published in English, if not in other lan-

guages as well, and the multilingual presentation of 

cultural offerings is supported. A mid-range goal is to 

provide subtitles or supertitles for all cultural offerings. 

E m p h a s E s  o f  B E r l i n ’ s  C u l t u r a l  p o l i C y
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o v e r v i e w  /  a C t i v i t i e s

“I can only be free in my studio”, as the artist Birgit 

Brenner put it in an interview marking the 20th anni-

versary of the Berlin Studio Programme. Since 1993, 

Berlin has been supporting this freedom by establish-

ing studio buildings and rent grants and by providing 

consulting for many Berlin artists. At the end of 2013, 

the Berlin government’s studio programme funded 

388 studios, around 18 percent of which are located in 

city-owned property and 82 percent located in privately 

owned locations. At the end of 2012, 396 studios were 

rented to artists, while at the end of 2011 365 publically 

supported studios were available. These studios are 

offered to artists for a rent of 4 Euros/square meter, 

including utilities. 

Currently, the lack of space has drastically worsened 

due to skyrocketing real estate prices, especially for 

central locations. Over the past three years especially, 

the crowding out of those artistic pioneers who made 

the city so attractive with their creative and artistic pro-

jects has become increasingly clear. There is only a ten 

percent chance of receiving a funded and affordable 

workspace, and thus lower than ever. We thus need to 

give top priority to securing work spaces, co-working 

spaces, workshops, and labs for future use, and not 

just for the fine arts.

In 2011, the Berlin Senate and city parliament estab-

lished policy guidelines towards strengthening of art 

production in the current legislative  period (2011–16) 

and the two-year budget allocated funding for 100 addi-

tional work spaces. 106 new studios were taken into 

the studio rental programme by 2014. 

Following a decision made by the city parliament, the 

Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs will be focusing 

on refurbishing publicly owned properties, and thus 

has become intensely involved in altering the city’s 

approach to publicly owned property. We need in-

creasingly to make publicly-owned properties usable 

for artists and other creatives, making them more inde-

pendent of fluctuations on the real estate market. 

While securing and developing these properties is a 

long-term process, the city’s unused former schools, po-

lice stations, and administrative buildings could in-

crease the holdings of work spaces over the long 

term. A successful example of such a reuse is the Krea-

tivhaus on Krezuberg’s Baruther Straße, a former school 

that today offers studio space for fine artists and re-

hearsal studios for musicians.

By awarding funds from the Stiftung Deutsche Klassen-

lotterie Berlin, additional spaces were created or secured 

for the arts in Berlin. For example, Zentrum für Kunst und 

Urbanistik (ZK/u), located in Berlin Moabit and operated 

by Kunstrepublik e.V., this new location offers residen-

cies for foreign guests, Eden *****, established by Dock 

11 with Lotto funding, a dance and rehearsal space in 

Pankow, or Sophiensäle in Mitte, one of the city’s most 

important alternative locations. 

But securing and expanding the infrastructure for ar-

tistic production is not just a public task. At Wedding’s 

Uferstudios, private investors could be convinced to 

invest in the future of the city. In the former workshops 

of the Berlin Verkehrsbetriebe, Uferstudios GmbH rents 

to dancers, performers, students from the Hochschul- 

übergreifenden Zentrum Tanz and scholars who here 

produce and research jointly. 

The new art complex Uferhallen across from Uferstu-

dios is also in private hands. Here, a vibrant venue has 

emerged with a large exhibition space, studios, and a 

café which, together with Uferstudios, contributes sig-

nificantly to the attractiveness of the neighbourhood. 

In 2013, city funds were used to renovate the former 

workshop of the Deutsche Oper from the 1930s to cre-

ate a new event location. Die Tischlerei is a work and 

experimental space where Berlin’s largest opera house 

can try out new ideas, new approaches, and surprising 

confrontations, a lab for 21st century opera. In addi-

tion, the intention is to build up a repertoire for chil-

dren and young people and to the next generation of 

performers.  

Last but not least, with the programme Bibliotheken 

im Stadtteil (Libraries in the Neighbourhood) the Ber-

lin Department of Cultural Affairs has been investing 

directly in the renovation, modernization, and expan-

sion of available spaces. Public libraries with their 

broad and current offerings of information provide 

high quality space for artists to work and research. 

Institutions like the Bezirkszentralbibliothek in Fried-

erichshain or the renovated Bibliothek am Wasserturm 

in Prenzlauer Berg can be used especially by crea-

tives who work digitally.
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Berlin is now internationally recog-

nized for its great density and diversity 

of event locations, projects, and events, 

both for its high culture and its sub-

cultures (Grésillon 204). Regardless of 

the formats of the locations – whether 

galleries, clubs, or theatres – most ac-

tivities had time to develop without 

any commercial pressure to finance 

property and could focus resources on 

cultural and artistic concepts, rather 

than a project’s economic feasibility. 

But in the wake of the current Berlin 

real estate boom and an increasing 

orientation towards profit, these spac-

es of possibility are dwindling at a dra-

matic speed. High investments at the 

start, competing demands for use, and 

limited choices are endangering the 

city’s cultural development. 

C r E a t i v i t y  n E E d s 
n o  B u s i n e s s  p l a n 

The development of club culture in the 

1990s is an example of the creative 

power of an absence of profit interests 

and state planning. Looking back to-

wards the subcultural boom after the 

fall of the Berlin Wall, almost all nar-

ratives begin with vacant apartment 

buildings, factories, industrial plants, 

and empty lots (Rapp 2009, Gutmair 

2013). The improvised first uses reded-

icated socially redundant structures 

and held up neither to the strict crite-

ria of commercial use nor to notions of 

economic rationality. And yet, this un-

finished character became a prereq-

uisite for the development of unique 

forms of expression and previously 

unknown synergy effects. In studies 

on club culture and creative economy, 

the spatial aspects of the city centre 

and functionally mixed structures are 

regularly mentioned (Lange 2007, Ja-

cob 2009), but it is always about the 

specifically urban quality of the room 

to create something new. When it 

comes to cultural and artistic activi-

ties, not only specific construction re-

quirements (light, sound proofing, 

surface, accessibility) but also low 

costs are of utmost importance. Mu-

sicians performing artists, and fine 

artists achieve an average monthly 

net average income of only 1,400 Euros 

(SenWTF 2014: 83), so that it soon be-

comes clear there is little room for 

the high rents for studios, rehearsal 

rooms, and work spaces. Innovative 

and creative uses without the compul-

sion to achieve quick economic success 

were for a long time possible in Berlin 

without the intervention of public 

policymakers. Under the changed con-

ditions, the property requirements for 

improvised and informal uses are no 

longer a given, and cultural develop-

ment has to be taken into considera-

tion when shaping Berlin’s policy on 

publicly owned properties. 

a r t ,  C u l t u r e , 
a n d  g e n t r i F i C a t i o n

In debates in the media and politics, 

the link between artistic activities and 

gentrification is regularly referred to. 

The Berlin situation also seems to con-

firm the nexus of a cultural-symbolic 

improvement and the social process 

of urban displacement. Both the spa-

tial structure of the creative economy 

(and cultural and artistic venues) and 

the residential situation of those art-

ists in the city insured by the Künstler-

sozialkasse correspond to the Berlin 

geography of rising real estate values 

in recent years (SenWTF 2014: 90 ff.). 

Mitte, Prenzlauer Berg, Kreuzberg, 

Friedrichshain and Nord-Neukölln are 

characterized by both the highest den-

sity of artists and the highest rent in-

creases. But the problem at the heart 

of this correlation is not constituted 

by the cultural locations, but the in-

creasing prices. International gentri-

fication research now points to many 

examples of displacement dynamics 

without an equivalent symbolic im-

provement, so we can exclude a direct 

o u t s i d e  p e r s p e C t i v e 

( s u B ) C u l t u r e 
r e q u i r e s  s p a C e

causal effect between artistic and 

aesthetically effective activities and 

gentrification. Rather, both processes 

have neglected urban areas of eco-

nomic disinvestment as their prereq-

uisite. Ultimately, it is the dynamics of 

real estate profit interests that results 

in processes of social displacement and 

limitations on (sub) cultural possibili-

ties of development. For conflicts in 

urban policy planning, a suspension 

of the opposition between “symboli-

cally effective pioneers” and renters 

threatened with displacement could 

result in new possible coalitions, that 

until now have seldom come to pass. 

