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ABSTRACT
This paper investigates how residential mobility among high‐income households shapes income segregation. Drawing on a 
unique data set covering all household relocations in Vienna between 2011 and 2018, we examine whether the movements of 
the top income quintile (Q5) reflect a broader ‘retreat of the rich’ to affluent clusters and, if so, how these mobility patterns 
influence both citywide and localized segregation. Using a combination of global and local dissimilarity indices, as well as a 
novel scenario‐based approach, we isolate the effects of intra‐urban mobility, income status change and in‐migration. The 
results show that Q5 households are consistently the most segregated group, and while they mostly tend to move between 
affluent areas, their mobility alone does not fully explain segregation trends. Instead, we find that the selective out‐migration of 
lower‐income groups from the same areas plays a critical role in reinforcing segregation. Local scenario analyses reveal that Q5 
mobility can either increase or reduce segregation, depending on the spatial context, challenging simple narratives of a retreat 
of the rich. These findings underscore the importance of analysing segregation as a dynamic, multi‐scalar process shaped by the 
intersecting mobility patterns of all income groups, even in cities with inclusive housing regimes like Vienna.

1 | Introduction 

Residential segregation by income has long been a defining 
feature of cities (Bischoff and Reardon 2014; Tammaru 
et al. 2021) and has tended to increase globally over recent 
decades (McAvay and Verdugo 2021; Reardon et al. 2018; 
Scarpa 2016). Segregation describes the structured and multi
dimensional separation of social groups (e.g., by income), which 
can result in unequal access to resources and opportunities 
within urban areas (Massey and Denton 1988). One mechanism 
reinforcing this pattern is the neighbourhood sorting of high‐ 
income households, who tend to move to residential areas of
fering high‐quality amenities and infrastructure (Gaigné 
et al. 2022; Lee and Lin 2018; Van Duijn and Rouwendal 2012). 
Unlike lower‐income households, whose residential options are 
constrained by affordability and accessibility, high‐income 

households have greater financial flexibility to choose neigh
bourhoods based on their preferences (W. Clark et al. 2006). 
Analysing the segregation of high‐income households is there
fore particularly important, given their considerable neigh
bourhood choice (Galster and Turner 2019). This choice can 
influence and reinforce the segregation of income groups within 
urban areas, potentially contributing to increased spatial 
inequality (Diamond and Gaubert 2022; Morrison 2022).

Residential segregation is a long‐standing topic in urban 
research, with many studies focusing on cross‐sectional data to 
map static patterns of where different social groups live. 
Although residential mobility has long been recognized as a key 
mechanism for shaping segregation, going back to the founda
tional work of the Chicago School (Maloutas 2004), empirical 
research has lagged behind conceptual arguments about the 
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need to foreground mobility in analyses of changing segregation 
levels. The literature on residential mobility has predominantly 
focused on the varying probabilities of different groups moving 
to different types of neighbourhoods. This includes work on the 
relocation patterns of minority/majority ethnic groups (e.g., 
Bolt and Van Kempen 2010; Hall and Crowder 2014), or studies 
on the determinants of households relocating to neighbour
hoods of different socioeconomic status (e.g., Crowder and 
South 2005; South and Crowder 1997). These studies demon
strate group‐specific differences in mobility patterns but their 
emphasis on how these differences contribute to changing 
segregation levels is limited (Hochstenbach and van Gent 2015; 
but see W. A. V. Clark and Fossett 2008), or they do not fully 
disentangle the causal links between mobility and segregation 
levels (Rimoldi et al. 2024). Studies on racial and ethnic groups 
and their mobilities have made progress in this regard (Crowder 
et al. 2012; Goyette et al. 2014), but less weight has been 
attached to socioeconomic dimensions (but see Modai‐Snir and 
Plaut 2019), particularly in the European context (an exception 
is McAvay 2018). This leaves a gap as to how the residential 
mobility of different income groups contributes to changing 
segregation levels and what the specific mechanisms are that 
link the two in this geographical context.

These issues become particularly relevant in light of recent 
debates around residential segregation. Whereas segregation 
research has long focused on the concentration of lower‐income 
groups (Musterd 2023) or ethnic minorities (Boschman 2015; 
Jarvis et al. 2023; Mägi et al. 2016), growing attention has 
recently been paid to higher‐income households. It has been 
argued that rich households are retreating to separate spaces in 
the city and tend to concentrate in upper‐(middle‐)class 
neighbourhoods, not least in the European context (Atkinson 
and Ho 2020; Forrest et al. 2017). However, so far this literature 
remains empirically thin, particularly with regard to detailed 
mobility data. Thus, more granular analyses are required to 
discover whether high‐income households are indeed increas
ingly relocating to affluent neighbourhoods and how this 
form of neighbourhood sorting impacts income segregation 
dynamics.

This paper addresses this gap by examining the relationship 
between the segregation of high‐income households and resi
dential mobility in Vienna, Austria. Using a unique data set that 
tracks moves across the detailed level of census districts by 
income quintiles from 2011 to 2018, it explores how mobility 
influences changes in segregation levels, taking into account 
group‐specific residential mobility patterns. By combining the 
Local Spatial Dissimilarity Index (LSDI) with scenario‐based 
mobility tests, we contribute to the literature that moves beyond 
describing segregation as a static unevenness of income groups 
across space. Our focus is not on the individual motivations 
behind residential moves, but on the structural outcomes they 
produce. Understanding how different income groups' mobility 
reshapes the spatial organization of inequality is essential 
because segregation ensues from the cumulative effect of many 
individual decisions. Consequently, we analyse which mobility 
processes generate observed patterns, since identical segrega
tion levels may arise from different underlying mechanisms, 
such as affluent households concentrating in wealthy districts, 
or lower‐income groups selectively leaving them. We thus link 
changes in segregation to underlying mobility dynamics and 

extend the explanatory power of conventional measurements. 
This means that we add to existing work that explores the link 
between mobility patterns and segregation of socioeconomic 
groups in the European context. Our specific contribution lies 
in providing a structured framework for such an analysis and, 
in so doing, supplying empirical evidence to current debates 
around the development of high‐income segregation in this 
context.

Specifically, we pose two questions: 

• What role has the residential mobility of the highest income 
quintile played in reshaping patterns of income segregation 
between 2011 and 2018 on a census tract level?

• To what extent has the residential mobility of the highest 
income quintile led to a ‘retreat of the rich’ into more 
homogenous urban areas in this period?

Vienna is an insightful case for three reasons: First, compared 
to other European cities, it has a particularly strong tradition of 
policy interventions to promote socio‐spatial integration and 
reduce socioeconomic segregation (Hatz et al. 2016)—key fea
tures of what is often described as an inclusive housing regime. 
Such regimes are characterized by comprehensive social hous
ing sectors that are accessible to a broad range of income 
groups, strong tenant protections and policies aimed at main
taining mixed‐income neighbourhoods (Kössl 2022). In this 
context, Vienna has managed, at least partially, to encourage 
social integration and avoid the formation of exclusively elite 
residential areas (Premrov and Schnetzer 2023). This makes it 
an unlikely case for a ‘retreat of the rich’ to affluent clusters and 
hence a particularly useful context for our study. Second, 
Vienna has, however, faced increasing challenges to socio‐ 
spatial integration in recent years. This includes a rapid and 
spatially uneven rise in rents (Banabak 2024) and house prices, 
as well as rising income inequality (Kadi et al. 2022). Research 
has shown that this has led to wider disparities in the socio
economic status of different neighbourhoods (Hatz et al. 2016; 
Kadi et al. 2022). Nevertheless, an analysis of high‐income 
segregation and household mobility is still lacking in this 
regard.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The next 
section situates the study within two key strands of literature: 
the segregation of high‐income households and the role of 
residential mobility in shaping segregation. Section 3 introduces 
the data and methodology, with particular emphasis on the 
scenario‐based approach that enables an analysis of how high‐ 
income mobility influences segregation patterns. Section 2
presents the empirical findings, beginning with citywide seg
regation trends and subsequently focusing on the specific role of 
Q5 mobility. Finally, Section 5 discusses the results in light of 
the existing literature, reflects on key limitations and outlines 
avenues for future research.

