
If I could re-plan Stockholm: 
Some reflections on the segregation challenges 

facing the capital of Sweden
Roger Andersson

Senior professor in Human Geography, 

Institute for Housing and Urban Research (IBF), 

Uppsala university

Presentation for the conference 

ά¢ƘŜ Multicultural Helsinki Region нлплέΣ 

HanaholmenNov. 8, 2019



Preface: What is Stockholm?
ÅA municipal jurisdiction (City of Stockholm, 970,000 in 2019)
ÅA regional jurisdiction (County of Stockholm, 2.3 M)
ÅA densely built-up urban place (tätort, 1.5 M)
ÅA functional region (Stockholm Labourmarket region: 2.7 M)

ÅAs my title alludes to planning, I am facing two alternatives: the 
municipal or regional jurisdiction.

ÅNow, as Stockholm is one of only two regions that according to Swedish 
law (PBL) have to produce regional plans (The region of Skåneis the 
other) I will mostly take my point of departure in the region(but data 
may sometimes come from studies using other definitions).

ÅOne of the most problematic aspects of city regions today, be it in 
Sweden or elsewhere, is territorial political fragmentation: despite being 
required to produce a regional plan, the Stockholm regional plan (RUFS 
2050) more or less lacks the power to regulate developments, not least 
housing developments. 
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{ǘƻŎƪƘƻƭƳΩǎGeneral Plan 1952

Contraryto similarplans for London (Greater[ƻƴŘƻƴ tƭŀƴύ ŀƴŘ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ ό¢ƘŜ έCƛƴƎŜǊ tƭŀƴέύΣ 
Sven Markelius, headof {ǘƻŎƪƘƻƭƳΩǎplanning unit 1944-54, opted for the conceptof suburbs
stronglylinkedby subwaysto the corecity. Suchsubway-suburbsshouldhaveparticularfeatures
in terms of the compositionof housing, workplacesand services.



Criticism

ÅThe first suburbs(suchas Vällingby) weregenerally
speakingwell received, but not the post-1960 ones. 
Criticismhas beenharshsincethe 1970s but discourses 
aboutέǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳέ havevariedover time.

ÅPhysicalŘŜǎƛƎƴΥ έƛƴƘǳƳŀƴ environmentsέ ςέconcrete
junglesέ
ÅSocial problems (drugs)
ÅImmigrant-dense(integration failure)
ÅNow(and relatedto the three above): crime, safety& 

security



Criticismis sweepingand there is needfor structural
demographicand socioeconomicanalyses

ÅCriticismtendsto neglectmarket dynamics, often
generated/shapedby politicaldecisions(rulesand 
regulationsaffectinghousingtenure, constructionactivity, 
taxation, immigration, labour market developments, school
allocationand schoolchoice policies, retail, services etc.)

ÅIn a recentlypublishedstudy, we embarkedon trying to
identify divergingand convergingtrends amongthe 
Stockholm largehousingestates. 

ÅFor the first time everwe havebeenableto push the 
demographicand socioeconomicanalyses back to the early
1960s and therebyalsoaddressingthe questionof whether
the start of a housingestatecontinuedto form subsequent
developments(i.e. path dependence).



Location of large housing estates in Stockholm by 
period of construction and population size

Onestructuralplanning mistakemadeduringthesedecadeswasthe under-investment 
in new workplaceareas in the southern part of Stockholm (where most of the estates were 
located). This imbalance likely had some effects on later segregation developments but 
other issues were more crucial.
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ÅWhilein 1990 almostall thesehousingestates
did fine employment-wise(circa80 % employed
in age group20 to 64), the variation amongthem
is now profound. 

ÅEmploymentlevelsnow varybetween45 % and 
83 % with the rental dominatedestatesplacedat 
the bottom. Far from all of theseestatesare
dominatedby rentalhousingbut thosewho are
havefaceddetoriatingsocial conditionsafter
1990.



Annualemploymentfrequencies(%) for the 
Stockholm housingestates, 1990-2014 (one line

per estate)

Thischart illustrates the a) parallell developments, and b) dramatic employmentcrisisof the early
1990s and how developmentdivergedmuchmore thereafter. Primaryexplanatory factor: 
tenure form (relatedto ethnicity). Bivariate correlation(2014) %empl-%coop=.68



ÅThereareplanning aspectsof the Million 
Programmeand the largehousingestatesthat
couldhavebeendonedifferently (density, layout, 
tenurecomposition, planning for workplaces) but
manythingsthat later on becamequite obvious
werenot easyto foreseein the 1960s.

