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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the relocation behaviours of out-movers of deprived areas in the region of 

Stockholm, Sweden. The research is motivated by the concerns raised by deprived and segregated 

neighbourhoods in relation to a social fragmentation and an unsuccessful socio-economic inclusion of 

all citizens. Some researches affirm that the out-movers of deprived neighbourhoods tend to be more 

integrated than the stayers or the individual moving in such neighbourhoods. And if some studies are 

concerned about their prospective, they have been restricted to their destinations’ socio-economic 

features and dismissed any spatial approach.  

This study aims to analyse flows’ direction and features as well as the areas of destination such as to 

identify processes of selective migration and how socio-spatial disparities are (re)produced. A specific 

attention is given to counter-urban movements and their possible correlation to “preservation” 

objectives: The possible migration of lower classes toward peripheries in order to access a better living 

environment and avoid a forced economic selective migration toward the urban most deprived 

neighbourhoods.  

Descriptive and inferential statistics with binary logistic regressions enabled to put into exergue the 

selective migration among movers, between the counter-urban and the others but also among 

counter-urban. If most movers remain in the urban core and in an almost deprived area, a substantial 

proportion seeks to combine to a move “up” the social ladder (a better suited neighbourhood), a 

“downward” migration on the urban hierarchy (a move toward the peripheries). And the regression 

confirms that among this population, a segment is statically significantly disadvantaged and remains in 

rental after the move.  

Scholars should consider such evidences by including a spatial dimension to their studies on 

segregation, neighbourhood sorting processes and selective migration. And most importantly, the 

results of this study invite them to reassess the traditional life-style and life-cycle explanations of 

counter-urbanisation in favour of an economic driven migration.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The 20th century impacted societies’ organization through globalisation and massive urbanisation. 

This worldwide restructuring development has been analysed through terms such as "global shift", 

"divided cities" or "dual cities" (Borgegård, Andersson and Hjort 1998) and is linked to the theory that 

every social process has a spatial component (Andersen, Kempen, 2001). If “cities are socially 

determined in their form and in their processes” it results in the partition of spaces into areas marking 

individuals’ degree of socio-economic integration/marginalization (Castells, 1993, 479; Tonkis, 2000; 

Ohnmacht, Maksim, and Bergman, 2009, 9). At the root of the concept lies the idea that what we 

share in society is maybe not so much values as spaces (Legeby, 2010). 

Since the 1980’s the gap between rich and poor households increased among OECD countries and for 

the first time this trend is also visible in the traditionally low-inequality nations, the Nordic countries 

(OECD, 2011). Sweden is not exception, the growth of disparities between 1985 and the late 2000s 

was the largest among all OECD countries (OECD, 2011b) and this social fragmentation has been 

spatially translated into segregation (Borgegård, Andersson and Hjort, 1998; Hjort; 2009). Deprived 

areas which gather disadvantaged citizens are the result of a relational process underlining society’s 

structural socio-economical variances. As Meen states it (2005, 2: cited in Platt, 2011), "segregation is 

not in fact a spatial problem at all. The most deprived and segregated communities are simply the 

areas in which those with the lowest skills are forced to live".  

Segregation can take several forms and owing to it is intrinsically a relational process also tied to 

mobility issues, it is essential to adopt a dynamic approach. Andersson (2001) writes that, because 

deprived neighbourhoods tend to concentrate problematic behaviours and experiences; migration 

toward more advantaged neighbourhood is beneficial. But little is known about where they are going 

those out-movers (Andersson and Bråmå, 2004) and this observation constitutes the first point of 

departure for this thesis. 

Another source of inspiration lies in the work of Lepicier and Sencébé (2007). They observed that in 

France the lower and middle economic classes tended to relocate in urban peripheries and in rural 

under urban influence for “preservation” reasons. Put differently, in order to avoid a forced economic 

selective migration toward the urban most deprived neighbourhoods called “banlieues”, their housing 

strategy consisted in moving further from the urban core such as to access better living environment. 

As a consequence it pushes the lower classes outside the city, toward the rural peripheries. This article 

inspired a reflexion: owing to out-movers of deprived neighbourhoods might be among the more 

vulnerable to an economic selective migration, if such an effect exists in Sweden, it might be 

perceptible among them.  

Therefore the aim of this thesis is twofold: first it is to analyse where the out-movers of deprived 

neighbourhoods are going and to focus on flows’ analyses such as to identify processes of selective 

migration. The second aim is to investigate if, among those out-movers, a substantial flux seeks to 

combine to an upward social mobility with a counter-urban movement and to which extent it can be 

linked to “preservation” objectives. 
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In order to reach those aims, the following research questions will be answered:  

 Where are the out-movers from deprived areas going in the urban hierarchy and toward 

which kind of new environment? 

 Is there a selective migration between the counter-urban movers and the others and among 

counter-urban?” 

The selected area to carry-out the research is located in Sweden owing to the nature of the study is 

quantitative and based on the longitudinal database ASTRID which comprise the entire population. 

More specifically it will be grounded on the counties of Stockholm, Uppsala, Västmanland and 

Södermanland (Figure 1). This selection relates to the fact that the area represents a diverse array of 

living environment ideal to study selective migration and counter-urbanisation at the local level. In 

addition it encompasses the capital region which is the economic and political heart of the country. It 

implies the concentration of population, inequalities and the existing literature on this subject will 

secure the background material necessary to the study. Detailed information on the study area will be 

presented in the section “Presentation of the data and methodology”, page 13.  

 

  

 

FIGURE 1: MAP OF THE STUDY AREA PER COUNTIES 
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This section aims to introduce the theoretical background relevant to this study, engage in a critical 

review of the existing literature, identify the unanswered research questions and highlight how this 

study contributes significantly and originality to the field.  

DEPRIVED AND SEGREGATED AREAS 

WHAT ARE THEY?  

A common understanding is that deprived neighbourhoods concentrate the less well-off citizens of a 

society and are an outcome of spatial segregation defined as the “spatial separation of ethnic and 

culturally different groups leading to increase social or cultural differences between these groups” 

(Andersen, 2003, 13). In the Swedish context, segregation is based on socio-economic, ethnic and 

demographic characteristics, their interrelation, and refers to the lack of interaction between different 

groups while residential segregation relates to the physical space between dwellings (Legeby, 2010). 

Because segregation can be understood as a socio-spatial differentiation, a shared approach is to map 

the socio-economic and/or demographic differences such as to observe the spatial disparities of 

population’s distribution. Those clusters “form the basis of segregation problem” as writes Hjort 

(2009, 13) and it is appropriate to understand them as ‘excluded places’ according to Andersen 

(2002b; 2008).  

SWEDEN AS A CASE-STUDY 

AN INCREASE POLARISATION BETWEEN HOUSEHOLDS AND NEIGHBOURHOODS 

Taking a global perspective, Sweden stands as the model of social democratic welfare-state: Income 

equality has been for a long time a political goal, the country has small economic disparities and 

income taxes’ redistribution is judged by the OECD (2011b) as effective in reducing inequalities. Even 

from a spatial point of view the Welfare state had and still has an important role in flattening 

inequalities through policies and housing programs (Borgegård, Andersson and Hjort, 1998; Hjort, 

2009).  

Nevertheless Sweden has seen its social polarization between households and residential areas 

increased since the 1980s and the redistributive effect from the taxes, which is the biggest guarantor 

to an equal society, dropped (OECD, 2011b, Borgegård, Andersson and Hjort, 1998; Andersson, Bråmå 

and Holmqvist, 2010; Ohnmacht, Maksin and Bergman, 2009, 8). In the Stockholm County those 

economic alterations had visible spatial consequences: Segregation between areas, especially at the 

local level, augmented. But it was also perceptible more globally, the medium income gap between 

northern and southern municipalities forced the most vulnerable migrants to settle at the outskirt of 

the city in deprived areas mostly composed of “multifamily housing units from the 1960s and 70s” 

from the Million Homes Programme (Borgegård, Andersson and Hjort, 1998; Hjort; 2009). 
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THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC ASPECT CORRELATED TO AN ETHNIC FEATURE 

In Sweden, the socio-economic characteristics of deprived area are often strongly related to ethnic 

and immigration features: Hjort (2009, 15) notices that individuals with low income, a foreign 

background and belonging to the working class are concentrated into municipal housing 

neighbourhood at the periphery of the city. 1 out of 70 Swedish-born could be found in 1995 in those 

localities against 1 out of 8 for the first generation immigrants. Those neighbourhoods hosted and still 

continue in some extent to host a large proportion of foreign born: Some Stockholm districts back in 

the 1990s had up to 90 per cent of immigrants on their total population (Andersson and Bråmå, 2004; 

Andersson, Bråmå and Holmqvist, 2010, Andersson, 1998, 2007, 66-67).  

The concentration is believed to be correlated to the housing stock, especially the ones from the 

Million Housing program, as a large number of new-comers were directed at their arrival toward 

vacant public housing estates located in specific suburbs. Most of those individuals have in common 

their marginal position from the mainstream society more than cultural or social settings. Indeed 

those zones are not culturally homogenous (Andersson, 1998, 415; Andersson and Bråmå, 2004): In 

1995 in the County of Stockholm it ranged from 49 nationalities in Ronna (Södertälje municipality) up 

to 127 in Rinkeby (Stockholm municipality) and in 8 of the areas, 100 or more countries were 

represented. 

Notwithstanding, there are no ghettos or enclaves properly speaking in Sweden according to 

Andersson (2007, 66). Segregation relates more to socio-economic disparities than ethnicity: 

Therefore, as Platt (2011) reflects on it, it seems more efficient and ethic to focus on inequalities 

rather than ethnicity in order to allow the inclusion of structural processes into the reflexion.  

A STRONG FOCUS ON IMMIGRANTS’ SEGREGATION 

Past and contemporary literature attests that a central concern in our societies is the division of cities 

from both a social and spatial point of view. The mainstream of European research links deprived 

neighbourhoods to globalization and to the increase socio-economic polarization in western societies 

that enhance impoverishment and social exclusion understood as a multidimensional concept 

representing a general disadvantage in terms of capitals (income, social, political,…) (Kempen, 2001). 

As Meen states it (2005, 2: cited in Platt, 2011), "segregation is not in fact a spatial problem at all. The 

most deprived and segregated communities are simply the areas in which those with the lowest skills 

are forced to live". Nonetheless evidence suggests that, in the European context, segregation cannot 

be explained only through the broadening gap between poor and rich and processes of social 

exclusion (Andersen, 2002; 2003, 6, 14).  

THE CULTURAL, STRUCTURAL AND CULTURAL-DISCRIMINATORY THEORIES  

Traditionally Sweden and the Nordic countries used to explicate immigrants’ segregation through 

cultural subordination approaches and some researches called for a ‘cultural’ explanation highlighting 

“differences in lifestyle and cultural values” (Helbrecht and Pohl, 1995 cited in Andersen 2003, 15; 

Andersen, 1998, 2010). We can nowadays observe a shift of paradigm toward the structural and 

cultural-discriminatory approaches (Andersen, 1998, 2010). The first emphasizes the fact that socio-

economic forces of subordination for minorities cannot be neglected and that exclusion from the 

market and the institutional setting lead to inequalities reinforcement such as housing segregation 
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(Andersson, 2007, 74; Andersson, 1998, 398). The cultural discriminatory approach explains 

segregation through discrimination on the housing market and though the negative connotation of 

specific neighbourhoods.  

