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Abstract
This PhD study in urban geography focuses on a distinct neighborhood type in Finland, namely
suburban housing estates (lähiö). Although suburban housing estates are currently topical in
Finland, as they are often associated with various problems, there has been little research
concerning their development in the country at large during the last few decades. The purpose
of this study is to overcome this shortage by analyzing the socio-economic and demographic
development of suburban housing estates within the whole of Finland and in different types of
regions.
The focus is on suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s, which was the main
period of housing estate construction in Finland. The study examines what was characteristic
of such estates in 1990 and 2010, and what kind of changes can be seen in their socio-economic
and demographic position during this time span. Furthermore, the research examines suburban
housing estates in three different sub-regional types: growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions.
For conducting the analysis, a GIS-based approach was developed for defining, identifying and
locating housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s within the whole Finnish territory.
The empirical analysis of the research is based on examining the development of suburban
housing estates according to both individual variables as well as multivariate methods (principle
components analysis and cluster analysis) with the intention of uncovering the relationships
between different facets of change.
The research findings show that Finnish suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and
1970s were usually relatively average neighborhoods in 1990, but since then they have
generally witnessed noticeable socio-economic decline along with profound demographic
changes. Also the attractiveness of these types of neighborhoods has gradually decreased over
time. The study suggests that the development of suburban housing estates is closely linked to
broader societal changes and particularly to the development of their wider regions.
Although decline is evident in most Finnish housing estates, it is notable that not all estates are
socio-economically disadvantaged. This underlines that housing estates are far from
homogenous and that their development paths have been highly diverse. Overall though, based
on the changes identified in this study, the public concerns related to this distinct type of
concrete suburbia are in many ways valid, and from the perspective of Finnish urban and
housing policy, suburban housing estates appear to be one of the most central challenges during
the years to come.
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Tiivistelmä
Tämä kaupunkimaantieteen alan väitöskirjatutkimus tarkastelee suomalaisia lähiöitä.
Lähiöiden ongelmista on puhuttu viime aikoina paljon Suomessa, mutta niiden kehitystä on
tutkittu valtakunnallisesti vähän viime vuosikymmeninä. Tämän tutkimuksen tarkoitus on
tuottaa tietoa lähiökeskustelun pohjaksi analysoimalla lähiöiden sosioekonomista asemaa ja
väestökehitystä koko Suomen alueella sekä erityyppisillä seuduilla vuosina 1990–2010.
Tutkimuskohteina ovat lähiörakentamisen kultakaudella eli 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla rakennetut
lähiöt. Tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan kyseisten lähiöiden ominaispiirteitä vuonna 1990 ja 2010
sekä lähiöiden sosioekonomisia ja demografisia muutoksia näiden vuosien välillä. Lähiöiden
kehitystä tarkastellaan myös väestöltään kasvavilla, vakailla ja taantuvilla seuduilla.
Väitöskirjassa esitetään lähiöiden määrittelyä ja paikantamista varten luotu
paikkatietopohjainen tutkimusmenetelmä, jonka avulla 1960- ja 1970-luvun lähiöt tunnistetaan
koko Suomen alueella. Paikannettuja lähiöitä analysoidaan sen jälkeen yksittäisillä muuttujilla
sekä monimuuttujamenetelmillä.
Tutkimuksen mukaan 1960- ja 1970-lukujen lähiöt olivat yleisesti ottaen keskivertoasuinalueita
vielä vuonna 1990, mutta kyseisen vuoden jälkeen lähiöiden sosioekonominen kehitys on ollut
huomattavan epäedullista ja myös väestökehityksessä on tapahtunut merkittäviä muutoksia.
Lisäksi kyseisten asuinalueiden vetovoima on heikentynyt tarkasteluajanjaksolla. Lähiöiden
kehitys näyttää olevan läheisesti yhteydessä laajempiin yhteiskunnallisiin muutoksiin ja
erityisesti niitä ympäröivien seutujen kehitykseen.
Vaikka useimmat suomalaiset lähiöt ovat selvästi taantuneet, on myös lähiöitä, joiden
sosioekonominen asema on hyvä. Lähiöistä ei siis voi puhua yhdenmukaisina asuinalueina, sillä
niiden kehityspolut voivat olla hyvin erilaiset. Tutkimustulokset vahvistavat kuitenkin sen, että
lähiöistä kannetaan julkisuudessa huolta syystä. Lähiöt vaikuttavatkin kuuluvan kaupunki- ja
asuntopolitiikan keskeisimpiin haasteisiin tulevina vuosina.
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1. Introduction
Finnish suburban housing estates (lähiö) are frequently addressed in a negative light. Almost
since the height of their construction in Finland in the 1970s, the harsh reality in these types of
neighborhoods has been a recurring theme in music, literature, television and film. Suburban
housing estates have also gained wide coverage in newspaper articles and in the media debate,
where concerns have been expressed about the risks of social exclusion and marginalization in
housing estates. At the same time, research has drawn attention to increasing social and sociospatial inequalities in Finland and particularly to segregation in the country’s major cities. In
the light of these developments, suburban housing estates have increasingly become associated
with socio-economic decline and other types of problems. Suburban housing estates have
received wide political attention also due to the fact that many estates dating from the 1960s
and 1970s are deemed to be in need of substantial physical redevelopment. Against this
backdrop, many estates have been targeted by various state-funded regeneration initiatives over
the years where the aim has been to enhance the vitality of these neighborhoods through
renovation and in some cases more explicitly to combat segregation. The importance of
questions concerning suburban housing estates has been heightened by the fact that a large share
of the Finnish population lives in these types of areas, which also form a vast share of the
housing stock: an estimated fifth of the total population, or approximately one million Finns,
currently live in the hundreds of estates that were mainly built during the 1960s and 1970s.
Even though suburban housing estates are currently highly topical in Finland, there is little
research-based understanding concerning these types of areas and their development during the
last few decades. Although suburban housing estates are increasingly portrayed in the public
debate as socio-economically segregated, little is known about what kinds of changes have
occurred in the population composition and the socio-economic position of these types of areas
within Finland at large. This research seeks to overcome this shortage by analyzing the socioeconomic and demographic development of suburban housing estates within the whole of
Finland as well as in different types of regions.
The focus in this research is on Finnish suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and
1970s, which was the main period of housing estate construction in Finland, and the purpose of
the study is to establish an understanding of their development between 1990 and 2010. The
main research interest is to examine their socio-economic and demographic development during
these two decades, since this period has been characterized by increased socio-spatial
differentiation in Finland. In the early 1990s, Finland was severely affected by an economic
recession, and many studies have drawn attention to increased socio-economic inequality and
socio-spatial differentiation within Finland overall and within its cities and regions after the
recession. In the context of these developments, housing estates constructed during the 1960s
and 1970s are neighborhoods that generally are considered to have developed unfavorably.
In general, public perceptions of Finnish suburban housing estates could be seen to correspond
to those of similar areas elsewhere in Western Europe, where post-war housing estates often
have become synonymous with social, economic and physical decline (see e.g. Prak & Priemus
1
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1986; Hall 1997; Power 1997; Turkington et al. 2004; Musterd & Van Kempen 2005; Rowlands
et al. 2009; Wassenberg 2013). From a wider European perspective, such housing estates have
interested urban scholars for decades, and these types of neighborhoods are now high on the
policy agenda in Western European countries (Dekker et al. 2005: 6). There have been several
pan-European studies focusing on a comparative analysis of housing estates in different
countries as well as studies focusing on the development of housing estates in individual
countries. The Finnish perspective concerning socio-economic and demographic changes in
housing estates, however, has largely been absent from these scholarly debates, especially
concerning housing estates in Finland as a whole and in its different regions.
The key objectives of the study are twofold. Firstly, relying on different sets of georeferenced
data, the objective is to define, identify and locate suburban housing estates that were built
during the 1960s and 1970s in the whole of Finland. This is a precondition for carrying out an
analysis of suburban housing estates and their development, as there is no ready-made dataset
suitable for this purpose. The question of defining suburban housing estates is a necessary
starting point, as there is no exact universally agreed-upon definition of what a housing estate
is neither in the Finnish nor in the international research literature. Hence, this first objective is
a necessary first step for addressing the second and main objective of the study. Secondly, the
main objective of the research is to examine what kinds of changes can be seen in the socioeconomic and demographic development of suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2010
both in Finland generally as well as in three different types of regions in the country, namely
growing, stable and shrinking regions. The empirical analysis also includes uncovering how
changes in the socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics of suburban housing
estates are interrelated, developing a typology of housing estates for 1990 and 2010, and
examining the different paths of development that these types of areas have undergone during
these two decades of time. The analysis is based on the presumption that housing estates and
their development should be understood in the light of more general societal developments.
This means that changes that have occurred in the socio-economic and demographic
characteristics of suburban housing estates are examined in relation to the broader question of
socio-spatial differentiation. As the research is carried out at the national scale, this involves
analyzing suburban housing estates in different parts of the country in greatly differing
locations. The analysis is therefore closely related to broader societal developments occurring
in Finland and specifically to socio-economic and demographic differentiation both between
different cities and regions as well as within them.
The following introductory part includes an outlook on the historical origins and development
of suburban housing estates in Finland as well as on previous research findings concerning
Finnish suburban housing estates and socio-spatial differentiation in Finland. Part 1.1 focuses
on defining suburban housing estates and discusses how these types of areas have been defined
in previous studies as well as how housing estates are understood in this research. Part 1.2
discusses suburban housing estates from a historical perspective and the purpose is to shed light
on the reasons why, when, where and how housing estates were built. This is followed by part
1.3, where the focus is on how housing estates eventually fell under criticism and gradually
became associated with various problems. Part 1.4 concentrates more specifically on previous
2
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research in Finland, on how the development of housing estates has become more and more
connected with questions concerning socio-spatial differentiation, while also tying the
development of Finnish housing estates to similar types of areas elsewhere in Europe. Finally,
the main objectives as well as the scope of the research are outlined in greater detail in part 1.5.

1.1 Defining suburban housing estates
The specific focus in this research is on areas called lähiö in Finnish, which are referred to as
suburban housing estates in this research. These types of areas can be regarded as distinctive
products of planning in Finland during the decades after the Second World War. They are
characterized by a distinct type of built environment, mainly consisting of prefabricated multistory apartment blocks, and they are typically located in peripheral surroundings on the urban
fringes. These types of areas are not unique to Finland, and millions of people throughout
Europe live in areas that could be described in the aforementioned way. In the following, the
concept of suburban housing estate employed in this study is defined, and a closer look is taken
at how these types of areas have been defined in previous studies, conducted both in Finland as
well as elsewhere in Europe.
The question of defining and specifying what is meant by the concept of suburban housing
estate is of central importance as there is no universal definition of what a housing estate is in
the Finnish nor in the international research literature. Andersson & Musterd (2005: 10) have
described housing estates as highly context-dependent due to differences in building styles,
scales as well as density, which means that housing estates can vary greatly between countries
and cities. Finnish housing estates share many similar features with housing estates in other
parts of Western Europe, for instance in terms of how they were planned and constructed, but
there are also differences that set housing estates apart, depending on their contextual setting.
In the European research literature, housing estates have been defined in several different ways.
For example, in the European-wide RESTATE project, Musterd & van Kempen (2005: 12)
define large housing estates as a group of buildings that form distinct geographical areas and
that have been developed by the state or with state support during the second half of the 20 th
century (see also Power 1997). Drawing on numerous other studies and definitions, Wassenberg
(2013: 27–28) mentions several typical features of housing estates, referring to their physical
appearance and to how, when and where they were built, providing a rather comprehensive
definition of what a housing estate is. According to Wassenberg, housing estates are planned
developments, meaning that they are the result of urban planning, as opposed to neighborhoods
that have developed organically. Housing estates are typically of a comparatively large scale,
although the size of the estate depends greatly on the local context. Housing estates tend to have
a clearly recognizable and uniform appearance, as most estates were built by a single contractor
during a limited period of time, as a single development and based on a single planning idea,
typically during the decades after the Second World War.

3
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According to Andersson & Musterd (2005: 130), housing estates can be identified through a
combination of features such as production method, scale, location as well as housing and area
design. However, not all these features necessarily apply, and there is, for instance, great
variation in the share of high-rise buildings. The heterogeneity of housing estates therefore
poses challenges for formulating universally applicable definitions of what a housing estate is.