The activities of the Club Commission  

or the initiative Haben und brauchen 

explore the negative impacts of prop-

erty value increases for the city as a 

whole, but have not yet formed alli-

ances with the increasing mobiliza-

tion of renters in the city. 

n e w  a l l i a n C e s  a n d 
C l e a r  d e m a n d s

The spatial overlap of club closings 

and processes of social displacement 

is the result of a similar process. For 

many artists and cultural producers, 

the availability of residential space, 

working space, and locations for events 

was a matter that could be solved in-

dividually for a long time. With knowl-

edge of the city, personal contacts, 

and intense searching, it was usually 

relatively easy to find the right condi-

tions. For many of those in search of a 

place to live, locally limited upscale 

developments on the real estate mar-

ket, for example in Mitte and Prenzlau-

er Berg, could be compensated for by 

moving to neighbouring areas. But 

now gentrification in Berlin has be-

come a phenomenon all across the 

city, and the real estate yield expec-

tations have exploded across large 

parts of the city centre and beyond 

(Holm 2014). Unused lots, empty com-

mercial spaces, and owners pleased 

about temporary usages will be availa-

ble less and less in future. The develop-

ment of cultural locations in the city 

cannot be left to develop on its own as 

has been done until now, but requires 

a targeted strategy of enablement. 

Even if creativity and cultural improv-

isation are difficult to plan (Kirchberg 

2010: 40), without publicly organized 

responsibility for the maintenance  

of existing spaces for future cultural 

space, Berlin’s character as a cultural 

centre is threatened. The redistribution 

of income from the booming tourism 

business by way of a city tax will not suf-

fice. Culture needs space. And under 

the conditions of the real estate boom, 

space can only be secured with a stra-

tegic adjustment of the city’s policy on 

public property. 

A N D R E J  H O L M 
teaches and researches urban sociology 
at the Institut für Sozialwissenschaften, 
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin. 
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Berlin has around 150 project spaces. They are located 

in storefronts, garages, former train stations, lofts or 

pavilions. They work on a self-organized basis, are 

usually interdisciplinary and linked to the subculture. 

They are art laboratories and discursive sites that stand 

for the diversity of Berlin’s cultural life. The Berlin cli-

mate of available affordable spaces and the idealism, 

creativity and motivation of those behind these spaces 

contribute to this. They are often motivated by the 

goal of creating a public sphere for artistic processes 

and presentation without proceeding in a market-ori-

ented fashion. And with their competence, their per-

severance, and their visions, they have created the 

grounds for the emergence and implementation of 

innovative projects.  

Since 2012, the Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs 

has been awarding prizes to honour these initiatives. 

This support mechanism, developed in collaboration 

with Berliner Netzwerk freier Projekträume und Initia-

tiven, invests in the foundations of a vital art city. The 

awards are given to independent art locations and 

initiatives that are usually operated by individuals or 

associations and enrich the spectrum of fine art with 

their experimental and original programmes in an 

outstanding way. Annually, from around 80 to 100 ap-

plications seven projects spaces are chosen by a jury 

and awarded a prize of 30,000 Euros, excellence in the 

underground. The prize offers the operators of these 

spaces financial freedom for a certain time period and 

places trust in their ideas, no matter how and what 

they use the prize money for. 

The realm of the performing arts in the capital is sim-

ilarly varied and diverse. Not only do the three opera 

houses and five large state theatres play a role in the 

German-speaking world and beyond, the alternative 

theatres of the city in recent years have been gaining 

in quality and diversity and thus have been increasing 

in importance beyond Berlin’s borders. To promote the 

professionalization of alternative theatres and the 

marketing of its productions, the Berlin Department of 

Cultural Affairs and the Landesverband Freie Darstel-

lende Künste established the Performing Arts Pro-

gramme. Since 2012, using funds from the EFRE and 

the ESF, a networking, advice, and consulting institution 

has been established for performing artists working 

freelance. A digital rehearsal space platform address-

es the increasing need for production sites. The export 

of productions is supported with the help of the city’s 

Department of Economics. The target is to strength-

en the structure and improve the perception of the 

alternative performing arts community. 

For music groups, the Berlin Department of Cultural 

Affairs has been able to add to the number of rehears-

al spaces in recent years, enabling many musicians to 

work freely without disturbance. 

o v e r v i e w  /  a C t i v i t i e s
o u t s i d e  p e r s p e C t i v e 

C u l t u r a l  B e a C o n s  a n d  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s C e n e :  
C u l t u r a l  F u n d i n g  F o r  a  d i v e r s e  p o p u l a t i o n

In absolute numbers, Germany is the 

country with the highest level of pub-

lic cultural funding around the world, 

with 9.5 billion Euros going to the arts 

and culture each year. 25 percent of all 

classical orchestras and 14 percent of 

all opera houses around the world are 

located in Germany, and the country's 

150 three-discipline theatres were even 

proposed to be listed as part of the 

UNESCO World Cultural Heritage. Berlin, 

although it is one of the poorest Feder-

al States, ranks at the top in terms of 

cultural funding. This has to do with its 

status as capital, its rich cultural tradi-

tion, and its history as a divided city. 

And yet, among many public cultural 

establishments there is a quite justi-

fied concern that the status quo can-

not be maintained. With altered social 

conditions, a strongly changing popu-

lation due to migration, and shifts due 

to digitalization that have developed 

a new, more participative culture, pub-

lic cultural institutions need to inno-

vate in order to represent the interests 

of heterogeneous population groups. 

Here, a look at cultural user research 

can help. 

	Only 10% of the population, largely 

people with university degrees, be-

long to the regular users of publically 

funded cultural institutions like thea-

tres, concert houses, and museums 

(Zentrum für Kulturforschung 2005, 

2011, 2012)

	Educational level has gained in im-

portance as a central influence on cul-

tural participation and the educational 

gap has increased: young people with 

a minimal education scarcely have 

interest in or access to publicly fund-

ed cultural offerings. 

	The interest of young people in 

traditional cultural offerings is declin-

ing in general (Zentrum für Kulturfor- 

schung Jugendkulturbarometer 2012)

	young people with a migrant back-

ground are more interested in art and 

culture than the average population, 

but primarily take advantage of com-

mercial cultural offerings. 

	As a whole, an interest in popular 

culture dominates in the population. 

Film/cinema and rock/pop music are 

the favourites, opera and theatre take 

last place. “Good entertainment” is 

named as the most important expec-

tation of for cultural event.

These results challenge cultural poli-

cymaking to develop concepts that 

make the publically funded cultural 

system more permeable, flexible, and 

open and can represent various popu-

lation groups with their cultural inter-

ests. In so doing, we should not aim 

at “missionizing” to bring people to 

high culture, but rather, on the basis 

of a non-normative concept of culture, 

accept various artistic and cultural 

modes of expression as different, but 

equal in status. Cultural excellence and 

high artistic or cultural quality is not 

an evaluation that is limited to certain 

cultural forms, but can be expressed 

in traditional classical art just as it can 

in alternative venues in popular cultur-

al forms. 

A central challenge for public cultural 

funding is shifting from a funding pol-

icy of the conservative maintenance 

of the existing cultural landscape to a 

concept-based, transparent cultural 

policy that funds institutions and pro-

jects among various groups of actors 

and populations to achieve negotiat-

ed cultural goals. This is easier said 

than done. For past experience shows 
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that due to existing legal regulations, 

but also due to leading opinion makers 

among cultural journalists, it is scarce-

ly possible to change existing institu-

tional structures, for example, to close 

an established cultural institution in 

order to free funds for newer cultural 

offerings.

