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Extended Abstract
1. Introduction

All cities are more or less confronted to socio-
spatial segregation. The aspects such as social,
physical, economic, cultural, racial differences
or combination of these factors could accelerate
and increase the rate of various segregations.
The spatial segregation acts as a problem in
cities and exacerbates social gaps between
people. The factors that cause segregation are in
various forms: natural factors (such as rivers
and valleys) and artificial (such as highways,
railways, industrial and military zones).
Sometimes these boundaries are conventional
and perceptual. Another form of segregation is
self-segregation  that occurs in  gated
communities. The objective of this study is to
determine the extent of segregation and to
understand the locations of this segregation in
14 Districts of Isfahan. The Theory of Right to
the City, from a philosophical perspective,
describes the process of city fragmentation and
the cause of the "problem of segregation”. In
formulating this theory, Henri Lefebvre first
criticized post-World War 11 urban planning or
urban reconstruction. He has introduced the
goal of industrialization to achieve "urban
society". He saw the consequence of
industrialization without the prospect of urban
society on issues such as the failure of the city
as a whole and the "segregation” of various
sectors, explaining the prospects for the creation
of urban society (Lefebvre, 1980).

2. Background and Theoretical Framework

In related researches social exclusion has been
investigated in three main categories; the first
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one insists on socio-cultural exclusion,
economical-financial exclusion and political-
juridical exclusion (Smets & Salman, 2008); the
second one deals with "cultural exclusion”
emphasizing on signs, meanings, language,
religion, and nationality, economical exclusion
emphasizing accessibility to employment and
political exclusion dealing with participation
and decision making (Madanipour, 2011); and
finally the third one elaborates the socio-
environmental realm, economical structure, and
production and political order focusing top-
down intervention of states and governments in
distribution of urban space and resources
(Afrough, 1997). Altinok and Cengiz (2008),
K’ Akumu and Olima (2007), Gascht and Gallo
(2005) and Van Kempen (2005) are the most
related researches from several countries.

3. Method

The quantitative study of segregation in
particular uses the term "social exclusion".
Social exclusion encompasses the various
mechanisms and dimensions of poverty.
Social exclusion avoids the full participation
of people in society and implies processes
and mechanisms of poverty. Having
reviewed some experiences such as western
European countries (Van Kempen, 2005),
Africa (K’Akumu & Olima, 2007), France
(Gascht & Gallo, 2005) and Turkey (Altinok
& Cengiz, 2008), segregation has been
measured by population index measured in
sub-categories like economic, physical and
cultural segregation. It has also been used in
developed countries to measure segregation
of immigrant populations. As used in the
case of France, the Duncan formula is used
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to measure segregation. Concerning the
spatial segregation, research has focused on
the settlement of demographic groups
(residential areas, residential patterns, and
official and informal settlements and
residential areas). In the present study, a
mixed method was used to measure the
socio-spatial segregation and its indices
were evaluated using information from the
census of 2007 (literacy, occupation and
migration) and 2012 (housing with
residential unit skeleton and surface (m2)
indexes). Housing was assessed as an
alternative indicator of occupational groups
for measuring economic segregation. The
2007 census data were used to assess
economic segregation, and the literacy and
immigration criteria were used to measure
socioeconomic  segregation. Demographic
results of indices corresponding to each
criterion were included in Duncan's formula.
This formula is the most commonly used
separation measurement formula to measure
homogeneity.

4. Results and Discussion

The numbers obtained in each table were
compared and the first 3 and the last 3
Districts for each table were identified.
Based on the rankings in the table for each
index, they were assigned from -3 to 3
points. Accordingly, Districts 5, 6 and 2
have the highest score (lowest exclusion).
Districts 14, 13, and 11 have the lowest
points in this regard (Figure 1). The
maximum segregation rate according to the
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Duncan formula in Paris showed the rate of
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rate of 0.458 in 2007 attributed to the Cadre
groups of community. In this study in
Isfahan the maximum rate of segregation
was equal to 0.07 which show a more
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5. Conclusion

Considering the historical background of
segregation in Isfahan and also summarizing
regional and local studies on the city, there
were different types of socio-spatial
segregation in Isfahan but its extent was not
too high to harm significantly the integrity of
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illiterates and citizens of less than ten-year
residents. The considerable presence of
immigrants on the suburbs of the city and
their absence in the central areas is
considered the principal kind of segregation.
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