Wassenberg (2013) stresses that most housing estates are mono-functional and mainly consist
of housing. Housing types vary greatly from one estate to another, but a typical feature is the
prevalence of multi-story apartment blocks and high-rise housing, whereas some estates also
include single-family homes. Housing tenure is equally varied, but as housing estates generally
were built with strong state support, many areas have comparatively large shares of social
housing, while some areas have more mixed ownership structures. Most housing estates were
developed outside of the city limits of the time and are now typically located in either urban or
suburban locations. Some estates, which had peripheral locations when they were built have
over time become more central and incorporated into the city, whereas others remain remote
and in isolated locations. (Wassenberg 2013)
Additionally, housing estates do not only refer to a specific category of housing, but they have
also to some extent become symbols of failed city planning and increasingly associated with
problems of various sorts (see e.g. Hall 1997; Power 1997; Turkington et al. 2004; Musterd &
van Kempen 2005; Wassenberg 2013). For instance, Wassenberg (2013: 1) claims that the
concept of large housing estate consists of three words that are in conflict with contemporary
views on how cities should be built. Firstly, the word ‘large’ is in conflict with the idea that
building at a more human scale is desirable. Secondly, the word ‘housing’ is not in line with
the prevailing views that urban areas should not be mono-functional. Thirdly, the word ‘estate’
refers to areas that have been built without true consideration for or involvement of its residents,
something which also conflicts with contemporary ideas of how urban planning should be
realized.
Areas that in the European research literature usually are defined as housing estates are typically
referred to as lähiö in Finnish. Although lähiö is sometimes used as a synonym for a suburb on
a more general level, it typically refers to a certain specific type of suburbia, consisting of a
distinct type of built environment that was constructed during a certain era. The Finnish word
lähiö is generally used when referring to residential areas that are located on the outskirts of
cities and usually dominated by multi-story apartment blocks constructed during the decades
after WWII, particularly during the 1960s and 1970s (Hurme 1994; Lankinen 1998). In other
words, lähiö refers to both a particular location within the urban area as well as to certain
physical characteristics of the housing area.
Lähiö, however, does not merely refer to the physical form of specific residential areas, but the
word itself is also charged with different, often negative, connotations (Ilmonen 1994;
Roivainen 1999; Saarikangas 2002; Ilmonen 2016). According to Ilmonen (1994: 32), lähiö is
not only a word for describing certain types of residential areas, but also a symbolic category
for certain types of environments and their residents. Consequently, lähiö is often used when
referring to residential areas that are witnessing social decline and are characterized by low
levels of income and high unemployment. Due to the negative connotations of the word lähiö,
4
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it has even been suggested that it might be better to avoid using the word altogether (Lähiöiden
kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 23; Bäcklund & Kanninen 1999: 111).
Similarly, as there is no common definition for the English word ‘housing estate’, the word
lähiö is an equally ambiguous one. In a definition by Hurme (1991: 177), they are considered
as residential areas that are located outside of the immediate city structure and that are
dependent on the main city and its jobs, services and public transport. Hankonen (1994: 19)
defines them as residential areas that are dominated by multi-story housing and located on the
fringes of the city, and that have been planned, built and marketed according to certain specific
ideals and principles that were prevalent within urban planning in Finland during the midtwentieth century. Seppälä et al. (1990: 9) define them as areas with populations of at least 700
that have been constructed between the 1950s and the 1980s, mainly for residential purposes,
and that are located outside of the town centers. In their definition, these areas can consist either
solely of multi-story housing or of a mix of both multi-story housing and detached single-family
houses.
In this study, ‘suburban housing estate’ refers to the specific types of areas that in Finland
typically are known as lähiö. The more general term ‘housing estate’, used in many studies,
does not necessarily refer to areas that are suburban or located in peripheral surroundings,
whereas the word lähiö by definition refers to areas that typically are located “near” the city or
in suburban surroundings. ‘Suburban housing estate’ could be considered more suitable for
addressing the specific types of areas that this research is focused on, as it refers to areas that
have a certain type of built environment and location, similarly as the word lähiö. While
suburban housing estate is the main concept employed in this research, the shorter versions
‘housing estate’ and ‘estate’ are also used when referring to these areas.
Suburban housing estates are understood in this study as residential areas that mainly consist of
multi-story apartment blocks that were constructed during the 1960s and 1970s and that are
located outside of the centers of Finnish cities, towns and municipalities. In order to identify
areas fulfilling the aforementioned criteria, and subsequently to analyze these areas and their
development, various sets of georeferenced data are used. The method employed for defining,
identifying and locating suburban housing estates for the analysis according to a GIS-based
approach is presented in chapter 4.

1.2 A historical outlook on suburban housing estates in Finland
In Finland, the historical origins of suburban housing estates dates back to the decades
following WWII, which was a time period characterized by great societal change. The motives
for constructing suburban housing estates in Finland were in many cases similar as elsewhere
in Europe during the decades after WWII. Both in Finland and more generally in Europe, the
construction of housing estates was related to the need of solving housing shortages and
improving standards of living, the technological advances that allowed large scale construction,
such as prefabricated components, a confidence in modern architecture and government
5
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involvement in questions concerning housing (see e.g. Wassenberg 2013: 49–50; Wassenberg
et al. 2004: 7–8). These were all crucial developments that enabled and steered urban planning
and housing production in the direction of housing estates in many parts of Europe.
The idea of building new developments on the urban fringes of Finnish cities and smaller towns
alike can be traced to the planning principles that were prevalent during the time after WWII.
Perhaps the most central figure within post-war urban planning in Finland was Otto-Iivari
Meurman, who set the guidelines for urban planning in his book Asemakaavaoppi (A Guide to
Planning) in 1947. Meurman promoted the idea of decentralization where housing areas were
separated from each other by green areas (Lento 2006: 204). Meurman, who was the first
professor of planning at the Helsinki Technical University, was able to spread his ideas through
his teaching and writing as well as through his own planning work, which included master plans
for several Finnish cities (Hurme 1991: 175). Eventually, many of his planning principles
became the main standards for planners in Finland.
Besides Meurman, Heikki von Hertzen greatly influenced post-war planning in Finland. He
shared many of Meurman’s ideas and was an advocate of suburban living and a severe critic of
life in the city center. He published an influential pamphlet in 1947 titled Koti vaiko kasarmi
lapsillemme? (“A Home or a Barrack for our Children?”), where he criticized urban living in
central Helsinki and promoted healthier living environments further away from the congested
central city. Von Hertzen considered the densely built urban housing of the 1920s and 1930s as
failures, and argued that the direction of housing policy should be changed so that the harmful
effects of inner-city living that had arisen in the rebuilding of London would not be repeated in
Finland (Hurme 1991: 74). This work was strongly influenced by Lewis Mumford’s (1938)
book Culture of Cities, which had been translated into Finnish in 1949. One of the main
principles in this book was the idea of decentralization, which Mumford promoted as a way to
save cities from decay and which eventually became a central principle within planning in
Finland. Meurman and von Hertzen would eventually collaborate and test their ideas in Tapiola,
an early housing estate in the municipality of Espoo and a well-known example of suburban
planning in Finland, which was built as a satellite town for Helsinki.
Meurman, and thereby urban planning in Finland more generally, was strongly influenced by
the English garden city movement, and particularly by its front figure Ebenezer Howard and
his ideas of decentralization and combining the best of town and country. The idea of the garden
city was born as a reaction against the realities of the unhealthy industrial city, and Howard
(1902) promoted the idea of the garden city as an alternative to the overcrowded and unhealthy
cities, on the one hand, and to life on the countryside, on the other. This utopian idea of town
planning, which sought to overcome the problems of urban poverty, was clearly reflected in
Meurman’s planning principles, and thereby also a source of inspiration for the Finnish
suburban housing estate. Another important influence was American Clarence Perry (1929) and
his neighborhood unit principle (see e.g. Hurme 1991). This planning principle was also
presented as an alternative to unhealthy industrial cities and promoted as a way to provide the
premises for a healthier family life and a more community-oriented way of living (see also Hall
2002: 130).
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Another important influence for housing estates in Europe in general, as well as in Finland,
were the ideals of the modernist movement and particularly Le Corbusier (1922), who was an
advocate of industrial housing production and regarded standardization and rationalization as
central principles for future housing construction. In general, modernist ideals came to have
great influence on the building of housing estates in Europe, which often were constructed in
the form of large building blocks, were separated by wide open spaces and were based on the
idea of separating different functions from each other (Dekker et al. 2005: 2).
The idea of the suburban housing estate in Finland was not born in a vacuum, but rather was
inspired by a number of influences derived from abroad. Many of the ideas that greatly inspired
urban planning in Finland and elsewhere in Europe during the decades after WWII originate
from the late 1800s and early 1900s, when there was a growing awareness among social
reformers concerning the unhealthy and crammed living conditions of the working-class
populations in industrial cities (Murie et al. 2003: 15). In the city, poverty was more
concentrated and therefore more explicit than in the countryside, and large cities became
according to Hall (2002: 46) seen as “sources of multiple social evil, possible biological decline
and potential political instability.” The previously discussed ideals, which to a great extent were
born as a reaction against the overcrowded and unhealthy industrial city, swept across Europe,
and would eventually become the main guidelines that steered urban planning also in Finland,
and eventually sparked the construction of suburban housing estates on the urban fringes.
In Finland, the decades after WWII were characterized by great societal change, which
significantly transformed the country within a relatively short period of time. While most
countries in Western Europe already were industrialized societies and had large urban
populations, Finland remained an agrarian country with most of its population living in rural
areas and working in agriculture and forestry until the 1950s (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 49).
WWII was followed by a period of rebuilding that lasted until the early 1950s, as there was a
severe need for constructing new housing and infrastructure (Kummala 2004). Following the
war, there was a need to resettle more than 400,000 Karelian war refugees from the territories
that were lost to the Soviet Union and to provide new housing for war veterans returning from
the front (Lehtovuori 1999.). In order to house an equivalent of more than 10 percent of the
Finnish population, 150,000 new homesteads were created between 1945 and 1955 through
compulsory land acquisitions (ibid.). As most of the population still lived on the countryside,
most of the new housing built during the first decade following the war were single-family
homes built in rural areas (Kummala 2004).
In a time when there not only was a massive need for new construction, material shortages were
also rampant. This meant that the scarce resources had to be utilized as efficiently and costeffectively as possible. The first steps towards standardization and rationalization within
housing production were taken during the time of rebuilding in the 1940s (Hurme 1991: 71).
This meant that the state took an active role in promoting standardization through different
government bodies and by using its legislative power, and played a vital role together with the
Finnish Association of Architects (Suomen Arkkitehtiliitto, SAFA) in setting standards for the
construction industry. The vast share of housing built during the period of rebuilding were
single-family homes constructed according to a do-it-yourself basis, relying on standardized
7
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blueprints and financed with low-interest government subsidized loans, or even direct grants
that were given to war veterans and people evacuated from the areas that had been lost in the
war (Pollock 2009: 151). This type of housing construction took place both in rural areas as
well as in towns and cities, where whole neighborhoods were built in this manner. However,
although standardization started immediately after the war, it was not until the 1960s that
standardization and rationalization would become widely adopted principles in Finnish
planning and construction (Hankonen 1994: 16). These principles eventually became
preconditions for increasing housing production output during the following decades, and they
played a particularly central role in the construction of suburban housing estates.
Following WWII, a central aim of Finnish housing policy was to provide affordable housing
for the whole population (Pollock 2009: 152). An important milestone in housing policy, which
also came to play a pivotal role in the construction of housing estates, was the establishment of
the state housing finance system Arava in 1949. The aim of the Arava program was to alleviate
the housing shortage and to ensure that housing production met societal needs by stipulating
that housing should be reasonably priced and meet certain quality standards (Hurme 1991: 74).
The establishment of Arava was part of a nationally led housing policy, which in broader terms
was related to a building of the welfare state during the decades after WWII. By providing state
subsidized loans for the construction of both privately owned and rented social housing, this
social housing program sparked a significant increase in housing production; 727,000 housing
units, or 47 percent of all housing built in Finland between 1949 and 2005, were financed by
Arava loans. Social rented housing constituted a 55 percent share of this amount (ARA 2007).
The role of Arava came to play an important role especially for suburban housing estates, as
most of the housing in these types of areas was built with Arava financing.