All the same, the existing institutional 

wealth of the German and Berlin cul-

tural landscape can only be main-

tained if the institutions and the cultur-

al landscape in general change in such 

a way that they become relevant and 

attractive for a larger spectrum of the 

population. The “justification consen-

sus” that Gerhard Schulze describes 

for public cultural life, which places 

traditionally funded cultural institu-

tions per se under protection, regard-

less of their achievements or their sig-

nificance for the society, is becoming 

increasingly unstable. If cultural offer-

ings are financed using tax money, 

they have to accept being scrutinized 

under transparent criteria, one of 

which can be reaching a broad public. 

The argument that high demand is an 

automatic indicator of poor quality 

mass entertainment rather than for 

high quality is not empirically tenable. 

Just as an orientation towards and en-

gaging with new potential users be-

yond milieus traditionally open to 

culture is by no means necessarily ac-

companied by a decrease in artistic 

quality (see the Arts Council England, 

New Audiences Programme 2004, 

Mandel 2013). The objection repeated-

ly raised that the quality of art and 

cultural institutions is not measurable 

is more or less a pretext, just as an in-

sistence on artistic freedom serves as 

the foundation for an argument that 

cultural institutions per se should not 

be subject to public scrutiny. 

The criteria that can be considered 

evidence of quality depend on the re-

spective goals of an institution, and 

these can be very different: maintain-

ing the cultural heritage, funding new 

art forms, enabling cultural processes 

of education, or reaching a widely var-

ied audience, bringing together vari-

ous groups of a city population in an 

intercultural way. 

The most important prerequisite for 

public cultural funding is that the goals 

of the funded institutions are clearly 

formulated and made transparent in 

joint processes between cultural poli-

cymakers and the institutions them-

selves. “Almost none of the institutions 

developed clear criteria by which they 

can measure the success of their ac-

tivities – this is closely tied to the lack 

of goals”, according to the result of an 

evaluation report on the cultural out-

reach programmes of cultural institu-

tions funded by the Senate (Birnkraut, 

2011, p. 6). 

With its cultural offerings, Berlin has to 

do justice to its mission as a represent-

ative capital city and as a destination 

for cultural tourism by funding the cul-

tural beacons that stand as brands for 

excellence and outstanding achieve-

ment in their respective genre. But at 

the same time, Berlin lives, in terms 

of cultural tourism as well, from its 

broad and vital independent art scene 

and the many cultural-economic actors 

“undergound”, many of them small 

businesspeople: Berlin has the high-

est proportion of cultural workers 

among those employed in Germany. 

To maintain this valuable cultural po-

tential, public cultural funding has to 

be used to protect room for cultural 

projects and to promote affordable 

infrastructure, proceeding with the 

same decisiveness as it does in institu-

tional funding. Here, the relationship 

between institutional funding and 

the alternative cultural life of the city 

needs to be rethought. 95 percent of 

funding goes to cultural institutions 

without them having to show quality, 

while little is left over for alternative 

projects, which require extensive eval-

uation in order to receive funding. 

Although many cultural offerings in 

Berlin live from the strong demand of 

cultural tourism and the city’s large 

cultural life, the cultural policy of the 

Berlin government should also take 

account of the many population groups 

that are less open to the arts and fre-

quently possess a below average in-

come and low educational level. This 

can best succeed on low-level cultural 

work on the local level. 

Networking and collaboration between 

funded cultural institutions and the al-

ternative scene, so that they can profit 

more from the institutional cultural in-

frastructure, has proven useful. At the 

same time, the cooperation of the large 

cultural institutions with local munici-

pal cultural work and cultural educa-

tion is an important step to make their 

offerings accessible to more people, 

just as the institutions provide valua-

ble inspirations for processes of change 

by engaging with new actors and a 

new audience with whom they usually 

scarcely have any contact. 

The great cultural wealth and high 

estimation of art and culture in our so-

ciety can only be maintained if it is not 

museumified, but if culture-policy ad-

justments are made so that new popu-

lation groups and coming generations 

can discover an interest in cultural life. 

B I R G I T  M A N D E L  
is a professor for cultural education and cultural 
management at the Institut für Kulturpolitik, 
Universität Hildesheim
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For several years now, the Berlin Department of Cul-

tural Affairs has been regularly exchanging ideas with 

initiatives, associations, and networks of Berlin cultural 

life, discussing current and future cultural funding or 

the impacts of the policy on public property for loca-

tions for culture and work. In dialogue, measures and 

instruments of public cultural funding are reflected 

upon and developed further. This exchange at eye lev-

el complements established governance structures of 

the Senate’s cultural funding, for example awards on 

the basis of jury votes (p2p processes), reliable com-

pliance with funding principles, and the transparent 

publication of funding results. 

In the fine arts, this dialogue between administrators 

in November 2012 was begun with the event “K2” at 

the initiative of the State Secretary of Culture. The oc-

casion for the event were debates on the Berlin Kun-

sthalle and the exhibition Based in Berlin. The event 

itself polarized, but everyone agreed that a structured 

exchange between the figures from the alternative 

art world, established fine art institutions, administra-

tion, and policymakers was necessary for the future of 

Berlin as a city of the arts.

The result is a italics for the fine arts held at the offic-

es of the Senate Department of Cultural Affairs, which 

has been taking place since 2013, dealing both with 

issues that require timely action as well as concepts 

for a long-term, sustainable discursive process. 

These stakeholder dialogues primarily involve active 

initiatives and institutions such as the Rat für die Kün-

ste, the Koalition der freien Szene, Landesverband freie 

Darstellende Kunst, LG Jazz, Initiative Neue Musik, Netz- 

werk der Projekträume, bbk, and Haben&brauchen. The

series “Be Berlin, Be Diverse” sought to include a broad-

er public in core questions of cultural policy. It was 

carried out from 2009 to 2015 together with the Ge-

meinnützige Hertie-Stiftung and engaged with ques-

tions of cultural participation. 

o v e r v i e w  /  a C t i v i t i e s
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Transparency is the natural enemy of 

bureaucracy. Files, procedures, and 

memos still fill the everyday life of gov-

ernment officials. But something is 

changing. Due to the increased long-

ing of citizens for information about 

what public authorities actually do, a 

market for open data and more trans-

parency is developing. State institu-

tions have to learn to deal with this 

new situation, for these developments 

are just beginning. There are great 

chances for a new age of cooperation. 

An overview:  

Digitalization is changing life reality for 

people of all ages and does not ask for 

context, vision or framing conditions. It 

is simply happening. The core of this 

transformation is the visibility and ac-

cessibility of data, information, and 

structures. We do not need to under-

stand digitalization while it changes 

and shapes our lives, the world of work, 

and culture. It is better to use the ad-

vantages of the new openness and the 

omnipresence of the digital or at least 

to have our ears on the rails listening 

for the next disruption. Existing struc-

tures are usually not prepared for such 

game changers. 

Administrations are static structures, 

democracy poured into a cast. They 

control and define processes and ap-

parently required procedures for the 

general public. Through their very con-

stitution and structure, they are the ex-

act opposite of agile or change-based 

action. This means that the citizens 

and actors that are actually supposed 

to be the focus are quickly left behind. 

The balance between security (admin-

istration) and flexibility (creatives) has 

to be secured for each actor, reliability 

is only possible with plannability. And 

yet what are concrete steps towards 

more transparency of resources and 

offerings of the Department of Cul-

tural Affairs in Berlin? An important 

and pioneering step is the publica-

tion of meta-data and its licensing via 

open licensing. On the one hand, the 

numbers and facts should be provided 

in a machine-legible form to the inter-

ested public. In this way, new visuali-

zations and representation and thus 

better access for citizens can be cre-

ated. On the other hand, it is important 

that this data is open and sustainably 

licensed, for only then will people be 

motivated to do something with the 

data. Important here is not only acces-

sibility, but also, but also the clear state-

ment that the data can and should be 

used to work. In this way, a new space 

of resonance can be established be-

tween civil society and public authori-

ties that promotes trust and under-

standing on both sides. Towards this 

end, the internal steps of the adminis-

tration management need to be com-

municated in a clear and understanda-

ble way. The employees of the Depart- 

ment of Cultural Affairs and the actors 

in the field all need to be taken along. 

