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Camilo Betancourt
The central East Berlin district of Prenzlauer Berg has experienced a profound transformation. Triggered by the increasing attractiveness of central locations and the unification of East and West Berlin, buildings were modernized at a large scale and commercial land uses changed, which ultimately also affected the population structure (cf. Förste/Bernt 2017 in this volume).
Redevelopment of urban neighborhoods is controversial; diverging debates about their challenges and problems dominate urban research and the political discourse. The literature describes the sociostructural transformation of a redeveloped central area using the gentrification approach. The term gentrification signifies the architectural, social, symbolic, and functional redevelopment of a central area in which the original and lower-income residents are replaced by a higher-income population (cf. Hamnet 1979, quoted in Friedrichs 1996: 14). Large parts of the established population are exchanged through a multifaceted process of displacement.
The phenomenon of sociospatial displacement is difficult to measure, and it is politically undesired. All the more is additional empirical research required to improve the instruments for documenting displacement and to deepen the analysis of this important partial aspect of gentrification. 
Statistical evaluations for analyzing displacement have not been particularly instructive to date and have examined just a single relocation episode, namely the relocation out of the redeveloped area in question. The goal of this contribution is above all to determine what the respondents' motives were and which steps they took, above and beyond moving itself. The (population) change in Prenzlauer Berg is thus discussed using the analysis of detailed and highly personal residential biographies of former residents of the redeveloped area, making an alternative contribution to research on displacement.
The research approach is based on two key questions, one conceptual, the other substantial:
To what extent do residential biographies contribute to determining the relocation behavior of former residents of redeveloped areas?
Where did former residents of Prenzlauer Berg move to, and why, and what did moving away mean to them?


Study design
Since the question aims to discover as yet unknown explanatory models that are part of residential biographies, a qualitative approach suggests itself for gathering and evaluating the empirical material. The study is based on semi-structured interviews. Both the spatial trajectories of the biographies and the subjective meanings and reasons given for relocating are of interest as analytical dimensions for explaining processes of displacement. This is followed by an initial attempt to create a typology of the dimensions mentioned.
[bookmark: __RefHeading__847_524263316]As shown in the first part, the decision to relocate is linked to structural and personal motivations, so they must also be taken into account when developing the results. For this reason, the theoretical framework consists of firstly the findings of gentrification research; secondly—to determine sociospatial displacement—the displacement mechanisms developed by Peter Marcuse; and thirdly, for subjective perception and assessment of the relocations, theoretical deliberations on the residential cycle and the transformation of housing preferences.

Gentrification, displacement, and housing preferences
Gentrification and urban redevelopment processes
The "return of the cities" (cf. Helbrecht 1996) can bring about a conflict-laden process between sociostructurally dissimilar residents and interest groups (cf. Richter, in: Blasius and Dangschat 1990, quoted in Friedrichs, in: Häußermann 1998: 60), which is aggregated and described with the term gentrification. The probably most general and all-encompassing definition of gentrification refers to an "architectural-economic upgrading process [...] through which households with higher incomes displace residents with low incomes from the neighborhood and change its significant characteristics and atmosphere" (Holm 2006b: 72).
Depending on the area, this process can have various causes and progressions, which are explained in the scientific discourse using economic, cultural, and political approaches. In the redeveloped area Berlin-Prenzlauer Berg in particular, this transformation unfolded as the interplay of all these dimensions.
People often relativize and fail to recognize the challenges posed by the redevelopment of centrally located neighborhoods under the pretense of the lesser evil. In particular displacement, which is difficult to measure, is used as a key argument against the matter itself (Holm 2010: 54). However, since gentrification implies sociospatial displacement and even the word displacement is not a nice one, people tend to ignore it to the extent possible, or better fail to acknowledge its existence, since previous problems such as decay or high unemployment rates appear at first glance to have been solved. This attempt to determine the phenomenon of sociospatial displacement at the personal micro level requires a clear conceptual definition which will be provided in the following.