2 | Income Segregation, Retreat of the Rich and 
Residential Mobility: Key Insights From the 
Literature 

It is certainly fair to say that high‐income households have tra
ditionally not been the primary focus of residential segregation 
research. Instead, there has been a clear tendency in the 
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literature to focus on social disadvantage, exclusion and poverty 
(Atkinson and Ho 2020; Forrest et al. 2017; Musterd 2023). 
Consequently, researchers have predominantly concentrated on 
the lower rather than the upper end of the social strata. None
theless, there is an important body of literature on higher‐ and 
upper‐class segregation, exploring how these groups (self‐) 
segregate to establish urban enclaves (Atkinson 2016), citadels 
(Marcuse 1997) or gated communities (Blakely and Snyder 1997), 
and the multiple consequences arising from this (Davis 2006). 
Recent years have seen increased attention being paid to the link 
between segregation and higher classes in a wider variety of 
contexts (Burrows et al. 2022; Forrest et al. 2017), reflecting a 
growing interest in elites in the wider social science literature 
(Bukodi and Goldthorpe 2021; Hay and Beaverstock 2016; 
Sayer 2014).

Scholars have identified a number of causes for increased upper‐ 
(middle‐)class segregation. One line of thought considers it a form 
of ‘avoidance strategy’ (Atkinson 2016). Upper‐(middle‐)class 
neighbourhoods are seen to provide an escape from the social 
problems of the city, particularly regarding crime, pollution or 
noise (Atkinson and Ho 2020). Elite spaces may also provide 
possibilities for powerful social connections, better services and a 
sense of symbolic prestige (Atkinson and Ho 2020). Meanwhile, 
such areas may be perceived to be a means to benefit more directly 
from rapid house price developments (Bagaeen and Uduku 2010). 
Forrest et al. (2017) locate the latter in the emergence of residential 
real estate in cities as ‘one of the investments of choice’ (p. 276) 
among (urban) upper classes, as well as in the structural ar
rangements that have enabled such investment activities.

Segregation research is largely rooted in the North American 
context, and its models often do not translate neatly to Eur
opean cities (Pfirsch 2023). Historic dense cores, widespread 
decommodified housing and mixing policies have supported 
spatial integration in Europe (Hatz et al. 2016; Bridge 
et al. 2014). Yet, enclosure and enclavization have increased in 
Europe too (Atkinson and Blandy 2016; Atkinson and Ho 2020). 
Across both contexts, upper‐(middle‐)class households remain 
the most segregated (Haandrikman et al. 2023; Oberti and 
Préteceille 2016). The literature suggests a ‘retreat of the rich’, 
marked by rising upper‐(middle‐)class self‐segregation in many 
cities. While studies have clarified its causes and effects, there is 
still little empirical evidence from household mobility data to 
verify this trend across different urban contexts.

Recent research has investigated the interconnection between 
residential mobility and segregation in more detail. For ex
ample, Hochstenbach and van Gent (2015) emphasize that 
affluent in‐movers drive gentrification, but their study does not 
disentangle the effects of specific income groups on segregation. 
Similarly, studies show that household mobility, often struc
tured by race and life‐stage, reinforce residential sorting 
(Bernelius and Vilkama 2019; Crowder et al. 2012; Goyette 
et al. 2014). For example, Goyette et al. (2014) find that white 
households with children frequently leave diverse areas, while 
Bolt and van Kempen (2010) highlight the role of ethnic 
minority relocations. Similarly, Rimoldi et al. (2024) show that 
foreign household mobility in Rome has intensified spatial 
clustering.

Despite these contributions, the literature still lacks fine‐ 
grained, group‐specific analyses of how the mobility of 

socioeconomic groups impacts segregation patterns, particularly 
in European contexts with inclusive housing regimes. Studies 
often focus either on ethnic segregation or rely on descriptive 
methods without isolating the specific role of affluent movers. 
This study aims to help fill this gap by integrating scenario‐ 
based simulations with both global and local dissimilarity 
indices to analyse how the residential mobility of the top 
income quintile (Q5) influenced patterns of segregation in 
Vienna between 2011 and 2018. By disentangling the effects of 
Q5 from those of lower‐income groups, we provide new insights 
into how elite self‐segregation has developed, and whether 
income segregation stems from a ‘retreat of the rich’ or broader 
residential sorting mechanisms involving all socioeconomic 
strata. Our contribution lies in both the methodological 
refinement and the empirical focus on high‐income mobility in 
a relatively low‐segregation urban context.

3 | Methods and Data 

To analyse how residential mobility shapes segregation out
comes, this study utilizes a unique data set containing records 
of all relocations of households in Vienna, including households 
moving into the city from outside. It tracks aggregated migra
tion flows by income group across 1350 census areas that are 
nested in 250 census districts. The data combines the resident 
register with the Integrated Salary and Income Statistics to 
classify residents into income quintiles based on equivalized 
household income, which accounts for differences in household 
size and composition.1 These quintiles are reassigned annually, 
prior to any potential relocations. Essentially, the data set pro
vides detailed information on how individuals from specific 
income groups move between census districts each year.

We begin by calculating the global Dissimilarity Index (DI), 
which provides a citywide measure of how unevenly high‐ 
income (Q5) households are distributed relative to all other 
income groups. This metric allows us to track general trends in 
income segregation over time. However, global measures can 
obscure important spatial dynamics. To capture where segre
gation occurs and how it varies across the city, we complement 
this with the LSDI, a spatially explicit extension of the DI. The 
LSDI enables us to identify local segregation patterns, revealing 
whether Q5 households cluster in affluent areas. We then em
ploy a scenario‐based analysis designed to isolate the role of 
residential mobility, specifically that of high‐income (Q5) 
households, in shaping segregation. By simulating counter
factual scenarios in which income change, in‐migration or 
residential moves do not occur, we disentangle the distinct 
contribution of Q5 mobility to segregation dynamics.

3.1 | DI 

To assess the extent of income segregation across income 
quintiles between 2011 and 2018, the DI is calculated. This 
measure captures how unevenly households from a given 
income group are distributed relative to all other households in 
the city. It provides a citywide overview of segregation levels 
and allows for comparison between income groups over time. 
The DI is defined as:
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DI
N
N

N N
N N

= 1
2 c

C
cq

q

c cq

q=1
(1) 

where C is the total number of census districts with c C= 1, …,
and q indexes income quintiles with q Q= 1, …, . N is the total 
number of households in the city, Nc is the number of house
holds in census district c, Ncq is the number of households in 
income quintile q in census district c, and Nq is the number of 
all households in quintile q citywide.