The employees are in the position to 

serve as a platform for the citizens 

interested in their tasks and actions. 

This can lead quickly to excessive de-

mands that can be prevented by way 

of good communication. 

Parallel to establishing a more trans-

parent administration, we also need to 

develop new approaches for awarding 

cultural funding. Here, applications for 

methods from crowdfunding could be 

found. Why not include citizens in de-

cisions about how to distribute funds? 

The online platforms necessary for this 

are already available. The necessary 

change in perspective can be accom-

panied by pilot projects and tests. Here 

too, sustainability is more important 

that quick implementation. 

Transparency is not just digital! A strat-

egy of openness also creates locations.  

Why can we not create a structure of 

“public working” (analogous to co-work-

ing)? That is, physical space for the 

projects funded? Here, the administra-

tion could work together with creatives 

and continuously monitor the progress 

made on projects. A great new perspec-

tive for the public and a great support 

for the projects!

The public evaluation of jury or other 

creative award processes always need 

to be the standard of cultural policy. In 

the process, a new dynamic can result 

that can animates cultural life, a com-

petition of possibilities between the 

institutions and venues that think they 

hold a monopoly on interpretation  and 

venues, technologies, and groups be-

yond this inner circle. Collaboration 

and team play is the opposite of envy 

and resentment. Transparency involves 

respect and understanding for the 

various actors involved. Transparency 

also means security: both for one’s own 

planning of projects and locations and 

for the over-all framework. Today, com-

plex and paralyzing accounting and 

application processes are one of the 

main reasons to simply avoid taking 

part in publically funded cultural life.

An unconditional culture of openness 

and the transparency of the digital 

world need to be reflected in how cul-

tural policymakers come to formulate 

their strategies and opinions. It must 

allow fluid processes and actor-struc-

tures the space they need and should 

not play the various sectors of the arts 

against one another. Towards this end, 

investments and agile concepts are 

needed. The guiding principle here can-

not be “that’s the way it always was”, 

but “how will things be like in future?” 

Can we maintain financing for loca-

tions and institutions over the long 

term if they are constantly presented 

to the public as “elitist” and “over fund-

ed”? No! This is why the aggressive 

funding of a transparent cultural policy 

and administration needs to demand 

doubling the cultural budget and to in-

vest this money in digital culture. 

The developments between so-called 

high culture and the underground are 

like stalactites and stalagmites. It takes 

a long time until they come close to one 

another or even touch. The speed has 

no connection to the needs of the in-

dividual actors involved.  

Here, the Berlin mix of both, a unique 

cultural life and international institu-

tions, can provide a cornerstone for 

long-term projects and agreements. 

Living transparency is here a funda-

mental building block. Integrating struc-

tures that are clear to all, but also pos-

sibilities of influencing policy. 

This new form of “cultural governance” 

has to focus more on  structures and 

requirements and thus create a sus-

tainable approach. In so doing, errors 

can, indeed must be made, to give in-

novations and changes the freedom 

they need to develop. On concrete 

methods and approaches, the actors 

need to agree in an open and partici-

pative process. 

If all actors are involved. If the poli-

tics of administration delivers clear 

instructions and places resources at 

disposal. If sites, online and offline, 

emerge, where participation and trans-

parency can be lived and worked, then 

a new cultural policy can emerge in the 

best sense, a structure capable of a 

future. And if the way there requires 

so much time and money. There is no 

alternative. 

A N D R E A S  G E B H A R D
is a businessman in the creative economy 
and managing director of re:publica.
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Since 2012, the Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs 

has been funding the digitalization of objects from 

the city’s institutions of cultural heritage – archives, 

libraries, museums, and memorial sites. The goal of the 

funding is to digitalize outstanding works of culture 

or cultural goods strongly in demand that are repre-

sentative of Berlin or the various cultural institution in 

question. Towards this end, Konrad-Zuse-Zentrum für 

Informationstechnik Berlin (ZIB) was commissioned 

with establishing the multi-discipline Servicestelle Dig-

italisierung (Digis), combining consulting and presenta-

tion of digitalization services for cultural institutions in 

Berlin with their own IT services, especially in the area 

of long term archiving. 

Since 2012 as well, the city’s Department of Cultural 

Affairs and Economic Administration have been fund-

ing 10 innovative model projects from the realms of 

digitalization, automation, and IT service provision in 

the competition “Digitalisierung und IT-Anwendungen 

von Einrichtungen der Informationsversorgung” (Digi-

talization and IT-Applications in Institutions for Infor-

mation Provision).

The programmes in libraries, archives, and museums 

take their orientation from the initiative Digital Agen-

da for Europe from the EU’s Europe 2020 Initiative. 

Findings are to be collected by the Servicestelle Digi-

talisierung and will contribute to the acquisition of fur-

ther expertise in the region. 

A digital reference format known around the world 

was established by the Berliner Philharmonic with the 

Digital Concert Hall, which delivers live streamings, 

archive access, and background information. 

Alongside digitalization, cultural education, and acces-

sibility, cultural diversity is one of the four main em-

phases in the realm of cultural participation. Continu-

ous funding monitoring in the realm of project funding 

at the Department of Cultural Affairs provides infor-

mation about an openness to the demographic shift. The 

results show that the diversity of the migration society 

is largely reflected by the juries, the applicants, and the 

projects funded in terms of quantity. In the realm of insti-

tutional funding, with the event series Be Berlin – Be 

Diverse the Berlin Department of Cultural Affairs is fo-

cusing on sensitizing decision makers to the issue. To-

gether with the Hertie Stiftung, the State Secretary of 

Culture hosted eight events from 2011 to 2013. Since 

the summer of 2013, Shermin Langhoff has been serv-

ing as the first artistic director of a German state thea-

tre with a Turkish background. The former director of 

Kreuzberg’s Ballhaus Naunynstraße already caused 

a furore there with her concept of a post-migrant the-

atre. At Maxim Gorki Theater, she continues her suc-

cess with a diverse ensemble and new forms and sub-

jects. It is already clear how changes on the level of 

casting and programme have already attracted a much 

more diverse audience to the institution. All major 

Berlin stages and orchestras place a focus on cultural 

diversity in their various pedagogical offerings. Diver-

sity and internationality shape the image and attrac-

tiveness of Berlin cultural life. This is true for the many 

young artists that are attracted to Berlin to live and 

work and also applies to one of the beacons of the 

city’s musical life, the Berlin Philharmonic, whose musi-

cians come from 21 countries. 

o v e r v i e w  /  a C t i v i t i e s

Remembering Reichskristallnacht in 1938 and the del-

egation of power to the Nazis in 1933 served as an oc-

casion for the theme year “Zerstörte Vielfalt: 1933– 

1938–1945” (Destroyed Diversity 1933–1938–1945). This 

 programme was initiated by the Berlin Department of 

Cultural Affairs together with Humboldt-Universität 

and organized by Kulturprojekte Berlin GmbH, and 

thanks to the commitment of many institutions, initi-

atives, and individuals grew into a citywide event. In 

numerous events throughout the year, the diversity of 

life in the world city of Berlin was remembered and its 

destruction in Nazism was commemorated. Several 

Berlin institutions, museums, memorials, archives, uni-

versities, churches, the Jewish Community, the Sinti and 

Roma Association, historical initiatives, various cultur-

al institutions, companies and unions contributed 

their own specific aspect. In the process, newer forms 

of addressing a new and younger audience were ex-

plored and used. Through events and presentations at 

authentic sites in the city, those people could also be 

reached who would otherwise not visit a history muse-

um or a memorial. 
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It’s 2039: “Open source everything!” 