Sociospatial displacement
Determining whether displacement has occurred is a key step that can contribute to resolving the debate around the question whether redevelopment necessarily entails gentrification. In some of the literature (cf. Slater 2009), but especially in urban development circles (Marcuse 1986: 153), sociospatial displacement of the original population is relativized or accepted as the inevitable price of redevelopment and not discussed further. 
This is compounded by the problem experienced in social-science urban research of empirically examining and quantifying the phenomenon. Above all, in previous studies—Atkinson 2000, Freeman 2005, Henig 1981, and others—the personal dimension of the people moving out was not taken into account, and the conclusions drawn suffered from this omission. This contribution was thus motivated by the considerations to bridge the gap between the theoretical assumptions underlying the gentrification discourses and the stony path of quantitative research on displacement by employing a qualitative approach. The question how the residential biographies of the groups impacted continued to develop after they left a redeveloped area cannot be answered satisfactorily using statistical data, for example data on migration between districts, either, since one must always assume a natural rate of relocation. "High migration dynamics are not necessarily signs of an exchange of population" (Holm 2010: 63). For this reason, the task of this chapter is to take an alternative path to determine the sociospatial manifestations of displacement by making use of knowledge about it.
"When it comes to ascertaining displacement, a differentiation is often made in the German debate between voluntary and involuntary relocations" (Holm 2010: 60). Hartman et al. (1982: 3, quoted in Slater 2009: 295) define displacement as follows: "the term describes what happens when forces outside the household make living there impossible, hazardous or unaffordable."
In his work on New York City, Marcuse (1986) provides a typology of forms of displacement. He relates displacement both to individual households and to entire residential buildings, and also both to the individual and the neighborhood levels. He first differentiates between direct and indirect displacement. Direct displacement occurs as a consequence of physical or economic changes (ibid.: 156), which may overlap. Whereas the economic challenge lies in the increasing costs of housing, physical causes of displacement include, for example, neglect of the building's heating and water supply systems or "forms of exerting or threatening violence" (Holm 2010: 61) by building management or owners. Direct displacement can occur in the form of last-resident displacement "[i]f one looks simply at the housing units involved, and counts the last resident in that unit" (Marcuse 1986: 156) or in the form of chain displacement, if households were previously displaced from the same building as well.	Comment by Sandra Lustig: This chain of words does not appear in the original. The author had translated it into German himself. That is why it is not shown as a direct quote here.
Marcuse discusses indirect displacement mostly in terms of neighborhood effects (Holm 2010: 61). Pressure of displacement occurs through a changed commercial structure, by relocations of people's circles of acquaintances and friends from the neighborhood, i.e., alienation in their own quarter under the "newly established neighborhood structure" (ibid.). Marcuse also established the category of exclusionary displacement, which occurs "when any household is not permitted to move into a dwelling, by a change in conditions which affects that dwelling or its immediate surroundings" (Marcuse 1986: 156). This creates "exclusive spaces" (Holm 2010: 62), to which households living on Hartz IV (type II unemployment benefits), for example, are denied access because of their social structures. A positive aspect of Marcuse's deliberations is that they consider sociospatial displacement in a multicausal way. In the second part of the chapter, the types of displacement mentioned here will serve to test the empirical material and thus to make the initial conditions for the typology of migration clear.
[bookmark: __RefHeading__1279_467094011]
Housing preferences and housing decisions
Since a city's residents are themselves important actors in urban development and the life cycle of certain residential locations because they try to turn their housing preferences into housing decisions to the extent possible, it seems just as relevant to analyze—besides the causes of displacement—those aspects affecting a particular housing preference.
They include subjective preferences such as well-being, security, or freedom (Lindberg et al. 1992: 187). Personal housing preferences and values vary depending on people's sociostructural backgrounds and along the various different phases of their lives, be it because of changes in perceptions about the importance of different values or changes in the circumstances of their lives, for example the birth of children or the death of a spouse. 
In addition, it is important to differentiate between preferences and decisions. Subjects do not always decide in favor of the most preferred alternative. Preferences are not necessarily followed by decisions, either. Relocation becomes likely only when a strong trigger is present (Floor/Van Kempen 1997: 28). Triggers can be "states of the dwelling or location" or "the occurrence of an event in the life course" (ibid.). Whereas relocation is considered a voluntary act in the literature on housing preferences, that is not necessarily the case (ibid.: 29). An involuntary relocation may also entail the fulfillment of latent housing preferences. The aspect of voluntariness should thus be interpreted with caution.
It should also be said that the preferences of high-income households may limit the options for low-income ones (cf. ibid.: 30), since social and material resources are ultimately also relevant for a satisfactory decision about a place of residence coming about. Even if it is not exclusively determinative for a change of residence (Gärvill et al. 1992: 40), people's household budget limits their options on the housing market, which results in low-income households relocating less frequently than high-income ones (Floor/van Kempen 1997: 29). This is where Marcuse's approach, which describes displacement, begins, as does gentrification research in general, which deals with precisely this involuntary component of migration movements (Falk 1994: 68f).
Nonetheless, these theoretical deliberations are to be read with caution. Häußermann and Siebel conclude "that the respondents restrict their orientation to needs to those that seem within reach—as measured by their means" (Häußermann/Siebel 2000: 220). The satisfaction of the respondents must also be considered, taking the satisfaction paradox into account (cf. Schober 1993, quoted in Häußermann/Siebel 2000). It follows the insight that "satisfaction is the result of a comparison of expectations and reality" and that the respondents use a standard analogous to the average of their own social peer groups (ibid.).
Finally, it should be taken into consideration that according to dissonance theory, "every individual has the tendency to reduce discrepancies between an unchangeable and an 'actually' desired reality because the dissatisfaction arising from them cannot be borne in the long run" (Häußermann/Siebel 2000: 219). Passive adaptation to reality results in people becoming "more satisfied" (ibid.).
It can nevertheless be stated that housing preferences do factor into the decision about a person's place of residence and should also be contrasted with the data. At this point, it can already be asserted that the voluntary nature of a relocation and the opportunities for finding a new residential situation corresponding to one's own preferences are decisive for a particular migration movement. 
[bookmark: __RefHeading__1283_467094011]The question to what extent displacement and housing preferences impacted migration movements in the case of the respondents will be taken up again in the second part of the chapter. First, the transformation in Prenzlauer Berg must be described, which will also enable readers to better follow the deliberations so far.