Andersen (2010, 2011a, 2011b) that mostly explains segregation in Denmark with structuralism 

demonstrated that cultural variables as well are impacting settlements’ patterns. Indeed, if most 

immigrants in Denmark wish to live in the same kind of housing than the rest of the population 

(owner-occupied and detached house), a great share of them end up in multi-ethnic neighbourhood 

typically composed of social housing, first, because the Danish social and housing system tend to 

reinforce this pattern by raising difficulties in gaining access to other areas or tenure choices. Second 

because immigrants typically lack the necessary capitals to compete on the housing market, implying 

economic resources and/or other form of capital such as the ability to speak the national language.  

And third because individuals and households formulate a preference for living in those districts: their 

decisional factors tend to be linked on the first place to the presence of family and friends and in the 

second place to the absolute number of residents with a similar ethnic background living in the area 

such as to belong to an ethnic network and re-create a “viable ethnic society” (Andersen , 2010, 294).  

Similarly to Denmark, the ethnic variable could not fully explain neighbourhoods’ sorting processes in 

Sweden (Hedman, 2011b) which implies that the cultural (group preferences) or cultural-

discriminatory explanation are still under debate.  

THE SELECTIVE MIGRATION AND WHITE FLIGHT / AVOIDANCE THEORIES  

In Sweden, the structural and cultural discriminatory approach found some echo in Andersson’s and 

Bråmå’s (2004) work. They established that the deprived profile of some neighbourhoods, more 

specifically in the Stockholm region, is reproduced through selective migration. It involves a double 

selective flow that creates a socio-economic gap between in and out migrants: (1) first the people that 

move-in the area are more likely to depend on social benefit or have a lower income than the people 

who remain in the area or move-out. (2) Second the people who move-out the neighbourhood tend to 

be better-off than the ones who stay or arrive.  

Furthermore a “Swedish avoidance” feature is superposed to selective migration: Bråmå (2006) 

demonstrated that, in Sweden, immigrant-dense neighbourhoods do not attract Swedes as they 

represent a small share of the in-movers. This constitutes the main driving force behind the 

reproduction of segregated neighbourhoods in parallel with, but in a much lesser extent, a “Swedish 

flight” (i.e. high out-migration of Swedes).  

In addition immigrants in Sweden have specific mobility patterns: They are very prone to stay in 

metropolitan areas as 90% of them living in big cities where still there five years later (Ekberg and 

Andersson, 1995, cited in Lindgren, 2003). And they are less likely to have counter-urban motilities, 

meaning moving downward on the urban hierarchy (Lindgren, 2003).  

THE SPATIAL ASSIMILATION THEORY 

If spatial segregation is not “the antithesis of social integration” as writes Hjort (1995, 4 in Legeby, 

2010, 11), there is nevertheless a link between immigrants’ settlement patterns and integration. The 

first attempt to theorize this relationship goes back to the Park and Burgess (1967) and the Chicago 

School with its ecological approach. As stated by the “spatial assimilation theory”, the spatial 
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distribution of immigrants reflects their degree of socio-economic integration and human capital: The 

less assimilated will tend to pursuit their residential career in segregated neighbourhoods while the 

more adapted will be able to “convert [their] occupational mobility and economic assimilation into 

residential gain” (Andersen, 2011b, 2).  

In the present case this model assumes that immigrants will over time conform to the “official Swedish 

model”, as suggested by Abramsson, Borgegård and Fransson (2002). It means that they will move 

into the same type of dwellings that Swedes would do with comparative socio-economic and 

demographic characteristics. Empirical evidences tend to confirm this theory: Similarly to immigrants 

and Danes wishing to acquire analogous type of dwelling (Andersen, 2010), Molina (in Abramsson, 

Borgegård and Fransson 2002, 450) argues that, for Sweden, all conditions equal, there is no 

indications that immigrants would not choose to leave in similar condition as Swedes.  

Andersen (2010, 2011b) proved that the spatial assimilation theory is still in some extent pertinent 

and has its application in Europe: in several European countries integration is the most important 

factor concerning ethnic groups’ tendency in living in segregated neighbourhoods. And immigrants 

moving away from multi-ethnic neighbourhoods seemed more integrated (more employed and 

holding the national citizenship) than the in-movers. Remaining cautious, as not all ethnic groups 

preferences could be explained exclusively through the integration factor, it can be ascribe that 

residential preference through neighbourhood choice can be correlated to differences in integration.  

PERI-URBANISATION AND COUNTER-URBAN FLUXES 

Counter-urbanization relates to a transition in settlement’s and migration’s patterns around the 70’s 

in the Western world: Instead of moving to metropolitan zones, people were moving to smaller towns 

or rural areas. The term was coined first by Berry (1976) to explain a movement of population from 

dense to less dense areas. The significance of counter-urban movements is quite debated (Westlund, 

2002). First it varies according to the country, second it relates to academics issues such as defining 

terminologies and boundaries. As a matter of fact the urban/rural dichotomy presents in popular 

representations is actually hard to translate in researches: first there is a plurality of rural area, second 

the delimitations between the two worlds are porous and constantly fluctuating with the “urban 

sprawl” or “urban spill-over”.  

LIFE-STYLE, LIFE-CYLE OR ECONOMIC MOTIVATIONS? 

Locational changes from city to suburb or rural areas can be understood as a search for better living 

conditions and linked to mobility issues where moves are less related to labour market migration or 

economic necessities and more to personal living environment preferences. Hjort and Malmberg 

(2006) explain it mainly through economic motives: The labour market has nowadays a lesser 

importance in determining relocation patterns due to the narrowing of the regional employment gap 

which implies that relocation and employment are less correlated. In parallel to the shrinking 

significance of the labour market, they observe a rise of rural environmental values and social 

conditions, a changing perception of the environment, leisure activities and consumption. 

Furthermore the increase ability to commute enables individuals to live in the countryside and still be 

in close contact with the urban life.  
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Another argument to explain this concept was raised per Lepicier and Sencébé (2007). They argued 

that the counter-urban flows in France around the millennium contained a thicker socio-economic 

dimension than an homogenous group of senior executives searching for a better lifestyle and that the 

logical reasons behind such moves had to be differentiated. In line with their observations that a 

substantial proportion of the movers belonged to the middle-class and lower, they focused their 

analysis on the settlement of counter-urban precarious households and their unequal distribution at a 

larger scale. They established that the gentrification of urban centres pushed away the most sensible 

social classes that withdrew and found refuge to the peri-urban. The decisions linked to such move 

were mostly either related to life-cycle events –young couples starting a family- and/or for 

preservation reasons. Two population segments could be distinguished: One part of the flow was 

composed of middle-class household from whom the move permitted ownership due to the lower real 

estate price pressure. Another part of the flow consisted in lower classes, often unemployed, that 

found themselves in the rental sector after the move and for whom the move enabled to escape a 

potentially deprived, dangerous and difficult urban environment.  

This argumentation raises questions on the motivations behind such moves and if lifestyle motives 

cannot be omitted it remains that “preservation” causes have to be considered. Yet, no study 

investigates it in Sweden.  

SWEDISH PERI-URBAN FLUXES: A SPECIFIC SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFIL 

In Sweden several studies (Westlund, 2002; Amcoff, 2006) showed that in the 90s after the 

metropolitan areas it was the countryside located around the metropolises which had the highest 

population growth. It contributed to a polarization of settlement patterns which does not fully 

matches the concepts nor of urbanization or counter-urbanization, it relate more to a form of urban 

sprawl.  

Hjort and Malmberg (2006) carried-out a research on the characteristics of rural immigrants and 

observed a revival of interest for rural living since 1995. They conclude that in Sweden in 1987 and 

1993, even if most of the flow is in general directed toward cities, the peri-urban gained population 

from cities and that the flow was bigger in this sense than from the peri-urban to the city. This flux was 

triggered mainly by housing and social conditions as well as by the living environment. If most of the 

Swedes lived in cities, the peri-urban together with small towns concentrated about a third of the 

population and the flow between the peri-urban and small cities was limited. Therefore, the peri-

urban tend to be highly dependent from cities’ migration. 

Sweden and most specifically the Stockholm region are affected by a highly selective residential 

mobility toward peri-urban areas favouring well-educated and high-income earners (Hjort and 

Malmberg, 2006; Hjort, 2009). This, in addition to an internal sorting process, might participate to the 

gentrification of those areas (defined as the result of a selective migration process occurring at diverse 

spatial and temporal scales). Therefore the “characteristics of migrants matter and they affect and are 

affected by the areas they leave and the areas where they settle” as remind Hjort (2009, 46).  

In this perspective Hjort and Malmberg (2006) reveal that, even if most individuals in the working age 

(40-60) in Sweden direct themselves toward urban spaces, they are the most likely to move in peri-

urban areas contrary to the older movers (above 61) and to the 19-25 years old. Also, a substantial 

proportion of those movers have a university education and high incomes. Having children and being 
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self-employed enhance the probability to move to the countryside. On the top of that Stenbacka 

(2009) notices that migrants without a Swedish background are missing to this flow from urban to 

rural areas making of counter-urbanisation in Sweden a “white movement” (Stenbacka, 2009. P1). 

Finally, migration selectivity stays stable over time and Hjort (2009) concludes that peri-urban spaces 

are the winners in attracting migrants who may contribute to the local economy and tax participation, 

ensuring future prosperity.  

RURAL GENTRIFICATION AND SELECTIVE COUNTER-URBANISATION 

Gentrification is mainly understood as a population change from a socio-economical perspective, 

often from the working class to the middle class (Hjort, 2009, 25). Gentrification is a form of 

segregation because it tends to concentrate individuals with similar characteristics. If some 

municipalities might “desire” gentrification because it implies an upward socio-economic alteration of 

the inhabitants, it remains that it always involve either the displacement of one part of the population 

which is not able to maintain itself there, or the exclusion from the migratory process of the most 

vulnerable.  

Modern counter-urbanisation patterns in the Stockholm region are mostly composed of young and 

prosperous individuals out-flowing from city to suburb/rural areas. Not only it counteracts the rural 

exodus that used to characterize our western societies, but it is also complemented by a rural 

gentrification (Hjort, 2009). “The geography of opportunities” is highly dependent on residential 

mobility and segregation and they affect each other. “Who moves where lies at the heart of the 

issues” as wrote Hjort (2009, 17) and understanding where people with specific socio-economic 

and/or demographic features move is a priority to have a holistic approach of segregation dynamics in 

the region. 

SEGREGATION AS A PROCESS: RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY 

CHOOSING A PLACE TO LIVE 

The concept of housing career is defined by Özüekren and Van Kempen (2002, 366) as “the sequence 

of dwellings that a household occupies during its history” and is not automatically tied to a 

“hierarchical development” meaning from rental to ownership or from small to large dwelling. 

Individuals and households decide to move when a certain “residential stress” threshold is reached 

(Wolpert, 1965, in Özüekren and Van Kempen, 2002). It can be triggered by the current 

neighbourhood/dwelling dissatisfaction or a life event such as a divorce, a change in occupation and 

so on.  

Concerning immigrants in Sweden, their age, career, income, length of residence in the country, the 

origin of the partner, the local structure of the housing market and most importantly the cultural 

distance between their original culture and the Swedish one has been proven to influence both their 

housing career and integration (Abramsson, Borgegård and Fransson, 2002).  

