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Abstract
Since 1990s Stockholm housing market has seen deregulations in accordance with liber-
alization trends in other European welfare states. The new governance principles together 
with increasing immigration and public rental housing conversions into cooperative hous-
ing in attractive inner city areas have put pressure on still rental-dominated estates because 
fewer rental dwellings must now cater to expanding numbers of people who have little 
choice on the housing market. In recent decades, many estates have displayed increasing 
signs of stigmatization, social exclusion, and outflow of relatively affluent people. This 
paper improves our knowledge of how the housing policy and economic changes have 
affected out-mobility from the housing estates in case of three cohorts of young people 
and how the childhood neighbourhood conditions affect this. Individual annual Swedish 
registry data (1990–2014) are employed to longitudinally study the out-mobility patterns 
of three cohorts that grew up in the estates against the backdrop of marketization, growing 
inequality and deteriorating conditions. This study supplements the existing literature on 
housing estates by clarifying how income has become more and ethnicity less important 
over time in explaining sorting patterns from these estates. However, the combination of 
the two has determined sorting throughout the study period. Growing up in a higher socio-
economic status neighbourhood had modest impact on reducing socioeconomic differences 
in out-mobility from the estates, while leading to more sorting based on ethnic background.

Keywords  Residential mobility · Neighbourhood change · Neighbourhood context · 
Marketization · Large housing estates · Stockholm

1  Introduction

There has been a strong policy and academic interest in Europe in large housing estates 
(LHEs) (e.g. Andersson & Bråmå, 2018; Kährik & Tammaru, 2010; Musterd, 2008; 
Ronald van Kempen et al. 2005; Wassenberg, 2004) and in selective residential mobility 
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related to those areas (Bråmå & Andersson, 2005; Friedrichs, 1991; Musterd & van Kem-
pen, 2007). Housing estates which were built after WWII to address housing shortages and 
provide better and more modern housing conditions for large groups of people now face 
a multitude of problems and are the subject of much political debate in many countries 
(Dekker & Van Kempen, 2004). In Sweden there is a political concern about the develop-
ment trajectories of the estates, related to the ‘fear’ of the long-term consequences of social 
exclusion and residential segregation (Öresjö et al. 2004). Since the 1990s deregulations 
and marketization reforms in the Stockholm housing market have affected the socioeco-
nomic situation in LHEs in particular. Moreover, there is a growing stigma connected to 
these areas, and to the people living in it—both in Sweden and elsewhere in Europe (Back-
vall, 2019; Dean & Hastings, 2000; Grundström & Molina, 2016; Hastings, 2004).

The existing studies in Sweden cover different aspects to disentangle the residen-
tial dynamics in LHEs (Bråmå, 2006; Bråmå & Andersson, 2005, 2010; Macpherson & 
Strömgren, 2013; Vogiazides, 2018; Vogiazides & Chihaya, 2020). However, these studies 
are either lacking the longitudinal perspective, and/or neglect the aspect of neighbourhood 
histories and intergenerational mobility. However, the neighbourhood histories (e.g. the 
exposure time) and the intergenerational transmission of neighbourhood conditions, have 
received an overall increasing scholarly interest in neighbourhood research, as they have 
proved to be important determinants of predicting the individuals’ mobility patterns and 
neighbourhood careers (e.g., Galster & Sharkey, 2017; Krysan & Crowder, 2017; Manley 
et al. 2018; van Ham et al. 2014). For example, van Ham and Manley (2012) refer to the 
importance of examining the life course perspective longitudinally, while also incorporat-
ing exposure time as an explanatory parameter in neighbourhood studies.

In our study, we aim to overcome this aspect when tracking residential choices in adult-
hood of three cohorts of young people that grew up in Stockholm’s LHEs in different mac-
roeconomic, housing market and neighbourhood conditions. With such approach, we aim 
to not only find out the residential long-term outcomes of being exposed to low-income 
neighbourhoods contexts during early life course stages, but also to understand the links 
between these neighbourhood effects and the prevailing housing policy/economic con-
ditions. We ask ‘what are the indicative implications of these structural changes on the 
‘inheritance’ of residential contexts from parents to their children? Moreover, we ask ‘how 
do these impacts vary across groups of individuals based on ethnic and socio-economic 
background’, and ‘does the childhood neighbourhood context matter for the residential out-
comes of young people’?

As for the ‘residential outcome’, we refer to whether a person has moved out from any 
of the LHEs to other residential areas in Stockholm region when becoming an adult. The 
experience of following a particular life course stage influences needs and desires of indi-
viduals regarding housing and neighbourhood choice. Moreover, employment frequencies 
and income generally vary by age, as do available housing opportunities. Therefore, we 
focus our analysis on one age group—young people in their late twenties at the start of 
their housing careers (and we call them ‘young adults’ in the following analysis).