ÅAnd, as I will argue, blamingthe largehousing
estatesfor the segregation dynamicsof today, is 
neithera research-supported point of departure, 
nor is it productive.



The largehousingestateswereonlyonesideof housingconstructionduringthe Swedish 
Million Programme. Equallyimportant for segregation dynamics, then and now, wasthe 

constructionof poorlymixed tax subsidizedhomeownershiphousingin the 1970s.
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Keydevelopmentsinfluencingsocioeconomic
and ethnicsegregation since1990

1. A neo-liberal policy trend
Å Wideningincomegaps (social polarization)
Å Less redistributionover the welfarestate(sickness, unemployment). 

Lowertax, in particularfor highincomeresidents (lower property tax, 
reducedtax on work income, abolishedtax on wealthand inheritance)

Å Substantialprivatizationand morechoice in the consumptionof publicly
fundedservices (schools, childand elderlycare, healthcare) 

Å Substantiallyreducedsubsidies in the housingsector, includingfor new 
constructionand in housingallowances

Å A weakerinstitutionalposition for the public housingsector
Å Tenureconversionsradicallyreducingthe amountof affordablerental

housing

ÅAll in all: moremarket and less stateand this has beenmost
visiblein the capitalregion. 
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2. A substantialincreasein refugeemigration
ÅGeographicallyunevenlevelsof integration.

Å Deregulationof the compulsoryrefugeeplacementpolicy in 1994 
leading to less controlledin-migration of new refugeesinto already
immigrant-denseneighbourhoods (the EBO effect).

Å Tendenciestowardsthe emergenceof eth-classes. While
segregation dropsfor highincomenon-Europeanmigrants versus
nativehighincomeearners, it is veryhighfor low incomenon-
Europeanscomparedto nativelow incomeearners.

ÅOnecannotconcludethat immigration has produced
segregation but in the contextof a reducedcapacityto house 
new immigrants (less rentalhousing) remainingrental-
dominatedareas haveseenthe proportion low incomenon-
Europeansincreasing.
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2014 in Stockholm City, Dissimilarity index based on SAMS
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Males born in Sweden, Low income X 0,04 0,18 0,19 0,46 0,45 0,30 0,21

Females born in Sweden, Low income 0,04 X 0,17 0,18 0,47 0,46 0,31 0,22

Males born in Sweden, High income 0,18 0,17 X 0,04 0,60 0,58 0,39 0,26

Females born in Sweden, High income 0,19 0,18 0,04 X 0,62 0,60 0,42 0,29

Males born in Non-West, Low income 0,46 0,47 0,60 0,62 X 0,05 0,26 0,38

Females born in Non-West, Low income 0,45 0,46 0,58 0,60 0,05 X 0,24 0,36

Males born in Non-West, High income 0,30 0,31 0,39 0,42 0,26 0,24 X 0,16

Females born in Non-West, High income0,21 0,22 0,26 0,29 0,38 0,36 0,16 X

Change 1990 to 2014
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Males born in Sweden, Low income X -0,03 0,03 0,05 0,00 -0,05 -0,10 -0,14

Females born in Sweden, Low income -0,03 X 0,06 0,08 0,02 -0,03 -0,09 -0,12

Males born in Sweden, High income 0,03 0,06 X -0,04 0,13 0,09 -0,02 -0,07

Females born in Sweden, High income 0,05 0,08 -0,04 X 0,12 0,08 -0,02 -0,06

Males born in Non-West, Low income 0,00 0,02 0,13 0,12 X -0,06 0,10 0,09

Females born in Non-West, Low income -0,05 -0,03 0,09 0,08 -0,06 X 0,08 0,06

Males born in Non-West, High income -0,10 -0,09 -0,02 -0,02 0,10 0,08 X -0,06

Females born in Non-West, High income -0,14 -0,12 -0,07 -0,06 0,09 0,06 -0,06 X Ref 5



Segregation indices in 2014 for three dimensions 
of segregation, Stockholm region (calculations based 

on the new Swedish DeSOunits)

Å The ethnic SI value for Stockholm is substantially higher than the corresponding values for income and 
demography. 