In addition to preferences on dwellings and neighbourhoods, housing choices and career are 

restricted by opportunities (the choice set of available alternative), constraints (often discrimination) 

and resources (material, cognitive, political or social). The notion of ‘social resources’ refers to the 
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concept of “social capital”. It and can be directly linked to networks theories, more specifically to 

“ethnic networks” for immigrants. Minorities tend to be less advantaged on the housing market in 

regard to those resources and it explains in a large extend their housing choices and career (Özüekren 

and Van Kempen, 2002; Hedman, 2011a).  

Preferences, opportunities, constraints and resources are linked on the micro-level to life-course 

events that provide a dynamic basis for understanding migration and housing choices as mobility is 

associated to family composition, age and major events.  On to the macro-level they are tied to a 

specific economic, socio-cultural, demographic and political environment that is partly responsible for 

the “opportunity structure” individuals are offered (Özüekren and Van Kempen, 2002).  

 

FIGURE 2: A GENERALIZED MODEL OF HOW HOUSING CAREER DECISION IS MADE. 

(Abramsson, Borgegård and Fransson 2002) 

RESIDENTIAL SELECTIVE MOBILITY AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SORTING PROCESS  

Kaufmann, Bergman and Joye (2004, 747) warn about this tendency in urban segregation studies to 

“maintain the traditional focus on communities or neighbourhoods as concrete and static territories”. 

Indeed, to take the example of “deprived areas”, their definition is arbitrary: not all people living in 

those areas are disadvantaged themselves and some of the most vulnerable household might as well 

live in other areas. To counteract a stationary and motionless approach of the neighbourhood, an 

appropriate method, especially when focusing on segregation, is to understand it as a dynamic 

process by studying in and out migration.  
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Residential mobility is defined by Hedman (2011a, 3, 17) as short distance moves within a local 

housing market, often within the city, and differs to long-distance mobility (migration). Residential 

mobility is a set of variables at the micro level: the choice to move and the choice of destination. At 

the macro level it links to the in and out mobility patterns to and from an area. Hedman argues that 

(2011a; 4) households have always in some extend the choice of the place to move even if at the 

micro level it is conditioned by opportunities, constraints and resources structures as written 

previously. This choice and this structure correspond at the macro level to “patterns of selective 

mobility” where some groups move into certain neighbourhood and others not.  

An alternative approach is the theory of “neighbourhood sorting process”. Households move into their 

new neighbourhoods once a dwelling is available. This vacancy chain relocating diverse households in 

different neighbourhoods is part of the “neighbourhood sorting process”. It means that individuals 

move-out in other to reach an area fitting better their preferences according to their opportunities, 

constraints and resources. It contributes in turn to the reproduction of neighbourhoods’ 

characteristics over time as Andersson and Bråmå (2004) as well as Hedman (2011b) demonstrate it 

for Sweden: residential mobility is highly selective and neighbourhood sorting is strongly structured. 

Hedman mentions (2011b, 1395) that the opportunity structure –which refers to the location of 

dwellings, their tenure form and the housing market’s regulations-, is limited for low income groups, 

especially new arrived in Sweden and that mobility is highest in deprived neighbourhoods. Undeniably 

income is an essential element to neighbourhood sorting and is followed by socio-economic variables 

such as the level of education, the employment status and the dependency on social welfare.  

This study focuses precisely on neighbourhoods sorting processes through patterns of selective 

mobility. And in the light of the aforementioned discussion households’ divergent characteristics are 

expected to affect re-location behaviours on the urban scale, in other terms, to be translated into 

selective migration.   

ABOUT OUT-MOVERS OF DEPRIVED AREAS 

As Pais, South and Crowder (2009, 339) put it, “when studying the causes of neighbourhood 

segregation […] it is important to consider patterns of residential mobility”. Indeed, if segregation is 

perceived as a process, then migration becomes an important driving force and, as observed in 

Sweden by Andersson and Bråmå (2004) as well as by Hedman (2011b), it can contribute to the 

reproduction of neighbourhoods’ characteristics over time if combined with “equally aversive 

destination decision” (for example white flight combine to white avoidance) (Pais, South and Crowder, 

2009, 343). 

In Sweden, moves from deprived areas have received special attention in recent years and the 

literature flourishes of analysis on neighbourhoods’ features, in/out movers’ characteristics and to 

which kind of neighbourhood they go. Some papers detected that moves-out deprived areas for 

ethnic minorities can go along an increase in housing’ quality, owner occupation and are directed 

toward better suited neighbourhoods or suburbs (Andersen, 2011a; Andersson and Bråmå, 2004; 

Andersson 2001, Magnusson, 2002). But if some improvement can be noticed they remain often 

minor: households largely persist within the public rented sector, access to a bigger dwelling is highly 

conditioned to income increase and most moves occurs between areas or habitations with relatively 

the same characteristics (Özüekren and Van Kempen, 2002). Because "spatial mobility is now also 
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discussed under the headings of social exclusion and social inclusion" as put it Hesse and Scheiner 

(2009, 189), the link between social inequalities and mobility becomes more evident.  

Nevertheless, relocation behaviours of out-movers of deprived areas haven’t been investigated with 

their “spatial” dimensions, meaning where out-movers relocate on the urban hierarchy. And taking 

into account the former argument it matters to know where individuals settle once they reached a 

better suited neighbourhood in order to first, to understand selective migration processes between 

deprived urban area and the others spaces and second to comprehend the socio-economic 

differentiation at stake among those spaces.  
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3. DATA AND METHODS 

HYPOTHESIS AND OBJECTIFS  

Based on the previous discussion this thesis intends to demonstrate that the relocation patterns of 

out-movers of deprived area are not even on the territory and that processes of selective migration 

are occurring. In this extent, focus will be on counter-urban movements.  

The first hypothesis is that part of the research population made a counter-urban move for 

‘preservation’ reasons due to the fact that they were less well-off than the others.  

The second hypothesis is that there were selective migrations among counter-urban movers meaning 

that the flow might be composed of individuals with diverse socio-economic layers and for whom the 

move correspond to divergent logics.  

In line with those assumptions, two research questions will be answered: “Where are the out-movers 

of deprived areas going in the urban hierarchy and toward which kind of new environment?” and “Is 

there a selective migration between counter-urban movers and the others and among them?”.  

In order to prove or disprove those hypotheses, the research population will be constituted of the 

2007 out-movers of deprived areas (the study area will be introduce next page). Due to the fact that 

the sample comes from deprived neighbourhoods, they are expected to have restricted economic 

resources that limit their housing career’s opportunity structure. Therefore they should be more 

sensible to neighbourhoods’ sorting process and selective migration which will help to investigate the 

presence of possible ‘preservation’ moves.  

The empirical research will begin with a cluster analysis of the neighbourhoods. They will be classified 

according to their degree of deprivation and in relation to their position on the urban hierarchy.  

Subsequently descriptive statistics will analyse clusters´ distribution over the study area and migrants´ 

features in order to highlight the socio-economic composition of the flow. Finally, both hypotheses will 

be tested with inferential statistics, more precisely with binary logistic regressions.  

The scope of such evidence can influence studies on neighbourhood sorting or mobility: It will 

encourage academics to adopt a contextual approach of relocation behaviours overcoming the 

simplistic dichotomist approach focusing either on social or spatial issues such as to links social and 

geographical mobility by integrating considerations related to socio-economic and territorial 

embeddedness. Undeniably, if the hypotheses are confirmed, the fact that some individuals leave 

underprivileged neighbourhoods for better ones but downward on the urban hierarchy raises 

question about the reasons for such moves. And traditional explanation on counter-urban moves 

should not conceal the socio-economic thickness and diversity of the flow that might be driven by 

divergent housing strategies.  
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PRESENTATION OF THE DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

When researching on residential segregation academics recommend considering patterns of 

residential mobility in order to have a dynamic approach. And a quantitative study would allow a 

comprehensive description and analysis of flows, patterns and factors in relation to mobility 

behaviours (Pais, South and Crowder, 2009; Hedman, 2011a). 

In order to answer the research questions two sets of data will be used. The first one includes all the 

movers during the year 2007 within the counties of Stockholm, Uppsala, Västmanland and 

Södermanland. Complementary variables detail their socio-economic and demographic profile such as 

for example their age, civil status or work income. The second data set encloses all the neighbourhood 

units within the research area and some specifications about the average income in 2007 / 2008, the 

net migration and so on. Therefore the research population is not isolated yet in those data-set.  

 

FIGURE 3: MAP OF THE RESEARCH AREA PER MUNICIPALITIES  

The data stem from the ASTRID data-base which is a longitudinal micro data-base covering the entire 

Swedish population, about 13 million individuals, and hosted at the department of Geography and 

Economic History, Umeå University. The data for the 1985-2008 periods are based on several registers 

collated by SCB1. The high spatial resolution thanks to the coordinate addresses (100 meters) makes of 

it an ideal support to carry–out researches on segregation, migration and counter-urbanisation among 

others.  

In this paper the concept of neighbourhood is based on an administrative geographical division called 

SAMS. The SAMS units are often used in Swedish neighbourhood based approach research because 

                                                           
1
 Statistiska Centralbyrån/Statistics Sweden. <scb.se > 
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they are particularly suited to the topic (Andersson, 1998; 2001; 2007, Andersson and Bråmå, 2004; 

Bråmå, 2006; Hedman, 2011a; Macpherson and Strömberg, 2012). Indeed, they have been created by 

municipalities and SCB in order to support the planning process. Each unit tend to correspond to 

relatively small and homogenous residential areas in respect to the housing stock, the physical 

structure, and the different services (schools, healthcare centres …). Furthermore, it is has been 

argued that the SAMS corresponded also to inhabitants’ perception of neighbourhoods and are thus 

particularly appropriate to study neighbourhoods’ residential choices (Hedman, 2011a; Bråmå, 2006). 

Nonetheless, the SAMS differ among municipalities in their size and population.  

As stated previously, the study area will encompass, in addition to the county of Stockholm, the ones 

of Uppsala, Västmanland and Södermanland (Figure 1). This is due to the fact that this study is 

specifically interested in residential mobility and that this area represent a possible commuting 

distance to Stockholm: Modern technologies, especially the train lines developed between Stockholm 

and each of those counties, allow people to extend their commuting distance. For example Stockholm-

Västerås (Västermanland County) by train takes one hour for 110 kilometres. Therefore some people 

might work in Stockholm but live in periurban areas further away which correspond to the definition 

of residential mobility (see page 9). A second explanation is that those counties can be perceived as a 

harmonious cultural/territorial entity as they belong to a non-official region called the Mälaren Valley. 

The study area selected represents an optimal support to this study for several reasons. First it 

contains the capital city, Stockholm, which is the leading economic region of the country. The 

metropolis is among the fastest growing capital in Europe and is population is expected to increase by 

250 000 inhabitants by 20202. It implies that regional development is of important interest and that 

they might beneficiate from a research on selective migration and counter-urbanisation. Plus 

metropolitan areas tend to concentrate disparities which are the ground-subject of this study. Actually 

it is already a main concern, the large range of literature and research on Stockholm’s segregated 

areas provided a large part of the theoretical framework discussed in the previous section.  

Furthermore, in 2007, year of the study, the whole study area hosted 30% of Sweden’s inhabitants 

(about 2,79 million individuals). It will secure substantial number of movers to be studied, which is an 

important feature in quantitative research. Plus, the fact that the population is unequally distributed 

(70% of them lived in the county of Stockholm) makes of this space a suited platform to investigate 

counter-urban moves owing to the diversity of its composition.  