That was the demand made in 2015 by 

the artists and innovators who began 

to use the many new possibilities of 

the Fourth Industrial Revolution in 

Berlin’s melting pot. Their programe: 

open source everything! 

In 1998, as part of the new political par-

ty founded by the Volksbühne Chance 

2000, Christoph Schlingensief tried to 

organize an event where one million 

unemployed people would jump into 

Wolfgangsee to generate a flood wave 

that would drown Helmut Kohl and 

bring about a change in the employ-

ment market. In 2015, several subver-

sive artists picked up on this action. 

Their goal: a friendly takeover of Face-

book, to return citizens their data. As 

so often in revolutionary times, the the-

atre played a decisive role here. This 

time, a public theatre was postheroi-

cally transformed into a communica-

tions concern using all the tools of the 

trade. The fourth Industrial Revolution 

had begun in Germany, and the so-

called Internet of Things became con-

cretely palpable. Productions and mu-

seum content were made accessible 

to all online. The workshops of the the-

atre were expanded as open and freely 

accessible maker spaces and fablabs: 

the seamstresses, carpentry work-

shops, and metalworking shops of the 

theatre were given interesting technol-

ogies for 2015, like 3Dscanners and 

printers, CaD milling equipment, laser 

cutters, and intuitive design software. 

Under the direction of artists, Berlin 

residents, tourists, artists, engineers, 

and scholars could develop effective 

prototypes: robot art, installations, in-

dividual furniture pieces, and table-

ware were built as props for produc-

tions that attracted attention all over 

the city. The city became increasingly 

a stage and the theatres open rehears-

al centres: in the foyers of the theatres, 

coworking spaces emerged where reg-

ular hackathons were held. Using the 

new and expanded possibilities of the-

atre in Berlin, the economic shift of the 

information society to an age of mean-

ing of a creative society was anticipat-

ed and made sensually graspable:

Open Berlin.  

The claims of Open Berlin were and  

still are being developed jointly. Here a 

small selection:

Open-Berlin 2015: 

from CrEat i v i t y  
t o  ConCrEat i v t i y 

Open-Berlin 2022: 

From the  inFormat ion 
soC iE t y  t o  thE  soC iE t y  
oF  mean ing 

Open-Berlin 2029: 

From the  mult iCultural  
t o  thE  mult iopt ion  soC iE t y

Open-Berlin 2031: 

from “poor  But  sExy”  t o 
“r iCh  But  sExy”

Open-Berlin 2001: 

thosE  opEn  for  EvEry th ing 
mus t  have  a  sCrew loose 

Open-Berlin 2039: 

K i l l  your  darl ings . . . 

Sociologist Dirk Baecker already antic-

ipated this movement in 2013 in the 

reader “What’s Next: Die Kunst nach 

der Krise” (Art after the Crisis):  “I con-

ceive of the next society primarily as 

society’s engagement with the com-

puter, showing the computer its limits. 

Here we will badly need the help of art, 

an art that using the medium of the 

computer shows the computer its own 

limits. Art will need to find new loca-

tions, new times, and a new audience. 

It will experiment with formats where 

the standard institutions become var-

iables. Think of Walid Raad and his At-

las Group, which makes the theatre 

into a university or perhaps an instal-

lation for thinking about not-so fiction-

al events. Or think of Matthias Lilien-

thal’s theatre project X Wohnungen 

(X Apartments), that transforms private 

apartments into stages. Or the famous 

audio-walks by Janet Cardiff and others 

who create a kind of accessible book 

landscape in which we walk around 

in a dream like state similar to reading.

Open Berlin became a public agora 

and the action field for the digital agen-

da where the necessity of the analog 

in the digital became visible and con-

crete. Initially, many thought it was a 

joke or a game: and that is precisely 

why it succeeded in the end… 

Bitcoins, DIy biolabs, 3D printed shoes 

and toys, occupy everything, share 

economy, kickstarters, smart cities, 

cloud, the energy revolution and in-

formal economies. The variety of the 

new economies needed art and vice 

versa. And it is of no importance wheth-

er someone believed that art could 

transform the world or not: the world 

transforms art and vice versa. The new 

possibilities meant that not only could 

anyone become an artist, but that an-

yone could also become a distributor 

of their art, without difficulty, could re-

fer to everything and no longer fit in 

any category. State funded art was 

now at eye level with the art beyond 

the art institutions. Regardless wheth-

er as a business, state, world-improv-

ing, “free”, applied, superfluous, use-

less, valuable, wild, quiet and still, 

effective and un-known – in all con-

ceivable forms no problem was too 

small and no challenge too great for 

the people who came to Berlin and 

wanted to become part of the idea. 

Open Berlin. Open source everything. 

The prototypes that emerged were 

given a stage with all the tools of the 

theatre, and could be made available 

to experience communicatively around 

the world. The theatre, as the last di-

nosaur of organization, renewed itself 

playfully. Art and culture now provided 

the sensory programme for a society 

in the process of transforming mean-

ing: what makes the human human, 

individually and as a society. The  

human being can invent himself or  

herself “creatively”, for which both 

creative forces and concreative possi-

bilities exist together with our fellow 

human beings and nature. 

The challenge of the Fourth Industrial 

Revolution was the free and responsi-

ble design of humanity in the openness 

of endless room for play in technolog-

ical and practical self-enablement in 

both the aesthetic and the ethical, in 

the social and political habitat. The 

creative principles that art and culture 

had access to over the centuries pro-

vided the basic law of these various 

o u t s i d e  p e r s p e C t i v e

o p e n  B e r l i n :  2 0 3 9 
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sociogeneses. Whereby the “individu-

al is only allowed whatever helps all, 

and all are only allowed what helps 

the individual and nature”.

This mindset, using new and old prod-

ucts and ideas, became rich so easily 

that in an overnight action in 2017 

Facebook was taken over to return to 

the residents of Berlin and the world 

their data. This went down in history 

as the second Fall of the Wall, a cultur-

al enrichment and enthusiasm that 

made people more inventive and more 

courageous. The end of the move-

ment is well-known today: artists from 

around the world work together on 

improving it: 

Open Berlin is everywhere!

C H R I S T O P H  B A C K E S 
is managing director and co-founder 
of the U-Institut at Hochschule Bremen 
and since 1 Jan. 2015 has been director 
of the Kompetenzzentrum Kultur- und 
Kreativwirtschaft des Bundes.
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i n s t i t u t i o n F u n C t i o n  y E a r  n a m e 

o p e r a
Deutsche Oper Artistic director 2012–2017 Dietmar Schwarz

Managing director 2011–2017 Thomas Fehrle

Komische Oper Artistic director 2013–2018 Barrie Kosky

GMD 2013–2017 Henrik Nánási

Managing director  2014–2019 Susanne Moser

Deutsche Staatsoper Artistic director 2011–2018 Jürgen Flimm

GMD 2012–2022 Daniel Barenboim

Managing director 2011–2016 Ronny Unganz

Bühnenservice GmbH Managing director 2012–2016 Rolf D. Suhl

Stiftungsdach General director 2013–2018 Georg Vierthaler

t h e a t r e
Maxim Gorki Theater Artistic director 2013–2018 Shermin Langhoff / 

Jens Hilje

Managing director 2013–2018 Jürgen Meyer

Theater an der Parkaue Artistic director 2015–2020 Kay Wuschek

Deutsches Theater Artistic director 2014–2019 Ulrich Khuon

Volksbühne Artistic director 2013–2017 Frank Castorf

HAU Artistic director 2012–2017 Annemie Vanackere

d a n C e
Staatsballett Berlin Artistic director 2014–2019 Nacho Duato

Managing director 2013–2018 Georg Vierthaler

m u s i C
Konzerthaus Artistic director 2014–2019 Sebastian Nordmann

Chief conductor 2012–2015 Ivan Fischer

Managing director 2013–2018 Raphael Graf von  
Hoensbroech

Berliner Philharmoniker Artistic director 2010–2017 Martin Hoffmann

Chief conductor 2002–2018 Sir Simon Rattle

r e v u e  t h e a t r e
Friedrichstadtpalast GmbH Managing director 2014–2019 Bernd Schmidt

m u s e u m s  a n d  F i n e  a r t 
Stiftung Berlinische Galerie Director 2014–2019 Thomas Köhler