3.2 | LSDI 

To examine how segregation patterns play out spatially and 
whether high‐income households are indeed concentrating in 
specific areas, the LSDI, as proposed by Feitosa et al. (2007), is 
employed. The LSDI is a localized version of the Spatial Dis
similarity Index (SDI), both of which account for the spatial 
distribution of population groups within a city, offering more 
detailed insights than nonspatial measures (like the DI). While 
the SDI provides an aggregated, citywide measure, the LSDI 
breaks it down into subunits of analysis, such as census dis
tricts. Meanwhile, the LSDI compares the local income com
position of a census district to the overall city distribution while 
simultaneously incorporating the composition of surrounding 
areas via a distance‐weighted kernel. High LSDI values arise 
when a district is both internally skewed towards one income 
group and located next to contrasting neighbourhoods, thereby 
reinforcing citywide segregation. Conversely, districts that 
resemble their neighbours or feature mixed compositions yield 
lower LSDI values, as they mitigate unevenness in the urban 
distribution. Thus, the LSDI captures how segregation emerges 
not only from within‐district homogeneity but also from the 
relational context between adjacent neighbourhoods.2

To account for the population composition of adjacent census 
districts, the LSDI utilizes a local population intensity function 
which describes the population composition of a specific census 
district, considering not just the population within the census 
district itself but also the influence of surrounding census dis
tricts. It is calculated using a kernel estimator, which applies a 
distance‐based weighting to account for interactions between 
neighbouring units. The local population intensity function (Lc) 
and the local population intensity function of Q5 (Lcq) are gi
ven by:

L k N= ( )c
c

C

c
=1

(2) 

L k N= ( )cq
c

C

cq
=1

(3) 

where Lc is the local population intensity of a census district c
and Lcq is the local population intensity of quintile q in census 
district c. k is the kernel estimator using a bandwidth of 800 m.3

Using these two functions, the LSDI, d q( )c , is calculated as 
follows4:

d q N
NI

( ) =
2

| |c
q

Q
c

cq q
=1

(4) 

I = ( )(1 )
q

Q

q q
=1

(5) 

L
L

=cq
cq

c
(6) 

where q is the proportion of quintile q in the city and cq is the 
local proportion of quintile q in census district c.

When aggregating the LSDIs, the SDI can be calculated as 
follows:

D q N
NI

( ) =
2

| |
c

C

q

Q
c

cq q
=1 =1

(7) 

3.3 | Scenario Analysis 

While the LSDI provides insights into the uneven distribution of 
groups across space, by nature, it remains descriptive. Accord
ingly, it quantifies outcomes of segregation but does not identify 
the mechanisms that generate unevenness. Our contribution is 
to extend the LSDI by means of a scenario‐based mobility 
framework that systematically varies which income groups are 
allowed to move and under what conditions.

In the scenario analysis, we construct counterfactual segrega
tion outcomes by selectively allowing or preventing specific 
components of observed residential mobility. This enables us to 
compare the observed segregation patterns with alternative 
population distributions in which particular mobility processes 
are absent. In this way, the LSDI not only captures the spatial 
end state of segregation but allows us to identify which 
observed mobility flows contribute to local segregation out
comes. More specifically, the approach makes it possible to 
assess how much residential mobility contributes to the spatial 
concentration of high‐income households and to evaluate 
whether a ‘retreat of the rich’ is indeed driving segregation 
trends.

The scenario design follows a two‐level structure. First, the 
main scenarios define which types of mobility processes are 
included, distinguishing between (1) full mobility, (2) only 
intra‐urban moves and (3) income status change and in‐ 
migration into the city.5 Second, each scenario includes three 
sub‐scenarios that specify which income groups are allowed to 
move or change income quintile: (1) all quintiles are allowed to 
relocate and change income status; (2) only Q5 households are 
allowed to relocate or change income status, while Q1–Q4 
households are held fixed at their 2011 distribution; and (3) 
only Q1–Q4 households are allowed to relocate or change 
income status, with Q5 held constant at its 2011 distribution.

All scenarios are based on the observed magnitudes of house
hold flows recorded in the Statistics Austria data set. For 
each year, we construct complete origin‐destination matrices by 
income quintile across census districts. In the full mobility 
scenario, all observed intra‐urban moves, in‐migration into 
Vienna and income status changes are applied as recorded. The 
restricted scenarios are created by fixing selected components of 
these observed flows at their 2011 levels, while leaving all other 
components unchanged. In other words, each scenario asks 
what segregation would have looked like if only specific types of 
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observed mobility had occurred, while all others were held 
constant. Accordingly, the scenarios are calculated as follows: 

1. Full mobility: In the full mobility scenario, all forms of 
mobility are considered, including both movements 
within the city and shifts in income status, along with 
migration into the city. 
1.1. All quintiles can change: In this case, Equation (4) 

remains unchanged, referring to the actually 
observed segregation patterns.

1.2. Only Q5 can change: In this case, only quintile 5 can 
change (move home and change income status). 

Here, cq for q = 1, …, 4 remain fixed at their levels:

l
m
ooooo

n
ooooo

t q
L
L

q=
at for = 1, …, 4

for = 5q

cq

c cq

c c

0

(8) 

where t0 refers to the base year (=2011). 

Equation (4) is adjusted to account for the 
unchanged shares for q = 1, …, 4

d q N
NI

N
NI

( ) =
2

| | +
2

| |c
q

c
cqt qt c

c
=1

4

5 50 0 (9) 

1.3. Only Q1–Q4 can change: In this case, only quintiles 1 
to 4 can change.

l
m
ooooo

n
ooooo

L
L

q

t q
=

for = 1, …, 4

at for = 5
q

c cq

c c

cq 0

Equation (4) can be re‐written as:

d q N
NI

N
NI

( ) =
2

| | +
2

| |c
q

c
cq q

c
c t t

=1

4

5 50 0 (10) 

2. Only intra‐urban moves: The only intra‐urban moves sce
nario focuses solely on households that move within the 
city's boundaries, excluding migration from outside the 
city or changes in income status. 

2.1. All quintiles can change: Similar to the full mobility 
scenario, all quintiles are free to move, and Equation 
(4) remains unchanged.

2.2. Only Q5 can change: In this case, only quintile 5 can 
move inside the city, whereas the other quintiles 
remain fixed at their 2011 levels. Equation (9) applies.

2.3. Only Q1–Q4 can change: In this case, quintile 5 stays 
fixed at its 2011 level, only allowing quintile 1 to 
quintile 4 to move inside the city. Equation (10) applies.

3. Status change and moves into the city: This scenario only 
considers changes in income quintiles (status upgrades) 
and moves from outside the city, excluding internal resi
dential mobility.6

3.1. All quintiles can change: In this case, all quintiles 
can change their income status (change quintile 

allocation) or move into Vienna from outside the 
city. Equation (4) remains unchanged.

3.2. Only Q5 can change: In this case, only quintile 5 can 
change their income status or move from outside. 
Equation (9) applies.

3.3. Only Q1–Q4 can change: In this case, only quintiles 1 
to 4 can change their income status or move into the 
city. Equation (10) applies.

4 | Results 

This section is structured to progressively uncover the role of 
high‐income household mobility in shaping income segregation 
in Vienna. We begin with an overview of income segregation 
across all quintiles using the DI as a global measure to establish 
that the highest income group (Q5) is consistently the most 
segregated. In the second step, we apply a scenario‐based 
approach to disentangle the effects of Q5 mobility from those of 
other income groups. We then shift to a spatial perspective by 
mapping the movement patterns of each income quintile across 
census districts with varying concentrations of high‐income 
households. To deepen this spatial analysis, we explore how 
mobility scenarios affect the local distribution of Q5 and then 
evaluate changes in local segregation levels using the LSDI. 
Finally, we combine insights into changes in the Q5 share with 
LSDI to assess whether Q5 mobility leads to more exclusive and 
segregated areas. This multistep approach allows us to move 
from general segregation trends to detailed spatial dynamics, 
capturing the complexity of how high‐income mobility shapes 
urban segregation.

