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ABSTRACT
Inequalities and Segregation across the
Long-Term Economic Cycle: An Analysis of
South and North European Cities
The aim of this paper is to get new insight into the complex relationship between social
inequalities and socioeconomic segregation by undertaking a comparative study North and
South European cities. Our main finding shows that during the last global economic cycle
from the 1980s through the 2000s, both levels of social inequalities and socio-economic
segregation have grown. However, the effects of rising levels of inequality affect levels
of segregation with a strong time lag. This reminds us that the effect of the most recent
economic crisis will most likely be long-term, especially in the South of Europe.
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Introduction
Social inequalities have increased in most countries in Europe over the past decades, and this
rising inequality also drives socio-economic segregation across large European cities
(Tammaru et al. 2016). As a result, low and high income groups are increasingly living in
separate neighbourhoods. As is the case in the US, also in Europe it is the higher income
households who are driving the rise of segregation in cities, as they have most freedom to realise
their housing and neighbourhood preferences (Maloutas 2016). In most European cities there
is a strong overlap between social inequality and inequality along ethnic lines, since many
immigrant groups are over-represented in low-skilled jobs. The marginalization and spatial
concentration of lower income people, often with an ethnic minority background, signals deeply
entrenched structural inequality, and can lead to social unrest (Malmberg et al. 2013).
The relationship between social inequalities, housing segregation and spatial segregation is very
complex as higher levels of social inequality do not necessarily relate to higher levels of socioeconomic segregation, and vice versa (Maloutas and Fuijta 2013; Tammaru et al. 2016). Since
the 1980s, liberalization and marketization trends led to rising social inequalities (Piketty 2013).
The parallel marketization of the housing sector led to growing housing inequalities (Kovács
and Szábo 2016; Maloutas and Fuijta 2013), which in turn is one of the most important
explanations of increasing residential segregation in European cities (Musterd et al. 2017).
However, also other factors, such as the type of welfare regime in a country, might intervene
(Marcinczak et al. 2016).
The aim of this paper is get more insight into the complex relationship between social
inequalities and socioeconomic residential segregation. We focus our analyses on a comparison
of North and South European cities as they represent very different welfare regimes. The North
European countries are traditionally considered as the model social democratic welfare states
(Esping-Andersen 1990) with strong public sector involvement also in urban planning and
housing (Andersson and Kährik 2016). The South European cities have been characterized by
much more family-based social arrangements and a Mediterranean welfare regime, with a
traditionally stronger role of markets in housing (Maloutas 2016). We also include countries
with a centrally planned past that underwent rapid social transformations in the 1990s (Sykora
and Bouzarovksi 2012). In the 1990s, these countries went through a deep economic crisis as
they transformed from centrally planned authoritarian societies to market based democratic
societies.
Based on a comparative study of North and South European cities, we seek answers to three
central research questions: 1) What are the initial differences in the levels of socio-economic
segregation in North and South European cities in the 1990 or before the rise of social
inequalities as a result of the liberalization and marketization of economies and the housing
sector?; 2) How have the levels of socio-economic segregation changed in North and South
European cities between the 1990, 2000 and 2010 census rounds?; and 3) Do we find a clear
correlation between social inequalities and socio-economic segregation in North and South
European cities? Since segregation levels follow changes in social inequalities with a time lag,
we follow changes in social inequalities since 1980. This allows us to capture social and spatial
changes through the last long-term global economic cycle, from the 1980s through the 2000s.
Our empirical evidence comes from the cities of Helsinki, Oslo, Stockholm and Tallinn in the
North of Europe, and from Athens, Budapest, Madrid and Milan in the South of Europe. In
order to trace changes in social inequalities, we start our study with the analysis of changes in
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the Gini Index since 1980. We then proceed with an analysis of the levels of spatial segregation
between the top and bottom socio-economic groups measured by Dissimilarity Index at the
1990, 2000 and 2010 census rounds. We also explore the relationship between the Gini Index
and the Dissimilarity Index to get more insight in the relationship between inequality and
segregation.