Different marketization measures were introduced step-by-step in the Swedish housing 
scene since 1991, and substantial macroeconomic changes took place throughout the 1990s 
and 2000s. The analytical focus on comparing the residential outcomes of the three cohorts 
of adolescents (18–19 years old) who lived in their parental homes in LHEs in 1990, 1997, 
and 2004 will enable to track the indicative influence of these accumulative structural 
changes on individual residential outcomes. Residential outcomes are being measured and 
classified a decade later—at age 28–29  years. The paper employs longitudinal Swedish 
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registry data (from 1990 to 2014) for the analysis, and scalable individualized neighbour-
hoods to capture the variation within the LHEs.

2 � Main drivers of residential mobility

Residential mobility is generally viewed from the perspective that a mismatch between a 
household’s needs, expectations, preferences and current housing circumstances leads a 
household to move its place of residence (Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1974). The experiences of 
different life course stages (and especially transitions from one to another) serve as impor-
tant predictors for residential mobility (Clark & Onaka, 1983; Mulder, 1993). From the 
constraints’ point of view residential mobility is determined by the availability of resources, 
especially by income (Brown & Moore, 1970; Clark et  al. 2006). But next to financial 
resources various other forms of capital influence access to housing, such as social (i.e., 
information and networks) and cultural (i.e., education and housing market knowledge) 
(Bolt et al. 2008; Boterman, 2012; Krysan & Crowder, 2017). Young people with not so 
developed forms of capital exhibit risks to become trapped in more precarious housing 
segments and to suffer several setbacks (Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2015). In addition, the 
availability of supportive social networks in one’s neighbourhood—especially important 
for ethnic minorities and low-income households, may lower incentive for moving, or lead 
to residential choices where the supportive clusters exist (Kadarik et al. 2021; Miltenburg, 
2015; Phillips, 2006). The level of residential clustering tends to be especially high for 
migrants upon arrival, especially when arriving from a low-income country (Macpherson 
& Strömgren, 2013), but the longer duration of residing in a certain neighbourhood also 
seems to decrease the incentive to move (Vogiazides, 2018). However, a better housing 
market position at the start of the housing career in a new country can facilitate spatial inte-
gration (Kadarik, 2020).

Growing scholarly interest relates to the importance of parental social, economic, hous-
ing and neighbourhood situation on the residential careers of their children, referring to the 
‘inheritance’ of housing and neighbourhood conditions—e.g. those growing up in neigh-
bourhoods with high poverty levels being more likely to live in similar neighbourhoods 
later in life than someone who grew up in a different kind of neighbourhood (Galster & 
Sharkey, 2017; Hedman et al., 2015; Krysan & Crowder, 2017; Manley et al. 2018; van 
Ham et al. 2014; Vartanian et al., 2007). As such the spatial opportunity structures, includ-
ing neighbourhoods, can be seen as (re)producers of intergenerational inequality (Galster 
& Sharkey, 2017). The direct effect of within-family income and housing-related transfers 
becomes especially important in the context of less regulated housing regimes influencing 
young people’s housing careers, while also (re)producing patterns of inequality (Christo-
phers, 2018).

The overall role of the neighbourhood in explaining residential mobility has been stud-
ied by many scholars (e.g. Feijten & van Ham, 2009; Kearns & Parkes, 2003). Both the 
neighbourhood’s ethnic (Clark, 1992; Crowder, 2000) as well as socioeconomic compo-
sition tend to influence mobility patterns (Clark & Coulter, 2015). Moreover, neighbour-
hood change over time is arguably an important explanatory factor for residential mobility 
(Lee et al. 1994; Schaake et al. 2010). Studies indicate that people have a strong preference 
for homophily and they want to live in a neighbourhood where their own characteristics 
are similar to those of their neighbours (e.g. Finney & Simpson, 2009; Galster & Turner, 
2017; Musterd et al. 2016). Therefore, neighbourhood’s change may trigger out-mobility of 
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certain groups of residents (the research originated from U.S. where it was referred to as 
‘white flight’) (Goering, 1978; Schelling, 1969).

There is also evidence that the overall neighbourhood deprivation is associated with 
preferences for moving (Clark & Coulter, 2015; van Ham & Clark, 2009). Connected to 
this is the ‘racial proxy hypothesis’, arguing that people want to leave ‘ethnic-concen-
tration’ neighbourhoods not because of racially motivated preferences but because these 
neighbourhoods are often deprived (Crowder, 2000; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999). Neigh-
bourhood decline tends to increase the wish to move, but reduces the actual mobility when 
the overall housing opportunities as well as resources are limited (Kearns & Parkes, 2003).