Å It is also so that it is higher for all of the eight demographic categories, although three categories stand out 
for having substantially higher values relative to the other dimensions: Single 35-64, Single with child(ren) 
19-64, and in particular the old (65+). 

Å For two of these categories, single 35-64 and the old, the level of income segregation is at its minimum 
value (around 20). Only for one category, the young singles, do we find demographic segregation 
exceeding income segregation, indicating that their clustering is not only driven by income.
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Segregation index for age and family 
groups in Stockholm, 1990 and 2014.

Ethnic segregation cannot easily be explained by reference to age and 
household structure and how that varies across neighbourhoods. The level of 
demographic segregation in the Stockholm region has declined quite 
substantially between 1990 and 2014 for all but the single young category (see 
table above). 

We argue that the primary reason for decreasing levels of demographic 
segregation is a) immigration and b) the low production of new homes after 
1991-92.                                                                                                       Reference 7

1990 2014 Diff.

Single 19-34 30.0 31.1 1.1

Single 35-64 21.0 19.3 -1.7

Couple 19-64 15.2 11.0 -4.2

Couple with child(ren) 19-34 25.5 18.8 -6.7

Couple with child(ren) 35-64 33.6 26.5 -7.1

Single with child(ren) 19-64 19.9 15.7 -4.3

Living with parent(s) 19-64 21.2 15.7 -5.5

65+ 27.8 18.8 -9.0



Four aspects of immigration are particularly crucial: 
1. Rapid growth in immigrant numbers since 1990

2. Recent immigrantsô younger age profile

3. Their pro-urban location

4. Their residential segregation and scarce economic resources (sorted into 

multifamily rental housing)

Mean 

age

Mean 

age N N Change

Share in 

Sweden

Share in 

Stockholm 

County

Country of Birth
1990 2014 1990 2017 N % %

Born in Sweden 38.9 40.4 7,783,000 8,267,000 484,000 81.7 75.6

Western countries 45.4 51.0 430,000 454,000 24,000 4.5 5.9

Eastern European 44.7 43.9 134,000 382,000 248,000 3.8 4.8

Asia with Turkey, Africa, 

Latin America 28.2 36.4 223,000 1,016,000 793,000 10.0 13.7

Total 39.0 40.7 8,570,000 10,119,000 1,549,000 100.0 100.0

Most of the growth in total numbers of born in Sweden is second generation immigrants.



Population Change in Urban Sweden

1990 2014 1990 2014 Change Change % %

Population size of urban 

place N N Pop Pop N Pop 1990 2014

Under 10,000 51 43 386,100 346,700 -8 -39,440 7,4 5,4

10,000-19,999 59 62 814,400 874,100 3 59,700 15,5 13,7

20,000-49,999 35 39 1,015,400 1,219,100 4 203,700 19,4 19,1

50,000-99,999 15 12 1,026,800 881,000 -3 -145,900 19,6 13,8

100,000+ 5 9 1,996,000 3,071,200 4 1,075,500 38,1 48,0

Total, Urban Sweden 165 165 5,238,500 6,392,100 0 1,153,600 100,0 100,0

Total pop, Sweden 8,570,000 9,747,000 1,177,000

Urban, % of Total Sweden 61,1 65,6 98,0



Averageshareof the total urban population of
Sweden in new housing1990 and 2014 

accordingto CoBbackground
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Note that while non-Western immigrants wereableto competefor new housing1965 
to 1990 they arethereaftermuchless competetive(whichhas to do with new 
housingbecomingless affordable).

New housing: stock lt 25 ysold.



Neighbourhood units (DeSO) in Stockholm having a majority of 
residents living in newly constructed housing, in 1990 and 2014.*

*For 1990, newly constructed is defined as housing added 1966 to 1990; 38% of all 
neighbourhoods in the region match the criteria (left map). For 2014, newly constructed means 
housing added 1991 to 2014 and only 9 percent of the neighbourhood units match the criteria. 
Some overlap exists, which means that a particular new  neighbourhood in 1990 has continued 
to see substantial construction after 1990. A typical example of this is a neighbourhoodseeing 
new construction a year or two before and after 1990.

1966-1990 1991-2014
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