The relationship between social inequalities and socio-economic segregation
Fundamentally, the most important cause of socio-economic segregation is income-related
social inequality (Musterd and Ostendorf 1998; Nightingale 2012). Income inequalities started
to grow in Europe during the 1980s (EC 2010; Piketty 2013; Sachs 2012), a decade of great
social transformations induced by rapid globalization, economic liberalization, marketization
and deindustrialization that combined shape todays social relations and spatial structures
(Marcuse and van Kempen 2000; Tammaru et al. 2016). As a result the incomes of the highlyskilled were rising, while the incomes of the lower skilled were under pressure due to
competition of low-income countries (Hechscher and Ohlin 1933).
Before the great social transformations of the 1980s, the levels of social inequalities were
already high in the South Europe, with the Gini Index value ranging between 30 and 35 in
Greece, Italy and Spain in 1980 (figure 1). The Gini Index values were around 20 in North and
East Europe in 1980. In international comparison, the Nordic countries were relative equal
societies and wealthy, while the centrally planned countries in the east of Europe were relatively
equal but poor (Kornai 1992). Figure 1 shows the trajectories of the Gini Index since the 1980s.
In the North Europe, the Gini Index values have steadily but slowly increased between 1980
and 2015 and now hover around 25. In the South Europe, Gini Index values decreased in the
1980s, but then climbing back to the levels of 1980 thereafter. In other words, the differences
in income based social inequalities between North and South Europe have decreased during the
last few decades, but inequality is still considerably higher in the South. In the East of Europe,
the Gini Index increased rapidly in the 1990s to the levels of South Europe. Since then the social
inequalities in Estonia have remained at South European levels, but have decreased in Hungary.
Across the board, the most rapid changes in the Gini Index values took place in the 1990s.
****FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE****
Although socio-economic segregation is fundamentally related to social inequalities (as
illustrated in figure 2a), a recent study of European capital cities (Tammaru et al. 2016; Musterd
et al. 2017) found that the association between the two is not universal and the expected and
actual levels of segregation levels do not always coincide. This leads us to formulate several
inequality-segregation trajectories as illustrated in figure 2b-g. Tammaru and colleagues found
a considerable time-lag between increases in social inequalities and increases in socioeconomic
segregation (illustrated by figure 2b). Furthermore, a segregation paradox might occur in the
form of an inverse association between the levels of social inequalities and socio-economic
segregation at times of rapid social changes (figure 2c). When growing social inequalities take
places in tandem with a rapid professionalization of the workforce, the expanding higher
socioeconomic groups start to seek new areas of residence. This can result in processes of
gentrification, which bring along temporary social mixing as higher incomes infiltrate in low
income areas (Musterd and van Gent 2016). But ultimately gentrification will lead to higher
levels of segregation as high income groups colonise the inner city (Leal and Sorando 2016)
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and low income groups are pushed towards the urban margins (Musterd et al. 2017; Kavanagh
et al. 2017).
****FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE****
Parallel there are often processes of residualization of social housing, strongly related to urban
planning practices during the modernist housing construction period. In the 1960s and 70s large,
pre-fabricated, high-rise and uniform housing estates were built at the outskirts of European
cities, with the aim to solve housing shortages and to provide a more egalitarian housing system
(Wassenberg 2013). In North European countries with social democratic welfare regimes and
strong egalitarian ideals, modernist housing construction was especially important. Sweden
became world-famous with its so-called “Million Programme” that added 1.5 million housing
units between 1965 and 1974 to a country of about 8 million people at that time (Andersson
and Bråmå 2017). The constructions took place on large suburban plots of land. In corporatist
societies such as in the South of Europe both the available plots of land as well as the developers
were smaller (Arbaci 2007). Hence, both the scale and the spatial clustering of modernist
housing construction remained more modest in South Europe (Leal and Sorando 2016;
Maloutas et al. 2017; Petsimeris 2017). The more spatially clustered low cost housing is
planned, the higher the level of segregation by income (figure 2d). And this process is
accentuated further because of the social downgrading of many of the modernist housing estates
over time, as they no longer meet the higher demands of higher income groups (Andersson and
Bråmå 2017; Wassenberg 2013).
The speed of sorting of low-income and high-income groups into different types of
neighbourhoods is, in turn, conditional on the degree of marketization of the housing market.
South European countries have traditionally been home-ownership dominated while the share
of public housing used to be high in most North European countries. Since the 1980s,
marketization has taken place in the Nordic countries as well. The formerly centrally planned
countries, both in the North and South of Europe, have now become super-homeownership
societies with more than 90% of the housing stock being in private hands. The stronger the role
of markets, the more rapidly do increasing social inequalities translate into higher levels of
socio-economic segregation (figure 2e).
The global oil crisis of the 1970s reversed internal migration flows in Europe, temporarily
halting the urban population growth and bringing along a wave of counter urbanization (Berry
1976; Geyer and Kontuly 1996; van den Berg et al 1982). The 1970s decade of crisis paved the
way for the social transformations in the 1980s, characterized by a new wave of urban
population growth, now strongly based on immigration. Deindustrialization brought along the
professionalization of the native workforce. The employer demand for low-skilled jobs
remained as fertility levels in Europe dropped and, in tandem with globalization, immigration
started to grow both in North and South Europe in the 1990s (Castles et al. 2013). The
professionalization of the native workforce and the residualization of low-skilled jobs
introduced an ethnic component to the structure of social inequalities in Europe. In this light
Andersson and Kährik (2016) refer to ‘eth-class’ segregation, a process of double sorting of
non-Western immigrants to low-income jobs and less prestigious neighbourhoods with cheap
housing, and natives to high-income jobs and more prestigious neighbourhoods. Since ethnic
segregation is driven both by income and by preferences to reside together with co-ethnic and
discrimination, segregation in cities with high share of immigrants can grow more than social
inequalities (figure 2f).
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Compared to the North of Europe, young people in the South are more likely to be socially
mobile without moving to a better neighbourhoods. One reason is that well educated young
people in the South often have very low starting salaries and no job security (Leal and Sorando
2016). This, combined with a more family-centred social organization, leads to young people
in the south leaving their parental home relatively late. In the North of Europe, young people
leave their parental home on average 10 years earlier, around the age of 20 (Eurostat 2017). So
even if are socially mobile and obtain a higher level of education, it takes much more time to
translate social inequalities into higher levels of segregation in the South of Europe (figure 2g).