In general, housing estate construction in Europe could be seen as an outcome of governments
taking an active role in addressing questions concerning housing. Malpass (2008: 18) describes
the three decades after WWII as the golden age for social housing in Europe, as issues related
to housing became important on the policy agenda of governments and various initiatives were
taken for addressing housing shortages and other housing problems. A key objective in housing
estate construction in Europe generally was to provide housing for working class families
(Wassenberg et al. 2004: 9). Government-led housing policy during the time was also closely
related to the establishment of national welfare states, particularly in the Nordic countries
(Wassenberg 2013: 47). For instance, the role of mass housing played a pivotal role in the
Swedish postwar welfare model, and the close collaboration between the state, municipalities,
construction companies, housing research institutes and planners were central elements in this
model (Baeten & Listerborn 2015). Also in the Finnish case, the active engagement of
government in addressing questions concerning housing, for instance through the establishment
of the Arava system, could be linked to the establishment of welfare policies more broadly. The
construction of housing estates in Finland was related to the objective of providing modern
housing for all social classes in nature-like surroundings in accordance with the planning ideals
of the time (Hurme 1991; Hankonen 1994; Saarikangas 2016).
Although Finland was late to industrialize, the 1960s and particularly the 1970s were
characterized by rapid industrialization. This resulted in a quick growth in wealth, which came
8
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to have a profound impact on the society as a whole. In parallel with industrialization, Finland
had one of the most rapid rates of urbanization in Europe during the 1960s and 1970s as a result
of large-scale migration from rural to urban areas (Tanninen 2004: 61). This meant that a
substantial increase in housing production was needed in order to provide adequate affordable
housing for the growing urban populations. Also, more generally in Europe, increased birth
rates and migration from rural areas to cities were factors that generally further heightened the
need to significantly increase housing production (Musterd & van Kempen 2005: 15). The rapid
urbanization in Finland required faster and more cost-effective ways of building. This was made
possible by both a reorientation of housing policy, in which the establishment of the Arava
system played an important role, as well as a modernization and reorganization of the
construction sector.

Figure 1. Housing construction in Pohjois-Haaga, in suburban Helsinki in the early 1950s
(Helsinki City Museum, Eino Heinonen).
Whereas during the time of rebuilding in the 1940s and 1950s the focus had been on meeting
the acute housing shortage, and housing production had relied greatly on local measures, a more
centralized housing policy emerged from the early 1960s onwards (Hankonen 1994: 361). As
technological advances helped transform the construction industry, industrialized housing
production provided the premises for realizing a new kind of national housing policy. Largescale industrial construction required an extensive harmonization of activities, something which
9
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was made possible by a centrally-led housing policy. As part of the changes that occurred within
planning and construction, another important feature was the introduction of a new type of town
planning and housing production, which was based on land use agreements made between
construction companies, municipalities and banks (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 5).
Construction based on these types of agreements, referred to in Finnish as aluerakentaminen,
enabled builders to develop larger housing areas than previously and became a common
practice that was widely applied in the construction of housing estates.
In Finland, similarly as in many other countries in Europe, the need to intensify housing
production was answered by industrial mass housing. As the new building technologies allowed
constructing large quantities of housing in a cost- and time-efficient way, which was necessary
in order to deal with the severe housing shortages, industrial housing production was thereby
well-suited for meeting the societal needs concerning housing. During the 1960s and 1970s,
construction developed into one of Finland’s core industries, which meant that housing
production output became measured with various quantitative criteria, similarly as in other
sectors of industrial production (Hankonen 1994: 132). Also, more generally in post-war
Europe, housing estates were generally built relying on mass production and buildings were
assembled from prefabricated parts in peripherally located sites that were ideal for the operation
of tower cranes (see e.g. Wassenberg et al. (2004: 8‒9). As industrialized housing construction
based on standardization required large-scale production due to high building costs, the
planning of housing areas on the urban fringes apart from the existing city structure was wellsuited for industrial construction, as it gave planners and construction companies more
flexibility in planning large and uniform housing areas. Questions related to land ownership,
and particularly the increasingly common practice of construction companies, municipalities
and banks forming land-used agreements (aluerakentaminen) for the building of new areas,
also steered housing construction away from the urban centers to locations where property
values were lower (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 3). Subsequently, industrial
housing construction provided a means for realizing the ideas of decentralization and the
planning of new housing areas in suburban locations closer to nature and often in forest-like
surroundings, which had been promoted by the likes of Meurman and von Hertzen a few
decades earlier and gained wide following by planners in Finland. Although these principles
indeed were central for the planning of suburban housing estates, as will be demonstrated in the
coming, these types of areas were over the next couple of decades often realized in a way that
was considerably different from what Meurman and von Hertzen originally had envisioned.
In Finland, the idea of building new housing areas outside of the existing urban structure in
locations that were close to nature but relatively well connected to the city and its jobs, soon
caught on and gradually became a widely adopted practice during the post-war decades. This
occurred in parallel with the construction sector becoming more industrialized. This era of
intensive urbanization has been described as, in fact, being a time of suburbanization, as
housing estates, often consisting of multi-story apartment blocks, were constructed on the
outskirts of cities in suburban locations (Hankonen 1994: 14; Saarikangas 2016). As the history
of urbanization in Finland is rather distinctive compared to most other Western European
countries due to Finland’s particularly late but rapid urbanization, most Finnish cities have been
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described as actually being “quasi-cities”, which to a great extent were built when migration
from rural areas to cities was at its height (Knuutti 1994: 4).
Until the 1940s, Finnish cities had gradually expanded from their fringes, but from the late
1950s onwards urban growth increasingly began to occur further away from the existing town
structure, as new construction was steered to more peripheral locations (Lähiöiden kehittämisen
ongelmia 1985: 2). This marked the very beginning of the era of suburban housing estates in
Finland, as the first housing estates, built on the outskirts of Finnish cities and at least partially
according to industrial construction methods, were constructed during the 1950s mainly around
Helsinki (Seppälä et al. 1990: 24). The first housing estates, consisting of low and high-rise
housing, were typically of a rather small scale, had populations of less than 2,000 and were
located relatively near the urban center (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 3). These early
estates are often referred to as metsälähiö (“forest suburbs” or “forest estates”), as they were
typically planned with close regard to their natural conditions and as a reaction against the
inhumane and unhealthy inner city (Seppälä et al. 1990: 24). Tapiola, which was planned by
Meurman and von Hertzen and mainly constructed during the 1950s and 1960s, is perhaps the
most well-known example of this type of early suburban planning (figure 2). As this project
was initiated and led by Meurman and von Hertzen, it is also perhaps the estate that is most in
line with their original ideals. Many of these early estates typically attracted middle class
families, while working class households only dominated in the areas where the housing stock
was predominantly social-rented (Tanninen 2006: 62). Areas such as Tapiola were generally
sought-after areas during the time when they were built, and it would seem as though many of
the early estates are also in the current day considered comparatively more attractive living
environments than housing estates built during later times.

Figure 2. An example of early housing construction in Tapiola, Espoo (Mats Stjernberg).
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Figure 3. Roihuvuori in suburban Helsinki around 1960 (Helsinki City Museum, Rácz).
The early housing estates, however, eventually fell under criticism during the 1960s despite
their initial popularity. They were particularly criticized for having populations that were too
small for ensuring adequate services (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 3). Consequently,
planning ideals started to change during the mid-1960s with planners seeking to develop more
vibrant areas and to provide a sufficient level of services. These objectives meant that the
intensity and scale of building eventually increased during the 1960s and increasingly towards
the 1970s (Seppälä et al. 1990: 25). The Housing Production Act (Asuntotuotantolaki) from
1966 and the establishment of the National Board of Housing (Asuntohallitus), a successor to
Arava, in the same year also meant that housing construction became increasingly steered by
housing policy (Juntto 1990). This development occurred along with the construction sector
becoming more industrialized and increasingly concentrated and dominated by a few large
companies. Furthermore, there was a strong societal pressure to increase housing production in
order to cope with accelerating migration from the countryside to cities towards the end of the
1960s and 1970s when urbanization was at its peak. The practice of aluerakentaminen, i.e.
municipalities, construction companies and banks working in close cooperation, became widely
adopted as it gave flexibility and allowed the planning and construction of large areas. As a
consequence, the scale and intensity of construction grew during the 1970s along with the size
of the estates. As opposed to the idea of building close to nature, which was the fundamental
idea behind the early housing estates, the newer estates were planned more densely, and they
were often designed according to a grid street plan (Seppälä et al. 1990: 25). This meant that
the newer estates took a considerably different form than the estates planned during the 1950s.
In some cases, they had populations that were greater than those of many smaller Finnish towns
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and they were often situated further away from the center compared to previously built estates.
The Pihlajamäki estate in Helsinki (see figure 4), completed in the mid-1960s, is considered by
Hurme (1991) to be a turning point in the planning of suburban housing estates in Finland, as
it marks the change from forest suburbs, such as Tapiola, to the more densely built housing
estates, commonly referred to as kompaktilähiö (“compact suburbs” or “compact estates”). In
her view, Pihlajamäki, which is the first entirely industrially built estate in Finland, is an
embodiment of standardization, rationalization, prefabricated housing construction and an
increase in scale, and its physical landscape bears certain resemblances to ideas of Le Corbusier
(Hurme 1991: 177).

Figure 4. Aeral view of Pihlajamäki in suburban Helsinki in 1964 (Helsinki City Museum,
SKY-FOTO Möller).
Along with construction becoming increasingly industrialized, the construction of housing
estates was at its height between 1965 and 1975 when a total of 500,000 new dwellings were
built in Finland (Saarikangas 2016: 71). Housing production reached its all-time peak in 1974
when 73,000 new homes were built, a per capita world record according to Pollock (2009: 151).
During the 1970s, when housing production was at its height, the overall housing stock grew
by 25 percent and the urban housing stock by 45 percent (Tanninen 2006: 61). As more
emphasis was placed on production efficiency and the need to build as rapidly and cost13
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effectively as possible, architectural quality often became secondary (Hankonen 1994: 26–27).
As standardization and industrial ways of building gained more ground, this meant that the role
of the architect became lesser in the planning of new housing estates, while the influence of the
construction sector increased (Hankonen 1994: 24). This meant stripped-down designs, as
housing units were assembled from prefabricated components in a rationalized manner (see
figure 5). Compared to the first forest estates, the more massive estates of the 1970s have in
many cases been criticized for their monotonous and unattractive living environments
(Roivainen 1999). The widely applied practice of aluerakentaminen was also criticized for
overlooking the interests of residents, while municipalities increasingly worked in close
cooperation with construction companies and banks (Hankonen 1994: 462).

Figure 5. Aeral view of Koskela in suburban Helsinki in 1973 (Helsinki City Museum, SKYFOTO Möller).
In Finland, this type of large scale construction, where the main emphasis was on production
efficiency, persisted throughout the 1970s. Towards the end of the decade, housing policy and
construction eventually changed and the building of housing estates decreased significantly
during the 1980s. Less construction took place in Finland in general during the 1980s compared
to the peak years of the 1970s (Tanninen 2006: 61), which reflected the change in societal
development as migration from the countryside to cities slowed down and there was a less
severe need for new housing. According to Wassenberg (2013: 31), the height of housing estate
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construction lasted around 10 years also elsewhere in Western Europe, starting in the 1960s and
continuing until the 1970s, whereas in Eastern Europe, this type of construction persisted
longer. In neighboring Sweden, the peak of housing production was roughly during the same
time as in Finland, between 1965 and 1974, when the Million Homes Programme
(Miljonprogrammet) was carried out, with the objective of renewing and modernizing the
housing stock by building one million new dwellings (Andersson 2006; Baeten & Listerborn
2015). Most of these housing units were built in suburban locations outside of the major cities
in the form of high-rise estates.
The pattern of production changed in Finland during the 1980s when most housing was built
without subsidies and outside of price regulation, which meant an increase in the share of
owner-occupied housing (Tanninen 2006: 63). Furthermore, fewer apartment blocks were built
while the share of single-family homes grew greater. Another reason for the shift in housing
production was that housing estates eventually fell under sharp criticism and became
increasingly seen as planning failures by both the general public and planners towards the end
of the 1970s. As detached housing increasingly became seen as the ideal way of living in
Finland, the massive and peripheral suburban housing estates became somewhat outdated and
less attractive (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 10). A similar trend surfaced more
generally in Northern and Western Europe, where urban planning principles and practices
changed during the 1970s further away from massive-high rise construction towards more lowrise and single-family housing. (Wassenberg et al. 2004: 10).