The case study
The transformation in Berlin-Prenzlauer Berg
As mentioned above, the area covered by the following study is the district Prenzlauer Berg, formerly part of East Berlin. In the wake of German unification, both its relative location within the city and its internal structural characteristics changed fundamentally and at a drastic pace (Dörfler 2010: 95). Whereas widespread decay prevailed here (cf. Marquardt 2006: 11) and the local residents were granted unusually large liberties under the GDR regime (Häußermann/Zunzer/Holm 2002: 52ff.), numerous politically guided efforts to redevelop the quarter, which was again close to the city center and featured potentially highly attractive housing stock, ensued in the years following unification. The urban renewal policy of the Land of Berlin relied on designating redevelopment areas that were to make living in central locations of the city more attractive. Subsequently, urban research began to examine the transformation in Prenzlauer Berg—with various interpretations (Häußermann/Zunzer/Holm 2002: 79ff.).
Characterized mostly by Gründerzeit buildings, the area was considered 'grimy' in the GDR days because of the run-down and below-average housing which did not correspond to the political system's notions of housing and was thus bound for demolition. A relatively high vacancy rate of roughly 20 percent enabled a certain milieu—a mix of critics of the GDR, 'antisocial elements,' and artists—to settle there and develop a counterculture (cf. Häußermann/Zunzer/Holm 2002: 52); tolerated by the municipal housing authority, they moved into the buildings and equipped themselves with the most basic facilities. In addition, a distinct "political and artistic subculture [...] which was also taken note of in the West" (Häußermann 2004: 49) developed in the area; it served as a breeding ground for the time following unification.
As a consequence of reunification, the district Prenzlauer Berg was no longer up against the border to West Berlin, but became a directly centrally located quarter, characterized by the political work of the environmental and peace movements, and it continued to attract young people moving in from West Berlin who hoped they could live up their political and cultural ambitions there. The resulting political milieu used the space in "uncontrolled" and "spontaneous" ways (Häußermann/Zunzer/Holm 2002: 56).
Following unification, urban redevelopment policy aimed to preserve the run-down pre-World War II areas without making the local population suffer the consequences of the required financial expenditures (Häußermann 2004: 53). All groups of actors were to be taken into account in this process through a "cautious" and inclusive approach. The public budget difficulties and the great need for refurbishment made alternative sources of financing necessary, and they were tapped through tax breaks for private investors. The purportedly resident-friendly urban redevelopment strategy, which was subject to strong state influence, proved financially infeasible and was replaced by one based on public-private partnership,[footnoteRef:1] which was determined largely by factors promising financial returns and made Prenzlauer Berg the largest redevelopment area in Europe (Dörries 1998: 47, quoted in Marquardt 2006: 11). The "wave of remedial maintenance and modernization investments" triggered around 1993/94 changed the appearance of the quarter and attracted both a new, more financially powerful residential population and commercial uses at a "different level" (Häußermann 2004: 52f.). This brought about arguments and power struggles between the so-called long-established population—those who had moved in directly following unification felt they belonged to this group—and the more recent arrivals considered "foreign to the area." People complained about increasing rents, also in areas not included in the redevelopment efforts; these areas "benefited" from their location close to the city center and the entire quarter's hipster image. Ultimately, it can be stated that the goal of upgrading the housing stock was achieved, but not without sociostructural consequences for the quarter. The rate of relocations, which had been very low during the GDR days, skyrocketed after unification and brought about a significant exchange of the population (cf. Förste/Bernt 2017 in this volume). The number of different household types changed, with single-person households increasing and large households decreasing. The age distribution shifted toward a younger population which was simultaneously linked to an upward "leap in educational status."  [1: 	Häußermann (2004: 54) calls the first strategy Fordist, the second post-Fordist.] 

Dörfler (2010) examines the transformation from the perspective of the previous and present residents' everyday worlds and speaks of a transformation of the milieu, whereby the alternative-minded people and students who mainly populated it prior to unification have moved out of the area. The refurbishments and new buildings attract a different clientele—bobos (bourgeois bohemians) or Bionade-Biedermeier (eco-aware cocooners)—(Holm 2009) that is stronger than its predecessors, especially in financial terms.
Not only low-income households, which are generally less mobile, but also residents with average incomes (Holm 2006: 243) considered moving out of the quarter (Schneider/Spellerberg 1999: 66). On the one hand, the motivations for these relocations arose from the freedom of mobility that was new to former East Berliners in reunified Germany (Häußermann/Zunzer/Holm 2002: 51). On the other, Holm (2006: 243) concludes that the economic upgrading process characterized by gentrification also triggered relocations out of the area, which Marquardt confirms in her study on Kollwitzplatz (Marquardt 2006: 61f). 
How did displacement occur, and to which destination areas did the purportedly displaced relocate?

Methodological approach
The cases were selected with the goal of gathering statements as diverse, personal, and experience-based as possible and contrasting them both with the theoretical preconceptions and with each other—in grounded theory, which is applied here, this is called theoretical sampling (Dörfler 2010: 97; Kelle/Kluge 2010: 50ff.). For this reason, the cases for the qualitative approach were selected according to the following criteria relevant to the research question: 
The respondents were to have lived in the upgraded area Prenzlauer Berg and, if possible, to have experienced various phases of their lives while living there. Following the life-cycle hypothesis, I especially accounted for age differences when selecting interviewees. Another criterion was to be a diverse socioeconomic composition of the sample, but this was adapted according to prior knowledge about the social structure of the area before and during its transformation. 
In the end, seven individuals (three women, four men) between 23 and 51 years of age were selected; they lived in Prenzlauer Berg both during different historical epochs (1980s, 1990s, and 2000s) and during different phases of their lives (as children, youths, students, young adults (with children), and adults (with children)). The respondents selected are low to average earners. With the exception of two interviewees, the respondents live in various Berlin districts today. A call for interviewees was posted on a university e-mail distribution list with the request that it be forwarded to people with the appropriate profile.
Data was gathered through qualitative narrative interviews in order to obtain responses that were thematically comprehensive and open to interpretation, to the extent possible, in particular because of the decidedly personal character of residential biographies. The interviews followed a guide including three key requests to interviewees to tell their stories covering the entire autobiographical period between moving into the redevelopment area and their current housing and living situation today. The narrative interview was followed by a structured interview following a questionnaire to gather the respondents' socioeconomic data during each of the residential periods mentioned.
[bookmark: __RefHeading__1130_2095426603]The seven interviews were conducted in the respondents' current apartments or in settings familiar to them in June and July 2012; the atmosphere of the conversations was generally pleasant, relaxed, friendly, and open. They lasted for an average of one hour and 30 minutes. The interviews were transcribed and divided into thematic coding categories that were selected ad hoc. Passages with matching themes (cf. Kelle/Kluge 2010: chapter 4) were subsumed in the same codes using text-analysis software. Besides providing information about their migration movements, the respondents also spoke in rich detail about the reasons why they moved away and the significance of their relocations. Since critics of displacement research use the subjective perception of people's changed living and residential conditions as an argument to downplay the existence of displacement, these aspects were also evaluated and contrasted with the deliberations of displacement research and those concerning residential preferences. 