4.1 | The Development of Segregation for 
Different Income Groups, 2011–2018 

To gain an initial understanding of how segregation differs across 
income quintiles, the nonspatial DI was calculated for each 
quintile from 2011 to 2018, as shown in Table 1. The results 
indicate that the highest‐income quintile (Q5) exhibits the highest 
level of segregation, while quintile 3 is the least segregated. This 

TABLE 1 | Dissimilarity index for all quintiles, 2011–2018.

Year Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

2011 0.1932 0.1615 0.0896 0.1150 0.2672
2012 0.1949 0.1618 0.0912 0.1173 0.2676
2013 0.1937 0.1632 0.0880 0.1161 0.2663
2014 0.1955 0.1626 0.0898 0.1196 0.2710
2015 0.2004 0.1629 0.0901 0.1220 0.2758
2016 0.1992 0.1630 0.0916 0.1225 0.2776
2017 0.1979 0.1623 0.0902 0.1218 0.2791
2018 0.1932 0.1589 0.0910 0.1169 0.2788

Note: According to Massey and Denton (1993), dissimilarity index values below 0.3 
suggest low segregation, scores between 0.31 and 0.6 reflect moderate segregation, 
and values above 0.6 represent high levels of segregation. However, these 
thresholds assume the theoretical 0–1 range of the index. In practice, the 
maximum attainable value is constrained by the relative size of the groups (Del 
Río and Alonso‐Villar 2022; Reardon and Firebaugh 2002). We therefore interpret 
index values primarily in relative terms, comparing across groups and scenarios 
rather than against fixed absolute thresholds.
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finding underscores the distinct residential patterns of high‐ 
income households and raises important questions about their role 
in shaping overall segregation dynamics.

While Vienna has historically exhibited relatively low levels of 
residential segregation, our analysis shows that households in 
the highest income quintile are consistently and significantly 
more segregated than other income groups. This makes Vienna 
a particularly interesting case. Its low segregation levels overall 
provide a clear contrast that highlights emerging patterns of 
spatial segregation at the top, raising questions about whether 
even in ‘inclusive’ cities, the rich are increasingly retreating to 
homogeneous urban areas.

The global, nonspatial DI remains one of the most widely used 
measures of segregation and provides an intuitive point of 
comparison. Applying the scenario design to the DI allows us to 
assess how overall segregation levels shift under different 
mobility conditions before considering spatial context. Figure 1, 
therefore, presents the scenario analysis for the DI, while the 
subsequent section extends the same design to the LSDI in 
order to capture local clustering and neighbourhood relations.

Figure 1 reveals three key insights. First, segregation peaks 
when only Q5 households move (Scenarios 1–2), indicating that 
high‐income mobility contributes more strongly to segregation 
than Q1–Q4 movements. Second, in Scenario 3, incorporating 
status changes and external inflows has little impact on the DI, 
suggesting that segregation is primarily shaped by intra‐city 
mobility. Third, analysing Q5 and Q1–Q4 separately produces 
higher dissimilarity than when all quintiles are considered 
together, indicating a counterbalancing effect: simultaneous 
movements of different income groups can offset each other, 
which leads to a more even spatial distribution.

These findings raise important questions about how different 
quintiles move on a finer spatial scale. The DI provides a broad 
view of segregation trends but does not capture localized pat
terns of segregation and integration at the neighbourhood level. 
To address this, incorporating an SDI is essential, as it accounts 
for spatial clustering, localized segregation dynamics and the 
geographic distribution of residential mobility.

4.2 | Understanding Mobility: Movement 
Patterns of Different Income Quintiles 

The previous broader analysis has demonstrated the importance 
of examining the mobility patterns of Q5 in comparison to other 
quintiles, as well as the need for a finer‐grained, more localized 
approach to understanding segregation dynamics in Vienna. To 
gain deeper insight into how different income quintiles move at 
the census district level, we categorize each census district into 
five classes based on its share of Q5: very low, low, medium, 
high or very high. By analysing movements across these cate
gories, we can assess whether high‐income households are 
tending to concentrate in affluent areas or whether lower‐ 
income groups are increasingly relocating to less affluent areas, 
both of which have implications for segregation trends. We then 
calculate the share of moves for each quintile within each 
census district class.

Figure 2 illustrates that the lowest‐income quintiles, Q1 and Q2, 
move into census districts with low and very low Q5 shares 
disproportionately often, reinforcing income clustering in 
lower‐income areas. This pattern is less pronounced for Q3 and 
Q4. In contrast, Q5 exhibits a strong tendency to move into 
census districts with at least a medium share of Q5, suggesting 
that high‐income households predominantly relocate to areas 
that are already relatively affluent.

4.3 | Local Scenario Analysis: The Role of 
Mobility in Shaping Q5 Distribution 

To further examine the role of mobility in shaping the spatial 
distribution of Q5 and ultimately segregation, we now turn to a 
localized scenario analysis. While our previous findings suggest 
that high‐income households predominantly relocate to already 
affluent areas, it is crucial to assess how different mobility 
scenarios influence both the distribution of Q5 and local seg
regation patterns. We focus on the scenario outcomes as 
observed in the final year of the study period, 2018. This means 
the scenarios are sequentially updated from 2011 onward, 
reflecting cumulative changes leading up to the 2018 outcome.

FIGURE 1 | Scenario analysis for the dissimilarity index, 2011–2018. 
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A key reason for conducting this scenario analysis is that an 
increase in the share of Q5 in any given area does not necessarily 
translate into higher segregation. While a rising Q5 share may 
indicate growing affluence, the effect on segregation depends on the 
broader income composition of the area. If the increase in Q5 is 
accompanied by a more balanced distribution of income groups, 
segregation may not rise significantly. Conversely, if Q5's growth 
leads to a greater concentration of high‐income households and a 
decline in lower‐income groups, local segregation is likely to 
intensify. This distinction is critical, as segregation is not simply a 
symptom of Q5's absolute presence but of its relative concentration 
compared to other income groups. Thus, to fully understand how 
mobility shapes segregation, we first analyse how different scenarios 
affect the spatial distribution of Q5 before turning to the LSDI.

Figure 3 presents the scenario analysis of changes in the share 
of Q5 households across Vienna's census districts in 2018. The 
map on the top left serves as the reference scenario, showing 

the actual 2018 distribution, with Q5 households concentrated 
in the western districts and the city centre. The other maps 
display percentage point deviations from this baseline, high
lighting how the Q5 share increases (blue) or decreases (red) 
under alternative mobility patterns. When Q5 households are 
mobile, their share increases across many districts, indicating 
that their movements strongly reinforce existing spatial con
centrations and extend affluent clusters into adjacent areas. 
When Q5 is held constant and only Q1–Q4 move, the Q5 share 
declines in several districts, including some affluent ones, sug
gesting that lower‐income mobility can reduce the concentra
tion of high‐income groups. When all quintiles are mobile, the 
shifts remain moderate, reflecting the interplay and partial 
offsetting between group movements.