Hypotheses
It is often assumed that higher levels of social inequalities lead to higher levels of socioeconomic segregation, but this is not supported by empirical evidence because of a range of
intervening variables that moderate such a relationship. Furthermore, these intervening
variables are context specific. This leads us to the following hypotheses.
First, we expect to find that the levels of social segregation are higher in South European cities
at the beginning of our study period (1990 census round) than in the North of Europe. In the
north the post-World War II welfare systems have kept levels of inequality and segregation
low. We expect relatively low levels of inequality and segregation in the formerly centrally
planned countries of Europe, both in the North and in the South, because of the egalitarian
ideologies pursued by the communist ruling party.
Second, we expect to find a convergence in segregation levels during the study period (1990,
2000 and 2010 census rounds). We expect that the marketization in the North of Europe, and
especially in the formerly centrally planned countries during the period of great social
transformations in the 1980s and in the 1990s, increased levels of socio-economic segregation
in those two regions of Europe. In the North the development of large modernist housing estates
resulted in a rapid increase of socio-economic segregation. In the South the slow rates of
parental home leaving has slowed down the increasing trend of segregation. Furthermore, the
South European cities, also the ones that were formerly centrally planned, have a specific
pattern of vertical segregation within buildings, that also reduces horizontal segregation across
neighbourhoods.
Third, we assume that there is a lagged positive correlation between social inequalities and
socio-economic segregation. Because of the range of intervening factors, it takes at least a
decade for rising levels of social inequalities to result in higher levels of socio-economic
segregation (Marcinczak et al. 2015; van Ham et. al. 2017; Wessel 2016). We further expect
that in market based countries, countries with large modernist housing estates, a high share of
ethnic minorities, and a young age of parental home leaving, it takes less time to translate rising
levels of social inequalities to higher levels of socio-economic segregation.

Data and methods
We use data from the years 1991, 2001 and 2011, representing the years of the last three
censuses in many European Countries. Despite some minor inconsistencies across time and
between countries, census years provide the most reliable information on socio-economic
segregation across Europe. Data for Athens, Budapest, Madrid, Milan and Tallinn is based on
5