Contextual embeddedness in terms of macroeconomic situation and institutional regula-
tions, but also in regards to urban policies and the diversity of the housing stock, result in 
multiple implications on residential mobility (e.g. Boterman & van Gent, 2014; Teernstra 
& van Gent, 2012). Economic recessions have been associated with increasing the levels 
of intra-urban and regional patterns of inequality, and concentration of poverty, especially 
to the suburban locations (Andersson & Hedman, 2016; Hochstenbach & Musterd, 2018; 
Musterd, 2005).

Market regulated housing regimes tend to increase the importance of individual wealth 
and intergenerational influence on residential careers, resulting in growing socio-spatial 
sorting as well as long term persistence of housing wealth and poverty situations (Bailey 
et al. 2017; Marcińczak et al. 2016; Musterd, 2014). During the last three decades many 
countries have adopted neoliberal reforms, resulting in the overall promotion of homeown-
ership and the reduction of affordable rental housing and housing subsidies (Andersson & 
Magnusson Turner, 2014; e.g. Hochstenbach, 2017). In both Europe and U.S., policies to 
promote social mix and the renewal of disadvantaged low income neighbourhoods have 
been applied, however the policies often leading to the reduction of housing affordability 
as well as state-led gentrification processes (e.g. Doucet, 2014; Lees, 2008).

3 � Changing housing regime, economic restructuring, and population 
influx influencing residential dynamics in Stockholm

From the 1930s to the 1990s public rental housing in Sweden was a key element in public 
policies to secure a high-quality affordable housing for all (Elander, 1991). The housing 
system, catering the needs of the broad working and middle classes, became a pillar of 
the Swedish social democratic welfare state (Clark & Hedin, 2009; Turner & Whitehead, 
2002). Yet, the shift from regulated to market prices in the tenant-owned apartment sec-
tor (bostadsrätt) already introduced the marketization processes in the Swedish housing 
system as early as 1968 (Christophers, 2013). The marketization reforms greatly intensi-
fied when the liberal-conservative government came to power in 1991, and these were fur-
ther accelerated by the need for austerity policies due to the economic crisis of the 1990s 
(Andersson & Kährik, 2016).

The main political shift was the marketization of the public rental sector (allmännytta) 
which had two main stages. First, in the early 1990s the national government allowed local 
governments to convert public rental housing into both market-based tenant-owned hous-
ing (i.e., cooperatives) and into private rental accommodation. Second, from 2011 munici-
pal housing companies began to operate on business like principles competing on the mar-
ket just as private rental companies (Christophers, 2013).
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Among the arguments behind implementing the privatisation strategies were the need to 
fight social exclusion and increase social mix in neighbourhoods (Andersson & Magnus-
son Turner, 2014). Stockholm has been the most prominent advocate for tenure conver-
sions (Andersson & Bråmå, 2018). As a result of these changes, public housing stock in 
Stockholm was reduced from 32 to 18 percent during 1990–2010 (Andersson & Magnus-
son Turner, 2014). However, the conversions have been highly spatially selective concen-
trating overwhelmingly in the inner city neighbourhoods where economic gains have been 
higher (Andersson & Magnusson Turner, 2014; Hedin et  al. 2012). While the inner city 
experienced the decline in rental housing from 73 to 36 percent (from 19 to 7% in case of 
public housing) during 2000–2010, the suburban housing estates had a fall only from 70 to 
65 percent (from 62 to 39% in case of public housing) over the same period (Andersson & 
Kährik, 2016).

Bråmå and Andersson (2010) have argued that residential patterns in the Swedish met-
ropolitan areas are increasingly explained by changes in these tenure patterns. The inflation 
in housing prices and increasing unaffordability in the capital city region has been further 
accelerated by the rapid influx of foreign population. The population with the foreign back-
ground (i.e., born abroad or born in Sweden with both parents born abroad) has especially 
increased in LHEs—from 37 per cent in 1990 to 66 per cent in 2014 (Andersson & Bråmå, 
2018).

4 � The social and ethnic dynamics in the LHEs of Stockholm

In Sweden, LHEs are often synonymous with housing built as part of the Million Homes 
Programme, which entailed the construction of one million new dwellings all over Sweden 
between 1965 and 1974. The rationale of the policy was similar to those of comparable 
programmes in other countries in Europe, for example, to resolve housing shortages, mod-
ernize the housing stock, and improve standards of living (Andersson & Bråmå, 2018). The 
foreign-born residents settled in these estates more often than natives, due to the influx of 
foreign labour force at the time of their construction, and the availability of public rental 
flats (Andersson & Bråmå,  2018).