Evaluation and development of a typology of migration
Partial aspects of the displacement analysis
The conversations show that the trajectories of residential biographies differ widely and that they are also interpreted very differently. In order to analyze the research questions using the data, I divided the data into three parts: 1. temporal-spatial relocation behavior, 2. motivations for relocating, and 3. subjective perception of the relocations. The goal was to design the typology in such a way that it takes all three aspects into account in order to reflect the primary and the secondary research questions.

Character of the migration movements (partial aspect I of the typology)
The data provides information about a large number of migration movements occurring both within the redevelopment area and, especially, as a result of relocating away from Prenzlauer Berg. These were to be systematized in order to answer the initial question Where do the purportedly displaced relocate to? Figure 1 gives an overview of the respondents' relocations since they moved to Prenzlauer Berg.
It can be seen that on the one hand, the directly neighboring areas (or districts) are attractive for the former residents (cf. the analogous empirical findings in Koch et al. 2017 in this volume), and that on the other hand, areas at a great distance from Prenzlauer Berg were selected for relocation for a variety of reasons.

[image: ]Figure 1: Sketch of the respondents' migration movements[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	The migrations marked within the designated areas do not correspond to the precise locations to which the respondents moved and serve merely to provide visual orientation.] 

Source: author, on the basis of Google Maps 

Whereas in some cases, relocation from the revitalized area resulted in a long-term and stable residential phase, others migrated from one apartment to another for a time before finding their current residential situation.
Three subtypes emerge from the analysis of the spatial relocation behavior which I call devotees of the area, runaways, and nomads and characterize as follows: 
Devotees of the area move to apartments located as close to their previous ones as possible, both within the upgraded area and beyond its borders. They relocate across short distances, basically moving just by a few spatial units (blocks or buildings). The main areas receiving them are generally neighboring districts.
Runaways, in contrast, relocate to more distant areas. They moved at least two districts away, which may also mean moving out of the centrally located part of Berlin. 
The category nomads aims to capture the temporal dimension rather than spatial relocation behavior. Nomads' relocation behavior is characterized by multiple migration movements in short succession. 
The category of nomads can be combined with the categories devotees of the area or runaways. This results in a temporal-spatial description of the migration movements.

Residential preferences and displacement (partial aspect II of the typology)
It is apparent from the summaries of the interviews that residential preferences and mechanisms of displacement impact each other in terms of the respondents' relocation behavior. Both aspects will be discussed in more depth in the following.

Displacement from Prenzlauer Berg?
Ascertaining mechanisms of displacement as factors motivating relocations out of the area are key to the typology and for answering the research question. The following section examines the composition of the sample with respect to the reasons for relocating out of the redeveloped area to attain certainty in this regard. Since sociospatial displacement of the respondents, if it occurred, is a complex and multi-layered theoretical construct, establishing it must take various dimensions of the story into account. Accordingly, it is not presumed that all the respondents were displaced; rather, the task is to show that Marcuse's typology of displacement incorporates personal and structural aspects and that they are compatible with the second level of reasons, namely residential preferences, which ultimately makes clear that voluntary relocation does not necessarily signify the absence of mechanisms of displacement.
The respondents expressed various impressions, assessments in terms of being impacted themselves, and opinions about the aspect of displacement. I intentionally did not ask the respondents whether they felt they had been displaced; instead, I operationalized Marcuse's typology of displacement in individual questions. This complex of questions included both the economic and the physical aspects discussed by Marcuse as well as the direct and indirect mechanisms of displacement. The evaluation showed that a majority of the respondents reflected on their relocation away from Prenzlauer Berg in terms of partial aspects of the mechanisms of displacement. 
For one thing, the respondents gave evidence of becoming alienated from their own neighborhood. For example, the question "Would you move back to Prenzlauer Berg?" was answered as follows:

"<hhhhh> f::: ... (thinks) I don't know, I guess I wouldn't, well, it's become a little alien to me ... [ahem]... well, um ... well, it wouldn't be such a big difference any more if I moved to Prenzlauer Berg or to Schöneberg or something, well, that isn't quite true, because in the end, I still have a few connections to Prenzlauer Berg because my parents live there and so on, but, um...well, ACTUALLY the difference is that there's some history there, but actually, if you look at what Prenzlauer Berg is like today, then, um, I guess [I could just as well] move to Schöneberg or something [chuckle] (laughs)" (Freddy: paragraph 72)[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  	All such references are to the relevant paragraph in the original transcript document. Names changed by the author.] 


In another interview, I asked, "If you were looking for a new place to live now, would you look in that area?" and the answer was:

"I don't think so. ... No, I don't think so. I don't feels it's that interesting any more. hm..." [...]