censuses. Data on Helsinki, Oslo and Stockholm is based on registers. Census data does not
include income, and register data does not include occupation, but both sources do contain
information about education. However, education is only weakly related to income, while there
is a strong correlation between occupation and income (Tammaru et al. 2016). Hence, we
measure socio-economic status using occupational groups in census-based countries and data
on income in register-based countries.
Occupational status is based on the International Standard Classification of Occupations
(ISCO). We used the nine main ISCO categories in our study. For studying socio-economic
segregation in register-based countries, we use income quintiles. Since socio-economic
segregation is the highest between the highest and lowest income groups (Tammaru et al. 2016),
we will analyse segregation between managers and unskilled workers, and between people
belonging to the first and fifth income quintile. From here on, we will use interchangeably the
terms top and bottom socio-economic groups or high-income and low-income groups to denote
them. To facilitate comparison, the spatial units in all cities are made comparable to areas with
around 1000 people per unit on average.
Although new methods have been proposed to investigate both the global and local patterns of
segregation (Johnston et al. 2010, Marcińczak et al. 2015), this study uses the easily comparable
and index of dissimilarity. Our analyses consist of two steps. In the first we analyse changes in
the levels of socio-economic segregation between 1991, 2001 and 2011 by means of the
dissimilarity index (D) between the top and bottom socio-economic groups. The D-values range
from 0 to 100, indicating the percentage of the group members that need to move to another
neighbourhoods in order to achieve an even residential distribution to the reference group.
Marcińczak et al. (2015) suggest that D-values below 20 can be interpreted as low and D-values
above 40 can be interpreted as high levels of segregation. To add detail to the D-values, we will
also analyse difference in the geography of socio-economic segregation by drawing stylized
maps that portray the main patterns of the spatial distribution of the top and bottom
socioeconomic groups in each of the case study city.
In the second step we depict graphically the change of D-values and values of the Gini (G)
coefficients to better understand the relationship between social inequalities and socioeconomic segregation. Since the rise of social inequalities come first, followed by the rise in
socio-economic segregation, we use lagged G-values for 10 years in our graphs. In other words,
we match the G-values from 1980, 1990 and 2000 with the D-values of 1991, 2001 and 2011.
It is important to note that the G-values are for whole countries and, as a rule of thumb, Gvalues in large cities are bigger (Tammaru et al. 2016). As our primary interest is the covariation, and not the exact levels of G and D, this somewhat reduces this issue.

Changing levels of segregation in North and South European cities
The levels of socio-economic segregation varied considerably in 1991; the range of D-values
was between 22 and 27 in North European cities and between 39 and 46 in South European
cities (table 1). This implies that North European cities could be considered as moderately or
even weakly segregated with the lowest D-value of 22 in Oslo, while South European cities
could be considered highly segregated with the highest D-value of 46 in Milan. The formerly
centrally planned countries fall in-between the North and South European city groups. Both the
speed and trajectory of change in segregation varies significantly across countries. In South
European cities, the level of segregation decreased between 1991 and 2001, followed by an
6

increase thereafter. In Madrid, the rise in segregation was especially rapid between 2001 and
2011 with a considerably higher D in 2011 than in 1991, while in Athens and Milan the 2011
D is lower than in 1991. Like in other South European cities, segregation between the top and
bottom socio-economic groups decreased in Budapest between 1991 and 2011, followed by an
increase to the 1991 level by 2011. In North European cities, there has been a steady rise of
socio-economic segregation throughout the 1991–2011 period with Stockholm showing a very
rapid rise in the spatial separation between high-income and low-income groups. In 2011, the
D-value between those two groups was 40 in Stockholm which is bigger than in Athens.
Segregation in Tallinn follows the North European trajectory, especially that of Stockholm,
with a rapid rise of D in the 2000s.
****TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE****
The advancement of great social transformations that started in the 1980s and brought along
increasing economic inequalities throughout Europe has thus blurred the clear geographical
distinction between highly segregated South European cities and moderately segregated North
European cities. Likewise, the once important distinction between the strong welfare states in
the North and familism in Southern European countries seems to be less decisive in
understanding trends in socio-economic segregation. Stockholm and Tallinn have joined
Madrid and Milan as the most segregated cities among our case study cities.
The global segregation levels in our study cities is the outcome of very different and cityspecific residential geographies of the top and bottom socio-economic groups. In figure 3 we
have tried to summarise the spatial segregation patterns in a comparable way. Milan has a
historically evolved concentric form that reflects the now land-covered canal system that still
characterizes today’s spatial structure and the social geography of the city (Petsimeris and
Rimoldi 2016; 2017). The high-income groups are over-represented in the city centre (figure
3), most notably in the Centro Storico neighbourhoods of Brera, Sempione and Guastalla. This
housing-wise heterogenous zone was the main playground for the post-WWII rapid processes
of urbanisation and industrialisation of Milan, providing shelter to the working class and
immigrants.
****FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE****
The high-income groups are also over-represented in the city centre of Madrid, in districts such
as Centro, Salamanca and Tetuán (figure 3). The growth of young professionals has been rapid
in those historical central neighbourhoods that are undergoing regeneration and gentrification,
and the process resembles to the colonisation of most central parts of the city by high-income
groups (Leal and Sorando 2016). Likewise, wealthier suburban low-density neighbourhoods
are mostly located in the North-Western parts of the metropolitan Madrid. The Southern parts
of Madrid became subject to large-scale urbanization and industrialization similar to Milan in
the post-War decades in Madrid, now housing working class and immigrants.
Like Madrid, Athens lacks concentric urban zones that characterize Milan, but the wealthier
neighbourhoods such as Chalandri, Amarousio and Kifista are located outside the urban core,
in the Eastern part of the metro area (figure 3). As the share of high-income groups has
expanded, they have spilled over to the adjacent areas, rather than contributing to the
gentrification of the city centre (Maloutas 2016). The city centre of Athens is socially mixed,
partly because of the vertical rather than horizontal patterns of social segregation. The
densification of housing in the central parts of the city have left apartments on the lower floors
7