Social and political changes since the 1990s (neoliberalization, transition to the service 
economy) have intensified spatial segregation and tenure segmentation in Stockholm’s 
housing market (Andersson & Kährik, 2016; Hedin et al. 2012; Scarpa, 2016). Most Stock-
holm housing estates did well in socioeconomic terms until 1990. Since then poverty and 
urban problems have gradually become suburbanised and concentrated to the large housing 
estates (those built between the 1960s and 1970s) (Andersson & Bråmå, 2018; Andersson 
& Kährik, 2016; Malmberg et al. 2013). There are discussions of ‘middle-class leakage’ 
from these estates, leading to the abandoning of LHEs by more stable and affluent house-
holds (Andersson & Bråmå, 2004). The options for low income households have wors-
ened due to shortage of rental housing especially in areas outside LHEs, as well as due to 
increasingly inaccessible housing prices in other tenure sectors.

The ethnic segregation in Swedish cities has a racially selective character, meaning 
that it is mostly the groups with non-European backgrounds who become concentrated in 
LHEs (Grundström & Molina, 2016). The growing ethnic minority density and the socio-
economic dynamics in combination make these neighbourhoods less attractive to native 
Swedes (Öresjö et  al. 2004), but also the ethnic minorities who started their residential 
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career in LHEs with better socioeconomic standing, facilitated by the partnership with 
natives, tend to move away from these areas (Macpherson & Strömgren, 2013; Vogiazides, 
2018).

Publicly, the suburban LHEs are considered to be at the lowest level of the housing 
hierarchy in Stockholm. Deeply rooted poor reputations have led to the stigmatization 
processes affecting educational prospects, sense of ‘otherness’, and self-esteem of young 
minorities among other aspects (Dean & Hastings, 2000; Johansson & Olofsson, 2011; 
Sernhede, 2011). The stigmatization and increasing social exclusion in LHEs has been 
argued to be the result of changes in housing and welfare policies (Alm Fjellborg, 2018; 
Andersson & Kährik, 2016; Grundström & Molina, 2016), as well as changed prefer-
ences as regards physical layout of the estates, aesthetic values and neighbourhood quali-
ties (Öresjö et al. 2004). The rapidly growing foreign-background population and related 
racialization (Grundström & Molina, 2016), as well as growing metropolitan inequality 
levels in itself have become risk factors for the future developments in LHEs.

5 � Data and methods

The data used in this paper is based on Swedish registers and was compiled by Statistics 
Sweden. The data is available yearly for the entire population of Sweden from 1990 to 
2014, and it contains information on individuals’ financial situation, education, work sta-
tus, family status, residential geography and housing characteristics, as well as individuals’ 
parents.

The study population is all young adults (18–19 years old) who lived with their par-
ents in multifamily housing in LHEs of Stockholm County in any of the three years: 1990, 
1997, or 2004 (t1). The selection of LHEs was defined based on Andersson and Bråmå’s 
(2018, p. 365) definition of ‘a major concentration of multifamily housing constructed in 
the 1951 to 1990 period’ which refers to a statistical area (SAMS) with at least 1000 dwell-
ings where 75% or more of the residents live in multifamily housing. The study population 
is confined to the 49 housing estates which were identified (based on ‘SAMS’ division), 
which mostly locate 10–20 km from the city centre along the main highways and subway 
lines (Fig. 1).

The total number of people living in Stockholm’s LHEs has increased over time, but 
decreased relative to Stockholm County’s total population increase (Table 1). The number 
of 18–19 year olds living in LHEs has increased in both absolute and relative terms, and 
this age group has been overrepresented in LHEs in all 3 years.

Up to 1990, socioeconomic conditions in the 49 LHEs differed little from the aver-
age in the Stockholm region, whereas by 2014 the situation had worsened. While in 1990 
the employment rate was 80% in the estates and 85% in Stockholm County, whereas by 
2014 the rates were 66% and 79% respectively (Andersson & Bråmå, 2018). Analysing 
the disposable income distribution in LHEs compared to the rest of Stockholm County, 
the changes over time (1990–1997–2004) are as expected. The lowest income groups have 
increased over the period at the expense of the middle and higher income groups (Table 2) 
meaning that the LHE population has become increasingly poor compared with the rest of 
the County.