CLUSTER ANALYSIS AND DELIMITATION OF THE RESEARCH POPULATION  

 IDENTIFY DEPRIVED NEIGHBOURHOODS 

The first step is to identify the deprived neighbourhood through a hierarchical cluster analysis of the 

SAMS. The variables chosen to carry out the cluster analysis are the following: 

 The mean work income per SAMS in 2007 since it is a clear indicator of spatial differences: 

Hjort (2009) noticed that the mean income differences increased between Stockholm’s 

municipalities in the 90s and Hedman (2011b) that this is the main driving force in 

                                                           
2
 Stockholm Läns Landsting Website 
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neighbourhood sorting process. Furthermore, according to the OECD (2011b), the “market 

income sources” was a foremost player in the rose of inequalities in Sweden until the late 

2000.  

 The share of rental in 2007: Taking back Hjort’s study (2009), the tenure form is an important 

variable: There is a correlation between an area with low mean income and the concentration 

in municipal housing. Consequently the high share of rental is suspected to be correlated to 

more deprived areas.  

 The share of highly educated people in 2007 (with a university diploma) will be included owing 

to low educational attainment is characteristic of deprived neighbourhoods (Legeby, 2010).  

 The turnover rate is also an important variable as deprived areas tend to have a high one 

(Andersson, 1998; Andersson and Bråmå, 2004; Bråmå, 2006; Forrest, 2009; Hedman, 2011b). 

In this study it will be represented through two variables: 

o The net migration from another SAMS between 2004 and 2008. 

o The net migration from abroad between 2004 and 2008.  

The cluster algorithm selected was the Wards methods as it generates clusters of relatively equal size 

and the distance measure was the Square Euclidean. With the help of the dendogram and the 

agglomeration schedule it has been decided to stop at 7 clusters. The cluster 1 will be the one 

representing the “deprived neighbourhood”, its detailed analysis can be read in the results section.  

 

FIGURE 4: REPRESENTATION OF THE CLUSTERS PER MEDIUM INCOME IN 2007 

 

LOCATE THE CLUSTERS ON THE URBAN HIERARCHY 

To answer the research question migrations have to be analysed according to the urban hierarchy. It 

will to contribute in determining if movers go down the urban system or not. Therefore the SAMS 

have been classified according to the municipality they belong to, which are themselves ranked by the 



 

16 
 

Swedish Association of Local Authorities (document from 2005). According to the credentials, the 

municipalities are divided into nine categories on the basis of structural parameters such as 

population, commuting patterns and economic structure.  

The research area represent 1 174 SAMS dispersed over 53 municipalities and 4 counties. If there is on 

average 33 SAMS per municipalities, the variance is quite large; at the extremes Nykvarn contains 3 

SAMS while Uppsala is divided into 217 of them.  

The municipal classification in this study can be found at the Appendix 5. Figure 5, bellow, illustrates it.  

A table presenting the repartition of each cluster per urban level, in other words a cross table of the 

two classifications cluster/urban level, is located Appendix 6. 

 

FIGURE 5: MAP OF THE MUNICIPALITIES PER URBAN CLASSIFICATION  
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The 16 SAMS of the cluster 1 on which the analysis will be based on are located in only 6 different 

municipalities. They are dispersed on the urban hierarchy as followed:  

 The metropolitan level concentrates 60% of the deprived areas, all in Stockholm (it is the only 

metropolitan municipality in the study)   

 The suburban municipalities contain 30% of the cluster 1. The SAMS are spread among Huddinge 

(10%), Botkyrka (10%), Haninge (6%) and Nacka (4%).  

 In the large city of Sodertälje 10% of de deprived area can be find.  

 

 

 

FIGURE 6: LOCATION OF DEPRIVED NEIGHBOURHOODS PER URBAN LEVEL IN THE RESEARCH AREA 

ISOLATE THE “UP AND OUT” MOVERS  

If the study areas as been divided according to the degree of deprivation of its SAMS and their location 

on the urban hierarchy, the research population as still to be isolated.  

As a result the next stage is to link the movers to their SAMS of destination such as to identify and 

isolate the individuals leaving the deprived areas for better suited ones. The findings indicate that 
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among all the movers in 2007, 15 537 left a SAMS belonging to the cluster 1 (deprived areas). Among 

them:  

 1 357 persons are moving out of the research area, so they are removed from the analysis.  

 2 921 individuals changed SAMS but within the cluster 1. Due to the fact that this study aims 

to investigate the relocation behaviours of people leaving a deprived are for a better on, those 

people are removed from the analysis as well.  

Therefore the research population narrows down to 11 259 individuals moving out deprived area and 

“up” to a better cluster between 2007 and 2008.   
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BINARY LOGISTIC REGRESSION 

 DEPENDANT VARIABLES 

In order to determine the variables that influence counter-urban moves, the appropriate model would 

be the binary logistic regression. This model describes relationships between several independent 

variables and a dichotomous dependant variable (Kleinbaum and Klein, 2002). Previous researches on 

either counter-urban moves (Niedomsyl, 2001) or spatial assimilation theories (Macpherson and 

Strömgren, 2012) use this type of regression.  

In this study, two regressions have been carried-out. The first one was concerned about the 

divergences between counter-urban movers and the other type of movers. The dependent variable 

was expressing if the person made a counter-urban move (1) or not (0).  

Due to the fact that the flux of counter-urban movers might have a diverse range of socio-economic 

profiles and that one category cold shadowed another, the second regression sought to investigate 

the disparities among counter-urban moves. In accordance with the aim which was to prove the 

existence of preservation fluxes, the regression intended to isolate the more vulnerable movers. The 

research population was narrowed down to all the counter urban movers and the dichotomous 

dependent variable expressed if the person settled after the move in rental (1) or in 

owner/condominium (0). This dependant variable has been selected in accordance with the literature 

(Lepicier, Sencébé, 2007) and to investigate further the descriptive statistics which illustrated 

disparities among the data-set.  

A counter-urban move is defined as a move to a SAMS which is at least one step lower than the SAMS of 

departure on the municipal ranking.   

Some individuals do not belong to a family but others are related in the data set. And it raises 

conceptual issues for the analysis to include all the family members among the movers. For example, if 

three individuals live together and decide to make a counter-urban move from the metropolitan to 

the suburban level, should their move be counted as three distinct individuals or as a single move 

(Figure 7)?  

 

FIGURE 7: HOW MANY MOVERS? ONE OR THREE? 
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It has been decided that, among all movers, only one member of each family will count in the logistic 

analysis. Due to the fact that the research population is aged between 18 and 64 years old, one 

member of each family has been randomly selected and the others have been removed from the data 

set. 3 542 people belonged to a family (it could be 2, 3 persons or more) and 1 903 people have been 

removed such as to leave only one member per family.  

The research population has been narrowed down to 9 536 individuals. 30% (2 682) of them making a 

counter-urban move while 6 674 (70%) are doing another kind of move (still or up on the urban 

hierarchy).  

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Several regressions have been run in order to test the significance of each variable and find the best 

models that are presented in the result section. For a better fit most covariates have been 

transformed in polychotomous variables: they have a fixed number of discrete values and the scale of 

measurement is nominal (Hosmer and Lemeshow, 2000). The 2008 work income constitutes the only 

continuous variable. 

Work income 2008: A logarithm was applied to the 2008 work income owing to the fact that, in logistic 

regression, interpretation of continuous covariates depends on the units of the variable. Failing to 

apply the logarithm would have created results difficult to estimate as the income was expressed in 

hundreds of Swedish Kronor.   

Country of origin: Relative to the previous theoretical discussion on immigrants’ segregation and 

spatial integration, this variable has been included in the model. To enhance the fitness and readability 

it has been transformed: countries’ groups have been clustered as following:    

(1) Sweden 

(2) Finland, Denmark, Norway and Iceland 

(3) Southern and Other Europe 

(4) Eastern Europe, Central Europe, Former Soviet Union, ex-Yugoslavia, Baltic states and Poland 

(5) USA, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand,  

(6) Other North America and Asia, Turkey, Oceania 

(7) North Africa, Middle East, Other Africa and Iran, Iraq 

(8) Missing Data 

Tenure after the move: This covariate is justified by the highly segmented housing market, especially in 

the county of Stockholm, that leads to disparities in movers’ distribution. To quote Andersson, “the 

geographic distribution of tenure forms and housing types within a city or region is [...] a fundamental 

condition for the segregation process'' (Andersson et al, page 5, 2007, in Hedman, page 1383, 2001b). 

This variable has not been included in the second regression for evident multicollinearity matter, but it 

has been integrated in the first one. It is structured as follow: 

(1) Owner 

(2) Condominium 

(3) Rental  
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Origin of the partner: Due to the importance of the partners’ origin to study migration, especially for 

migrants (Ellis, Wright and Parks, 2006; Macpherson and Strömgren, 2012), a covariate has been 

created. It has been structured such as to emphasize in the regressions’ results how the origin but also 

absence of partner impacted on the odds to make a counter-urban move and the odd to settle in 

rental when making a counter-urban move.  

(1) Swedish Partner  

(2) Nordic Partner (from Finland or Denmark) 

(3) Partner from somewhere else 

(4) No partner 

Having a child: This variable is a dummy representing if having the individual is a parent (1) or not (0). 

It has been proven that having a child influences the odds to make a counter-urban move (Andersen, 

2011; Hedman, 2001; Hjort, 2009; Lindgren, 2003; Niedomysl and Amcoff, 2001). And in a more 

general manner, influence spatial assimilation for immigrants (Andersen, 2010, Macpherson and 

Strömgren, 2012).  

Age: This covariate is theoretically justified by the importance of the demographic profile in studies’ 

concerned with relocation behaviours (Abramsson, Borgegård and Fransson, 2002; Andersen, 2008; 

2011; Andersson, 1998; 2004; Andersson, Bråmå and Holmqvist 2010; Hedman, 2011B; Hjort, 2006; 

2009; Ohnmacht, Maksim, and Bergman, 2009). The population of the data set was aged in 2008 

between 18 and 64. Age categories have been created as followed:  

 18 to 30   

 31 to 40  

 41 to 50  

 51 and above. 

Gender:  This is a dichotomous variable indicating if the mover is a female or a male. Due to the fact 

that it relates to the demographic profile of the migrants, the justification of such a covariate is similar 

to the age.  
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LIMITATIONS AND ETHICS 

Despite the important contributions of this paper, it presents limitations at the image of any empirical 

research.First of all the neighbourhoods’ categorization would have gained to be more advanced. For 

example the number of clusters and urban levels could have been reduced such as to enhance the 

outcomes’ readability. Furthermore, the urban echelons could have been divided per 

“urban/rural/mixte” environments such as to have an idea toward which space people moved. Second 

of all, the research could have been conducted on several years in order to increase the number of 

individuals in the study and detect similar mobility behaviours from one year to another.  

This thesis is not a study on immigrants’ housing carrier and spatial assimilation even though a large 

part of the research population has a foreign background. Therefore and contrary to several 

researches on integration, the second generation of immigrants in this study are considered native 

swedes and cannot be identified differently. 

If theories related to immigrants and their insertions into society have to be included due to their 

theoretical validity and their possible influence on the study, the focus is instead on socio-economic 

and demographic dissimilarities per relocation behaviours, which revert sometimes, an ethnic 

character due to society’s inequalities. This choice is also related to ethical and interpretation issues 

that might bring analyses focused on individuals’ origins. The data-set prevents besides any clear 

authentication of the origin due to the fact that the places of birth are clustered in countries’ group.  
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4. RESULTS: PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 

The presentation of the results is divided into two sections: the first one is dedicated to a descriptive 

statistics of the data with the intention to answer the first research question, Where are the out-

movers of deprived areas going in the urban hierarchy and toward which kind of new environment? 