Stiftung Bröhan Museum Director 2013–2018 Tobias Hofmann

m E m o r i a l s  a n d  t h E  C u l t u r E  o f  m E m o r y
Stiftung Berliner Mauer Director 2014–2018 Axel Klausmeier

l i B r a r i e s  a n d  a r C h i v e s 
Stiftung Zentral-und Landesbibliothek Director 2012–2017 Volker Heller

i n t E r d i s C i p l i n a r y  i n s t i t u t i o n s 
Kulturprojekte Berlin GmbH Managing director 2012–2016 Moritz van Dülmen

a p p o i n t m e n t s 1

1 In the following, only those  

 appointments are listed where  

 the Department of Cultural  

 Affairs as funder or member of  

 the committee exerts a decisive  

 influence. This is not the case  

 for the private organizations  

 with state funding, Georg-Kolbe- 

 Stiftung or Schaubühne GmbH,  

 or institutions funded by the  

 Federal Government (Stiftung  

 Deutsches Historisches Museum  

 or Stiftung Preußischer  

 Kulturbesitz).
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F u n d i n g 
s t a t i s t i C s

 2 0 11 2 0 12 2 0 13

F u n d i n g  s t a t i s t i C s
p r o j e c t  f u n d i n g  d i v i d e d  b y  a r e a ,  i n  e u r o s 2 
Theatre 4,656,700 6,165,700 6,186,296

Dance 3,034,000 2,660,900 2,310,912

Music 2,617,050 3,203,250 3,262,738

Literature 988,367 1,229,400 1,144,883

Fine Art 4,979,893 4,951,200 5,517,220

Interdisciplinary 1,096,456 1,143,900 2,032,954

Other 4,097,500 2,868,000 2,629,488

Total funding 21,469,966 22,222,350 23,084,491

t h e a t r e s
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a v e r a g e  f u n d i n g  f o r  B e r l i n  t h e a t r e s ,  i n  e u r o s
Opera houses 198 200 187

Large theatres 86 97 97

Children / youth theatre 46 47 48

Concept-funded project theatres 31 34 37

F u n d i n g , t h e a t r e  i n  e u r o s
Project funding, Berlin  

incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds

4,656,700 6,165,700 6,186,296

Institutional funding, Berlin 214,625,536 227,160,515 226,130,977

Stiftung Oper in Berlin 121,723,391 124,714,063 121,622,033

Large theatres 74,406,738 81,524,056 83,113,824

Children / youth theatre 7,880,041 8,431,100 8,558,300

Concept-funded private theatres 4,158,366 4,466,796 4,517,320

Friedrichstadtpalast 6,457,000 8,024,500 8,319,500

Funding 214,625,536 227,160,515 226,130,977

Project funding, percentage 2.2% 2.7% 2.7%

Institutional funding, percentage 97.8% 97.3% 97.3%

a u d i e n C e  n u m B e r s ,  t h e a t r e s
Stiftung Oper in Berlin 700,819 696,514 726,513

Large theatres 862,645 815,860 843,295

Children / youth theatre 168,903 179,648 176,624

Concept-funded private theatres 147,607 141,290 139,720

Friedrichstadtpalast 451,767 445,388 522,209

Total 2,331,741 2,278,700 2,408,3612 Incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds
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F u n d i n g  s t a t i s t i C s

 2 0 11 2 0 12 2 0 13

i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e C t  F u n d i n g ,  p e r F o r m i n g  a r t s
Number of applications 170 296 163

Volume of total grants awarded, in Euros 5,724,948 9,251,429 5,285,785

Grants awarded, percentage 31 / 18% 48 / 16% 28 / 17%

Total funding in Euros 734,400 1,179,000 758,500

Average grant in Euros 23,690 24,563 27,089

d a n C e 
d a n c e  f u n d i n g ,  i n  e u r o s
Project funding in Berlin

incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds

3,034,000 2,660,900 2,310,912

Institutional funding, Berlin3 8,488,373 8,572,287 8,572,287

Total funding, Berlin 11,522,373 11,233,187 10,883,199

Project funding, percentage 35.7% 31.0% 27.0%

Institutional funding, percentage 64.3% 69.0% 73.0%

d a n C e  g r a n t s
Number of applications 38 47 47

Grants awarded, percentage 7 / 18% 8 / 17%  8 / 17%

Total funding in Euros 17,500 20,000 20,000

Average grant in Euros 972 1,111 1,111

m u s i C
m u s i c  f u n d i n g  i n  e u r o s
Project funding in Berlin 

incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds

2,617,050 3,203,250 3,262,738

Institutional funding, Berlin 36,182,784 37,216,000 37,679,000

Total funding, Berlin 37,785,534 39,044,962 39,734,873

Project funding, percentage 4.4% 4.9% 5.5%

Institutional funding, percentage 95.6% 95.1% 94.5%

Number of visitors, concert houses  

and orchestras

737,036 763,574 641,792

i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e C t  F u n d i n g  i n  p o p,  j a z z ,  w o r l d  m u s i C 4 

Number of applications 124 140 124

Application volume in Euros 855,724 915,508 932,998

Grants awarded, percentage 35 / 28% 46 / 33% 40 / 32%

Total funding in Euros 254,100 276,000 337,218

Average grant in Euros 7,260 6,000 8,430

 2 0 11 2 0 12 2 0 13

i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e C t  F u n d i n g ,  n e w  m u s i C 5

Number of applications 37 45 29

Application volume in Euros 887,515 1,009,773 994,842

Grants awarded, percentage 15 / 41% 18 / 40% 18 / 62%

Total funding in Euros 515,650 583,962 567,375

Average grant in Euros 34,377 32,442 31,521

l i t e r a t u r e
l i t e r a t u r e  f u n d i n g ,  i n  e u r o s
Project funding in Berlin

incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds

988,367 1,229,400 1,144,883

Institutional funding, Berlin 2,262,111 2,424,336 2,422,925

Total funding, Berlin 3,250,478 3,653,736 3,567,808

Project funding, percentage 43.7% 50.7% 47.3%

Institutional funding, percentage 56.3% 49.3% 52.7%

l i t e r a t u r  w o r k i n g  g r a n t s
Number of applications 318 320 343

Grants awarded, percentage 13 / 4% 13 / 4% 13 / 4%

Total funding in Euros 156,000 156,000 156,000

Average grant in Euros 12,000 12,000 12,000

m u s e u m s  a n d  F i n e  a r t
m u s e u m s  a n d  f i n e  a r t  f u n d i n g ,  i n  e u r o s
Project funding in Berlin

incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds6 

4,979,893 4,951,200 5,517,220

Institutional funding, Berlin 56,992,890 58,569,010 59,691,521

   Art museums and exhibition spaces7 8,366,016 8,951,821 9,026,195

   History museums 8 15,743,967 16,791,489 17,507,606

   Stiftung Preußischer Kulturbesitz9 15,846,000 14,809,000 14,809,000

   Special museums 10 17,036,907 18,016,700 18,348,720

Total funding, Berlin 62,222,783 63,770,210 65,458,741

Project funding, percentage 9.2% 8.9% 9.7%

Institutional funding, percentage 90.8% 91.1% 90.3%

3 Staatsballett Berlin, 

 Sasha Waltz & Guests, Cie. 

 Toula Limnaos, Tanzbüro Berlin

4 Not including grant award,  

 construction, studio technology,  

 and grants 

5 Initiative Neue Musik Berlin e.V.  

 (INM), funded by the Cultural  

 Affairs Department, awards  

 government money annually  

 for new music projects.  