The cohort individuals included in the sample are followed up 10 years later when they 
are 28–29 years old, in 2000, 2004, and 2014 (t2). The study limits the analyses to intra-
urban stayers and movers by excluding all those who left Stockholm County during the 
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follow-up period. The 18–19-year-old group is used because its members are about to fin-
ish their upper secondary school studies and leave their parental homes to start their inde-
pendent housing careers. Their residential location is examined when they are 28–29 years 
old, because by then most of young people have finished studying, are active in the labour 
market, and have a more stable housing situation as compared to the years in between.

By selecting the study population as of 1990, 1997, and 2004, it is possible to capture 
the neighbourhood careers under different political and economic circumstances: (i) the 
1990 cohort relating to still rather modest inequality levels in spatial terms in t1, however 
under the influence of the economic recession between t1 and t2, but experiencing economic 
boom times in t2; (ii) the 1997 cohort growing up in the LHEs during the crisis years and 
being affected by the applied marketization measures when entering the housing market; 
and (iii) the 2004 cohort who has grown up during the economic boom period, experienc-
ing more unequal socioeconomic situation as compared to the former cohorts, and meeting 

Fig. 1   Location of large housing estates in Stockholm by population size in 2004

Table 1   Cohorts included in 
the study relative to Stockholm 
County’s population and 
multifamily housing population

Cohort N in multifamily 
housing in large 
housing estates

% of Stockholm 
County popula-
tion

% of Stockholm 
County multi-
family housing 
population

All Age 18–19 All Age 18–19 All Age 18–19

1990 249,781 5942 16.2 14.8 26.1 31.5
1997 272,352 5691 16.2 16.4 25.9 32.0
2004 277,620 6624 15.5 17.0 25.3 31.9
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Table 2   Disposable income (equalized household disposable income) quintile distribution in large housing 
estates (LHEs) and all other residential locations in Stockholm County in the cohort selection years, i.e., 
1990, 1997, and 2004 (total Stockholm County population)

Note: cases with missing values are excluded

Year Disposable 
income quintile

Outside LHEs LHEs Stockholm, total

1990 1 19.9 20.6 20.0
2 19.3 23.8 20.0
3 19.3 23.9 20.0
4 19.9 20.7 20.0
5 21.6 11.0 20.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

1997 1 19.1 25.2 20.0
2 18.9 26.0 20.0
3 19.5 22.5 20.0
4 20.5 17.4 20.0
5 22.0 9.0 20.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

2004 1 18.9 26.2 20.0
2 18.7 27.1 20.0
3 19.5 23.0 20.0
4 20.6 16.3 20.0
5 22.2 7.4 20.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

% net change, 1990–2004 1 –1.0 5.6
2 –0.6 3.3
3 0.2 –0.9
4 0.7 –4.4
5 0.6 –3.6

Population numbers, net change in 
% per quintile, 1990–2004

1 7.4 40.1 12.5
2 9.8 25.7 12.7
3 14.6 5.7 13.0
4 17.1 –13.4 12.3
5 16.2 –25.8 12.7
Total 13.1 10.2 12.6

Table 3   Time points used in the study and the cohorts’ ages during the banking crisis

Cohort Born Age as of the bank 
crisis, 1992

Life stage during the 
crisis years, 1992–1997

Time 1 (t1) 
18–19 years old

Time 2 (t2) 
28–29 years 
old

1 1971–1972 21–20 years old Adult 1990 2000
2 1978–1979 13–14 years old Teenager 1997 2007
3 1985–1986 6–7 years old Childhood 2004 2014
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the most competitive housing market situation when becoming adults (Table 3). Studying 
migration over periods should make the results robust.

Binary logistic regression models are employed to estimate the selective out-mobility 
from LHEs. Out-mobility refers to that the individual is not living in any of the LHE areas 
10 years later when she or he is 28–29 years old. The results are reported as average mar-
ginal effects (dy/dx calculated using the margins command of STATA). Average marginal 
effects (AMEs) facilitate comparisons across models (Mood, 2010). The models include 
controls for various individual, parental and neighbourhood characteristics. Income and 
ethnic differences have been the most frequently mentioned drivers for sorting into neigh-
bourhoods—first, as money buys choice on the housing market and immigrants often have 
weaker financial situation; second, neighbourhood preferences as well as experiences of 
discrimination on the housing market differ among ethnic groups (e.g., Bolt et al., 2008; 
Kauppinen & Vilkama, 2016; Tammaru et al., 2015; Vogiazides, 2018). The importance 
of intergenerational transmission of socio-economic and neighbourhood context was dis-
cussed previously (e.g., Hedman et  al., 2015; Sharkey, 2008; van Ham et  al., 2014). As 
pointed out earlier, residential mobility is also related to life course and demographic fac-
tors (e.g. Mulder, 1993). Both the neighbourhood’s ethnic (Clark, 1992; Crowder, 2000) as 
well as socioeconomic composition tend to influence mobility patterns (Clark & Coulter, 
2015). Based on these arguments the set of individual, parental and neighbourhood condi-
tions were selected for the models.