1.3 Suburban housing estates and contemporary challenges
Suburban housing estates in Finland have over the years become confronted with a multitude
of challenges, and when examining the history of suburban housing estates in Finland, it is
apparent that these types of areas became perceived negatively already soon after being built
(Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985; Ilmonen 1994; Roivainen 1999; Saarikangas 2002;
Saarikangas 2016). The first housing estates from the 1950s and early 1960s were viewed as
modern and were generally of high quality according to the standards of the time (Roivainen
1999). For households that moved into a newly built housing estate in the early 1960s, this
typically meant an improvement in living standards and moving into a relatively spacious
apartment with running water and a modern bathroom (Saarikangas 2016). According to
Ilmonen (1994: 19), negative media coverage of suburban housing estates was one factor that
turned the public against these types of areas already during the late 1970s. Initially, housing
estates had been symbols of social progress and a modern society, and particularly some of the
early estates, such as Tapiola, were built for middle class families (Salastie et al. 1987: 9). As
previously discussed, the likes of Meurman and von Hertzen originally envisioned housing
estates as areas that combine the best aspects of urban and rural areas and as an alternative to
the crowded and unhealthy cities. However, it is worth noting that in practice the outcome of
housing estate construction during the 1960s and 1970s was in most cases far from what
Meurman and von Hertzen had intended. Instead, these types of housing areas came to be
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criticized for their lack of amenities and social stimulus as well as for their monotonous and
grey environments (Roivainen 1999). Instead of being associated with progress and modernity,
they became increasingly seen as problem-ridden areas housing “rootless” people who had
recently migrated from the countryside (Saarikangas 2002: 50). The negative perceptions often
associated with housing estates that were built during the 1960s and 1970s is exemplified by
the negative connotations of the word lähiö itself (see part 1.1). However, previous studies have
suggested that housing estates in Finland are often viewed more negatively by outsiders than
by their residents, and Seppänen (2001: 126) argues that the reputations of housing estates
would be more positive if they were defined by the residents themselves.
In a study published by the Ministry of the Environment in 1985, based on interviews with
planners in 45 Finnish cities and towns, the main problems of suburban housing estates were
found to be linked with their peripheral locations, poor level of services, unattractive built
environments and social disturbances (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985: 21–23). Due to
these problems, many estates were seen to suffer from social stigmatization and a weak position
on the housing market, something which was also credited to the housing stock of the estates,
typically composed of multi-story apartment blocks. According to the study, two-thirds of
Finnish housing estates were classified to be of poor quality, regarding their surroundings and
built environment. The planners interviewed in the study generally shared similar views of
housing estates in different Finnish cities, and for instance housing estates in smaller towns
were associated with similar types of problems as ones in larger cities, although at a different
scale (ibid.).
The previously mentioned study (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985) shows that Finnish
suburban housing estates were in fact considered to be problematic in many ways already
relatively soon after their construction, and over the decades to come, public concerns regarding
these types of areas seem to have become even greater. A similar tendency can be seen more
generally in Western Europe (see e.g. Hall 1997; Power 1997; Dekker et al. 2005; Rowlands et
al. 2009; Wassenberg 2013). For instance, Musterd & van Kempen (2005: 11) view postwar
housing estates as areas that have increasingly become associated with economic, physical and
social decline, while Wassenberg (2013: 1) describes housing estates as having become
symbols of how cities should not be built.
According to Hall (1997: 874), problems of post-war housing estates can be divided into four
types of problems that are closely inter-related: physical, social, economic and amenity
problems. Physical problems are related to the planning and construction principles that were
applied when these areas were built, such as their low level of urbanity, lack of variety in house
types and sizes, physical isolation and decay and separation of functions (Hall 1997: 874,
Musterd & van Kempen 2005: 21). Social and economic problems, such as high unemployment,
concentrations of marginalized people, social stigmatization and high population turnover, are
closely interconnected. Other related problems include health inequalities, anti-social behavior
and feelings of disorder and unsafety. Due to these developments, housing estates have
increasingly become considered socio-economically and ethnically segregated. Furthermore,
many estates suffer from weak amenities and access to services, which is partly related to the
peripheral locations of the estates (Hall 1997: 874). Due to a combination of several negative
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features, many housing estates suffer from negative images and have a low ranking on the
housing market, which in some cases is exemplified by low demand and vacancies.
Additionally, management and organization problems as well as financial problems might have
a negative effect on the functioning of an estate (Wassenberg 2013: 34).
As a response to some of the previously highlighted problems, the first minor renewal projects
targeting suburban housing estates were launched already in the 1980s (Lähiöiden kehittämisen
ongelmia 1985: 21). These area-based projects involved different aims related to design, spatial
and physical measures, such as refurbishments and improving infrastructure, green areas,
services and facilities, as well as social measures targeting social, cultural and health services
(Tanninen 2006: 70). During the 1990s, a series of projects relying on both area-based and
cross-sectoral approaches were launched, aiming at a more active involvement of residents in
the improvement process (Uuskallio 1997).
In 1995, the first extensive national program for housing estate renewal was launched by the
State Housing Fund (Valtion asuntorahasto). This program focused on a total of 49 housing
estates in 42 municipalities and was based on agreements between the state and municipalities
that were involved. One of the key objectives was to improve employment in a time of massive
unemployment following the recession (Seppänen 2001; Karjalainen 2004). State funded
regeneration efforts were continued in the second national program entitled Suburban Renewal
2000 (Lähiöuudistus 2000), carried out between 2000 and 2004, with a primary focus on
developing the social environment of the housing estates (Karjalainen 2004). This program
mainly focused on housing estates in medium-sized Finnish towns and did not for instance
include any estates from the Helsinki Capital Region. The third national program followed soon
after, namely the Suburban Programme 2008–2011 (Lähiöistä kaupunginosiksi – Lähiöohjelma
2008–2011), which launched to improve the livability of the estates and to counteract
segregation, while also carrying out physical renewal (Pitkänen et al. 2012). Unlike in the
previous program, the focus was now shifted to housing estates in the major urban regions of
Finland. The fourth and most recent state funded national program, i.e. the Development
Programme for Residential Areas was launched in 2013 (Asuinalueiden kehittämisohjelma
2013–2015) and targeted mainly suburban housing estates in various large and medium-sized
Finnish cities such as Helsinki, Tampere, Turku, Joensuu and Pori (ARA 2015). The thematic
focus of this policy initiative was similar as the previous program, with the ultimate aim being
to prevent segregation and enhance the vitality of these areas. Additionally, the European Union
(EU), and specifically the URBAN 1 and 2 programs and the EU Framework 2 program have
also played a role in funding regeneration projects in Finnish suburban housing estates during
the 1990s and 2000s (Karjalainen 2004).
The previous examples show that there is a long history concerning housing estate revitalization
in Finland. Nevertheless, the magnitude of redevelopment is expected to be considerably
greater during the years to come. This is related to the fact that the housing stock in Finnish
suburban housing estates is largely composed of industrially constructed housing blocks dating
from the 1960s and 1970s. As the life-span of these types of buildings is considered to be
approximately 50 years, this housing stock is approaching the end of its technical life-span,
meaning that many of Finland’s suburban housing estates have either undergone or will need
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to undergo massive reconstruction during the coming years (Dhima 2014: 7–8). As a third of
the total housing stock in Finland was built during the 1960s and 1970s, this means that
refurbishment needs are both extensive and costly. In addition to challenges concerning their
physical state, suburban housing estates are also increasingly perceived as areas that are
witnessing socio-economic decline and that are confronted with various social problems. The
focus of attention is more specifically directed at these questions in the following part, where
suburban estates are discussed in relation to socio-spatial differentiation.

1.4 Suburban housing estates and socio-spatial differentiation
Previous studies on Finnish suburban housing estates and on socio-spatial differentiation have
indicated that suburban housing estates have undergone an unfavorable socio-economic
development and that socio-spatial inequalities have increased in recent years. However, the
most comprehensive studies focusing specifically on Finnish suburban housing estates have
been conducted over two decades ago and there is little up-to-date research on the recent socioeconomic development of these types of areas in Finland. The more recent studies on sociospatial differentiation have, in turn, primarily focused on the Helsinki capital region and have
not specifically addressed suburban housing estates. Based on previous studies, suburban
housing estates would, however, appear to be in a somewhat problematic socio-economic
position, similarly as housing estates elsewhere in Western Europe.
Several studies focusing on socio-economic and demographic changes in Finnish suburban
housing estates were conducted in the 1980s and 1990s, identifying certain changes in these
types of areas that were viewed as problematic. These were mainly studies conducted by
Lankinen (1985, 1994, 1998) and published by the Ministry of the Environment. A study by
Lankinen from 1985 analyzed demographic and socio-economic change in housing estates in
the city of Helsinki between 1965 and 1980. The general development showed a decrease in
total population as well as in the share of families with children. In this study Lankinen
examined socio-economic change according to income level and a social status index, and
although a minor decline in the socio-economic status of housing estates in Helsinki was
detected, the statistics did not show any substantial decline in the relative position of these
areas. This study nevertheless identified that while the social status of suburban housing estates
in Helsinki generally had decreased somewhat, the status of neighborhoods in the central city
and suburban areas with high shares of single-family homes had in contrast generally improved.
A subsequent study by Lankinen (1994) focused on suburban housing estates in the Helsinki
capital region1 analyzing the development of these areas in relation to segregation within the
region 1960–1990 or 1980–1990, depending on data availability. This study examined changes
before the economic recession of the early 1990s, which eventually came to have a profound

1

The capital region (pääkaupunkiseutu) is composed of the cities of Helsinki, Vantaa, Espoo and Kaunianen.
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effect on suburban housing estates. The demographic development showed that an ageing of
the population had occurred in most housing estates. In socio-economic terms, most housing
estates, particularly areas built after the mid-1960s, ranked somewhat lower than the city
average measured with a socio-economic index. Lankinen’s study identified a certain socioeconomic divide within the region, which eventually became increasingly visible during the
decades after the recession. In general, housing estates in Espoo, in the western part of the
capital region, ranked the highest and estates in Vantaa the lowest, while estates in Helsinki
ranked in between them. In Helsinki, there were particularly noticeable differences between
high- and low-ranking housing estates. While most housing estates had witnessed a relative
decline during the 1980s, meaning that their socio-economic status had improved less than the
urban region on average, not a single housing estate had experienced socio-economic decline
in the absolute sense. Also, the level of income and level of education had not significantly
decreased in any of the housing estates examined (Lankinen 1994: 60–63). The findings of this
study by Lankinen show that the time before the recession of the early 1990s, and particularly
the 1980s, was a period when socio-economic differences generally were evened out in the
Helsinki capital region, and unemployment remained almost non-existent in the whole city
region. According to Kääriäinen (1987), small-scale socio-economic disadvantage was
nonetheless already detectable in certain parts of the social housing stock in Helsinki during the
1970s and 1980s.
While the vast majority of research focusing on socio-spatial differentiation and housing estates
in Finland has been carried in the Helsinki capital region, a study by Lankinen (1998) analyzed
the development of 36 housing estates in different parts of Finland between 1980 and 1995.
This study showed that many housing estates throughout Finland had undergone substantial
changes and that there was considerable variation between different housing estates and their
development tracks, and particularly between housing estates located in different cities in
different parts of Finland. In the analysis focusing on demographic change, the general trend
showed that most housing estates had witnessed a decline in population, although some housing
estates, mainly ones in the Helsinki capital region, where new housing had been built in the
form of infill development, had witnessed a population increase (Lankinen 1998: 14). Also, an
ageing of the population as well as a decrease in the average size of households was detected
in most housing estates. In terms of ethnic diversity, Finland had a particularly low share of
immigrants compared to most other Western European countries in 1995, and Finnish housing
estates had relatively homogenous populations with low shares of residents with immigrant
backgrounds. Nevertheless, most housing estates did have somewhat higher shares of residents
with immigrant backgrounds compared to the average of their respective cities, but only a few
areas had a share of 10 percent or more (Lankinen 1998: 22).