 The information presented here  

 refers to government funding  

 that goes to project support  

 (without individual grants).

6 Incl. structural funding  

 (Kulturwerk GmbH des BBK)  

7 Stiftung Berlinische Galerie, 

 Kunst-Werke e.V., Künstlerhaus 

 Bethanien GmbH, Haus am 

 Waldsee, Bauhaus-Archiv e.V., 

 Brücke Museum, Stiftung

  Bröhan, Werbundarchiv e.V., 

 Georg-Kolbe-Stiftung    

8 Stiftung Stadtmuseum Berlin, 

 Stiftung Preußische Schlösser 

 und Gärten (co-financing, Berlin) 

9 Co-financing, Berlin 

10 Stiftung Deutsches Technik-

 museum Berlin, Schwules

 Museum, Jugend im Museum e.V.



     F u n d i n g  s t a t i s t i C s
42 43

F u n d i n g  s t a t i s t i C s

 2 0 11 2 0 12 2 0 13

v i s i t o r  n u m B e r s ,  m u s e u m s  a n d  F i n e  a r t 
Art museums and exhibition institutions 402,064 556,297 515,018

History museums 2,023,630 1,991,652 1,991,485

Stiftung Preußischer Kulturbesitz  5,741,280 5,394,207 5,221,561

Special museums 722,403 670,229 748,673

Total 8,889,377 8,612,385 8,476,737

m E m o r i a l s  a n d  t h E  C u l t u r E  o f  m E m o r y 
m e m o r i a l  f u n d i n g ,  i n  e u r o s 11

Memorials, remembrance sites,  

and documentation centres  

on the history of Nazism12 

3,376,785 3,800,490 4,144,732

Memorials, remembrance sites,  

and documentation centres  

on the history of the GDR13

1,352,000 2,675,137 2,874,972

Total (Berlin) 4,728,785 6,475,627 7,019,704

v i s i t o r  n u m B e r s ,  m e m o r i a l s 
Memorials, remembrance sites,  

and documentation centres  

on the history of Nazism

1,135,179 1,293,555 1,540,333

Memorials, remembrance sites,  

and documentation centres  

on the history of the GDR

981,580 1,053,828 1,219,828

Total (Berlin) 2,116,759 2,347,383 2,760,161

l i B r a r i e s  a n d  a r C h i v e s 
u s e  p r o f i l e  v Ö B B 14

Local branches 77 77 77

Mobile libraries 10 10 10

Media holdings 6,876,003 6,771,513 6,776,313

u s e  p r o F i l e ,  v Ö B B
Registered users 547,990 402,952 402,567

New users 72,564 68,043 70,991

Loans 22,988,398 23,375,737 24,136,009

Loans per user 41 58 60

Use of the Internet presence  

(number of clicks)

301,141,835 308,645,635 326,193,903

 2 0 11 2 0 12 2 0 13

F u n d i n g ,  l i B r a r i e s  a n d  a r C h i v e s
Stiftung Zentral- und  

Landesbibliothek

21,429,266 19,769,051 19,755,077

Landesarchiv 5,334,901 5,832,565 6,128,811

Total 26,764,167 25,601,616 25,883,888

i n t E r d i s C i p l i n a r y  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  p r o g r a m m E s 
F u n d i n g  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  i n  e u r o
Project funding in Berlin  

incl. Hauptstadtkulturfonds

1,096,456 1,143,900 2,032,964

Institutional funding15 8,021,741 7,348,016 6,962,029

Total funding, Berlin 9,118,197 8,491,916 8,994,993

Project funding, percentage 13.7% 15.6% 29.2%

Institutional funding, percentage 86.3% 84.4% 70.8%

p r o j e k t F o n d s  k u l t u r e l l e  B i l d u n g 
s t a t i s t i c s  2 0 11 – 2 0 13  

 2 0 11 2 0 12 2 0 13 t o t a l
Number of applications 692 666 557 1.915

Number of grants awarded 252 246 224 722

Participating children and  

young people 

15,113 13,287 14,643 ca. 14,300 annually 

Number of schools funded 284 203 190 677

Funding programme 1 100 74 84 258

Funding programme 3 95 104 90 289

Funding programme 2 89 25 16 130

Number of funded school  

programmes where more than  

40 % of the children have non- 

German backgrounds (only FP 1) 

66% 68% 57% ø 64% 

From 2011 to 2013, around 2,000 applications were submitted to Berlin’s Projektfond Kulturelle Bildung in all 

three funding areas. More than 700 projects were funded and implemented. Each year, over 15,000 children 

and young adults participated. 677 projects took place in schools (as well as childcare centres, youth centres, 

and art/cultural institutions). In Funding Programme 1, 258 in schools were funded (71 % only once). 

An average of 57 %of the schools funded have more than 40 percent students from non-German speaking 

backgrounds. 

11 Co-financing, Berlin

12 Stiftung Topographie des 

 Terrors, Trägerverein Haus der 

 Wannsee-Konferenz, Dokumen-

 tationszentrum NS-Zwangs-

 arbeit Berlin-Schöneweide, 

 Aktives Museum, Gedenkstätte

 Deutscher Widerstand

13 Gedenkstätte Berlin-Hohen-

 schönhausen, Stiftung Berliner 

 Mauer 

14 VÖBB = Verbund der 

 öffentlicher Bibliotheken 

 Berlins (https://www.voebb.de) 

15 Kulturprojekte Berlin GmbH, 

 ConSense – Ges. zur 

 Förderung von Kultur mbH 

 (Kulturbrauerei), RambaZamba 

 e.V., ufa-fabrik e.V. (includes 

 project funding for these 

 institutions) 

 Every day over 7,562 people 

 visit one of the city’s eight 

 official memorial sites. 
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a p p e n d i x

Institutions funded by the Senate Department of Cultural Affairs (2014):

 

a p p e n d i x

t h e a t r e 

Ballhaus naunynstrassE  
(KultursprÜngE E.v.)  
www.ballhausnaunynstrasse.de 

Berliner ensemBle gmBh 
www.berliner-ensemble.de 

deutsChes theater  
www.deutschestheater.de 

fördErBand E.v. – KulturinitiativE 
Berlin (theaterhaus mitte) 
www.thbm.foerderband.org 

FriedriChstadtpalast 
BetrieBsgesellsChaFt mBh 
www.show-palace.eu

goB squad 
www.gobsquad.com 

grips-theater gmBh 
www.grips-theater.de 

heBBel-theater Berlin gmBh 
www.hebbel-am-ufer.de 

kleines theater am  
südwestkorso gmBh 
http://kleines-theater.de  

maxim gorki theater 
www.gorki.de 

nEuKöllnEr opEr E.v. 
www.neukoellneroper.de 

niCo and the navigators gBr  
www.navigators.de 

neue theater-BetrieBs gmBh 
(renaissanCe theater) 
www.renaissance-theater.de 

prime time theater ggmBh 
http://primetimetheater.de 

rimini protokoll 
www.rimini-protokoll.de

theater und komÖdie am 
kurFürstendamm gmBh 
www.komoedie-berlin.de

sChauBühne am lehniner platz 
theaterBetrieBs gmBh 
www.schaubuehne.de 

sChlosspark theater Berlin 
(halliwood gmBh) 
http://schlosspark-theater.de 

she she pop 
www.sheshepop.de 

sophiensaele gmBh 
www.sophiensaele.com

stiFtung oper in Berlin 
www.oper-in-berlin.de 

deutsChe oper Berlin 
www.deutscheoperberlin.de 

deutsChe staatsoper Berlin 
www.staatsoper-berlin.de 

komisChe oper Berlin 
www.komische-oper-berlin.de 

staatsBallett Berlin 
www.staatsballett-berlin.de 

theater an der parkaue 
www.parkaue.de 

theaterdisCounter 
http://theaterdiscounter.de  

theater im palais gmBh 
www.theater-im-palais.de 

thEatEr strahl E.v. 
www.theater-strahl.de 

thEatErhaus mittE (fördErBand E.v.) 
www.thbm.foerderband.org

vaganten Bühne gemeinnütziges 
theater gmBh 
www.vaganten.de

volksBühne 
www.volksbuehne-berlin.de 

d a n C e

Constanza maCras/dorKy parK gmBh 
www.dorkypark.org 

sasha waltz and guests gmBh 
www.sashawaltz.de 

staatsBallett Berlin  
www.staatsballett-berlin.de

zEitgEnössiChEr tanz BErlin E.v.  
(tanzBüro Berlin)  
www.ztberlin.de 

m u s i C

akademie Für alte musik gBr 
www.akamus.de 

Berliner philharmoniker 
www.berliner-philharmoniker.de

BErolina -orChEstEr E.v. 
(BErlinEr symponiKEr) 
www.berliner-symphoniker.de 

ChorvErBand BErlin E.v. 
www.chorverband-berlin.de

EnsEmBlE oriol E.v. 
www.ensemble-oriol.de  (bis 2013)