"Well, I guess I can still, I was still, uh, well, lucky to experience Prenzlauer Berg like I had wished I could, and um, ... it was still like that for a few years and for me, it actually changed, well, you could see that all these buildings were, um, rehabbed and that suddenly different people were walking down the street. And I noticed a totally extreme difference after I did my Erasmus year, or semester, and came back, hm, that was 2005 ... um ... it, I think it was maybe coincidental or something, it was only my building that hadn't been rehabbed and the people were simply different then too, um, ... and I noticed that it maybe wasn't like what I was hoping for any more" (Magdalena: paragraph 10).

Many respondents' financial means determine their choice of where to live. The following quotation speaks for all respondents and also suggests that their material needs are relatively low.

"On the one hand, money plays a role, of course, money in the sense also that what I pay for housing I can't use for other qualities of life, well of course you can shift things and say okay, um, a nice apartment, and instead less vacation or fewer outings, but, um, I actually don't want that, either. And, um, nowadays it's hard to save money on food, even in East German times, you couldn't really save money on food (laughs) uh, well, ... bigger purchases, furnishings, maybe you could save a little, but we're actually minimalists when it comes to that because we live in practically inherited furniture that lasts forever and we only buy this or that if we need it, but we don't replace furnishings much; we're more oriented toward durability and sustainability. We can't save more when it comes to that, so money does play a role in that sense" (Jürgen: paragraph 32).

The residential preferences mentioned here are by no means luxurious, and those of the other interviewees must also be considered average.
Many of the residential buildings where the respondents previously lived in Prenzlauer Berg were first upgraded in terms of the building stock and then, according to the statements, economically, resulting in economic displacement and last-resident displacement. Today, only a few of them would be able to afford an apartment in Prenzlauer Berg:

"[B]ut I also found out that it's practically impossible for me to live in the area I grew up in, because even if I earn money at some point, I guess I won't earn THAT much money at first" (Rafael: paragraph 160).

"But now I want, um, I wondered for a minute if, um, if they start renting out apartments again, I guess I couldn't afford it, but I wondered if I would actually want to go back" (Magdalena: paragraph 6).

In some cases, the apartments were far below present-day standards. Although they met the residents' needs in some cases, the condition of the apartments does permit one to speak of physical displacement. For example, the owner of the building where Jürgen and Rafael lived gradually vacated the building of tenants; as a result, there were significant problems with the water supply during the winter, and heating costs soared. Asked what it was like to live in an empty building that was falling into disrepair, Jürgen said,	Comment by Sandra Lustig: Automatic hyphenation—incorrect between the t and the h. Not sure how to fix it.

"And yes, the, the winter, that was always kind of hard, it also looks kind of uninviting, all the windows in the building are dark, and, well, we then put lights in the windows, so even though we didn't really like chains of lights in windows, we hung them up there (laughs), kind of like saying 'PEOPLE STILL LIVE HERE' (laughs). But um, since the commercial tenants were still there on the ground floor to the end and we got along well with them and we talked with each other, well, things worked, it was a kind of little community of people who stayed, um, as long as it was a community, it was okay. And then they, well, the people living on public assistance and we moved out within a short time so we weren't TOTALLY alone. (laughs)" (Jürgen: paragraphs 67-75).

The mechanisms of economic and last-resident displacement become apparent here once again. The fact that the housing market was becoming increasingly tight because of the transformation of Berlin's central locations is evidenced by the following statement by Jürgen, referring to his previous and current areas of residence:

"In that sense, I can see what I was running away from here [Prenzlauer Berg], this, this transformation into an elite neighborhood, I can already see it there [Pankow], and I figure that I, well, I'm afraid that I can't stay there long, that the same fate that drove me out here will drive me out there, too" (Jürgen: paragraph 187).

The social and architectural upgrading of his previous neighborhood is not limited to this area, but itself migrates to the neighboring residential areas.
When I asked the interviewees if they would have liked to stay in Prenzlauer Berg, they gave different answers. 

"Yes and no (smiles), well, no, there were some things in particular that were nice, but, um, I am, well, back then, I was sure I would have stayed, now I am happy with where I live, so I don't think it was a mistake to move away" (Martin: paragraph 182).

"If, if I didn't have a child [ahem] ... yeees, definitely ..." (Anna: paragraph 159).

"Yes. Well, um, I would have liked it if I could have moved away for a short time while they fixed up the place and, um, if I had been able to stay and then paid a higher rent, something like the market rate. Well, if that had been an option, I would have stayed (Jürgen: paragraph 171).

"Well, in the short term, it was clear to me: I'm moving out. But I could have, well, actually, I can, I could have imagined having my own apartment in Prenzlauer Berg if I could afford it [ahem], actually, I really would like to live in Prenzlauer Berg, I like the area" (Rafael: paragraph 141).

In some cases, the landlords exerted pressure of displacement; Jürgen's case is the best example:

"Well, it was unmistakable, the pressure, but I think it was still kind of at the level where you could say, 'it's fair'" (Jürgen, paragraph 180).

Finally, it was important to find out information about the people succeeding the respondents in the buildings where they had previously lived. Although only some of them were able to make precise statements, they generally mentioned higher earners in the interviews. Since most of the buildings were modernized after the previous tenants had moved out and both a rent increase and a material and spatial restructuring of the living space must be assumed, the probability of social upgrading and the impact of the resulting exclusionary displacement is rather high.
Interactions can be detected between the individual mechanisms of displacement, for example between alienation and economic constraints. Marcuse's typology is mirrored in the respondents' reports, including the natural transformation of residential preferences shifting because of the pressure to migrate. I posit that the two aspects can influence each other, which will be discussed in the following section. From here on, sociospatial displacement is assumed on the basis of the analysis above.