Lankinen’s study (1998) showed that many Finnish suburban housing estates were socioeconomically disadvantaged and had developed unfavorably. A comparison of the
characteristics of residents living in owner-occupied housing with ones residing in rental
housing was also conducted, showing that the latter group generally was in a weaker socioeconomic position. In most housing estates the level of education had decreased, similarly as
their socio-economic index, although some housing estates had developed more favorably in
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this respect (Lankinen 1998: 23–27). In terms of income, most housing estates had an average
income quite similar to the city average, and the majority of housing estates had witnessed a
relatively stable development in income between 1980 and 1995 (Lankinen 1998: 31).
In the socio-economic analysis of Lankinen’s study, the most noteworthy findings are related
to unemployment. The analysis extends back to 1980, which was the start of an economic
upturn following the recession of the late 1970s. The findings show that the relatively sharp
increase in unemployment that occurred during the recession of the 1970s was to a great extent
evened out at the national level during the 1980s, but differences in unemployment between
different cities and urban regions increased. For instance, while unemployment was almost nonexistent in the Helsinki capital region in 1990, the cities of Pori and Rauma in Western Finland
had already witnessed a significant increase in unemployment during the 1980s as a result of
deindustrialization (Lankinen 1998: 36). Between 1990 and 1993, the unemployment rate in
Helsinki increased from 2 to almost 19 percent, whereas in Pori and Rauma, cities with large
manufacturing sectors, unemployment grew from around 8 to 27 percent in both cities
(Lankinen 1998: 56). A general development that occurred in Finland, in practically all cities
and municipalities, was a substantial increase in unemployment during the peak years of the
recession. This in turn also set its stamp on suburban housing estates in a noticeable way.
A common feature identified in Lankinen’s (1998) study was that the vast majority of suburban
housing estates had a higher unemployment rate than the city average in 1995, with only a few
exceptions, mainly in the Helsinki Capital Region. During the time when unemployment
increased significantly in the whole of Finland, particularly between 1990 and 1993, a similar
line of development occurred in virtually all housing estates, but much more severely. However,
it should be noted that estates in different parts of the country were at very different positions
at the onset of the recession in 1990. For instance, in the Helsinki region all housing estates had
low rates of unemployment at approximately the same level as the city average in 1990, at
around 2 percent, whereas housing estates in Pori and Rauma had unemployment rates between
12 and 16 percent (Lankinen 1998: 56).
In a follow-up study published the following year, Lankinen (1999) examined the continued
development of the same 36 housing estates as in his previous study (Lankinen 1998) by
extending the temporal analysis to the years 1995–1997. This study identified a continued
differentiated development of these housing estates. In demographic terms, an ageing of the
population had continued in most housing estates during the following three years. In the socioeconomic analysis, an absolute decline in income was not detected in most areas, but the relative
income level had decreased compared to the municipal average in all but four housing estates,
implying that most housing estates had developed unfavorably compared with the rest of the
municipality (Lankinen 1999: 22). The increase in unemployment, which had been the most
dramatic development during the recession, had stabilized particularly during 1997, and all but
three housing estates had a lower unemployment rate in 1997 compared to the peak in 1993.
This reflects the general decrease in unemployment in Finland following the economic
recession. However, although unemployment did generally not increase in absolute terms, in
most housing estates the decrease in unemployment was lesser than the municipal average,
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meaning that most estates had continued to develop unfavorably in the relative sense (Lankinen
1999: 14, 20).
The research findings of the previously discussed studies by Lankinen (1985, 1998, 1999) drew
attention to the unfavorable socio-economic development of suburban housing estates
particularly during the first half of the 1990s. Additionally, certain demographic changes such
as an ageing of the population, a decrease in household size along with a shrinking of population
size had occurred in suburban housing estates since the time of their construction. In these
studies, some general concerns regarding their development and future prospects were
expressed, although housing estates were not generally considered to be socio-economically
segregated. However, more specific concerns related to segregation would emerge in the
aftermath of the recession.
Questions related to segregation and an unbalanced socio-economic development of urban
regions and cities have gained wide scholarly attention in Finland during the last couple of
decades, and eventually emerged as questions of concern in the public debate following the
recession of the 1990s and increasingly during the 2000s. Most Finnish studies concerning
socio-spatial differentiation within urban areas have focused on Helsinki and its wider urban
region. As previously discussed, the recession of the early 1990s has been identified as an event
that had a profound effect on Finnish suburban housing estates (see e.g. Lankinen 1998). More
generally, numerous studies have established this economic recession as a turning point, after
which socio-spatial differences have increased in the capital of Finland (see e.g. Vaattovaara &
Kortteinen 2003).
Until the early 1990s, Helsinki was characterized by low levels of socio-spatial differentiation.
According to Varady & Schulman (2007: 316), Helsinki was one of the least segregated cities
in Europe before the recession. This was the result of a several-decade-long period of
convergence that occurred after WWII. Before the war, Helsinki was highly segregated and
different social classes lived in clearly distinguished areas. A seminal study conducted by
Heikki Waris (1932/1973) in the working-class district of Kallio during the 1930s portrays the
great division between neighborhoods inhabited by the rich and the poor. However, the sociospatial differences that had existed before the war were to a considerable extent evened out
from the time after the war until the early 1990s, a time period that has been characterized as a
historically long period of convergence (Rasinkangas 2013: 48). The shrinking gap between the
rich and the poor has generally been related to the development of the welfare state.
Specifically, in Helsinki, social mixing policies have also been credited with the evening out of
socio-spatial differences (Varady & Schulman 2007). As poverty and socio-economic
differences between neighborhoods were in steady decline particularly during the 1970s and
1980s, these were not important questions of concern during the time. However, the recession
of the 1990s eventually led to a turn in this line of development.
An increase in socio-spatial differences was noted in numerous studies following the recession
in the late 1990s, drawing attention to concentrations of poverty identified in certain housing
estates. In her study focusing on several Finnish cities, Uuskallio (1997) found that long-term
unemployment, high shares of people dependent on social assistance and low-income
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households were increasingly concentrated in certain housing estates, which often had high
proportions of social housing. Vaattovaara (1998) identified “fine-grained pockets” of high
unemployment and a certain spatial clustering of poverty in her research on segregation in the
Helsinki capital region, particularly within certain housing estates located in the outskirts of the
region. This study, as well as several other studies conducted afterwards, made use of advances
in GIS and the increasing availability of detailed spatial data, which allowed more detailed
analyses compared to previously available data related to wider administrative areas. This
research was followed by a vivid public and scholarly debate concerning the socio-spatial
development of Helsinki and its wider region. In a subsequent study, Vaattovaara & Kortteinen
(2003) drew further attention to “pockets of poverty”, i.e. concentrations of high unemployment
along with other dimensions of poverty in Helsinki. Koskela (2002), in turn, identified that
many of the areas that were in an unfavorable socio-economic position also had high shares of
residents with an immigrant background. The spatial concentrations of poverty identified in
these studies in Helsinki were found to be both deeper and greater in size than before the
recession. These observations were in line with the more general findings of Rusanen et al.
(1999, 2000), showing that poverty in Finland had increasingly become concentrated in cities.
While poverty was primarily concentrated in peripheral and rural areas until the 1980s, it has
since become a problem increasingly associated with cities, and specifically with certain types
of areas within the urban realm, namely suburban housing estates built during the postwar
decades (see e.g. Rasinkangas 2013: 20). Seppänen (2001: 24) describes this as a form of new
urban poverty, which is linked to various changes that have occurred in employment and
demographic structures, in a weakening of family and social ties, in overheating of the social
welfare system and in the high costs of living and social problems in large cities. This new
urban poverty has been considered more complex and multifaceted than previous forms of
poverty and to have an effect on people in various stages of life (e.g. Häkkinen & Peltola 2001;
Ritakallio 2001; Kopomaa & Meltti 2005, Keskinen et al. 2009).
One of the main conclusions derived from the various studies focusing on socio-spatial
differentiation in the Helsinki region is that the economic recession of the early 1990s had a
great effect on the social fabric of the urban area. While WWII was followed by a long period
of convergence, when social and spatial differences were evened out largely due to the
mediating role of the welfare state, it is only since the 1990s that socio-economic differences
have grown and become more evident (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 51). During the late 1990s,
when the first empirical evidence of an increased spatial concentration of poverty in the
Helsinki region was found, the pockets of poverty that were identified were still rather smallscaled, and often confined to individual buildings or blocks and scattered in various locations
within the urban region. Even though differences in the level of education were already
somewhat clearly detectable at the district level (Bernelius 2013: 25; Rasinkangas 2013: 22),
areas of relative deprivation were still in general of a rather modest size.
Before the turn of the millennium, increasing differentiation in the Helsinki region was still
mainly considered to be a result of growth at the upper end of the socio-economic spectrum,
which was spatially manifested in the form of certain distinctively affluent neighborhoods
(Kortteinen et al. 2005). During the 2000s, subsequent research on socio-spatial differentiation
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in the Helsinki region has increasingly drawn attention to the deepening of poverty in certain
areas (e.g. Kortteinen et al. 2006; Vaattovaara et al. 2011; Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015).
Various studies indicate that the socio-spatial patterning of the city, which emerged following
the recession of the 1990s, has persisted and become more pronounced, along with a continued
and accelerated differentiation of wealthy and less well-off areas. Whereas the initial findings
at around the turn of the millennium showed that socio-spatial differences were rather fine
grained, differences have over time become more expressed. The Helsinki region has become
characterized as increasingly segregated, not just at the block level, but also more distinctively
at the district and neighborhood level (Vilkama et al. 2014). Increasing ethnic differentiation,
along with greater socio-economic differentiation, is another development that has become
more clearly recognizable in the urban structure of the Helsinki region during the 2000s. Since
an increase in immigration, starting in the 1990s, ethnic minorities have become more
concentrated in certain sections of the Helsinki region, often in areas which are socioeconomically less well-off (Vilkama 2011; Dhalmann 2011). These are typically housing
estates with relatively high shares of social housing that also are characterized by a low socioeconomic standing (Stjernberg 2017).
The concentration and deepening of poverty within certain areas has been considered to have
become a somewhat self-perpetuating process, resulting in a downward development of the
areas in question (Kortteinen et al. 2006). In areas where social and ethnic differences have
grown to significant levels, the process of socio-economic decline may be further reinforced by
selective migration (Vilkama 2011; Vilkama et al. 2013; Rasinkangas 2013). In the debate on
segregation, the role of schools has been highlighted by Bernelius (2013), who in her study
identified that the reputation and popularity of schools are related to the socio-spatial
characteristics of their neighborhoods, which in turn influence how households with children
choose schools and their place of residence. As public perceptions of certain schools and
neighborhoods influence how people move within cities, by consciously choosing certain areas
while rejecting others, the outcome has been described as a self-perpetuating form of
segregation (Bernelius 2013; Vilkama et al. 2013). In addition to observations of greater spatial
differences in unemployment, income, level of education and the share of people with
immigrant backgrounds, socio-economic differences are also linked to differences in health and
well-being. For instance, in Helsinki, areas with a low socio-economic standing tend to score
low on measures of health and morbidity, indicating that socio-economic disadvantage has
become increasingly complex (Helsingin tila ja kehitys 2016).
Although most Finnish segregation studies have focused on Helsinki and its wider urban region,
there are also empirical findings showing that socio-spatial differences have become greater in
other Finnish urban cities and urban regions as well. Rasinkangas (2013) identified increases
in both socio-economic and ethnic segregation in the Turku region since the 1990s. Even though
the Turku region has a much smaller population than the Helsinki region, development patterns
in terms of segregation were found to be similar in both urban regions. More recent findings by
Kurvinen & Sorri (2016) and Kauppinen & Vaalavuo (2017) show that socio-economic and
ethnic differentiation has not only increased in the urban regions of Helsinki and Turku, but
also in the Tampere region. In other words, Finland’s three largest urban regions have become
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increasingly segregated during the 2000s, and the Turku region has been identified as having
the highest degree of ethnic segregation among the three regions (Kauppinen & Vaalavuo
2017).
In general terms, there seems to be a clear correlation between socio-economic and ethnic
segregation in almost all of Finland’s largest cities. Hirvonen & Puustinen (2016: 99–100)
identified a strong relationship between the share of low-income earners and foreign-language
speakers in 11 of the 13 largest Finnish cities, of which the strongest correlations were found
in the cities of Vantaa, Oulu, Helsinki and Espoo. The only exceptions were Pori and Joensuu,
two cities with low shares of immigrants, where there are residential areas that have high shares
of low-income earners but only few foreign-language speakers. The same study also identified
a clear correlation between unemployment rate and the share of foreign-language speakers in
all 13 cities, with the strongest correlations in Vantaa, Helsinki, Turku and Vaasa. Nevertheless,
the relationship between socio-economic and ethnic segregation is not an automatic one, as
Saikkonen et al. (2018) demonstrate that patterns of segregation according to income and ethnic
background are not entirely identical in the Helsinki, Tampere and Turku regions, albeit being
related.