The second section is concentrated to the empirical results of the inferential statistics in order to reply 

to the next research question: Is there a selective migration between the counter-urban movers and 

the others and among counter-urban? Finally a summary and analysis of the results will bring this 

section to a close.  

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS  

In line with the aims, the purposes of this section are to identify movers’ destinations per 

cluster/urban level according to their features. Detailed attention will be paid to the divergences 

between counter-urban movers and the others. To achieve so, univariate and bivariate descriptive 

statistics will analyse, first, the cluster analysis in relation to the urban hierarchy, then, the movers and 

their moves.  

THE CLUSTERS 

In order to have a better visibility and understanding of the processes of socio-economic 

differentiation at stake, the clusters have been named according to their characteristics and the 

features of the in-movers (Figure 8, p.24). A map illustrating the repartition over the study area is 

located page 25 (Figure 9) while tables displaying clusters and movers´ statistics can be read in the 

appendix (Appendix 1 and 2)  

The clusters did not equally share the study areas (Appendix 3). Over the 1774 SAMS, the “Deprived 

Areas” represented only 1% of the study areas (16 SAMS), the “Fashionable areas” were the rarest (3 

SAMS). The biggest cluster was the “Medium Income, Owner and Familial” (43% of total SAMS) which 

had quite balanced features. Similarly each urban level had a different proportion of SAMS (Appendix 

4). The “Suburban Municipalities” had 33% of the total 1774 SAMS and the “Large Cities” ranked 

second (29%). The metropolitan municipality of Stockholm had 7% of the SAMS over the study area. 

All together the clusters´ repartition per urban level is such as that Metropolitan and Suburban level 

concentrated most of the high-status SAMS (Appendix 6).  
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FIGURE 8: DESCRIPTION AND RE-ORGANIZATION OF THE CLUSTER ANALYSIS MADE WITH SPSS 

The triangle represents the clusters’ hierarchic organisation and does not take into account the relative 

distribution of each cluster.  

Fashionable area 

• Along with the most privileged area this cluster attracts individuals without 
children (72%), single (60%), female and the least male, maried and divorced. 
Cluster that attract the least buyers (2,3%) but the first for condominium (50%).  

Privileged area 

• The Sams have a really high income and owner tenure. In-movers: The highest 
proportion of individuals without kids (73%), single (59%), born in Sweden and 
female. The least attractive with the fashionable areas for male, married and 
divorce.  

High income owner area 

• Movers: Balance share of tenure and civil status compare to the other clusters 

Medium income, owner and familial areas  

•Neither attractive or loosing population,the share of highly educated is low and 
most of the properties are owned. It attracts the most movers with children and 
the less movers without kids. Attract the most movers that will buy (47) and the 
least that will rent. Attracts the most married and least single.  

Medium income and rental areas  

• Movers: the second for rental (67%) and balanced for civil status compare to other 
cluster.  

Almost deprived areas 

•Attracts the most rental (74,2%) and the least in condominium and second least 
into owner. The most individuals from Iraq or Iran while it attracts least native 
Swedish. Attracts the most male and least female (56,1 vs 43,6) and divorced.  

Deprived areas  

• Low work income, attract foreign immigrants and the phenomena white flight/ 
avoidance can be observed, low share of educated and high share of rental 
typically characterizing deprived area.  



 

25 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 9:  REPARTITION OF THE CLUSTERS OVER THE STUDY AREA 
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THE MOVERS 

OVERALL DISTRIBUTION 

The overall distribution of the movers per cluster and per urban level is unbalanced (Table 1). Movers 

toward the “Almost Deprived” cluster at the Metropolitan level represented the biggest flow (25% of 

the total research population). Ranked second this same cluster at the suburban level while the 

“Medium Income, and Rental Area” in Stockholm ranked 3. Looking at the clusters, half of the 

research population moved-in an “Almost Deprived Area”. The second largest flow went toward the 

“Medium Income and Rental Area” (18%). Then the flow narrowed down at the same time the clusters 

became less deprived. But the “high income owner area” cluster received slightly more than the 

“Medium Income, Owner and Familial” (12% and 11%) and the “Fashionable Districts” was the least to 

receive movers (2%).  

Furthermore, movers tended to remain in urban locations: the Metropolitan, Suburban municipalities 

and Large cities received 96% of the total population. They were also really attracted to Stockholm: 

almost half of the research population moved toward the capital while a substantial flow was directed 

toward the suburban area (47% and 38%) and the large cities (11%). The rest of the urban hierarchy 

did not represent a lot of movers (2,5 %).  

TABLE 1: DIRECTION OF THE OUT-MOVERS FROM DEPRIVED AREAS (ABSOLUTE NUMBERS).  
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Metropolitan municipalities 2843 1088 8 651 470 191 5251 47 

Suburban municipalities 1951 521 939 580 240 25 4256 38 

Large cities 771 309 84 74 9 -- 1247 11 

Commuter municipalities 66 83 67 4 6 - 226 2 

Manufacturing municipalities 6 7 4 - - - 17 0 

Other municipalities, more than 25,000 inhabitants 60 31 72 14 0 - 177 2 

Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 inhabitants 26 16 34 0 - - 76 1 

Other municipalities, less than 12,500 inhabitants 2 1 6 - - - 9 0 

Total 5725 2056 1214 1323 725 216 11259 100 

Total (%) 51 18 11 12 6 2 100 - 

The conditional formatting is on the entire table. 
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RESULTS ACCORDING TO THE ORIGIN OF THE MOVERS 

In 2007 the out-movers of deprived neighbourhoods had a large variety of origin. Almost all the 

research population had the Swedish Citizenship (94 %). The majority of the out-movers (66%) were 

Swedes with a foreign background, meaning that they were born abroad but had the Swedish 

citizenship. Native Swedes represented 28% of the research population while immigrants were 6% 

(born abroad and without the Swedish nationality).  

If the research population was divided per country of birth independently to their nationality, the 

categories most represented are the native Swedes (35%) and Iranian, Iraqi immigrants (17%) (Figure 

10).  

 

FIGURE 10: ORIGIN OF THE OUT-MOVERS OF DEPRIVED AREAS 

Out-movers´ distribution according to their origin and cluster of destination was, similarly to the 

overall distribution, unbalanced (Figure 11, p.28): Individuals that came from, either a country with a 

lower GDP than Sweden, or from a country that has a large cultural distance with Sweden, tend to 

remain in the lower clusters. Indeed, to only reference the lower groups on the scale, individuals that 

came from “Other Africa”, “Other Asia, Turkey, Oceania” and “Iran, Iraq” had at least 60% of their 

population redistributed to the “Almost Deprived” cluster.  

In contrast the population from the Nordic countries (Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Norway and 

Iceland), the USA/ Canada/ Japan/ Australia and New Zealand tended to have different relocation 

behaviours: They were in a lesser extent moving to the “Almost Deprived” cluster (between about 

40% and 30% their population, Danish put apart) and in a greater degree toward better suited 
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neighbourhoods (between about 40% and 50% were going toward the 4 best ranked clusters – Danes 

put apart).  

 

FIGURE 11: CLUSTER OF DESTINATION OF THE OUT-MOVERS ACCORDING TO THEIR ORIGIN 

In regard to the municipal groups, individuals born in Sweden relocated more in Stockholm while 

persons born abroad were more toward the suburban municipalities and large cities (table 2).  

TABLE 2: DISTRIBUTION OF THE MIGRANTS PER ORIGIN AND MUNICIPAL GROUP (IN PERCENT) 
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WORK INCOME AND UNEMPLOYEMENT 

Among the research population 75% were employed in 2008. Some discrepancies could be observed 

among them: 

THE INCOME WAS ASYMMETRICAL DEPENDING IF THE PERSON WAS BORN IS SWEDEN OR ABROAD ( 

 

Appendix 7). Native Swedish had on average a work income of 1 912 hundreds of Swedish Kronor in 

2008 against 1 373 for the non-Swedish born.  

Besides work income disparities were observable along with the origin of the partner (Appendix 8). 

People being partnered-up with a Swedish had on average a wage of 2 471 hundreds of Swedish 

Kronor in 2008 in comparison to 2 454 for a Nordic partner, 2 121 for a partner from abroad and 1 912 

for single people.  

Discrepancies in work income were also noticeable when analyzing destinations in relation to the 

clusters and municipal categories (table 3 and table 4). The less deprive the cluster of destination, the 

higher the average income. Concerning the municipal groups, the Metropolitan received the movers 

with the highest average income, 1 622 hundreds Swedish Kronor in 2008, followed shortly by the 

suburban municipalities (1 607 hundreds Swedish Kronor). Large cities ranked 6th, movers had on 

average a wage of 1 098 hundreds Swedish Kronor.  

TABLE 3: AVERAGE INCOME FOR THE CLUSTER OF DESTINATION 

Cluster of Destination Average income 

Almost deprived areas 1366 

Medium income and rental areas 1631 

Medium income, owner and familial 1705 

High income owner area 1772 

Privileged area 1867 

Fashionable districts 1987 

TABLE 4: AVERAGE INCOME PER MUNICIPAL GROUP OF DESTINATION 

Municipal Group of Destination Average Income 

Metropolitan 1622 

Suburban municipalities 1607 

Large cities 1098 

Commuter municipalities 1507 

Manufacturing municipalities 1373 

Other municipalities, more than 25,000 inhabitants 1164 

Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 inhabitants 985 

Other municipalities, less than 12,500 inhabitants 342 
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In regards to the unemployed population and their divergences with the employed some deviations 

were noticeable (detailed data in the Appendix 9). Among the population with foreign origin, being 

unemployed was more common (29%) than for native Swedes (13%). Unemployed people had less 

often a Swedish born partner (3% and 7%) and more often a partner with a foreign origin (26% and 

19%). Unemployed had a greater tendency to move toward “Almost Deprived” neighbourhoods (58% 

and 49% for employed) and in a lesser extent toward all other clusters. Furthermore unemployed 

directed themselves in a lesser extend toward the metropolitan and suburban municipalities and more 

toward large cities, among others.  

THE COUNTER-URBAN MOVERS 

Among the research population less than a third chose to make a counter-urban move (28%). 

Disparities between the counter-urban movers and the others were noticeable:  

Native Swedes and individuals from any foreign origin did counter-urban moves in a lesser extent than 

any other type of move at the exception of people from “North Africa, Middle East, Other Africa and 

Iran, Iraq” and “Other North America, Asia, Turkey and Oceania” (Table 5).  

TABLE 5: ORIGN OF THE POPULATION PER TYPE OF MOVE 

 
Counter-urban 

Other 
Movers 

Sweden 35,1% 39,1% 

North Africa, Middle East, Other Africa and Iran, Iraq 34,8% 28,9% 

Other North America, Asia, Turkey and Oceania 14,3% 12,9% 

Eastern Europe, Central Europe, Former Soviet Union, ex-
Yugoslavia, Baltic states and Poland 

10,4% 11,0% 

Southern and Other Europe 3,2% 4,8% 

Finland, Denmark, Norway and Iceland 2,0% 2,8% 

USA, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand ,1% ,2% 

Missing Data ,1% ,3% 

Counter-urban movers were more unemployed (28% versus 24%) and the employed had a mean work 

income in 2008 inferior to the other types of movers (1 410 versus 1 558 hundreds of Swedish 

Kronor).  