Overall, this scenario analysis shows how Q5 mobility acts as 
the primary driver of spatial concentration, while the 
redistribution of other income groups shapes its magnitude and 

FIGURE 2 | Share of moves by quintile and year, categorized by share of Q5 in census districts. 
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spatial reach. Based on these results, the subsequent analyses 
focus specifically on the mobility scenarios.

4.4 | Local Scenario Analysis: The Role of 
Mobility in Shaping Local Segregation 

To understand how different mobility patterns impact local 
segregation, we calculate the LSDI following the methodology 
proposed by Feitosa et al. (2007). As discussed in Section 3, the 

LSDI provides a finer‐grained perspective on segregation by 
capturing variations in income distribution at the census district 
level.

Figure 4 presents the outcomes of Scenario 1 (mobility and 
status change) for the LSDI in 2018. The results for the other 
scenarios can be found in Figure A1 in Appendix A. The ref
erence map shows the local segregation levels observed across 
Vienna, with the highest values concentrated in the north
western districts. The LSDI captures how unevenly income 

FIGURE 3 | Local scenario analysis: Changes in the share of Q5 in census districts, 2018. 

FIGURE 4 | Scenario analysis: Changes in the local spatial dissimilarity index in Scenario 1. 
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groups are distributed relative to their surroundings, high
lighting spatial contrasts on a fine scale. High values typically 
reflect sharp income boundaries between adjacent districts, 
strong clustering of similar income groups or limited internal 
income diversity within a district. By contrast, central districts, 
despite hosting a high share of Q5 households, display lower 
LSDI values. The remaining maps illustrate the percentage 
change in the LSDI under Scenario 1. The maps for the other 
scenarios can be found in Appendix A.

While the LSDI across many census districts remains relatively 
low, the results reveal the existence of hot spots of localized 
segregation in specific census districts. These areas exhibit 
pronounced shifts in segregation depending on the underlying 
mobility patterns. When Q5 remains fixed and only Q1–Q4 are 
mobile, the LSDI increases in already segregated districts but 
decreases in less segregated areas. This suggests that lower‐ 
income households tend to relocate away from areas where they 
were previously integrated into more diverse income back
grounds, leading to a higher concentration of Q5 and 
reinforcing segregation in these districts.

When only high‐income (Q5) households are mobile, the 
resulting segregation patterns depend strongly on the spatial 
direction of their movement. In some affluent districts, segre
gation decreases as Q5 households disperse more evenly across 
the space, reducing local concentration. In contrast, segregation 
intensifies where Q5 households cluster together in specific 
high‐status or emerging affluent areas, forming new pockets of 
income homogeneity.

4.5 | Local Scenario Analysis: Connecting 
Changes in the LSDI to the Share of Q5 

Examining Q5 share and LSDI in tandem provides a more 
nuanced understanding of income segregation, as the two 
measures capture distinct but complementary dimensions. The 
LSDI reflects the spatial structure of segregation, highlighting 
income contrasts between a district and its surrounding areas, 
but it does not indicate the concentration of high‐income 
households. Conversely, the Q5 share measures this concen
tration without accounting for spatial relations. An increase in 
Q5 share may reduce segregation if high‐income households 
relocate to areas with a diverse income mix, but it may ex
acerbate it if they cluster in already affluent districts. Similarly, 
a district with a low Q5 share can still exhibit high segregation if 
it borders areas with sharply different income structures, while 
a high Q5 share does not necessarily imply high segregation 
when other income groups are well represented nearby. This 
combined interpretation clarifies how concentration and spatial 
distribution interact to shape urban segregation.

Figure 5 shows the overlap between different levels of the LSDI 
and Q5 shares (low, medium and high). This classification 
highlights that a high LSDI does not necessarily correspond to a 
high share of Q5 households. Northwestern districts with both 
high LSDI and high Q5 shares (dark green) reflect areas where 
affluent clustering reinforces segregation. In contrast, central and 
some outer districts show high Q5 shares but low LSDI, indi
cating that a strong presence of high‐income households does not 
automatically translate into spatial segregation when income 

FIGURE 5 | Local spatial dissimilarity index and share of Q5, 2018. 
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groups are more evenly distributed. Conversely, districts with 
low to medium Q5 shares but high LSDI (light green) highlight 
that segregation can also result from pronounced income con
trasts with adjacent areas. This suggests that income segregation 
is shaped not only by the concentration of Q5 but also by the 
broader income distribution across districts and their neighbours.

The two maps in Figure 6 illustrate the changes in LSDI and the 
share of Q5 under Scenario 1 when the mobility of Q5 or all 
other income groups is restricted. The results for all scenarios 
are shown in Figure A2 in Appendix A. The observed increases 
and decreases compared to the reference scenario (Figure 5) 
provide insights into how different patterns of income mobility 
and status changes affect local segregation dynamics.

The scenario analysis demonstrates that mobility's effects on 
segregation depend strongly on which income groups move and 
on the local spatial context in which these moves occur. When 
only Q1–Q4 households are mobile, most districts show a 
simultaneous decrease in both Q5 share and LSDI. This sug
gests that lower‐ and middle‐income households predominantly 
move between already less and moderately affluent districts (as 
seen in Figure 2), reflecting constrained neighbourhood choice, 
slightly increasing diversity within these areas and leading to 
modest overall declines in segregation. However, in the north
ern parts of the city, where affluent households are already 
highly concentrated, the LSDI increases even though the local 
share of Q5 falls. This occurs because segregation is shaped not 
only by internal income composition but also by contrasts with 
neighbouring districts. As lower‐income households move away 
from the areas surrounding these wealthy census districts, the 
boundaries between rich and poor areas become more marked, 
producing higher local segregation values.

When only high‐income (Q5) households are mobile, this pat
tern reverses. In the north, segregation tends to decline as Q5 
households redistribute more evenly within affluent areas, 
reducing extreme local concentration. In contrast, in some 
outer districts, both Q5 share and LSDI increase, indicating that 
Q5 households have relocated to previously mixed or moderate‐ 
income areas but clustered together, potentially forming new 
pockets of affluence. Together, these findings show that chan
ges in local segregation depend strongly on where income 
groups move relative to existing spatial boundaries.

The results shown in Figure 6 challenge the hypothesis of a 
‘retreat of the rich’ by showing that Q5 households do not 
withdraw from mixed‐income areas systematically. However, 
these findings underscore a broader risk: While Q5 mobility can, 
in some cases, even reduce segregation, it also has the potential 
to intensify it, especially in areas not previously dominated by 
affluent groups. The increase in both Q5 share and local dis
similarity in many outer districts suggests that when high‐ 
income households move into mixed or less high‐income areas, 
they may do so to an extent that fosters displacement and 
reinforces spatial disparities. This pattern may indicate early 
signals of gentrification, where affluent in‐movers raise the 
socioeconomic profile of a neighbourhood. While our scenario 
analysis captures short‐term mobility effects, these patterns may 
evolve over time into more pronounced long‐term gentrification 
processes (Hwang and Ding 2020; Janssen et al. 2023; Millard‐ 
Ball 2002). This reinforces the need to consider not just who 
moves, but also where they move and how neighbourhood 
sorting processes affect income segregation.