Socio-economic differentiation should not be viewed in isolation from the characteristics of the
housing stock of different neighborhoods. A common feature in Finland’s three largest urban
regions, Helsinki, Tampere and Turku, is that a shrinking number of low-income households
live in owner-occupied housing, whereas a grown number of high-income households are
homeowners (Saikkonen et al. 2018). The concept of socio-tenure segregation has been used
by urban scholars to describe the relationship between segregation according to housing tenure
socio-economic status (see e.g. Hamnet 1987; Murie & Musterd 1996; Suttor 2015), and these
findings from Finland’s major city regions would seem to indicate that this specific relationship
has become clearer than before.
In terms of socio-economic differentiation within urban regions in Finland, a common
characteristic is that the urban core is generally more disadvantaged than the regional fringes.
In a comparative analysis of socio-spatial differences within Finland’s 11 largest urban regions,
Hirvonen & Puustinen (2016: 96–98) found that the main cities in these regions are clearly
more disadvantaged than their surrounding municipalities in terms of income level and
unemployment in all cases. Both unemployment rates and the share of people with low income
were higher in Helsinki, Tampere, Turku, Oulu, Jyväskylä, Lahti, Kuopio, Pori, Vaasa, Joensuu
and Lappeenranta, than in the fringe municipalities of these regions. These observations seem
to correspond to previous studies that have drawn attention to the notion that, whereas poverty
was primarily concentrated in peripheral and rural areas until the 1980s, poverty has since the
recession of the early 1990s become increasingly concentrated in cities and particularly in
certain (sub)urban neighborhoods (Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2003; Rusanen et al. 1999, 2000;
Rasinkangas 2013: 20).
Demographic differences are also evident within urban regions in Finland. For instance,
Hirvonen & Puustinen (2016: 89–96) identified a higher share of foreign-language speakers in
the main city than in the surrounding municipalities in all regions that were examined. It should,
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however, be considered that ethnic segregation has not increased in all Finnish urban regions
during the 2000s, and several of the largest urban regions in Finland, for instance Jyväskylä,
Joensuu, Oulu, Kuopio and Pori, are still characterized by comparatively low levels of foreignlanguage speakers of less than four percent. Other demographic differences are also apparent
within Finnish urban regions. For example, the share of families with children was higher in
the surrounding municipalities than in the main city in all 11 regions (Hirvonen & Puustinen
2016: 100–103). On the other hand, the findings concerning intra-regional differences in age
structure were less conclusive in the aforementioned study. The share of elderly residents, for
instance, was higher in the main city than in the surrounding municipalities in some regions,
while in other regions, the situation was the opposite.
Since the 1990s, the Finnish urban network has been affected by structural changes, and the
development of regions and cities has become increasingly differentiated. During the last
couple of decades, it is mainly the larger urban regions with diverse economic structures that
have been able to stay competitive in the current global economy (Antikainen 2010: 9–10; Aro
2016; Vartiainen 2016). In contrast, only a few smaller regions have remained competitive.
Regions with one-sided economic structures, such as regions that have been dependent on
manufacturing or have had a strong concentration of public services, have typically lost their
relative positions and witnessed population decline. This observation corresponds to the more
general notion that European cities and regions with one-sided economic structures, which
Bontje & Musterd (2008, 2012) refer to as “singlelayered”, have been most severely affected
by economic stagnation and population shrinkage resulting from massive job loss.
From a wider Nordic perspective, Finland is characterized by substantially greater socio-spatial
disparities between municipalities and regions than the other Nordic countries, and Finland is
in many was undergoing an unbalanced development (see e.g. State of the Nordic Region 2018).
Population development is highly uneven, and compared to the other Nordic countries, there
are comparatively less municipalities in Finland that are growing, i.e. primarily the largest urban
regions, and a proportionately higher number of municipalities that have shrinking populations
(Smas 2018). An ageing of the population structure is also most evident in Finland, and
particularly many municipalities in the eastern and northern parts of the country stand out in
this regard. Compared to other parts of the Nordic region, many Finnish municipalities have
clearly the highest old-age dependency ratios, i.e. the number of elderly people (aged 65 and
over) compared to the number of people who are of working age (15–64), and projections
indicate that an ageing of the population will become even more pronounced in the coming
years, particularly in many northern and eastern regions in Finland (Sánchez Gassen 2018).
Another clear demographic difference that sets Finland apart from all the other Nordic countries
is a clearly lower frequency of immigration, and particularly the parts of Finland that have
shrinking and substantially ageing populations are also characterized by almost non-existent
international migration (Heleniak 2018). Whereas many municipalities and regions in the other
Nordic countries have increasing populations due to immigration, in Finland, this is only the
case in a few of the main city regions, and in most parts of Finland, immigration does not have
a counterbalancing effect on population decline occurring due to natural decrease and outmigration.
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In a Nordic comparison, many Finnish regions and municipalities are also comparatively
disadvantaged in socio-economic terms. In recent years, Finland has been characterized by
slower job growth than the other Nordic countries, which is reflected in substantially lower
employment rates within the country and its different regions (Norlén 2018). There are
substantial regional differences in employment, and it is mainly the Ostrobothnia region in
Western Finland, Helsinki and its surrounding municipalities, and the Åland Islands that stand
out as areas with relatively high employment rates, whereas employment rates are considerably
lower in most other parts of the country. Particularly many municipalities in the northern,
eastern and central parts of the country are characterized by high unemployment and economic
inactivity rates (Karlsdóttir et al. 2018). Substantial socio-spatial differences within Finland are
also apparent in the at-risk-of-poverty rates of Finnish municipalities, i.e. the share of
population with a disposable income below 60 percent of the national median after social
transfers (Rehn-Mendoza & Weber 2018). Also, on this indicator, many of the Finnish regions,
particularly the ones that are witnessing population shrinkage and economic stagnation, stand
out negatively compared to the rest of the Nordics.
According to Nordregio’s Regional Potential Index, which ranks Nordic regions according to
their demographic potential, labor market potential and economic potential, many Finnish
regions appear to be in a problematic situation (Grunfelder 2018). Apart from HelsinkiUusimaa and Åland, all other Finnish regions have a noticeably low score on this indicator
compared to other Nordic regions. All in all, recent development trends clearly indicate that
both demographic differences and socio-economic disparities have increased in Finland, and
that regional differences within the county are substantial from a Nordic point-of-view. Bontje
& Musterd (2012: 154) describe shrinkage as a complex interplay of different factors, where
economic stagnation and population decline are closely intertwined. This appears to be the case
in Finland, where regions that are undergoing shrinkage do not only have decreasing
populations but are also characterized by a substantial ageing of population structure, decreases
in the regional labor force, economic disinvestment and high structural unemployment.
The previously discussed research findings concerning increasing socio-spatial differentiation
both within and between urban regions should not be viewed in isolation from the wider societal
developments in Finland. In Finland, the time after the recession of the early 1990s has been
signified by growing social and economic inequalities within society at large. At the national
level the development of income distribution between 1990 and 2010 shows an increase in
income inequality as well as a rise in income poverty (Rasinkangas 2013: 17–20). Unlike in
most other Western Countries, where income inequality began to increase during the late 1970s,
in Finland, as well as in other Nordic countries, differences did not begin to grow until the
1990s (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 51). However, during the 1990s, income inequality in Finland
increased at a sharper rate than in most other OECD countries (Rasinkangas 2013: 19). During
the 2000s, however, income differences as measured with the Gini-coefficient have remained
relatively stable, and Finland remained characterized by one of the lowest levels of income
inequality in the EU in 2016 (Saikkonen et al. 2018).
These changes can be related to the steep increase in unemployment during the early 1990s.
Even though Finland recovered from the recession quite rapidly, largely due to economic
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growth infused by the information technology, and the level of unemployment gradually
decreased from the mid-1990s until the more recent downturn that started in 2008,
unemployment has remained at a significantly higher rate than before the recession (see e.g.
Vaattovaara et al. 2011). While Finland emerged from the recession of the 1990s as one of the
world’s leading information societies, economic restructuring has also been accompanied by a
shift in labor demand and consequently by structural unemployment. During the previous
decade, Finland has had a slow recovery from the financial crisis that started in 2008. The
downturn in the Finnish employment rate that began before the crisis has been linked to various
factors, for example lay-offs in major companies such as Nokia, automation in the forest
industry and a reduction in trade with Russia (Norlén 2018: 66). Overall, employment
opportunities have diminished for people with low levels of education during the last three
decades, which is exemplified by a decrease in the number of jobs that were held by people
who only had basic level education from approximately 875,000 to 260,000 between 1987 and
2015 (Myrskylä 2017). As previously discussed, these broader structural economic changes are
reflected in Finland in the many Finnish regions and municipalities that are undergoing
stagnation or even witnessing decline.
In relation to the previously discussed developments that have occurred during the last few
decades, when social inequalities have increased in Finland in general, and also socio-spatial
differences have increased between and within urban regions, the development of suburban
housing estates has generally been viewed as problematic. Finnish housing estates appear to
have become more and more associated with similar problems as postwar housing estates
elsewhere in Western Europe. These types of areas are often considered socio-economically
and ethnically segregated and linked with various problems, such as high unemployment and
concentrations of marginalized people, social stigmatization and high population turnover, as
well as perceptions of anti-social behavior and feelings of disorder and unsafety (see e.g.
Wassenberg 2013; Murie et al. 2003; Dekker & van Kempen 2005). Nevertheless, despite
public concerns about suburban housing estates in Finland, there is currently little up-to-date
empirical understanding of their socio-economic development during the last couple of
decades. While there have been numerous studies conducted in the Helsinki region that have
focused on the broader structural development of the urban region, addressed previously, the
specific focus in most of these studies has not specifically been on addressing the development
of suburban housing estates, and there have been comparatively few studies specifically
focusing on these types of areas in recent years.
There are, however, some more recent empirical findings that show that Finnish suburban
housing estates that were built during the 1960s and 1970s have undergone certain substantial
socio-economic and demographic changes during the last few decades. Stjernberg (2015)
identified that these types of areas have generally witnessed an unfavorable socio-economic
development in Finland since 1990 compared to the country at large, in terms of income level,
educational level and unemployment rate. The same study also drew attention to regional
differences within the country, showing that housing estates in shrinking regions are generally
more disadvantaged than estates in growing regions. In a study focusing more specifically on
the Helsinki region, Stjernberg (2017) found that suburban housing estates have generally
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witnessed socio-economic decline following the economic recession of the early 1990s.
Demographic changes were also apparent, namely relating to an increased share of people with
immigrant backgrounds, and fewer families with children as well as more elderly households
living in these estates. This study also identified substantial differences between housing estates
in the different municipalities of the Helsinki region, and between estates in the same
municipalities, showing that 1960s and 1970s housing estates are not a homogenous group of
neighborhoods that are following similar paths of development. Particularly the cities of
Helsinki and Espoo are characterized by housing estates that are placed at very different ends
of the socio-economic spectrum and that have developed in a highly differentiated manner. In
this regard, the differentiated development of housing estates in the Helsinki region corresponds
to the increased levels of socio-spatial differentiation that have emerged within the urban region
more generally since the 1990s.
More generally in Europe, postwar housing estates have been high on the research agenda
among urban scholars already for a few decades. Previous studies have identified that these
types of areas in various parts of the continent share many similarities in terms of their socioeconomic and demographic characteristics and development, despite various country- and
region-specific differences, which in some cases are quite substantial (Murie et al. 2003;
Turkington et al. 2004; Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Rowlands et al. 2009; Kovács & Herfert
2012; Glasze 2012). In terms of socio-economic status, European housing estates are generally
characterized by low levels of income and by higher levels of unemployment than many other
parts of the city. There is also a general trend that labor market participation is declining in
these types of areas (Dekker & Van Kempen 2004: 574; Musterd & van Kempen 2005). For
instance, a Swedish report focusing on socio-economic and demographic changes in 15 socioeconomically disadvantaged housing estates in different parts of the country showed that the
employment rate in these neighborhoods was on average approximately 30 percentage points
lower than the national average (Urbana utvecklingsomården 2012: 8). The same report also
drew attention to the substantially higher share of young adults aged 20–25 who were neither
employed nor in education or training compared to the national and municipal averages (Urbana
utvecklingsomården 2012: 27–31).