into darkness, suffering also from noise. Hence, lower-income groups tend to live on the lower
floors while higher-income groups tend to live on upper floors (Maloutas 2016). The Western
part of the metropolis has a working-class nature, where lower-income groups are overrepresented.
Similarly to Athens, the higher-income groups are over-represented in the suburban
neighbourhoods in Stockholm, mainly in the North-East parts of metro such as Danderyd,
Lidingö and Täby (figure 3). The distinctive feature of Stockholm relates to the large spatially
clustered modernist housing estates built between 1950 and 1970 (Andersson and Kährik 2016).
Large immigration to Sweden has occurred since the 1990s, and immigrants are strongly overrepresented in those housing estates mainly located in the South-Western part of the suburban
ring, contributing to the rapid growth of segregation. Neither Helsinki nor Oslo have such vast
and spatially clustered modernist housing estates (figure 3). However, immigrants and lower
income groups do concentrate to this housing segment located in the Eastern side of the metro
areas in those two cities, too (Wessel 2016; Kauppinen 2017). Higher income groups are overrepresented in Western parts in Oslo, expanding from around the royal castle, and on the
Southern waterfront areas in Helsinki.
The physical geography of the case study cities, in combination with the planning zoning
regulations implemented in the 19th century, largely determine the spatial pattern of residential
segregation of Budapest by allowing an easy separation between the top and bottom socioeconomic groups (Kovács and Szábo 2016). The first are strongly clustered to the villa areas
on the Buda hills at the Western coast of the river Danube, while the latter are located in the
Eastern side of Danube, in Pest (figure 3). Their concentration is highest in South-Eastern
industrial parts of Budapest where large modernist housing estates as well as the less attractive
detached housing areas can be found. The inner city of Budapest is mixed as a result of the
gentrification processes in the last decades. In Tallinn, the top socio-economic groups are
increasingly over-represented along the coast-line of the metro area, both in the city centre as
well as in the lower-density suburban areas of Kakumäe-Tiskre in the East and Pirita-Viimsi in
the West. Gentrifying inner city area is more mixed. Tallinn’s modernist housing areas were
largely modelled from Sweden (Metspalu and Hess 2017), and in these spatially clustered and
large areas the bottom socio-economic groups are increasingly over-represented.