Parental characteristics (i.e., employment, education level, and property type) were 
measured for the cohorts when they were 18–19 years old (t1: 1990, 1997, and 2004) and 
the individual characteristics (i.e., education level, employment, family status, and income) 
were measured at follow-up 10 years later (t2: 2000, 2007, and 2014). As the full popula-
tion is used, the models do not suffer from sampling error and conventional significance 
tests are not relevant to the data.

The first part of the analysis thus focuses on investigating the out-mobility probability 
(and the trends over periods) for (a) those having a non-Western background (in LHEs the 
group with non-Western background has increased substantially over the years, increasing 
from 18.9% in cohort 1 to 48.1% in cohort 3),1 (b) those having a low income in adulthood 
(t2) (i.e., belonging to the bottom 20% of the income distribution), and (c) those belonging 
to both of these categories. Previous research has shown that, overall, the ‘lock-in’ effect 
in distressed neighbourhoods is greatest for these groups (Andersson, 2013; Andersson & 
Bråmå, 2004).

The second part of the study examines in particular whether the selective mobility 
depends on the local neighbourhood context at the time of growing up.

Since there are differences between and also within LHEs, this paper employs smaller 
individualized neighbourhood units to account for this heterogeneity—we use bespoke 
neighbourhoods based on the 400 nearest neighbours of every resident.2 Following the 
example of Wessel et al. (2017), a local neighbourhood status measure (ranging from 1 to 

1  A person of non-Western background is identified as someone born, or both of whose parents were born, 
in a non-Western country. Non-Western countries comprise countries outside Europe, North America, and 
Oceania.
2  The local neighbourhoods are calculated based on the residential geo-coordinates (100 × 100-m grid) of 
everyone residing in Stockholm County using a k-nearest neighbour algorithm and EquiPop software (Östh 
2014). With the k-nearest approach to contextual characteristics, the risk of creating biased neighbourhood 
estimates is reduced (as an individual is placed in the centre of his or her local neighbourhood context) 
(Galster 2001; Hedman et al. 2015).
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10, where 1 represents the lowest status and 10 the highest status) is calculated based on 
three socioeconomic context variables: share of individuals who have higher education, are 
employed, and have high income.

6 � Out‑mobility from LHEs and changes over cohorts

With each successive studied cohort, more and more individuals who grew up in LHEs 
also lived there in adulthood: 40.5% of cohort 1 had not left (or returned to) the LHEs 
at age 28–29, 44.3% of cohort 2, and 48.6% of cohort 3. Leaving LHEs has thus become 
more difficult or less preferred over time for these young people.

To estimate how individual characteristics and neighbourhood composition affect the 
tendency to leave LHEs, a series of logistic regression models was run (see Table 4): the 
first two models include only variables measured at t1; the third model addresses the first 
part of the study; and the fourth model addresses the second part of the study. Each coef-
ficient in the model expresses the average difference in the probability of belonging to a 
group that the model is predicting compared with the reference group.

Belonging to either of the two defined risk groups (i.e., having a non-Western back-
ground or having low income) translates into a decreased probability of having moved 
from LHEs (Table 4). The control variables behave as expected: the attribute of being a 
male reduces the likelihood of leaving LHEs; while a stronger socioeconomic position at 
t2 (i.e., having obtained higher education or being employed) increases the probability of 
having moved out. Having children in the household decreases the likelihood of having 
left—this is reasonable, as households with children are less mobile. Also, the socioeco-
nomic situation of the parents (at t1), plays a role. If both parents’ highest education level is 
low, the children are less likely to move away from LHEs than are their counterparts, while 
both parents being employed has the opposite impact. Tenure does not result in statistically 
significant estimates. Out-mobility seems not to be much affected by whether one’s child-
hood home was a rental apartment or owned (i.e., a cooperative)—so the parental housing 
tenure does not have a direct impact on moving out the LHEs.