One central reason for declining labor market participation in many postwar housing estates in
Europe appears to be that they were originally built for people working in manufacturing
industries, who typically had low levels of education. This would in part appear to explain that
the effects of economic and labor market restructuring have been particularly severe in these
types of areas, and many estates in Europe remain characterized by lower levels of education
than the city average. Participation on the labor market is also decreasing in many estates, not
only due to increased level of unemployment, but also due to an ageing of the population in
many postwar housing estates and an increasing number of residents having retired (Musterd
& van Kempen 2005: 17). Selective migration is also a driver that may cause decreasing labor
market participation in many of these neighborhoods. For instance, the general tendency in
Swedish housing estates is that labor market participation is higher among the people who move
out of estates than those who move in (Urbana utvecklingsomården 2012: 41–42). Another
reason for shrinking participation rates in many estates, for instance in France, the UK, the
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Netherlands and Sweden, appears to be related to an influx of ethnic minorities, who often tend
to have lesser employment possibilities compared to the native populations (Dekker & Van
Kempen 2004: 573). In many estates in Western Europe, immigration has been the most
prevalent demographic development during recent decades. For households with immigrant
backgrounds, who often have a low income and relatively large families and tend to have
limited choice on the housing market, settling in the affordable and relatively spacious
dwellings that can be found in many postwar estates is therefore often one of the few options
available (Musterd & van Kempen 2005). In this regard, Musterd & van Kempen (2005: 16)
assert that postwar housing estates in Northern and Western Europe serve an important function
within the regional housing markets as they provide affordable housing opportunities and allow
low-income households access to relatively spacious and well-equipped homes.
Although postwar estates in Western Europe are characterized by socio-economic decline, and
are in many cases both socio-economically and ethnically segregated, in the former socialist
countries, these types of neighborhoods are typically less threatened by severe decline, despite
some signs of residualization (Kovács & Herfert 2012; Kabisch & Grossmann 2013; Kährik &
Tammaru 2010; Temelová et al. 2011). Kovács & Herfert (2012: 326) relate this to different
historical legacies; whereas housing estates in Western Europe were more commonly inhabited
by blue-collar workers, and later increasingly by immigrants, housing estates in the former
socialist countries have traditionally had a more middle-class character. Kabisch & Grossmann
(2012: 233) argue that one central reason for why housing estates are more appreciated by a
variety of socio-demographic groups in many parts of Eastern Europe is that a vast share of the
apartments in these estates were sold to the residents in the 1990s. Another reason for relative
social stability in these areas, in their view, is the lack of alternatives and the persistent shortage
of housing, meaning that less affluent households have limited choice on the housing market.
Consequently, although many residents may feel unsatisfied with their residential areas, they
are “trapped” because of a lack of affordable housing alternatives elsewhere (Kovács & Herfert
2012: 339; Musterd & Van Kempen 2007).
Throughout Europe, housing estates were typically constructed for family households during
the postwar decades. A common trait in many estates is that they are witnessing an ageing of
the original population and that these neighborhoods now have proportionately high shares of
elderly residents. As Andersson & Musterd (2005: 137) note, an ageing of the population could
be considered a natural line of development is many estates, as most European countries are
generally characterized by ageing population structures. This could also be considered a logical
outcome as these estates were built several decades ago and new residential areas often tend to
have younger populations than older ones. An ageing of the population along with other related
parallel demographic changes appear to be particularly evident in housing estates located in
regions that are witnessing population shrinkage. For instance, many housing estates in Eastern
Germany have undergone a substantial ageing of the population structure, along with a
shrinking of household size and massive population decline, as well as an increase in the
number of vacant apartments (Kabisch & Grossmann 2013). These developments could be
considered expected outcomes, as these estates are situated in regions where massive outmigration and population decline are characteristic features. This type of development of
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housing estates in Eastern Germany exemplifies that developments that occur at the wider city
and regional level are also reflected more locally in different residential districts.
A different type of situation can be found, for instance, in many large housing estates in Sweden
and Norway, where these types of areas have not witnessed substantial ageing of the population
nor decreases in population size. In Sweden, socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates
have typically been characterized by substantial increases in population size between 1997 and
2016 (SCB 2018a). This is not only the situation in housing estates in large cities, such as
Stockholm, Gothenburg and Malmö, but also in estates in smaller towns, such as Borås,
Kristianstad, Trollhättan and Växjö. In Norway, Brattbakk & Hansen (2004) did also not
identify any substantial changes in age and household composition in the housing estates of
Oslo, Bergen and Trondheim. In the estates of these cities, the share of elderly residents had
not increased, nor was there a decrease in the share of families with children. Their findings
show that in the city of Oslo, the share of children living in housing estates had increased over
time, which could be considered a very different type of development compared to housing
estates in many other parts of Europe. In both Sweden and Norway, the fact that postwar
housing estates have typically not witnessed population decreases nor an ageing of the
population structure appears to be closely related to immigration. Many housing estates in both
countries have typically witnessed substantial increases in the share of residents with an
immigrant background (SCB 2018b; Brattbakk & Hansen 2004), which seems to have
counterbalanced an ageing of the original population and a decrease in population size. A
similar situation can be noted for instance in the UK and in the Netherlands, where many
postwar housing estates are characterized by high shares of residents with immigrant
backgrounds and also by relatively young population structures, where immigrant populations
appear to have gradually replaced the original population of the estates (Musterd & van Kempen
2005).
What the various socio-economic and demographic changes that occur in housing estates mean
for the social conditions of these estates has been studied by several scholars from a multitude
of perspectives. One perspective that has been prominent in many studies focusing on housing
estates is related to feelings of disorder and insecurity, which both are closely interlinked as
disorder typically generates subjective insecurity (Kemppainen 2017: 39). Dekker & van
Kempen (2004: 575) argue that safety is one of the major problems in housing estates across
Europe, and they link the socio-economic, socio-demographic and physical characteristics of
the estates to feelings of safety. In their view, the physical structure typically found in estates
combined with vacant properties and the lack of meeting places for the youth tends to result in
disorder and crime. Similarly, Skifter Andersen (2002) also links disorder in housing estates to
attributes such as a large size, a low level of social activities, poor quality of the physical
environment and socio-economic disadvantage. Empirical findings from Sweden, for instance,
show that in socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates the share of people who
considered insecurity to have a high negative effect on their quality of life was more than twice
as high as in the country on average (Urbana utvecklingsomården 2012: 43). In Finland,
Kemppainen (2017) identified that feelings of disorder and insecurity were somewhat, but not
substantially, higher in suburban housing estates than in other urban areas, but clearly higher
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than in suburban areas dominated by single-family homes. His study, however, identified a
strong correlation between social disorder and housing tenure, and that housing estates that are
dominated by social rented housing and by comparatively low socio-economic status are
perceived as more insecure than other areas.
The research literature suggests that postwar housing estates in Finland and elsewhere in Europe
have underground profound changes during the decades following their construction and that
these types of neighborhoods are currently perceived very differently compared to when they
were built. Despite similar historical origins and many similarities in their development over
time, postwar housing estates in Europe are far from a homogenous mass. There are substantial
differences, not only between estates in different countries but also between estates in the same
country, depending on the type of city or region where they are located, and even between
different estates located in the same city. Against this background, the main interest of this
study is to uncover the characteristic features that define the development of suburban housing
estates in Finland, and in different types of regional settings within the country. From a broader
European perspective, a key interest is to establish an understanding of the possible similarities
and differences that characterize Finnish estates and their development when compared to
similar types of neighborhoods in other parts of the continent.

1.5 Objectives and scope of the research
The focus of this PhD research is on a specific type of Finnish concrete suburbia, referred to in
this study as suburban housing estates (see part 1.1). The geographical scope of the research
covers the whole of Finland and is carried out against the backdrop that there is little researchbased knowledge concerning the development of suburban housing estates in Finland at large.
As questions concerning these types of neighborhoods are undoubtedly of high relevance for
vast parts of the country, one of the main aims of this study is to contribute to filling these gaps
of knowledge. From an international scholarly point-of-view, there is an extensive research
literature focusing on postwar housing estates, and specifically concerning the development of
these types of neighborhoods in various European countries and cities. The Finnish perspective
concerning socio-economic and demographic changes in housing estates has, however, not been
particularly visible in these European scholarly debates, whereby addressing this shortage is
one of the central purposes of the study.
The main research question in this study is the following: how have 1960s and 1970s suburban
housing estates developed socio-economically and demographically in Finland overall and in
different sub-regional locations between 1990 and 2010? To address this overarching question,
the study will analyze what was characteristic of Finnish suburban housing estates in 1990 and
2010, and what kind of changes can be seen in their socio-economic and demographic position
and development over this time span. In addition, this research will examine how suburban
housing estates in different sub-regional locations and in different sub-regional types, namely
in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions, differ from each other in terms of their socioeconomic and demographic characteristics and development.
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There are two key reasons for focusing on housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s.
Firstly, housing estates built during this time are at present in the highest need of physical
redevelopment and would generally appear to be witnessing socio-economic decline.
Subsequently, many housing estates dating from this era have long been and remain targets of
various renewal and revitalization policies (as highlighted in part 1.3). Secondly, as established
in part 1.2, most Finnish suburban housing estates were constructed during these two decades
when Finland was undergoing rapid urbanization. Although the first estates were built already
during the 1950s, construction was still small scale and of a slightly different nature in terms of
planning and realization compared to the estates built during the following decades, while the
construction of housing estates was also still mainly contained to the Helsinki region. It was
not until later during the 1960s, and particularly during the 1970s, that construction became a
heavily industrialized process and the building of housing estates became a common practice
in the whole of Finland (Hankonen 1994). Although this type of construction to a certain extent
continued into the 1980s, mass construction of housing estates clearly decreased as planning
ideals and practices were changing (Seppälä et al. 1990, Osara 1985).
As previously discussed in part 1.3, the time following the recession of the early 1990s is
viewed as a period when socio-economic inequalities in Finland in general have increased along
with socio-spatial differences, both between and within urban regions. Particularly as the 2000s
have progressed, more empirical evidence has solidified the picture of Helsinki and the other
major urban regions in Finland as increasingly segregated and the perception of housing estates
as areas of socio-economic decline. Against this backdrop, this PhD study seeks to establish an
understanding of how suburban housing estates have developed in Finland at large during this
time of growing differentiation and spatial inequalities. Their socio-economic development is
studied by analyzing changes in unemployment rate and in level of income and education.
Demographic changes are examined according to age, household and language composition. In
addition, characteristics of their built environment and housing stock are also included in the
analysis. The variables examined in the analysis (presented in-depth in part 3.1.1) are largely
similar variables that have been used in a wide range of both classic and contemporary studies
concerning socio-spatial differentiation and neighborhood change, both internationally and in
Finland. An advantage of using similar variables is to ensure greater comparability of the results
with previous research.
In addition to examining different socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics
separately, the analysis also includes uncovering how different characteristics of the population
composition and housing structure of the estates are interrelated, and to which degree the
development trajectories of different housing estates are path-dependent. This is crucial for
establishing an elaborate understanding of these specific neighborhoods and their development
and what aspects distinguish different housing estates from each other. These interrelationships
are investigated in three ways. Firstly, principle components analysis (PCA) is used to examine
the main dimensions of differentiation among suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010 as
well as what kinds of structural changes these estates in Finland have undergone during this
twenty-year time. Secondly, a typology of suburban housing estates is created for 1990 and
2010, using cluster analysis, and the objective is to uncover what types of housing estates
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existed in Finland in both years, when classified according to their socio-economic,
demographic and housing attributes. Thirdly, the different types of development trajectories
that Finnish housing estates have undergone is analyzed with the intention of understanding
how different aspects of change that have occurred between 1990 and 2010 are interlinked.
This research is also concerned with how suburban housing estates in different types of regions
in Finland differ from each other in terms of their socio-economic and demographic
characteristics and development. Differences between housing estates in different regional
contexts is analyzed according to sub-regions (seutukunta), i.e. spatial entities that are
composed of neighboring municipalities and that are considered parts of the same conurbation
or labor market area (see e.g. Sub-regional units 2015; see also Statistics Finland 2013).