Counter-urban had a distribution with a lower Skewness and Kurtosis (1,56 and 2,97) than the others 

(1,89 and 3,76), which implies that they were more equally distributed even if almost absent from the 

best ranked clusters. Counter-urban settled in a larger quantity in the “Medium Income, Owner and 

Familial” area than the others whereas the up-movers were more disposed to move-in “Fashionable” 

or “Privileged” areas than the counter-urban (Table 6).  
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TABLE 6: DISPARITIES AMONG CLUSTERS ACCORDING TO THE TYPE OF MOVEMENT 

 
Almost 

deprived 

Medium 
income and 

rental 

Medium 
income, 

owner and 
familial 

High 
income 
owner 

Privileged 
Fashionable 

districts 

Counter-Urban  47 17 18 12 5 1 

Others 52 19 8 12 7 2 

Concerning the disparities among counter-urban movers the majority settled in rental (65%) after the 

move while a minority became owner (18%) or got in a condominium (17%).  Before the move almost 

the quasi totality of rentals were in rentals (92%) while it concerned only 15% of the owner and 

inversely, most of the owners after the move were prior landlords (86%), only 14% were renting their 

dwelling.  

Among the people that settled in rental, the mean income in 2008 was 1 132 hundreds Swedish 

Kronor and they were 31% to be unemployed. Among the counter-urban movers that were either 

owners or are part of a condominium after their move, they had a 2008 mean work income of 2 005 

hundreds Swedish Kronor and 17% were jobless.  

If the share of Swedish citizens remains equal for both groups, they are 78% among the rental to born 

abroad and it drop to 59% for the owners/condominium.  

Rentals were more between 18 and 30 years old (55% against 42%) and childless (68% against 61%). If 

their civil status does not vary more than 3 points from the landlords (about 52% single, 32% married, 

14% divorce) they are less to have a Swedish partner (3% against 15%).  

The destination on the urban hierarchy is divergent according to the tenure type (Table 7). People that 

settled in rental went in a lesser extent toward that suburban municipalities (67% against 78%) and in 

a greater extent toward the large cities (18% against 8%).  

Regarding the clusters of destination (Table 8), people that moved-in a rental settled further in the 

“Almost Deprived Area” (63% against 23%), the “Medium Income and Rental Cluster” (20% against 

12%) whereas the owners and condominiums settled more in all the others clusters, especially the 

“Medium Income, Owner and Familial” (32% against 8%), the “High Income Owner Area” (23% against 

6%) and the “Privileged Area” (10% against 3%).   
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TABLE 7: DESTINATION OF THE COUNTER-URBAN MOVERS  

IN THE URBAN HIERARCHY PER TENURE TYPE 

 Counter-urban movers in 
rental 

Counter-urban movers owners 
and in condominiums 

Suburban municipalities 66,5 78,0 

Large cities 18,4 7,7 

Commuter municipalities 6,7 6,9 

Manufacturing municipalities ,5 ,5 

Other municipalities, more than 25,000 
inhabitants 

5,0 5,1 

Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 
inhabitants 

2,6 1,4 

Other municipalities, less than 12,500 
inhabitants 

,2 ,4 

 

 

TABLE 8: DESTINATION OF THE COUNTER-URBAN MOVERS  

PER CLUSTERS AND TENURE TYPE 

 Counter-urban movers in 
rental 

Counter-urban movers owners 
and in condomiuims 

Almost deprived areas 62,5 22,9 

Medium income and rental areas 19,6 12,0 

Medium income, owner and familial 8,2 32,2 

High income owner area 6,3 22,8 

Privileged area 2,8 9,5 

Fashionable districts ,6 ,7 
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BINARY LOGISTIC REGRESSION 

This section aims to present the findings of the two binary logistic regressions. Contrary to descriptive 

statistics that are informative, inferential statistics enable to test the hypothesis and draw conclusions 

from the data. In this respects the hypothesis was that a process of selective migration will be 

apparent both between the counter-urban movers and the others and among counter-urban movers.  

The first regression was shaped such as to answer if a selective migration could be observed between 

the counter-urban movers and the others, whereas the second regression aimed to investigate this 

relation among counter-urban movers.  

FIRST REGRESSION  

The objectives of this regression were to explore which variables were statically significant and if they 

increased or decreased the likelihoods of making a make a counter-urban move. As a result the null 

hypothesis tested with this inferential statistics was: 

H0 = There are no differences between counter-urban and other movers’ characteristics. Therefore no 

variables are significant.  

There were 9 356 cases included in the analysis. Among them 2 682 were making a counter-urban 

move and 6 674 other type of moves. The 7 variables included in the model differ in their significance. 

The outcomes can be seen in Table 9, page 35.  

In logistic regression and regarding categorical variables, proper interpretation of the odds ratio -

Exp(B)- depends upon the ability to place a meaning on the difference between logits (variables’ 

subcategories). The odds ratio estimates how (un)likely it is for the outcome to be present among the 

different logits. The confidence interval is used to provide additional information about the parameter 

value (Hosmer and Lemeshow, 2000).   

The empirical results of the regression indicate that some of the variables included in the model were 

significant. As a result the null hypothesis can be rejected; there was a selective migration between 

the counter-urban movers and the others.  

The dichotomous independent variables “Having a child” and “Gender” do not significantly contribute 

to explain the differences between movers.  

The polychotomous covariates, conversely, contribute to the model.  

The 2008 tenure form is statically significant at the 99 percent confidence level for each logit. In 

comparison to the owners, individuals moving-in a condominium or renting their apartment were 

about one half less likely to make a counter-urban move.  

Similarly the “partner’s origin” variable was statically significant at the 99 percent confidence level for 

each logit but the Nordic partners: people partnered up with someone coming from a Nordic country 

had, statically speaking, no different odds than Swedes to make a counter-urban move. But this is not 

the case for the population that has either a partner with a foreign background (excluding Nordic 

backgrounds) or no partner at all. For them, the probability to make a counter-urban move is more 

than one half lower than the individuals partnered up with a native Swede.        
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Controlling for the difference in origins the variable returned statically significant at the 99 percent 

confidence level as well, but there were disparities among the logits’ significance. Indeed compare to 

native Swedes, coming from Nordic countries, eastern/central Europe, the former Soviet states, USA, 

Canada, Japan, Australia and New Zealand did not affect the likelihood to move down on the urban 

hierarchy. But individuals from the group “Other North America, Asia, Turkey, Oceania” and “North 

Africa, Middle East, Other Africa, Iran, Iraq” had more odds than native Swedes to make a counter-

urban move by 1,25 and 1,35 times.  

The age group was the least statically significant polychotomous variable; the confidence level was 90 

percent. Nevertheless, compare to the 18-30 years old, the likelihood to make a counter-urban move 

from 41 years old decreased especially for the people aged 51 and above (by 0,89 and 0,82 times).  

The continuous variable, income, was statically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 

According to the empirical results, having a higher income decreased the chances to move down the 

urban hierarchy.  

The variables for the background (native Swede, Swedish with a foreign background and immigrant) 

and the tenure type in 2007 had been tested apart from the model and not included due to 

multicollinearity issues. They returned not significant.  
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TABLE 9: RESULTS OF THE FIRST LOGISTIC REGRESSION FOR COUNTER URBAN MOVERS 

  B S.E Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

C
o

u
n

tr
y 

o
f 

O
ri

gi
n

 

Sweden 
  

47,845 7 *** 
 

Finland, Denmark, Norway and Iceland -0,204 0,165 1,527 1 0,217 0,815 

Southern and Other Europe -0,275 0,13 4,466 1 ** 0,759 

Eastern Europe, Central Europe, Former Soviet Union, ex-
Yugoslavia, Baltic states and Poland 

0,083 0,082 1,009 1 0,315 1,086 

USA, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand -0,082 0,581 0,02 1 0,888 0,921 

Other North America, Asia, Turkey and Oceania 0,221 0,074 8,924 1 *** 1,247 

North Africa, Middle East, Other Africa and Iran, Iraq 0,302 0,06 25,202 1 *** 1,352 

Missing Data -1,01 0,618 2,686 1 0,101 0,363 

A
ge

 g
ro

u
p

 

18 to 30   
  

7,133 3 * 
 

31 to 40  -0,028 0,057 0,237 1 0,626 0,973 

41 to 50  -0,119 0,072 2,719 1 ** 0,887 

51 and above -0,204 0,086 5,61 1 ** 0,816 

P
ar

tn
er

  O
ri

gi
n

 Swedish Partner  
  

18,57 3 *** 
 

Nordic Partner (from Finland, Denmark, Iceland or 
Norway) 

-0,045 0,303 0,022 1 0,883 0,956 

Partner from somewhere else -0,407 0,109 13,987 1 *** 0,666 

No partner -0,4 0,097 17,09 1 *** 0,67 

Te
n

u
re

 

2
0

0
8

 

Owner 
  

49,863 2 *** 
 

Condominiums -,590 ,087 46,412 1 *** ,554 

Rental  -,440 ,073 36,482 1 *** ,644 

 
Having a child ,046 ,060 ,582 1 ,446 1,047 

 
Income 2008 -0,087 0,016 27,977 1 *** 0,917 

 
Gender -,043 ,049 ,785 1 ,375 ,957 

 
Constant -,029 ,150 ,036 1 ,849 ,972 

* p < 0,10 ; ** p < 0,05 ; p*** < 0,01.  

Lecture: The odds for individuals from Southern and Other Europe to make a counter-urban move 

compare to native Swedes decreased per 0,76 times.   
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SECOND REGRESSION 

The second binary logistic regression had aimed to investigate the disparities among counter-urban 

movers. Consequently, the research population had been lessened to the counter-urban movers and, 

as explained in the “method” section, page 19, the dependent variable distinguished the individuals 

that settled in a rental to the others.  

The regression returned for each covariate its relation to the dependent variables: if the variable was 

statically significant and if it increased or decreased the likelihoods among counter-urban movers to 

settle in rental. The null hypothesis tested with this inferential statistics was: 

H0 = There are no disparities among counter-urban movers, therefore no variables are significant.  

There were 2 510 cases included in the analysis. Among them a majority settled in rental (67%). The 

outcomes of the regression can be seen Table 10, page 37.  

Owing to some variables were significant, the null hypothesis can be rejected: there were inequalities 

among the counter-urban population, some variables increased or decreased the likelihood to move in 

a rental.    

Regarding the empirical results, the country of origin was statically significant at the 99 percent 

confidence level. Especially for the individuals born in the groups “Other North America, Asia, Turkey, 

Oceania” and “North Africa, Middle East, Other Africa, Iran, Iraq”, they had two times and about two 

and a half time more odds to settle in a rental compare to native Swedes. Concerning the individual 

born in Southern and Other Europe, the confidence interval decreased to 95%. They also had more 

likelihood to move in a rental than Swedes, when making a counter-urban move, per about two times. 

The confidence interval lessened more for people from “Eastern Europe, Central Europe, Former 

Soviet Union, ex-Yugoslavia, Baltic states and Poland”. For them as well, their probability to settle in 

rental was higher than native Swedes, by 1,3 times. It should be noticed that individuals born in the 

Nordic Countries plus from the USA, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand had, statically speaking, no 

different odds than native Swedes of the research population to move in rental.  