Cohorts 2 and 3 have overall lower probabilities of leaving than does cohort 1 (Table 4). 
The probability of having left LHEs has decreased for both low-income individuals and 
others, but more so for individuals with low income (Fig. 2), meaning that the difference 
between these two groups has increased, and this is seen also from the average marginal 
effects (AMEs) (Fig. 3). The AME of low income has more than doubled from 4 percent-
age points to almost 9 percentage points, meaning that, all else being equal, for cohort one 
we would expect a 4-percentage-point decrease in the proportion of individuals who have 
moved out if we change the income variable from non-low income to low income, and that 
for cohorts two and three, having low income on average decreases the probability of hav-
ing left LHEs by around 9 percentage points. Low income was thus a crucial factor that 
decreased the likelihood of out-mobility for those who grew up in LHEs during the worst 
years of the crisis and when the effects of marketization processes became visible (cohort 
two), but remains an important factor for cohort 3 too.

The probability of out-mobility has not changed much over the cohorts for individu-
als of non-Western background, but has decreased for ‘other background’ group (Fig. 4), 
meaning that the difference between these two groups has decreased, as also seen from 
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the AMEs (Fig. 5). The average marginal effect of having a non-Western background has 
decreased from around 17 percentage points to 8 percentage points (Fig. 5).

The interactions between low income and non-Western groups show that the smallest 
probability of having left LHEs is for individuals belonging to both risk groups, and this 
probability has slightly decreased for cohort 3 (Fig.  6). The highest probability of hav-
ing left LHEs is for individuals belonging to neither risk group, and this probability has 
also decreased with time, but more. Thus, the difference between these two groups has 
decreased over time. Figure  6 also shows how out-mobility probabilities have changed 
when belonging to just one of the two risk groups: if for cohort 1 having low income 
translated into higher out-mobility probabilities than for non-Western background then for 
cohort 3 these probabilities are equal between these two groups.

Table 4   Logistic regression of out-mobility from large housing estates: average marginal effects (dy/dx)

*p < 0.05,**  p< 0.01,*** p < 0.001

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Non-Western background – 0.132*** – 0.126*** – 0.131***
Low income –0.076*** – 0.074***
Neighbourhood status (continuous) 0.018*** 0.002 – 0.002
Control variables
Individual, at t2
Male –0.050*** –0.052*** –0.052***
Education (ref: intermediate level)
Low – 0.041*** – 0.041***
High 0.066*** 0.066***
Employed 0.057*** 0.058***
Children living at home – 0.123*** – 0.125***
Parental, at t1
Both parents employed 0.074*** 0.054*** 0.053***
Both parents with low level of education – 0.070*** – 0.044*** – 0.049***
Rental apartment (ref: cooperative) 0.001 0.010 0.012
Cohort (ref: cohort 1)
Cohort 2 – 0.040*** 0.002 – 0.004 – 0.013
Cohort 3 – 0.083*** – 0.033** – 0.041*** – 0.045***
Interactions
Non-Western background # Cohort Yes No
Low income # Cohort Yes No
Low income # Non-Western background Yes No
Low income # Non-Western background # Cohort Yes No
Non-Western background # Neighbourhood status No Yes
Low income # Neighbourhood status No Yes
Non-Western background # Low income # Neigh-

bourhood status
No Yes

N observations 13,082 13,082 13,082 13,082
Log likelihood – 8929 – 8736 – 8470 – 8476
Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2 0.019 0.057 0.108 0.107
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The second part of the analysis focused on measuring the impact of childhood neigh-
bourhood status on out-mobility from LHEs. Increasing the childhood local neighbourhood 
status increases the overall probability of leaving LHEs (Table 4). Figure 7 shows that for 
individuals with low income, the probabilities of having left LHEs are slightly higher when 
she or he grew up in socioeconomically ‘higher’-status neighbourhoods. For other income 
groups, growing up in socioeconomically higher-status neighbourhoods translates into 
slightly lower probabilities of having left LHEs. Therefore, the income-based sorting of 
who stays and who leaves is especially strong in case of those individuals who grew up in 
low social status neighbourhood conditions, leaving the least chances for out-mobility for 
the lowest income group. The chances for out-mobility are more equal for different socio-
economic status groups in case they grew up in higher status neighbourhoods.

Fig. 2   Predictive margins of low income on out-mobility, across cohorts

Fig. 3   Average marginal effects of low income on out-mobility, across cohorts
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Figure  8 shows that the childhood neighbourhood context tends to become more 
important determinant for out-mobility in case of different ethnic background groups. 
For people with non-Western background, the probabilities of having left LHEs are 
much lower (as compared to ‘other background’ groups) when they grew up in socio-
economically higher-status neighbourhoods. The difference between the two groups—
non-Western and other background—is smaller in socioeconomically lower-status 
neighbourhoods.