5 | Discussion and Conclusion 

This study examines the role of high‐income household 
mobility in shaping patterns of income segregation in Vienna 
between 2011 and 2018, with a particular focus on whether the 
mobility of the richest households (Q5) reflects a ‘retreat of the 
rich’ to wealthier areas. We find that the mobility of Q5 
households has played a mixed role in shaping segregation 
patterns. Although Q5 households remain the most segregated 
group according to the global DI, this outcome cannot be at
tributed solely to their residential moves. Instead, segregation 
emerges from complex mobility dynamics in which the selective 
relocation of high‐income households interacts with the 
mobility of lower‐income groups.

With respect to whether Q5 mobility reflects a ‘retreat of the 
rich’ into more homogeneous urban areas, our findings provide 
only limited support for this hypothesis. While Q5 households 
do tend to relocate to already affluent neighbourhoods, 
reinforcing existing concentrations of income through neigh
bourhood sorting, their mobility does not lead to a systematic 
withdrawal from mixed‐income areas. In many cases, 

FIGURE 6 | Scenario analysis: Changes in the local spatial dissimilarity index and share of Q5 in census districts in Scenario 1. 
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segregation is equally shaped by the out‐migration of lower‐ 
income households from relatively diverse or affluent neigh
bourhoods. As a result, despite global evidence of increasing 
self‐segregation among high‐income households, we do not find 
clear evidence that such a process intensified in Vienna over the 
period studied. Taken together, these results indicate that 
recent changes in income segregation in Vienna cannot be ex
plained by elite self‐segregation alone but instead reflect 
bidirectional mobility processes involving multiple income 
groups.

These findings contribute to a growing body of literature that 
has recently begun to revisit the spatial mobility of high‐income 
households. Segregation research has traditionally focused on 
poverty and exclusion (Forrest et al. 2017; Musterd 2023), while 
the residential behaviours of the wealthy have remained com
paratively underexplored. Where upper‐(middle‐)class segrega
tion has been discussed, it has often been framed in terms of 
symbolic or physical enclaves, such as gated communities or 
citadels (Atkinson 2016; Marcuse 1997), without fully consid
ering the dynamic role of mobility in producing these spatial 
patterns. Our study addresses this gap by empirically examining 
whether such a ‘retreat of the rich’ is detectable in Vienna.

This study advances existing research by providing a more 
systematic analysis of how residential mobility shapes income 
segregation. While previous work on residential mobility has 
acknowledged the role of residential relocations in changing 
segregation patterns, often focusing on ethnic/racial groups, 
work that focuses on socioeconomic dimensions has rarely 
disentangled the distinct contributions of high‐income groups 
to segregation dynamics. For instance, studies like Rimoldi et al. 
(2024) and Hochstenbach and van Gent (2015) offer valuable 
insights into the links between mobility, gentrification and 
segregation. However, their analyses largely remain descriptive 
and do not systematically distinguish the contributions of dif
ferent income groups to changing segregation levels. Our study 
builds on this work by introducing a scenario‐based approach 
that isolates the effects of group‐specific mobility.

Overall, our findings underscore the importance of viewing 
segregation not as a static pattern, but as the outcome of 
dynamic and unequal mobility processes and neighbourhood 
sorting. Even in a city with an inclusive housing regime like 
Vienna, high‐income households display distinct spatial pref
erences and mobility patterns that are beginning to reshape 
urban segregation. At the same time, the behaviour of lower‐ 
income groups, often determined by constraints rather than 
choice (W. Clark et al. 2006), plays an equally critical role. This 
reinforces the arguments that segregation research needs to go 
beyond measuring static residential distributions and centre 
mobility as a core mechanism of urban segregation.

This spatial scenario analysis provides an effective framework 
for detecting where and how segregation patterns emerge or 
intensify. Even though overall segregation levels in Vienna 
remain comparatively low, persistent income‐based spatial 
divisions may still constrain access to resources and entrench 
social inequality. Systematic monitoring of these dynamics is 
therefore crucial for early policy intervention. Moreover, inte
grating income‐based mobility data with fine‐grained spatial 
analyses offers a methodology for comparative segregation 
research across urban contexts.

An open question that remains from our analysis relates to the 
drivers of residential mobility. Residential moves are shaped by 
the complex interplay of residential preferences, housing 
availability, life‐course trajectories and institutional conditions. 
In Vienna, the structure of the social and cooperative housing 
sector and the strength of the rental market are particularly 
influential (Banabak, Kadi, et al. 2024). The observed relocation 
of high‐income households to previously mixed outer districts 
may indicate the emergence of gentrification processes. Disen
tangling the factors driving the varying mobility patterns of 
different socioeconomic groups was not the aim of this paper. 
Future research should, however, incorporate longitudinal and 
qualitative approaches to better understand mobility dynamics 
and assess how they feed into longer‐term patterns of residen
tial change.
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Endnotes 
1The quintile thresholds are shown in Table A1 in the Appendix. 
Table A2 in the Appendix presents summary statistics of the house
hold stock across census districts, as well as the total number of 
households, in Vienna per year.

2One limitation of the LSDI is that it can understate segregation when 
very large, homogeneous clusters exist, since neighbouring units then 
appear similar. In Vienna, this risk is limited because census districts 
are relatively small and internally heterogeneous, and affluent 
households are not concentrated in single large blocks but dispersed 
across multiple units.

3The bandwidth of 800 m is chosen since it approximates a walkable 
neighbourhood scale. In Vienna, census districts are predominantly small 
and closely spaced. Hence, an 800 m kernel typically spans several adja
cent units without aggregating across whole districts. Because census 
districts are denser in the inner city, an 800 m kernel encompasses more 
units than in peripheral areas. A spatially varying bandwidth would, 
however, alter the scale of measurement and compromise comparability. 
We therefore use a fixed bandwidth to maintain consistent comparison of 
local segregation patterns across space and across scenarios.

4Equation (4) expresses the contribution of census district c to the 
Spatial Dissimilarity Index (Equation 7). The value of the LSDI for 
each area depends on three elements: (i) the internal income com
position of the area, (ii) the degree of contrast between this comr
position and that of its surrounding areas and (iii) the population 
weight of the area. The influence of neighbouring areas is incorpo
rated via the kernel estimator.

5Our analysis distinguishes between segregation arising from the 
relocation of already affluent households and segregation generated 
through upward mobility into the highest income quintile. While 
both processes reduce diversity in origin neighbourhoods and 
increase uniformity in affluent destinations, only the former can be 
understood as a ‘retreat of the rich’. While upward income mobility 
and in‐migration from outside Vienna represent distinct processes, 
the available data do not allow us to separate these effects.
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6Out‐migration from Vienna is not included in the scenario analysis, 
as destinations outside the city fall beyond the spatial reference frame 
of the segregation measure. Since the LSDI captures contrasts 
between neighbouring census districts within Vienna, including 
moves beyond the city boundaries would mix internal spatial pro
cesses with broader compositional change.

References 

Atkinson, R. 2016. “Limited Exposure: Social Concealment, Mobility 
and Engagement With Public Space by the Super‐Rich in London.” 
Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 48, no. 7: 1302–1317.

Atkinson, R., and S. Blandy. 2016. Domestic Fortress: Fear and the New 
Home Front. Manchester University Press. https://doi.org/10.7228/ 
manchester/9781784995300.001.0001.

Atkinson, R., and H. K. Ho. 2020. “Segregation and the Urban Rich: 
Enclaves, Networks and Mobilities.” In Handbook of Urban Segregation, 
edited by S. Musterd, 289–305. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Bagaeen, S., and O. Uduku. 2010. Gated Communities: Social Sustain
ability in Contemporary and Historical Gated Developments. Routledge.