Transformation of residential preferences
Residential preferences change along with the circumstances of people's lives, mainly with their age, and this was also the case for the interviewees. The variance of belonging to a particular age group and the various stages of life during which the respondents lived in Prenzlauer Berg reflect a great diversity of residential preferences, yet they are consistent with each other when sorted according to the relevant life cycle. When they move away from the area upgraded, the respondents reorient their ideas about housing, both in accordance with their phase of life and in terms of the real opportunities for making them a reality.
It must be determined both for the people who grew up in Prenzlauer Berg and those who moved there at some point what they appreciate about the housing situation that existed there and at the time and to what extent their housing needs, which changed over time, impacted this.
They were first asked what was positive and interesting about living in Prenzlauer Berg, or what they found appealing in the area, and responded:

"Um, well first of all, this historical feel, the old buildings, then of course, um, the people who lived there at the time, well, the, well, artists, people interested in culture, mostly, the fact that all generations lived there, um, and um, ... well, the, simply the flair, well, what everyone knows, what it was like in East German times. And I didn't want my daughter to grow up in one of those standard residential areas. At the time, she was 5, and she went to kindergarten in an area where there were old buildings too, and none of that existed in Hohenschönhausen" (Angelika: paragraph 4).

"When I was a student, I thought it was super, well, you change, and then I thought, well, I felt, it was kind of like living at the hub of the universe, it was kind of cool, the coolest district there is, and that was what it was like for me ... well, to me, I definitely like living in Prenzlauer Berg" (Martin, paragraph 28).

"[W]e were in Prenzlauer Berg a lot anyway, after all, we were students at the time and had a lot of friends, they lived in our neighborhood in Prenzlauer Berg and well, there was stuff going on, there were parties, and it was nice there, and we always got together there and liked it there, and WHENEVER we got together, it was there. And then we said, "of course, if we move in together, then definitely in Prenzlauer Berg" [ahem] ... exactly, and we were very very very happy when we, well, moved back there" (Anna: paragraph 13).

The respondents also manifested that they had reflected on their own lives and that their priorities and needs had shifted according to the phases of their lives.

"Back then, that was interesting, because BACK THEN, I moved there and said, 'this is great, I can go out on the street at three in the morning, and people are out', and now I live in Lichtenberg and say 'I really like that it's quieter here', well, yes, my priorities have changed" (Martin, paragraph 18).

"Well, overall, I'm not such a fan of the big city any more. Well, about ... ten years ago, I don't think I could have imagined really moving out of the city ... well, I guess the downside for me is living on a major road and somehow, there's a lot of traffic, a lot ... a lot of traffic noise, a lot of fumes and stuff, that's, well, road number 5, um, ... but otherwise, I kind of like it, it's kind of um, a mixed and colorful neighborhood with, somehow, well, from an organic food store to a house occupied by squatters to a hip latte macchiato café. And funny little shops and, well ... a little culture ... and so it isn't like, that I go there a lot, but it's there and so, so it's pulsating a little and it's lively and, um ... I like it and that we're among people like us, like, um, I kind of like that too, well, it can also be a disadvantage, a little isolated, you live like that, don't pick up much about other people, but on the other hand, it's also rather pleasant, (...) not being disturbed, being left alone, being able to do your thing" (Freddy: paragraph 66).

The transformation of a neighborhood may also correspond to changes in personal residential preferences, as shown, for example, by this response to the question "and if you lived there again, would you cope with that well?"

"Um, depends on where exactly; if so, I'd prefer an area that's a little quieter, so not Simon-Dach-Straße or Kastanienallee, um ... but quieter, like it used to be, like Erich-Weinert[-Straße], so more a quieter residential area where you can get on your bike if you feel like it and go to Helmholtzplatz or wherever to have coffee, that you can do that, mhm" (Angelika: paragraph 73).

Having children especially affects residential preferences. The respondents had difficulty imagining living in Prenzlauer Berg with children:

"But I also always said, I always said, 'if I ever have a baby, I won't live in Prenzlauer Berg any more' ... AHH all those mothers there, they're all very old, aren't they? They kind of get on my nerves [apartment door opens] (laughs). It's so overcrowded and the children, well, they can't really move around" (Anna, paragraph 16).

Whereas the importance of quiet, especially when they have children, is a factor that brings about a change in preferences, proximity to the city center is a constant among the respondents' residential preferences, regardless of whether they are currently living close to the city center or not.
The residential preferences mentioned above do not correspond to the totality of all residential preferences expressed, but they were indicated by a majority of the respondents and serve to elucidate that they also enter into the decision to move away. It can be stated on the basis of the data analyzed that the respondents' residential preferences shifted over time and that they played a significant role in selecting a place of residence. Along with the mechanisms of displacement as external influences, a diversity of combinations of motivations for spatial migration movements emerges. 
The voluntary nature of the relocations is difficult to assess. All the respondents left their apartments in Prenzlauer Berg voluntarily, whereby external factors were involved in some cases, and even thinking about moving away from the area sometimes resulted from external factors such as rent increases, noise pollution, or structural changes in the neighborhood. These mechanisms of displacement appear negative if they do not correspond with residential preferences, so the two aspects are difficult to differentiate. Therefore, I argue for an integrative perspective.
Residential preferences also contribute to the selection of a residential location inasmuch as people try to fulfill personal needs and requirements, i.e., lifestyle, household size, job. One can speak of preferences only if there actually was a choice when moving (Bodzentra et al. 1981: 131). Although the choice always takes place within a framework of limited possibilities, which requires the "choosers" to adapt their preferences, the opportunity arises at this point to speak of residential preferences and displacement simultaneously.
The conclusion of this part of the analysis is: the motivations for relocating stem from the interaction of changed residential preferences and mechanisms of displacement. The presence of the latter brings about a reorientation and reflection of personal housing needs, which result in a new residential situation when the pros and cons have been weighed. Individuals confronted with voluntary or involuntary relocation reinterpret their preferences within the scope of their means and can meet their needs even if they move involuntarily, whereby the presence of displacement must not be underestimated since it may function as a key trigger of deliberations to relocate.
This results in the second explanatory level of the subsequent typology, which tries to take the interaction mentioned in the context of the migration analysis into account.