Relationship between social inequalities and socio-economic segregation
Since changes in socio-economic segregation tend to follow changes in social inequalities with
a time lag, we will next compare the Dissimilarity Index with a 10-year lagged Gini Index. The
most general impression we get from figure 4 is a strong correlation between the changes of the
two. In North Europe, including Tallinn, the rise of G has led to the rise of D 10 years later. In
Oslo, the time-lag is the greatest, which can be explained by a very generous welfare system
for those in need of it (Wessel 2016). In Tallinn, the role of the market mechanism in housing
is more important than in other Nordic countries, allowing for a quick translation of social
inequalities into growing levels of socio-economic segregation. In Stockholm, interestingly,
socio-economic segregation has grown in parallel to social inequalities, but more rapidly. This
can be due to the fact that both housing marketization and immigration of non-Western
immigrants have been especially rapid in Sweden (Andersson and Kährik 2016; Marcinczak et
al. 2015). Housing inequalities are not part of the Gini Index, so it seems that housing
inequalities have become a crucial element of social inequalities in Sweden.
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****FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE****
The changes of the D and G correlate also in South Europe, but the trajectory of change is
different. In Madrid and Milan, the G-values decreased in the 1980s, reducing socio-economic
segregation a decade later, in the 1990s. Socio-economic segregation decreased also in Athens
in the 1990s, although the Gini Index stayed almost unchanged in the 1980s. In addition to
social inequalities, the social mobility of a young generation without spatial mobility can
explain the reduction in the segregation levels (cf. Maloutas 2016). Similar tendencies can be
found in Milan a decade later. In Madrid, the situation is the opposite and, like in Stockholm,
socio-economic segregation grew more rapidly in the 2000s than one would predict from the
rise of Gini Index a decade earlier. A plausible explanation pertains to the boom of new housing
construction in the 2000s that was an important driving force of segregation (Leal and Sorando
2016) and has, as a consequence, become a key dimension of social inequalities.
In Budapest, changes in G and D are similar to Athens but more pronounced. The marketization
of housing in Hungary started already in the 1980s (Kovacs 2016), earlier than in Estonia, but
it led to lower levels of socio-economic segregation in the 1990s. Budapest thus is a good
example of the segregation paradox (figure 2c); as the top socio-economic groups move to lowincome neighbourhoods, socio-economic segregation can lower at times of growing social
inequalities. Lowering of segregation was a temporary phenomenon and the continued growth
of social inequalities in the 1990s led to a growing levels of segregation in Budapest a decade
later, in the 2000s. In Tallinn, the growth of segregation was rapid, but it reflects well the lagged
growth of social inequalities. The role of markets is very strong in Tallinn with more than 90%
of housing being in private ownership, allowing for a quick translation of social inequalities
into socio-economic segregation.

Conclusions and discussion of the findings
Socio-economic segregation hinges strongly on income based social inequalities, but there is
no one-to-one relationship between the two. In line with our first hypothesis we find that, cities
in South Europe were more segregated than cities in North Europe in 1991. Since then, the clear
distinction has disappeared because a steady increase in segregation has occurred in North
Europe. This confirms our second hypothesis on the convergence of segregation levels. In South
Europe, segregation levels decreased in the 1990s, followed by an increase in the 2000s, being
comparable in 2011 to segregation levels in 1991. Our third hypothesis is confirmed, too as we
find that segregation trajectories largely follow the trajectories of income based social
inequalities with a roughly 10-year lag.
Our main finding from this comparative analysis of North and South European cities thus is
that the main cause of increasing segregation by income is related to the increasing inequality,
but that the effect of increasing inequality on the spatial organisation of cities is very slow. In
other words, the urban mosaic of neighbourhoods by socio-economic status tends to be very
stable. The main reason is that the housing stock is very stable and the symbolic reputation of
neighbourhoods is slow to change. Rising levels of social inequalities and socio-economic
segregation become problematic when there are large concentrations of poverty, and when low
income people get cut off from mainstream society and from important social opportunities
such as better schools, jobs and services. High and slowly growing social inequalities should
thus be the prime concern of urban policies, but the policy interventions should be more
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complex than that, especially in having an eye on the long-term processes behind the currently
growing segregation levels in European cities.
To conclude, the previous global economic crises of the 1970s paved the way to major social
reorganizations in Europe in the 1980s that strongly affected labour and housing markets. These
reorganization laid foundations for a new structure of social inequalities Europe, reflected in
growing levels of social inequalities in the 1990s both in North and South Europe despite
different welfare regimes and levels of social inequalities. The growing social inequalities, in
turn, triggered the growth of socio-economic segregation one decade later, in the 2000s, both
in cities of North and South Europe. Socio-economic segregation is thus a symptom of the longterm evolution of inequality and poverty. Its seeds are often planted decades before we can
witness widening spatial separation of the top and bottom socio-economic groups.
Hence, in laying foundations to the architecture of exiting from the ongoing economic crises in
South Europe, a vision should exist not only for short-term, but also to the long-term effects of
those measures. Reducing poverty and its spatial clustering should be an important aim of urban
policy. The best strategy would be to focus on stimulating the social mobility of people, the
upgrading of neighbourhoods, and by improving the connectivity in cities, connecting low
income households to places of opportunities (van Ham et al., 2017). Because of the many
contextual differences between cities, these policies should be sensitive to certain
neighbourhoods and cities, functioning within the larger urban housing and labour markets.
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Figure 3. Geographies of top and bottom socio-economic groups.
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Table 1. Index of dissimilarity between the top and bottom socio-economic groups.
Madrid
Tallinn
Milan
Stockholm
Athens
Budapest
Helsinki
Oslo

1991
42
28
46
27
39
34
25
22

2001
36
29
42
32
33
30
26
22
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2011
49
48
44
40
35
34
29
24