Banabak, S. 2024. “Closing the Rent Index Gap—A Quantitative 
Approach to Rental‐Sector Gentrification.” Tijdschrift Voor Economische 
en Sociale Geografie 115, no. 1: 64–80. https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg. 
12607.

Banabak, S., J. Kadi, and A. E. Schneider. 2024. “Gentrification and the 
Suburbanization of Poverty: Evidence From a Highly Regulated Hous
ing System.” Urban Geography 45, no. 9: 1596–1618. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/02723638.2024.2325197.

Bernelius, V., and K. Vilkama. 2019. “Pupils on the Move: School 
Catchment Area Segregation and Residential Mobility of Urban Fami
lies.” Urban Studies 56, no. 15: 3095–3116. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0042098019848999.

Bischoff, K., and S. F. Reardon. 2014. “Residential Segregation by 
Income, 1970–2009.” In Diversity and Disparities: America Enters a New 
Century, edited by J. R. Logan, 208–233. Russell Sage Foundation.

Blakely, E. J., and M. G. Snyder. 1997. Fortress America: Gated Com
munities in the United States. Brookings Institution Press.

Bolt, G., and R. van Kempen. 2010. “Ethnic Segregation and Residential 
Mobility: Relocations of Minority Ethnic Groups in the Netherlands.” 
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 36, no. 2: 333–354. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/13691830903387451.

Boschman, S. 2015. Selective Mobility, Segregation and Neighbourhood 
Effects. A+BE

Bridge, G., T. Butler, and P. Le Galès. 2014. “Power Relations and Social 
Mix in Metropolitan Neighbourhoods in North America and Europe: 
Moving Beyond Gentrification?” International Journal of Urban and 
Regional Research 38, no. 4: 1133–1141.

Bukodi, E., and J. H. Goldthorpe. 2021. “Elite Studies: For a New 
Approach.” Political Quarterly 92, no. 4: 673–681.

Burrows, R., S. Graham, and A. Wilson. 2022. “Bunkering Down? The 
Geography of Elite Residential Basement Development in London.” 
Urban Geography 43, no. 9: 1372–1393.

Clark, W., M. Deurloo, and F. Dieleman. 2006. “Residential Mobility 
and Neighbourhood Outcomes.” Housing Studies 21, no. 3: 323–342. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030600585946.

Clark, W. A. V., and M. Fossett. 2008. “Understanding the Social 
Context of the Schelling Segregation Model.” Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 105, no. 11: 
4109–4114.

Crowder, K., J. Pais, and S. J. South. 2012. “Neighborhood Diversity, 
Metropolitan Constraints, and Household Migration.” American 

Sociological Review 77, no. 3: 325–353. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0003122412441791.

Crowder, K., and S. J. South. 2005. “Race, Class, and Changing Patterns 
of Migration Between Poor and Nonpoor Neighborhoods.” American 
Journal of Sociology 110, no. 6: 1715–1763.

Davis, M. 2006. City of Quartz: Excavating the Future in Los Angeles. 
Verso Books.

Del Río, C., and O. Alonso‐Villar. 2022. “On Measuring Segregation in a 
Multigroup Context: Standardized Versus Unstandardized Indices.” 
Social Indicators Research 163, no. 2: 633–659. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s11205-022-02911-y.

Diamond, R., and C. Gaubert. 2022. “Spatial Sorting and Inequality.” 
Annual Review of Economics 14: 795–819. https://doi.org/10.1146/ 
annurev-economics-051420-110839.

Feitosa, F. F., G. Câmara, A. M. V. Monteiro, T. Koschitzki, and 
M. P. S. Silva. 2007. “Global and Local Spatial Indices of Urban Segre
gation.” International Journal of Geographical Information Science 21, 
no. 3: 299–323. https://doi.org/10.1080/13658810600911903.

Forrest, R., S. Y. Koh, and B. Wissink. 2017. Cities and the Super‐Rich: 
Real Estate, Elite Practices and Urban Political Economies. Springer.

Gaigné, C., H. R. A. Koster, F. Moizeau, and J.‐F. Thisse. 2022. “Who 
Lives Where in the City? Amenities, Commuting and Income Sorting.” 
Journal of Urban Economics 128: 103394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue. 
2021.103394.

Galster, G., and L. M. Turner. 2019. “Status Aversion, Attraction and 
Discrepancy as Drivers of Neighborhood Selection.” City & Community 
18, no. 3: 937–964. https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12435.

Goyette, K., J. Iceland, and E. Weininger. 2014. “Moving for the Kids: 
Examining the Influence of Children on White Residential Segrega
tion.” City & Community 13, no. 2: 158–178. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
cico.12058.

Haandrikman, K., R. Costa, B. Malmberg, A. F. Rogne, and B. Sleutjes. 
2023. “Socio‐Economic Segregation in European Cities. A Comparative 
Study of Brussels, Copenhagen, Amsterdam, Oslo and Stockholm.” 
Urban Geography 44, no. 1: 1–36.

Hall, M., and K. Crowder. 2014. “Native Out‐Migration and Neighbor
hood Immigration in New Destinations.” Demography 51, no. 6: 
2179–2202.

Hatz, G., J. Kohlbacher, and U. Reeger. 2016. “Socio‐Economic Segre
gation in Vienna: A Social‐Oriented Approach to Urban Planning and 
Housing.” In Socio‐Economic Segregation in European Capital Cities, 
edited by T. Tammaru, S. Marcinczak, M. Ham, and S. Musterd, 80–109. 
Routledge.

Hay, I., and J. V. Beaverstock. 2016. Handbook on Wealth and the Super‐ 
Rich. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Hochstenbach, C., and W. P. van Gent. 2015. “An Anatomy of Gentri
fication Processes: Variegating Causes of Neighbourhood Change.” 
Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 47, no. 7: 1480–1501. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X15595771.

Hwang, J., and L. Ding. 2020. “Unequal Displacement: Gentrification, 
Racial Stratification, and Residential Destinations in Philadelphia.” 
American Journal of Sociology 126, no. 2: 354–406. https://doi.org/10. 
1086/711015.

Janssen, K. M. J., C. Cottineau, R. Kleinhans, and E. Van Bueren. 2023. 
“Gentrification and the Origin and Destination of Movers: A Systematic 
Review.” Tijdschrift Voor Economische en Sociale Geografie 114, no. 4: 
300–318. https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12581.

Jarvis, B. F., R. D. Mare, and M. K. Nordvik. 2023. “Assortative Mating, 
Residential Choice, and Ethnic Segregation.” Research in Social 
Stratification and Mobility 88: 100809. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm. 
2023.100809.

12 of 15 Population, Space and Place, 2026

 15448452, 2026, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.70223 by T

echnische U
niversität W

ien, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [17/02/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.7228/manchester/9781784995300.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7228/manchester/9781784995300.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12607
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12607
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2024.2325197
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2024.2325197
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098019848999
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098019848999
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830903387451
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830903387451
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030600585946
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412441791
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412441791
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-022-02911-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-022-02911-y
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-051420-110839
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-051420-110839
https://doi.org/10.1080/13658810600911903
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103394
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103394
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12435
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12058
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X15595771
https://doi.org/10.1086/711015
https://doi.org/10.1086/711015
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12581
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2023.100809
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2023.100809


Kadi, J., S. Banabak, and A. Schneider. 2022. “Widening Gaps? Socio‐ 
Spatial Inequality in the ‘Very’ European City of Vienna Since the 
Financial Crisis.” Cities 131: 103887. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities. 
2022.103887.