Subjective perception of moving away from the area (partial aspect III of the typology)
Even during the fieldwork, it became apparent that the relocations have different meanings for the various respondents. These meanings must be included and systematized in the displacement analysis. 
Both new and old aspects impacting the assessment of the residential situation contribute to differentiated subjective perceptions of the resulting housing situation following a relocation.
Since some of the respondents did not give a general answer about how they assess their current residential situation compared to the one in Prenzlauer Berg, various factors contributing to an overall assessment will be discussed here. All the respondents were asked about their satisfaction with their current residential situation and how they compared it to their time living in Prenzlauer Berg. I was given very different answers.

"Yes, I feel better, I have more space, I don't have to share a room with my brother any more (laughs), even that is pretty cool, I can style my apartment the way I want" (Rafael: paragraph 60).

"[O]ut here, where I have to put LOADS of EFFORT into my social life, and I really have to invite people over now and again and whatever, then I have to cook for them or somehow lure them over here, because nobody (laughs) comes to Schöneweide voluntarily. At least not my friends who all live in the city center and THAT'S already tough. But, well, that's the thing, to answer your question, as it were. YES, I do yearn for the life in there, well it's pleasant simply to have less or more of a social life, without having to muster so much ACTIVITY or initiative" (Rafael: paragraph 54).

"[W]ell, it's, it's two sides of the same coin [ahem], I always have to weigh the pros and cons, [well] I think that if I stay living here for a while, then it could happen to me too that the s-, the social emptiness out here gets SO stressful that I'd say 'okay, forget about the environment and nature, I want to go back in, I need that life', could be, I don't know" (Rafael, paragraphs 157-158).

These passages from the interview with Rafael point to the hybrid nature of the respondents' assessments of their changed residential situations. Whereas some aspects are often limiting, moving out of Prenzlauer Berg oftentimes also entails an improvement in terms of living conditions. 

"[F]or me it was relatively clear, okay, now we have the apartment down there anyway and now the question is simply, what do we do with the apartment as long as the rehab work has NOT started? And for me that was an OPTIMAL opportunity to say: hey cool, that's much closer to the university, or the university I'll go to in the FUTURE, well, then I'll move in there now and I'll keep the apartment so that YOU have a place to go too, as soon as the rehab work starts in Kastanienallee" (Rafael: paragraph 55).

Positive and negative aspects may converge, or a balance of underlying conditions and perceptions may develop.

"[W]ell, it isn't, I couldn't say better or so, um, but now I feel, back then, I felt comfortable, comfortable, now I feel comfortable, well, from that point of view, I guess my priorities have shifted, you could describe it like that" (Martin, paragraph 4).

"Yeees. Um, yes, whereby, that has two sides, too, on the one hand, I would have liked to stay, out of tenacity, because of the good transportation connections you have here, because of the connection to the church congregation, um, because of the changes in the neighborhood, in the end I had to say, this isn't my neighborhood any more. And the people who live here, they have other ideas than I used to have, these, these commonalities with many other young people here in the neighborhood that we had when we were students, they don't exist any more" (Jürgen, paragraph 175).

"What I noticed first there [Pankow], it made a good impression, people actually still live HERE. In the end, in all of Kastanienallee, not in my building, it seemed to me that fewer and fewer people are living here. There's a lot going on here, a lot of people are in the streets, but hardly anybody still really lives here. Um, people do live in this neighborhood, and that's why the neighborhood is lively. That's a positive impression" (Jürgen, paragraph 186).

On the one hand, the respondents were dissatisfied with losing the surroundings they were accustomed to and the advantages of living in an area they felt connected to for a long time. But at the same time, they spoke about their residential needs being fulfilled. Following dissonance theory, one can conclude that they looked for and possibly also found new housing within the scope of their means and were displaced nonetheless. It should be added that over time, they seem to have coped with moving away, since a majority of the respondents feels comfortable with the place where they currently live and their housing needs have mostly been met. 
Some gave an overall evaluation; since individual aspects are nonetheless difficult to distinguish, the respondents' subjective perception of relocating is divided into three intertwined categories, namely status quo, gains, and losses which the course of a residential biography may have entailed.
The assessment concerning residential preferences that have been met and the subjective evaluation of the residential situation resulting from the relocation also influence each other. Settling for the new residential situation contributes to its positive subjective perception, whereas residential preferences that were not fulfilled have a negative impact on the assessment of the current residential situation. For this reason, it can be concluded that residential preferences and displacement are mutual and compatible explanatory models for analyzing a relocation and that the subjective assessment is a major factor influencing them.