Partner’s origin was significant at the 99 percent confidence level too. Basically, having no partner and 

a partner with a foreign background increased the odds to inhabit a rental compare to the individuals 

partnered-up with a Swedish. Nevertheless, if not having a partner or a foreign partner (excluding the 

Nordic) increased the likelihood per 3 times (at the 99% confidence level), having a Nordic partner 

increased the odds per 2,5 times only (and at the 90% confidence level).   

As in the first regression, the income was significant at the 99 percent confidence level: Having a 

higher wage decreased the probability to be in rental after the move.  

Regarding the demographic features, if the gender did not influence the likelihood to be in a rental, 

the age returned statically significant at the 99% confidence level. From 31 years old, counter-urban 

movers had fewer odds to rent their residence compare to the 19-30 years old group.  

The presence of a child returned not significant. It implies that being a parent did not influence the 

prospect to move in a rental.   
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TABLE 10: RESULTS OF THE SECOND LOGISTIC REGRESSION FOR COUNTER URBAN MOVERS HAVING 

RENTAL TENURE AFTER THEIR MOVE 

  
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

C
o

u
n

tr
y 

o
f 

O
ri

gi
n

  

Sweden 
  

84,745 7 *** 
 

Finland, Denmark, Norway and Iceland -,004 ,298 ,000 1 ,988 ,996 

Southern and Other Europe ,751 ,250 9,013 1 ** 2,118 

Eastern Europe, Central Europe, Former Soviet 
Union, ex-Yugoslavia, Baltic states and Poland 

,262 ,145 3,273 1 * 1,300 

USA, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand -,107 1,027 ,011 1 ,917 ,898 

Other North America, Asia, Turkey and Oceania ,702 ,137 26,458 1 *** 2,018 

North Africa, Middle East, Other Africa and Iran, 
Iraq 

,956 ,112 72,680 1 *** 2,601 

Missing Data ,182 1,245 ,021 1 ,884 1,200 

 
Having a child ,109 ,108 1,023 1 ,312 1,115 

A
ge

 g
ro

u
p

 

18 to 30 
  

47,914 3 *** 
 

31 to 40 -,341 ,111 9,412 1 *** ,711 

41 to 50 -,858 ,142 36,358 1 *** ,424 

51 and above -,762 ,158 23,277 1 *** ,467 

 
Income 2008 -,088 ,030 8,319 1 *** ,916 

 
Gender -,104 ,087 1,429 1 ,232 ,901 

P
ar

tn
er

s’
 O

ri
gi

n
 Swedish Partner 

  
39,846 3 *** 

 
Nordic Partner (from Finland, Denmark, Iceland 

or Norway) 
,931 ,519 3,217 1 * 2,537 

Partner from somewhere else 1,079 ,200 29,109 1 *** 2,942 

No partner 1,140 ,181 39,599 1 *** 3,127 

 
Constant -,368 ,246 2,239 1 ,135 ,692 

* p < 0,10 ; ** p < 0,05 ; p*** < 0,01.  

Lecture: Among the counter-urban movers and compare to native Swedes, the likelihood for individuals 

from Southern and Other Europe to have rental tenure after the move increased per 2,118 times  
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5.  CONCLUSION 

SUMMARY AND ANALYSES OF THE RESULTS 

This thesis analyses the relocation behaviours of the out-movers of deprived areas in the region of 

Stockholm, Uppsala, Västmanland and Södermanland. The focus was on the disparities among 

destinations and how it correlates to movers’ characteristics in order to put into relief the processes of 

differentiation at stake. The main hypothesis was that some movers would attempt to combine to 

neighbourhood ascension, a counter-urban move. The reasons for such behaviour would be related to 

a residential strategy which aims to avoid the urban-core deprived areas in order to settle in a better 

living environment, but due to an economic selectivity, further in periphery.  

The empirical analysis started with a classification of the neighbourhood per degree of deprivation. 

The operational definition was based on the share of rental, highly educated people, the mean income 

work and the turnover rate. The assumption was that deprived area group a large proportion of public 

housing, a low share of highly educated people, have a low mean work income and a high turnover 

rate. A second classification enabled to class every neighbourhood according on the urban echelon of 

its municipality. This step was based on the official 2005 definition from the Swedish Association of 

Local Authorities and produced 8 categories.  

Both descriptive and inferential statistics enabled to answer the research questions whose results are 

summed-up and analyse bellow.  

THE DESTINATION OF THE OUT-MOVERS OF DEPRIVED AREAS 

The cluster analysis revealed that the neighbourhoods’ spatial organization was uneven: The most and 

least advantaged areas were concentrated close to the urban core –meaning the municipality of 

Stockholm- while the more balanced clusters were more evenly spread on the research area. It 

implied that the research population, which came from deprived neighbourhoods, came from SAMS 

close to the urban core. If analysed from their features’, a socio-economic sorting of the research 

population according to their cluster/urban level of destination was revealed. 

The overall distribution of the movers according to both the cluster and urban echelon was 

unbalanced. The quasi-totality of the research population moved in (or within) an urban area (96%), 

especially Stockholm (about 50%) and half of the research population moved toward an “Almost 

deprived” neighbourhood. 25% of the sample combine both, it represents the largest flux. Then the 

flow of movers narrowed down at the same time as the clusters became less deprived or lower on the 

urban level. This outcome adhere to the work of Ekberg and Andersson (1995, cited in Lindgren, 2003) 

stating that immigrants are very prone to go or remain in urban spaces, specifically metropolitan 

areas.  

The “Almost Deprived Area” cluster that received half of the sample displayed features similar to the 

“Deprived Area”. If the average income was enhanced, the share of rental was the second higher 

(75%) while it was the least cluster for condominium and second least for ownership. The share of 

highly educated people was low (14%) and gender ambivalence perceivable: it was the most attractive 
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cluster for male and least for female. Finally it attracted a lot of people directly from abroad, had a 

negative net migration with the rest of Sweden and it was the least cluster to attract native Swedes. 

This last point can be correlated to Swedish avoidance phenomena identified by Bråmå (2006). And all 

together it goes along with the findings of Özüekren and Van Kempen (2002): improvement is often 

minor for out-movers of deprived areas.  

A SELECTIVE MIGRATION BETWEEN THE COUNTER-URBAN MOVERS AND THE OTHERS 

The inferential statistics confirm that there are disparities between counter-urban movers and the 

others and analysing the selective migration it appeared that the results challenged partially the 

existing literature. 

Individuals that have chosen to make a counter-urban move had a better diffusion than the others. A 

smaller proportion settled in the lowers clusters and a stronger share in the more balanced clusters of 

“Medium Income, Owner and Familial Area” and “High Income Owner Area”.  

Globally, disparities in relocation behaviours were perceptible according the country of birth. 

Individuals from “Other North America, Asia, Turkey, Oceania” and “North Africa, Middle East, Other 

Africa, Iran, Iraq” relocated more in the lower clusters. And concerning the type of move, inferential 

statistics corroborated that they were also more susceptible to move down the urban hierarchy than 

native Swedes. Those results can be related to the work of Burger and Van der Lugt (2006): They 

demonstrated that, in The Netherlands, successful Surinamese migrants have the same pattern of 

residential mobility than native Dutch. Conversely to their findings, selective migration among the 

dataset illustrated clearly that, for those groups, mobility patterns differ from native Swedes. And if it 

is necessary to remain cautious on the relationship between spatial and social integration (Bolt, 

Özüekren and Phillips, 2010; Musterd, 2003), those findings can also be connected to the article of 

Abramsson, Borgegård and Fransson (2002) when they state that the cultural distance with Sweden 

influence integration.  

However the outcomes of the binary logistic regression regarding the country of birth are in 

contradiction with the findings of Lindgren (2003) and Stenbacka (2009): they indicated that migrants 

without Swedish backgrounds were either less subject to counter-urban moves or were missing to the 

flow making of it a “white movement”. But this discrepancy has to be mitigated owing to their studies’ 

scales are different from this one, they are more focused on migration and residential mobility, and 

consequently their definitions of counter-urban moves varies.  

The origin of the partner also impacted the odds: being single or with a partner born abroad 

decreased the chances to do a counter-urban move compare to individuals partnered up with a native 

Swede. Those findings are in line with the study of Macpherson and Strömgren (2012) and Ellis, Wright 

and Parks (2006) on spatial assimilation and partnership: They revealed that there were a strong 

correlation between having a native partner and spatial/social mobility and that “marital assimilation” 

was the “keystone of the arch of assimilation” (Gordon, 1964 in Ellis, Wright and Parks, 2006, p132). If 

it is necessary to remain cautious as counter-urban movements are not inherently linked to social 

mobility, according to the findings, having a foreign partner (excluding Nordic) or being single 

increased the probability to remain close to the urban core and this group had a tendency to have a 

less balanced distribution and to settle more in the lower clusters.   
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It also has been demonstrated through the binary logistic regression that, among the data set, 

individuals aged between 18 and 40 had more likelihood to make a counter-urban move. This result is 

unexpected as most of the literature on counter-urbanisation and suburbanization put into exergue 

that these types of migrations are age selective in favour of 30 years old and older migrants (Hjort, 

2009; Magnusson, 2006; Niedomysl and Amcoff, 2011). An explanation might be that the youngers are 

the most economically exposed and seek affordable housing further from the urban core.  

From an economic perspective, differentiation between counter-urban movers and the others was 

perceptible through both the cluster of destination (The less deprived the cluster the higher the 

average income of the population that moved toward it) and the type of move: Due to the fact 

clusters’ repartition according to their economic “accessibility” differed –generally the richer the 

cluster the closer to the urban core- and that the cluster of destination was correlated to the work 

income, it resulted that the type of move related to the work income as well. The descriptive statistics 

revealed that counter-urban movers were especially set apart by a lower average income than the 

others and the regression confirmed that the higher the income the lower the probability to make a 

counter-urban move. Furthermore, the descriptive statistics indicated that counter-urban were more 

unemployed and tended to have a lower mean income. This last outcome is confirmed by the 

regression: the higher the income, the smaller the odds to move down the urban echelons. If those 

results support that an equal access to employment is a prerequisite in achieving equality on the 

housing market, it also challenge the previous literature on neighbourhoods sorting process and 

selective migration: Hjort and Malmberg (2006) and Hjort (2009) explained that periurban areas in the 

region are especially affected by a highly selective residential mobility in favour of the high income 

earner.  

Finally, the form of tenure after the move returned significant: Owners and condominium had more 

probabilities to move down the urban hierarchy than rentals. Those results make sense as real estate 

pressure might be lower down on the urban scale making private houses more affordable. But it also 

means that a part of the research population had to make such a move in order to afford a dwelling. 

This “chose” migration can be understood as a new form of housing strategies where, in order to 

avoid an urban disadvantaged neighbourhood, some migrate toward the margin where they withdraw 

to a higher ranked neighbourhood. This finding corroborates the theory of fluxes of preservation 

where “in-between” spaces become the receptacle of the relegated middle classes and constitute a 

preserved area that can offer social ascension.  

As in numerous empirical researches the results were not straightforward and Manichean. If it is 

evident that there was in the research population a socio-economic selective migration toward the 

margins, it remained hard to draw conclusions on what was really at stake as it concerns inter and 

intra social classes moving toward diverse spaces. Most of the literature in Sweden concludes that 

counter-urban fluxes to the peri-urban are fluxes of well-off and integrated citizens that, facing a life 

cycle/stage event such as having a child, decided to buy a dwelling. But some elements of this study 

contradict this picture and conversely, stick to the theory of preservation fluxes where people 

combine to a move “up” the social ladder, a migration “down” the urban hierarchy. For example the 

migrants of this data set tended to have a lower income than the others, were significantly younger 

and the presence of a child or not did not impact the odds.  