konzerthaus Berlin 
(mit konzerthausorChester) 
www.konzerthaus.de 

landEsmusiKrat BErlin E.v. 
www.landesmusikrat-berlin.de

orChEstEr-aKadEmiE E.v. 
www.berliner-philharmoniker.de  
(bis 2013)

rundFunk-orChester
und -ChÖre gmBh 
www.roc-berlin.de  

l i t e r a t u r e

gEsEllsChaft fÜr sinn und form E.v. 
(literaturForum im BreCht-haus) 
www.lfbrecht.de 
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i l l u s t r a t i o n  C r e d i t s

p. 6 / 7
Oedipus Rex, im Hebbel am Ufer 
(© Thomas Aurin)
 

p. 11 from the top
1 and 2: Sculpture workshop, 
Kulturwerk, bbk-berlin GmbH,  
3: Practice space, Baruther Straße 
(Daniele Ansidei)

p. 13
Sculpture workshop,
Kulturwerk, bbk-berlin GmbH 
(Daniele Ansidei)

p. 17 from the top
Deutsches Theater, 
Poetry Slam Berlin Neukölln, 
(Daniele Ansidei); 
Set design “Luna“ by Herbert 
Fritsch (© Thomas Aurin)

p. 19 
Rundfunkchor Berlin 
(© Matthias Heyde)

p. 23 from the top
Mittelpunktbibliothek 
Adalbertstraße, 
Poetry Slam Berlin Neukölln, 
Mittelpunktbibliothek 
Adalbertstraße (Daniele Ansidei)

p. 25
Berlinische Galerie 
(Daniele Ansidei)

p. 29 from the top
Kulturbezirk Kreuzberg, 
Neuköllner Oper 
Annual event: 
Berliner Dialog der Religionen 
(Berlin Dialogue of Religions)
at Rotes Rathaus 
(Daniele Ansidei)

p. 31
“Female Gaze“,  
Ballhaus Naunynstraße  
(© Jule Sievert)

pp. 34 / 35
“Süpermänner“,  
Ballhaus Naunynstraße 
(Daniele Ansidei)

museum Blindenwerkstatt otto weidt 
www.museum-blindenwerkstatt.de

stiFtung Berliner mauer 
www.stiftung-berliner-mauer.de 
(gedenkstätte Berliner mauer
www.berliner-mauer-gedenkstaette.de 
und erinnerungsstätte 
notauFnahmelager marienFelde 
www.notaufnahmelager-berlin.de)

stiFtung gedenkstätte 
Berlin-hohensChÖnhausen 
www.stiftung-hsh.de 

stiFtung topographie des terrors 
www.topographie.de und 
dokumentationszentrum 
ns-zwangsarBeit Berlin-sChÖneweide 
www.topographie.de/dz-ns-zwangsarbeit

l i B r a r i e s  a n d  a r C h i v e s 

Berliner BlindenhÖrBüCherei ggmBh 
www.berliner-hoerbuecherei.de 

landesarChiv Berlin 
www.landesarchiv-berlin.de

stiFtung zentral- und  
landesBiBliothek Berlin 
www.zlb.de 

i n t E r d i s C i p l i n a r y 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  a n d 
p r o g r a m m e s 

Consense – gesellsChaFt zur FÖrderung 
von kultur mBh (kulturBrauerei) 
www.kesselhaus-berlin.de 

deutsCher akademisCher 
austausChdiEnst (daad) E.v. 
www.berliner-kuenstlerprogramm.de 

kulturprojekte Berlin gmBh 
www.kulturprojekte-berlin.de 

nEuE BaBylon BErlin gmBh 
www.babylonberlin.de 

ramBa zamBa E.v. 
www.theater-rambazamba.org

ufafaBriK BErlin E.v. 
www.ufafabrik.de 

kunsthaus dahlem ggmBh 
http://kunsthaus-dahlem.de 

künstlerhaus Bethanien gmBh 
www.bethanien.de 

stiFtung BerlinisChe galerie 
www.berlinischegalerie.de 

stiFtung BrÖhan-museum 
www.broehan-museum.de 

stiFtung deutsChes teChnikmuseum 
www.sdtb.de 

stiFtung domäne dahlem 
www.domaene-dahlem.de

stiFtung preussisChe sChlÖsser und 
gärten Berlin-BrandenBurg 
www.spsg.de 

stiFtung preussisCher kulturBesitz 
http://hv.spk-berlin.de 

stiFtung stadtmuseum Berlin
www.stadtmuseum.de 

verein der Freunde eines 
sChwulEn musEums in BErlin E.v. 
www.schwulesmuseum.de 

wErKBund arChiv E.v. 
www.museumderdinge.de 

m e m o r i a l s  a n d 
C u l t u r E  o f  m E m o r y
FriedhoF der märzgeFallenen 
www.friedhof-der-maerzgefallenen.de  

gedenkort papestrasse 
www.gedenkort-papestraße.de  

gedenkstätte deutsCher widerstand 
www.gdw-berlin.de 

gedenkstätte plÖtzensee  
www.gedenkstaette-ploetzensee.de

gedenkstätte stille helden  
www.gedenkstaette-stille-helden.de

gedenk- und Bildungsstätte 
haus der wannsee-konFerenz 
(„erinnern Für die zukunFt“ E.v.) 
www.ghwk.de 

gemeinsChaFt zur 
FÖrderung von kinder- und 
JugEndlitEratur E.v. (lEsart)  
www.lesart.org 

litErarisChEs Colloquium BErlin E.v. 
www.lcb.de 

litEraturBrÜCKE BErlin E.v. 
(literaturwerkstatt) 
www.literaturwerkstatt.org
 
litEraturhaus BErlin E.v. 
www.literaturhaus-berlin.de 

m u s e u m s  a n d  F i n e  a r t  

aktives museum 
fasChismus und widErstand E.v. 
www.aktives-museum.de 

Bauhaus-arChiv E.v. 
www.bauhaus.de 

BrüCke museum 
www.bruecke-museum.de 

dEutsChEr KÜnstlErBund E.v. 
www.kuenstlerbund.de 

dEutsChEr wErKBund E.v. 
www.werkbund-berlin.de 

fördErvErEin gutshaus mahlsdorf E.v. 
www.gruenderzeitmuseum.de

georg-kolBe-stiFtung 
www.georg-kolbe-museum.de 

haus am waldsEE E.v. 
www.hausamwaldsee.de 

JugEnd im musEum E.v. 
www.jugend-im-museum.de 

KäthE Kollwitz musEum E.v. 
www.kaethe-kollwitz.de 

kulturwerk des BeruFsverBandes  
Bildender Künstler Berlins GmbH 
www.bbk-kulturwerk.de 

kunstarChiv Beeskow  
www.kunstarchiv-beeskow.de 

Kunst-wErKE BErlin E.v. 
www.kw-berlin.de 
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