[bookmark: __RefHeading__1285_467094011]Three-level typology explaining migration
A number of hypotheses emerged from the evaluation above and the analytical deliberations which are to be combined in the typology to be developed for describing migration movements from the upgraded area Prenzlauer Berg. A typology is a "pooling of those objects to types which are more similar to one another with respect to certain characteristics than they are to others" (Sodeur 1974: 9, as quoted in Kelle/Kluge 2010: 78). I decided on a three-dimensional typology in order to be able to include both the temporal-spatial and the individual and subjective dimensions of migration movements in the results. Values of characteristics that are similar to one another and which in turn differ, to the extent possible, from the characteristics of the other types are pooled in each type (cf. Kelle/Kluge 2010: 76).
The categories of the typology explaining migration are summarized in three levels in figure 2.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]The temporal-spatial relocation behavior can be described using two spatial categories and one temporal one. Former residents of the upgraded area may have either moved to nearby areas or fled to distant ones. They may display nomadic behavior with multiple relocations within a short time.
The reasons given for moving out of the upgraded area include both changed residential preferences and sociospatial mechanisms of displacement. 
In retrospect, moving out of the upgraded area is assessed in part positively, negatively, or unchanged. The subjective perception is thus a result of the overall weighting of these three levels of evaluation, whereby it is yet to be researched how an overall assessment can be determined as impartially as possible.
[bookmark: __RefHeading__1287_467094011]As already described in depth, every level contributes to describing and explaining relocations away from the area due to upgrading of a centrally located area. The three-level typology explaining migration suggests itself for the analysis of other types of upgrading processes because of its integrative nature. The individual levels can be linked with one another, and thus various profiles of former residents emerge, whereby external and subjective explanatory factors are included.

Final deliberations and answering the research question
Displacement research is faced with the challenge of empirically applying its theoretical assumptions and contesting the discourses downplaying the negative consequences of upgrading processes in central locations. This explorative contribution seeks to create an alternative to displacement analysis using qualitative methods; its hypotheses will have to be tested in terms of their statistical relevance in the future. 
Traces of the upgrading of centrally located areas can be seen in Prenzlauer Berg too. They include not only the visible changes in the neighborhood itself, but also the changed courses of its previous residents' residential biographies. They were the object of closer study and efforts at systematization in this chapter.
The conclusions drawn from the interviews with former residents of Berlin-Prenzlauer Berg can be considered an initial basis for qualitative research on displacement. The analysis of residential biographies proved to be very instructive since it revealed important descriptive and explicative information about the residential biographies of the former residents of Prenzlauer Berg due to their relocation from the area. The insights thus gained can also be used for future analyses examining other areas impacted by gentrification and the sociospatial consequences.
The residential biographies permitted me to document the migration movements of former residents of Prenzlauer Berg and to transfer them into a typological model. For one thing, and this is new, it enables analysis of the temporal-spatial course of the relocations. Compared with government statistics, the advantage is that both movements within an administrative district and further movements after crossing district boundaries for the first time can also be taken into account. The evaluation of residential biographies complements the insights that can be gained from the data from the district authorities, which permit quantitative analysis.
For another, the advantage of analyzing residential biographies lies in generating knowledge about the motivations for relocating and the subjective perceptions of the interviewees who moved. In this respect, personal reasons and evaluations as well as structural underlying conditions can also be taken into account as factors influencing the course of residential locations. The reasons for this can be interpreted in sum as the interaction of mechanisms of displacement and subjective residential preferences, whereby the subjective assessment of the residential biography must be taken into account in order to reflect the motivations.
This displacement analysis also makes a contribution to the Berlin gentrification debate at the micro level. The existence of mechanisms of displacement, which are considered to be key factors for gentrification, was ascertained. Hence, this study also takes a stand for ascertaining gentrification in Berlin-Prenzlauer Berg.
[bookmark: __RefHeading__1289_467094011]The factor of voluntariness must be taken up again here as a separate issue. Voluntariness does not mean that displacement can be ruled out, just as displacement should not be assumed for the people purportedly affected without hearing their views. This analysis has shown that one must go beyond identifying relocations as voluntary in order to explain relocation behavior as a consequence of a relocation out of an upgraded area.


Conclusion
Even in light of this study, sociospatial displacement can still be considered a phenomenon difficult to measure. It became clear that the multi-layered and multi-causal nature of the factors that trigger a relocation from a centrally located upgraded area speak for an open, impartial, and thus for a qualitative analysis.
The gentrification process in Prenzlauer Berg is currently in the late phase of its overall course (cf. Döring/Ulbricht 2017 in this volume); nonetheless, it has not been possible to date to achieve informative findings concerning the former residents' relocations. The present analysis comes closer to this goal in the respect that initial deliberations were developed systematically, on the basis of empirical data, and integrating existing patterns of interpretation. The next step is to test the typology developed here at a larger scale and to complement it with the insights gained then, or to make its characteristics more precise. It would be just as reasonable to combine the qualitative insights with the findings from quantitative analyses of the mobility of former residents of Prenzlauer Berg.
There is no reason to downplay the negative consequences of upgrading centrally located areas or to countenance them in favor of other effects. On the contrary, the insights gained here point to gentrification—in Prenzlauer Berg—as an example of the fact that scientific and political attention should not be given only to the area itself, but also to the sociospatial consequences beyond its borders.
[bookmark: __RefHeading__1291_467094011]Prenzlauer Berg was Berlin's vanguard district in terms of upgrading processes in central locations, for which reason the insights regarding its former residents suggest themselves for other similar processes already taking place. Further examples in Berlin and worldwide are many.
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