Fig. 4   Predictive margins of non-Western background on out-mobility, across cohorts

Fig. 5   Average marginal effects of non-Western background on out-mobility, across cohorts
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7 � Discussion

Although welfare state transfers still play an important role in housing allocation and 
residential outcomes in Stockholm region, the housing market has gradually become to 
function much more on market-bases during the last decades. The previous generous 
state subsidies targeting the housing sector and households have been greatly reduced. 
Stockholm region in particular has witnessed a decreasing affordability of hous-
ing, rapid inflation in housing prices, and fast population growth. This has especially 
affected the access to housing for low-income people and immigrants who depend much 
more on lower cost rental housing. Poverty and urban problems have gradually become 
suburbanised and concentrated in the LHEs built during the 1960s–1970s (e.g. Anders-
son & Bråmå, 2018).
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Fig. 7   Predictive margins of low income on out-mobility, depending on the childhood neighbourhood status
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The focus of the current study was on the perspectives of out-mobility from LHEs in 
case of young adults who grew up in such neighbourhoods. As the previous research has 
pointed to the importance of neighbourhood histories in explaining residential mobility 
patterns (Manley et al. 2018; van Ham et al. 2014) the study also aimed at identifying 
the role of childhood neighbourhood conditions on the likelihood of out-mobility. Over-
all, as time passes from the introduction of marketization reforms, an ever-larger share 
of young adults who grew up in the LHEs still stay there in age 28–29 years. From the 
cohort who reached 28–29 years of age by 2014 every second young adult stayed put in 
LHEs. The harshness of the changing housing market makes out-mobility less common 
for everyone, not only for the most marginalized minorities. However, low income and 
the status of non-Western background have become additional risk factors reducing the 
chances of out-mobility from LHEs. Clearly those belonging to both risk groups are the 
ones with the lowest probability of out-mobility (c.f. Bråmå & Andersson, 2005).

As compared to the ethnicity, income has become more important determinant for 
out-mobility over time when the outcomes for different cohorts are measured. Having 
low income has become an equally important determinant for being ‘locked’ in LHEs 
as belonging to the non-Western group. The results indicate that the marketization con-
text in particular, associated with the reduction of housing affordability and increasing 
housing prices, puts more constraints on residential mobility (c.f. Tammaru et al. 2016). 
The improved macroeconomic conditions seem not to be able to overcome the inequali-
ties caused by the marketization (welfare cuts, changes in tax system, spatially selective 
privatisation, and public municipal companies functioning on market bases). Over time 
the low-income groups rely more on the availability of public rental housing, which 
has become more spatially concentrated in suburban LHEs (Andersson & Magnusson 
Turner, 2014).

Next to individuals’ income also their parents’ better socioeconomic situation in 
one’s childhood translate into better opportunities for young people in the housing mar-
ket. But also, the childhood neighbourhood status tends to have a modest impact on the 

Fig. 8   Predictive margins of non-Western background on out-mobility, depending on the childhood neigh-
bourhood status
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selective out-mobility from LHEs. Sorting based on income status is greater for those 
who grew up in lower socioeconomic status neighbourhoods, leaving the low income 
earners from poor neighbourhood conditions the most trapped in LHEs. Thus, the 
neighbourhood status seems to become an extra resource to facilitate better neighbour-
hood careers in adulthood. On the contrary, better childhood neighbourhood conditions 
do not translate into better out-mobility chances for non-Western background groups—
when growing up in a better status neighbourhood the non-Western migrants will stay 
considerably more in LHEs than their counterparts in low status neighbourhoods. This 
could be an indication that people of non-Western background are more satisfied with 
their living environment if they grew up in higher-status neighbourhoods. More stud-
ies of this matter are needed to clarify the reasons underlying this sorting based on 
ethnicity.

Qualitative studies in the Nordic countries have found that to understand the residential 
patterns of minorities, constrained choice is more important than voluntary self-segrega-
tion (Søholt & Lynnebakke, 2015). Swedish empirical studies have shown that LHEs serve 
more as springboards: most newcomers (especially non-Western migrants) in Sweden start 
their housing careers in LHEs, and those who succeed in society tend to leave these estates 
relatively quickly (Bråmå & Andersson, 2005). Thus, while admitting the relevance of the 
preferences aspect and the preference for especially ethnic minorities to live nearby their 
social networks, this study confirms that the constraints’ factor based on socioeconomic 
resources (involving intergenerational transmissions next to individual social status) is 
growingly important in explaining residential mobility trends in Stockholm housing mar-
ket. Inequality patterns are growing in importance in explaining intra-urban mobility of 
young people out of whom an increasing part sees staying (or returning to) LHEs as the 
only option in the housing market.

Although LHEs are quite different in terms of physical layout and socioeconomic status, 
these inter-estate and inner-estate differences translate only to modest differences in terms 
of neighbourhood careers for young people.
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