Kössl, G. 2022. “Affordable Housing and Social Inclusion: The Case of 
Vienna and Austria.” In Future Urban Habitation, 1st ed., edited by O. 
H e c k m a n n ,  1 1 5 – 1 2 9 .  W i l e y .  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 0 2 /  
9781119734895.ch6.

Lee, S., and J. Lin. 2018. “Natural Amenities, Neighbourhood Dynamics, and 
Persistence in the Spatial Distribution of Income.” Review of Economic 
Studies 85, no. 1: 663–694. https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdx018.

Mägi, K., K. Leetmaa, T. Tammaru, and M. Van Ham. 2016. “Types of 
Spatial Mobility and Change in People's Ethnic Residential Contexts.” 
Demographic Research 34: 1161–1192. https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes. 
2016.34.41.

Maloutas, T. 2004. “Segregation and Residential Mobility: Spatially 
Entrapped Social Mobility and Its Impact on Segregation in Athens.” 
European Urban and Regional Studies 11, no. 3: 195–211. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/0969776404041422.

Marcuse, P. 1997. “The Enclave, the Citadel, and the Ghetto: What Has 
Changed in the Post‐Fordist US City.” Urban affairs review 33, no. 2: 
228–264.

Massey, D. S., and N. A. Denton. 1988. “The Dimensions of Residential 
Segregation.” Social Forces 67, no. 2: 281–315.

Massey, D. S., and N. A. Denton. 1993. American Apartheid: Segregation 
and the Making of the Underclass. 10th ed. Harvard University Press.

McAvay, H. 2018. “The Ethnoracial Context of Residential Mobility in 
France: Neighbourhood Out‐Migration and Relocation.” Population, 
Space and Place 24, no. 6: e2138. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2138.

McAvay, H., and G. Verdugo. 2021. “Income Inequality and Segregation 
in the Paris Metro Area (1990–2015).” In Urban Socio‐Economic Seg
regation and Income Inequality: A Global Perspective, edited by T. T. 
Ham, R. Ubarevičienė, and H. Janssen, 329–345. Springer.

Millard‐Ball, A. 2002. “Gentrification in a Residential Mobility Frame
work: Social Change, Tenure Change and Chains of Moves in Stock
holm.” Housing Studies 17, no. 6: 833–856. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
02673030215997.

Modai‐Snir, T., and P. Plaut. 2019. “The Analysis of Residential Sorting 
Trends: Measuring Disparities in Socio‐Spatial Mobility.” Urban Studies 
56, no. 2: 288–300. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018798759.

Morrison, K. 2022. “South Pacific Post‐Colonial Indigenous Praxis for 
Resilient Sustainable Community Development.” In Indigenous Meth
odologies, Research and Practices for Sustainable Development, edited by 
M. F. Mbah, W. Leal Filho, and S. Ajaps, 97–115. Springer. https://doi. 
org/10.1007/978-3-031-12326-9_6.

Musterd, S. 2023. Advanced Introduction to Urban Segregation. Edward 
Elgar Publishing.

Oberti, M., and E. Préteceille. 2016. La Ségrégation Urbaine. La 
Découverte.

Pfirsch, T. 2023. “Controlling the Proximity of the Poor: Patterns of 
Micro‐Segregation in Naples' Upper‐Class Areas.” Land 12, no. 11: 2005.

Premrov, T., and M. Schnetzer. 2023. “Social Mix and the City: Council 
Housing and Neighbourhood Income Inequality in Vienna.” Urban 
Studies 60, no. 4: 752–769. https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980221119408.

Reardon, S. F., K. Bischoff, A. Owens, and J. B. Townsend. 2018. “Has 
Income Segregation Really Increased? Bias and Bias Correction in 
Sample‐Based Segregation Estimates.” Demography 55, no. 6: 2129–2160. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0721-4.

Reardon, S. F., and G. Firebaugh. 2002. “2. Measures of Multigroup 
Segregation.” Sociological Methodology 32, no. 1: 33–67. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/1467-9531.00110.

Rimoldi, S. M. L., M. Crisci, F. Benassi, and J. Raymer. 2024. “Intra‐ 
Urban Residential Mobility and Segregation of Foreigners in Rome.” 
Population, Space and Place 30, no. 6: e2777. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
psp.2777.

Sayer, A. 2014. Why We Can't Afford the Rich. Policy Press.

Scarpa, S. 2016. “Looking Beyond the Neighbourhood: Income 
Inequality and Residential Segregation in Swedish Metropolitan Areas, 
1991–2010.” Urban Geography 37, no. 7: 963–984. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/02723638.2015.1123448.

South, S. J., and K. D. Crowder. 1997. “Escaping Distressed Neighbor
hoods: Individual, Community, and Metropolitan Influences.” 
American Journal of Sociology 102, no. 4: 1040–1084.

Tammaru, T., A. Sinitsyna, A. Akhavizadegan, M. van Ham, 
S. Marcińczak, and S. Musterd. 2021. “Income Inequality and Resi
dential Segregation in European Cities.” In Urban Inequality and Seg
regation in Europe and China: Towards a New Dialogue, edited by G. 
Pryce, Y. Ping Wang, Y. Chen, J. Shan, and H. Wei, 39–54. Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-74544-8_3.

Van Duijn, M., and J. Rouwendal. 2012. “Analysis of Household 
Location Behaviour, Local Amenities and House Prices in a Sorting 
Framework.” Journal of Property Research 29, no. 4: 280–297. https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/09599916.2012.717100.

13 of 15 Population, Space and Place, 2026

 15448452, 2026, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.70223 by T

echnische U
niversität W

ien, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [17/02/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.103887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.103887
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119734895.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119734895.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdx018
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2016.34.41
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2016.34.41
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776404041422
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776404041422
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2138
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030215997
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030215997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018798759
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-12326-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-12326-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980221119408
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0721-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9531.00110
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9531.00110
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2777
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2777
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2015.1123448
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2015.1123448
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-74544-8_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09599916.2012.717100
https://doi.org/10.1080/09599916.2012.717100


FIGURE A1 | Scenario analysis: Changes in the local spatial dissimilarity index (all scenarios). 
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FIGURE A2 | Scenario analysis: Changes in the local spatial dissimilarity index and share of Q5 in census districts (all scenarios). 

TABLE A1 | Quintile thresholds.

Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4

2018 13,105.80 21,636.16 30,590.30 44,229.60

2017 12,496.40 20,864.34 29,754.89 43,058.44

2016 12,225.32 20,551.96 29,330.30 42,472.63

2015 11,972.61 20,195.09 28,869.31 41,772.69

2014 12,106.08 20,200.08 28,612.80 41,187.81

2013 12,065.58 20,044.98 28,259.65 40,612.95

2012 11,977.73 19,770.43 27,769.32 39,963.18

2011 11,915.82 19,367.26 27,086.96 38,911.94

TABLE A2 | Summary statistics of household stock across census districts and total stock of households in Vienna, by year.

Minimum Mean Median Maximum Total number of households (citywide)

2011 61 4920 4499 17,729 1,210,280

2012 55 4941 4583 17,929 1,215,510

2013 146 4900 4566 17,842 1,205,499

2014 173 5043 4696 18,214 1,240,727

2015 181 5302 4902 18,702 1,304,315

2016 194 5461 4994 18,944 1,343,436

2017 194 5535 5042 19,048 1,361,762

2018 27 5628 5136 19,356 1,390,142
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