 

41 
 

Those inconsistencies might be due to the thickness and diversity of the flow where one category 

hinders partially another. Consequently, another regression had been conceded. Its objectives were to 

reveal the disparities among counter-urban movers.  

A SELECTIVE MIGRATION AMONG COUNTER-URBAN MOVERS 

Both descriptive and inferential statistics corroborated the hypothesis that there was a selective 

migration among counter-urban movers. Those findings are linked to the diversity of profiles among 

them.   

An economically precarious portion of the research population could be identified and distinguished 

from the other counter-urban movers by their rental tenure in 2008. This segment tended to be less 

advantaged on the real estate market compare to the other counter-urban movers: they were 

younger, had a lower income, had in a lesser extent a native Swedish partner and were more born 

abroad from countries with either a low GDP or a large cultural distance with Sweden. This is well 

known that those elements influence the opportunity and constraint structure of households and 

consequently their spatial integration when they are immigrants. As a matter of fact, counter-urban 

moving in a rental tenure were further inclined to move toward the large cities, and it has been 

demonstrated that this specific urban echelon had one of the lowest mean income of all urban level 

over the study area.   

DISCUSSION 

By achieving the aim of this study, it has been proven that there was a selective migration among the 

out-movers of deprived areas in 2007. Due to the fact that income, housing condition and spatial 

location are tight together (Borgegård, Andersson and Hjort, 1998), this finding is the spatial result of a 

social fragmentation. The focus on counter-urban movements enabled to highlight the divergences 

between the counter-urban movers and the others as well as the discrepancies among the counter-

urban flux.  

The results of the analyses confirm that counter-urbanization could be partially explained by an effect 

of “preservation” of the middle and lower classes (Sencébé, Lepicier 2007): Those households made 

the choice to settle in the peri-urban / rural under urban influence areas where they can afford to live 

in a better environment but further from the urban core instead of maybe migrating into an urban 

disadvantaged districts. Among this flux, a segment of movers that could not access ownership after 

the move seem specifically vulnerable.  

If unequal mobility refers to class more than ethnicity (Burger and Van der Lugt, 2006) the 

interrelation between socio-economic, ethnic and cultural characteristics results in distinct residential 

patterns. In other words, migrants´ features matters to determine the destination as spatial 

differentiation could also be observed according their particular socio-demographic features. The 

more vulnerable segments were the youngest and immigrants from specific country groups. Those 

results not only go along with a cultural-discriminatory and structural approach of segregation and 

selective migration (segregation results from discrimination, a socio-economic subordination and the 

structural reinforcement of inequalities) but also stick to the contemporary assumption that ethnicity, 

location and socio-economic integration are correlated (Wood and Landry, 2008).  
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These findings encourage reassessing the spatial assimilation theory from an altered point a view. As 

stated by Wright, Ellis and Parks (2005); “Foregrounding immigrants’ subordination in spatial 

assimilation occludes alternative geographic trajectories” than a move from city to suburbs. Put 

differently, spatial assimilation is often reductively understood as a move down the urban hierarchy. 

But can it be said that an immigrant is spatially integrated if he has more odds than a native to make a 

counter-urban move and knowing that is it not synonymous of a significant social progression? As 

wrote Özüekren and Van Kempen (2002), “if the housing career of some groups differs significantly 

from the majority, question need to be raised about the causes of such divergence”. Choosing to 

move into at the urban margin and into rental tenure instead of an almost deprived area in the city is 

not being spatially integrated, especially when the relationship between location and exclusion is 

understood as a process: the place of residence is perceived as both the result and part of a 

segregation process where the quality of the neighbourhood makes the difference by conditioning 

agents’ socio-economic inclusion.  

Discourses on segregation shifted from a dominant cultural explanation (segregation is a form of 

lifestyle/cultural preference) to the cultural-discriminatory and structural approaches. But this shift 

has not happened yet in counter-urbanisation studies which still explain in Sweden this phenomenon 

through lifestyle and cultural differences even though it is evident that a vulnerable portion of the 

population is evicted toward the margins of the city. At the image of segregation, the reality is a 

combination of the three theories.  

By demonstrating the possible existence of preservation fluxes toward urban peripheries, this thesis 

contributes to challenge previous literature and encourage developing this original approach of 

counter-urbanisation studies in Sweden.  

As a recommendation for further research it would be suggested to develop a complementary 

quantitative study in order to investigate the motivations behind counter-urban moves among 

precarious households. Further quantitative study can also investigate this topic with a covariate on 

educational attainments owing to this variable was omitted in this study. Finally, the categorisation of 

spaces according to their degree of deprivation and location on the urban hierarchy would gain to be 

more advanced. For example, the municipal categories can be reduced as eight classes hinder the 

results’ readability.   
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7. APPENDIX 

To facilitate the reading in some tables the cells have been conditionally highlighted per topic 

(delimited with the black border) with Excel. 

APPENDIX 1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC OF THE CLUSTERS 
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Medium Income 2008 1279 1689 2212 2310 2796 3643 3273 

Share of rental 85,89 74,5 50,57 4,88 9,44 7,77 27,63 

Net Migration from other SAMS between 
2004 and 2008 

-1004 -63 8 0 78 13 3024 

Net Migration from abroad between 2004 
and 2008 

725 120 24 4 7 -3 141 

Share of Highly Educated People 12,55 14,28 22,48 12,92 26,29 40,98 42,35 

 

  



 

B 
 

 

APPENDIX 2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (IN PERCENT) OF THE CLUSTERS OF DESTINATION.  
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Sinlge 46 52 40 51 59 60 

Married 37 33 44 34 27 28 

Divorced 15 13 14 13 11 11 

Man 56 54 51 53 50 51 

Woman 44 46 49 47 49 50 

Sweden 26 45 41 46 50 46 

Iran Iraq 22 14 13 14 12 11 

Rental 74 67 26 41 45 44 

Owner 7 9 47 26 19 2 

Condominium 15 18 18 26 30 50 

0 child 63 67 51 64 73 72 

1 child 17 16 17 15 14 15 

2 children 12 11 19 13 10 12 

3 children and 
more 

7 6 12 8 3 1 
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APPENDIX 3: PROPORTION OF SAMS PER CLUSTER 

 

 

APPENDIX 4: PROPORTION OF SAMS PER URBAN LEVEL 
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APPENDIX 5: CLASSIFICATION OF MUNICIPALITIES FOR THE STUDY AREA  

(Based on the 2005 classification of the Swedish Association of Local Authorities) 

Metropolitan municipalities (1 municipalitiy in the research area, 128 SAMS) 

• Municipalities with a population of over 200,000 inhabitants. 

Suburban municipalities (21 municipalities, 577 SAMS) 

• Municipalities where more than 50 per cent of the nocturnal population commute to 
work in another area. The commonest commuting destination is one of the 
metropolitan municipalities.  

Large cities (4 municipalities, 512 SAMS) 

• Municipalities with 50,000-200,000 inhabitants and more than 70 per cent of urban 
area. 

Commuter municipalities (9 municipalities, 113 SAMS) 

• Municipalities in which more than 40 per cent of the nocturnal population commute to 
work in another municipality. 

Sparsely populated municipalities (0 municipalities, 0 SAMS) 

•  Municipalities with less than 7 inhabitants per km2 and less than 20,000 inhabitants. 

Manufacturing municipalities (3 municipalities, 52 SAMS) 

• Municipalities where more than 40 per cent of the nocturnal population between 16 
and 64 are employed in manufacturing and industry. (SNI92) 

Other municipalities, more than 25,000 inhabitants (5 municipalities, 238 SAMS) 

• Municipalities that do not belong to any of the previous categories and have a 
population of more than 25,000.  

Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 inhabitants (8 municipalities, 141 SAMS) 

• Municipalities that do not belong to any of the previous categories and have a 
population of 12,500-25,000. 

Other municipalities, less than 12,500 inhabitants (2 municipalities, 13 SAMS) 

• Municipalities that do not belong to any of the previous categories and have a 
population of less than 12,500. 
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APPENDIX 6: REPARTITION OF THE SAMS PER URBAN LEVEL AND CLUSTER 

The table display the repartition of each cluster per urban level. The conditional formatting is according to the clusters (black framework). It highlights the 

repartition of cluster per urban echelon.  
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Metropolitan municipalities 7 26 34 1 20 38 2 128 
Suburban municipalities 7 54 53 171 151 140 1 577 

Large cities 2 61 84 198 96 71 0 512 
Commuter municipalities 0 8 15 64 17 9 0 113 

Manufacturing municipalities 0 4 7 41 0 0 0 52 
Other municipalities, more than 25,000 

inhabitants 
0 20 26 165 23 4 0 

238 
Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 

inhabitants 
0 14 17 108 2 0 0 

141 
Other municipalities, less than 12,500 

inhabitants 
0 2 1 10 0 0 0 

13 

Total 16 189 237 758 309 262 3 1774 
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APPENDIX 7: BOXPLOT OF THE WORK INCOME IN 2008 PER BACKGROUND 
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APPENDIX 8: BOXPLOT OF THE WORK INCOME 2008 PER ORIGIN OF THE PARTNER 
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APPENDIX 9: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED POPULATION 

  Employed Unemployed 

Partner's origin Swedish 7 3 

From a Nordic Country 1 1 

From abroad  (excl. Nordic countries) 19 26 

No partner 73 71 

Total  100 100 

cluster Almost deprived areas 49 58 

Medium income and rental areas 19 17 

Medium income, owner and familial 12 10 

High income owner area 11 9 

Privileged area 7 6 

Fashionable districts 2 1 

Total  100 100 

municipal group Metropolitan 48 44 

Suburban municipalities 39 35 

Large cities 10 16 

Commuter municipalities 2 2 

Manufacturing municipalities 0 0 

Other municipalities, more than 25,000 inhabitants 1 2 

Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 inhabitants 0 1 

Other municipalities, than 12,500 inhabitants 0 0 

Total 100 100 

type of move Up 11 9 

Still 62 60 

Down less 27 31 

Total 100 100 
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APPENDIX 10: DESTINATION OF THE COUNTER-URBAN MOVERS (ABSOLUTE NUMBERS) 
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Suburban municipalities 1079 266 340 334 149 18 2186 69 

Large cities 259 125 49 31 8 0 472 15 

Commuter municipalities 66 83 67 4 6 - 226 7 

Manifacturing municipalities 6 7 4 - - - 17 1 

Other municipalities, more than 25,000 
inhabitants 

60 31 72 14 0 - 177 6 

Other municipalities, 12,500-25,000 
inhabitants 

26 16 34 0 - - 76 2 

Other municipalities, less than 12,500 
inhabitants 

2 1 6 - - - 9 0 

Total 1498 529 572 383 163 18 3163 100 

Total (%) 47 17 18 12 5 1 100  

The conditional formatting is on the entire table. 

APPENDIX 11: DESTINATION OF THE NON CONTER-URBAN MOVERS (ABSOLUTE NUMBERS) 
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Metropolitan municipality 2843 1088 8 651 470 191 5251 65 

Suburban municipalities 872 255 599 246 91 7 2070 26 

Large cities 512 184 35 43 1 - 775 10 

Total  4227 1527 642 940 562 198 8096 100 

Total (%) 52 19 8 12 7 2 100 
 

The conditional formatting is on the entire table. 