Additionally, Finland’s 70 sub-regions are classified into three different types based on their
population development between 1990 and 2010, that is growing, stable and shrinking subregions. This classification is based on the relative change in the population size of the subregions during these two decades, as this measure could be considered well-suited for assessing
the overall development of different sub-regions not only in demographic but also in economic
terms. The intention of this classification is to uncover how housing estates in different
contextual settings differ from each other in terms of their characteristics and development.
More specifically, the analysis will examine what different types of suburban housing estates
existed in different regional contexts in Finland in 1990 and 2010 and what types of changes
have occurred during these two decades of time. Also, the purpose is to uncover the main paths
of development for suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions
between 1990 and 2010. As this research is conducted at the national level, the analysis is
concerned with a vast number of housing estates that are situated in different types of
geographical locations. It is therefore central to consider the heterogeneity of these areas and
the multitude of their locations. One of the main underlying ideas in this study is that suburban
housing estates, just as all neighborhoods, are intimately related to more general societal
developments and particularly developments occurring in their wider urban and regional
context. The analysis of suburban housing estates is thereby closely related to broader structural
developments occurring within Finland overall as well as in different parts of the country, in
different types of towns, municipalities and regions.
Besides the main research question concerning the development of housing, an important
methodological question, and prerequisite for the conducting the research is to address how
1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates can be defined, identified and located in the whole
of Finland according to a GIS-based approach and relying on different sets of georeferenced
data (addressed in part 3). This is necessary for carrying out an analysis of suburban housing
estates as there is no ready-made data available for this purpose, nor even a general
understanding or agreement of where Finland’s housing estates are located. The approach
developed in this PhD study for locating suburban housing estates differs considerably from
previous studies where housing estates typically have been identified and selected for the
analysis by groups of experts who have handpicked certain areas that they consider to be
housing estates according to varying and often inexact definitions (e.g. Lähiöiden kehittämisen
ongelmia 1985; Seppälä et al. 1990; Lankinen 1994; Lankinen 1998; Lankinen 1999). Whereas
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previous studies have primarily relied on subjective interpretations for selecting housing
estates, in this study, Finnish suburban housing estates are defined and located for the first time
at the national scale relying on a GIS-based approach and according to the same set of criteria
that are applied for the whole country. The approach also differs from most housing estate
research conducted elsewhere in Europe, where the focus has typically been on certain
predefined neighborhoods (e.g. van Kempen et al. 2005; Kährik & Tammaru 2010; Temelová
2011; Kovács & Herfert 2012).
The approach used for identifying suburban housing estates in this study is also motivated by
the extensive geographical scope of the research. Previous studies, conducted both in Finland
as well as in other countries, have typically focused on a limited number of housing estates in
a limited number of cities, whereby it has been possible for the researchers to subjectively
identify neighborhoods that they consider to be housing estates. However, the starting point of
this research is different, as the study seeks to form a comprehensive coverage of these types
of neighborhoods in various types of municipalities and regions within the whole country.
This study is structured in five parts. The theoretical foundation of the study is presented next
in chapter 2, where theoretical perspectives concerning socio-spatial differentiation,
neighborhood change and the development of housing estates are discussed. Chapter 3
concentrates on the method developed for selecting housing estates for the analysis and the
rationale behind the selection criteria along with presenting the research data and the data
analysis methods used. The empirical analysis concerning the development of suburban
housing estates in Finland is carried out in chapter 4, addressing the previously outlined
research question. Finally, chapter 5 presents the research findings and main conclusions drawn
from the study.
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2. Theoretical foundation
This PhD study in urban geography is embedded in two closely related research traditions.
Firstly, the study is closely tied to the research tradition concerning socio-spatial differentiation
and segregation. Secondly, the research is more specifically related to the strand of research
concerning neighborhood change in general and the development of post-WW2 housing estates
in particular. Questions concerning changes in the socio-economic and demographic
characteristics of housing estates specifically form the core of this study.
Segregation and socio-spatial differentiation have long been central points of interest among
urban scholars. Concerns about segregation and urban poverty have been expressed at least
since the 1800s, when these types of issues were discussed in relation to industrial cities and
the first segregation studies were conducted in Europe during the latter part of this century.
However, the first systematic approach to studying segregation was undertaken by the
sociologists of the Chicago School, starting in the 1920s, establishing the theme as an important
sub-field of urban studies. After WWII, there was a decreased interest in studying poverty and
segregation, as sociological research interests in the United States shifted from inner cities to
the growing suburbs. During the 1960s and 1970s there was a regained interest in ethnic
segregation, and notably, an increase in quantitative research focusing on patterns of residential
differentiation both among geographers and sociologists. These two decades were followed by
a lesser research interest in segregation among urban scholars during the 1980s. However, since
the end of the 1980s, questions concerning differentiation have become increasingly topical,
along with the emergence of new influential strands of research. In Finland as well as more
generally in Europe, questions concerning socio-spatial differentiation have also emerged on
the urban research agenda, particularly during the 2000s.
Housing estates dating from the postwar era have been at the focus of attention of numerous
studies and research projects in Europe particularly during the last few decades. According to
Van Beckhoven et al. (2009: 20), European scholars gained an interest in housing estates in the
early 1990s, when these types of areas increasingly became seen as areas of decline that were
inhabited by low-income households. Many studies have been carried out since, for example,
within the RESTATE project focusing on 29 large housing estates located in 16 different cities
in ten European countries (e.g. Murie et al 2003; Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Rowlands et
al. 2009; Dekker et al. 2011). A study by Turkington et al. (2004) examined high-rise housing
estates in fifteen European countries, including Finland (see Tanninen 2004), and focused on
how the position of postwar housing estates has changed in different European countries from
an extended historical perspective. The most recent European-wide study is the book Housing
Estates in Europe: Poverty, Ethnic Segregation and Policy Challenges edited by Hess et al.
(2018), which examines post-WW2 housing estates through a pan-European perspective, and
explores the formation and socio-spatial trajectories of these types of neighborhoods, while also
examining policy measures that have been used to address challenges in these types of
neighborhoods. This book includes fourteen case studies focusing on housing estates in
different metropolitan regions, including Helsinki (Vaattovaara et al. 2018). There have also
been numerous studies carried out with a specific focus on large housing estates in the post35
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socialist countries of Europe (e.g. Kovács & Herfert 2012; Kabisch & Grossmann 2013; Kährik
& Tammaru 2010; Temelová et al. 2011).
In Finland, suburban housing estates have been studied from a multitude of perspectives. These
include studies focused on urban planning and the history of estates (Hurme 1991; Hankonen
1994), culture, lifestyles and social life (Kortteinen 1982; Sulkunen et al. 1985, Junnilainen
2019), media representations (Roivainen 1999), social exclusion (Seppänen 2001) and disorder
and insecurity in 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates in Finland (Kemppainen 2017). A
number of studies have also examined socio-economic and demographic changes in Finnish
suburban housing estates (e.g. Lankinen 1985, 1994, 1998; Stjernberg 2015, 2017; Wallin
2014). Several of these studies, and particularly their empirical findings, have been partly
addressed already in chapter 1, while various theoretical perspectives concerning the
development of housing estates derived from this strand of literature is discussed in greater
detail in part 2.3.
The next part of this chapter presents the key concepts employed in this study. This is followed
by presenting different theoretical perspectives on socio-spatial differentiation and particularly
ones that are considered relevant for housing estates in part 2.2. Following this, the focus in
part 2.3 is placed on perspectives that are more directly tied to neighborhood change and the
development of housing estates. Finally, the more specific theoretical and empirical approach
that the analysis of the study is founded on is presented in part 2.4.

2.1 Key concepts
While the most central concept of the research, suburban housing estate, was already addressed
in part 1.1, other important concepts employed in the study are discussed in the following. In
urban studies, frequently used concepts used for describing how cities are divided include
differentiation, segregation and polarization, as well as the related concept of inequality.
Residential differentiation typically refers to the uneven distribution of social groups within
cities and the tendency of people with distinctive characteristics to reside close to each other in
certain areas (Knox & Pinch 2000). Consequently, residential areas can be defined based on the
distinctive characteristics of their inhabitants. The concept of socio-spatial differentiation is
also frequently used, particularly when considering the socio-economic characteristics of the
population within an area. The concepts of residential differentiation and segregation are
closely related and often used interchangeably, although Agnew & Duncan (2011: 537)
consider residential differentiation to be a more neutral term. The concept of segregation, or
residential segregation, is perhaps the most frequently used by urban scholars. In general terms,
residential segregation refers to the spatial separation of two or more social groups within a
specified geographic area, such as a country, metropolitan area, city or municipality
(Timberlake & Ignatov 2014). Segregation refers to both the processes of segregation, typically
at the urban scale, and to the spatial patterns that result from these processes (Gregory et al.
2009: 673). In urban studies, the concept of residential segregation has typically been used
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when referring to the geographical separation of different population groups into different
neighborhoods within the city that can be distinguished based on different socio-economic or
ethnic characteristics. This means that certain population groups are overrepresented in certain
areas while they are underrepresented in others (see e.g. Massey & Denton 1988). In its essence,
residential segregation is the extent to which different kinds of people live in different parts of
the city (Cadwaller 1996: 123). Urban scholars have long recognized that segregation cannot
be interpreted in isolation from the socio-economic and political contexts influencing the city
as well as from the broader society that it is part of (Agnew & Duncan 2011: 537). As Cassiers
& Kesteloot (2012: 1912) note, residential segregation is, for instance, related to various social
cleavages caused by various societal processes and could thereby be understood as the
projection of social structure onto space.
Socio-economic status, family status and ethnic status have been identified as the three major
dimensions of segregation in vast number of cities. Urban scholars interested in the social
geography of cities have particularly been interested in the socio-economic and ethnic
dimensions of segregation. Socio-economic segregation, which is the main focus of attention
in this study, is related to and often measured with variables such as socio-economic or
occupational status, income level and level of education. The socio-economic dimension has
been recognized as perhaps the most important one, differentiating rich and poor areas from
each other (Musterd & Ostendorf 2012). In societies based on competition and reward of the
marketplace, personal income, along with attributes such as education, occupation, purchasing
power as well as personal values, play central roles in explaining socio-economic differentiation
(Knox 1996: 41). Studies focusing on ethnic segregation have had a specific interest in
exploring the extent to which groups defined by racial, ethnic, national origin or language live
in different neighborhoods (Timberlake & Ignatov 2014). In the United States in particular, the
role of ethnicity has been central, and many segregation studies have focused on segregation
based on ethnicity and race. This means that the segregation debate is often dominated by the
ethnic dimension and the process of segregation is often reduced to the spatial separation of
different ethnic groups (Cassiers & Kesteloot 2012: 1912). In many parts of Europe, and
particularly in Finland, where cities traditionally have been ethnically less diverse than in the
Unites States for instance, the socio-economic dimension has been dominant in segregation
research, as the main dividing lines within cities are primarily drawn according to socioeconomic characteristics of the population. Nevertheless, there has been an increased focus on
ethnic segregation also among European scholars (e.g. Andersson et al. 2010), as well as more
explicitly in Finland (Vilkama 2011; Dhalmann 2011; Vilkama et al. 2014), as findings show
that ethnic segregation has become more closely interlinked with socio-economic segregation
in many European cities (e.g. Musterd 2005; Tammaru et al. 2015), including the main cities
and urban regions in Finland (e.g. Rasinkangas 2013; Vilkama et al. 2014; Hirvonen &
Puustinen 2016).
Another concept that has been widely used within segregation research during the last few
decades is polarization. In urban studies, the concept of polarization is strongly related to the
research of Sassen (1984) focusing on the effects of globalization (see 2.2.4). In her view,
globalization of the world economic system is accompanied with a growth in income inequality,
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which also is spatially manifested in the dualized socio-spatial structure of cities. Polarization
implies a simultaneous growth of both the upper and bottom ends of the income ladder, meaning
that there is an increase both in the share of those who are rich and those who are poor. Marcuse
(1989: 699) has given a figurative description of the process of polarization: “the population of
the city is normally distributed like an egg, widest in the middle and tapering off at both ends;
when it becomes polarized the middle is squeezed and the ends expand till it looks like an
hourglass.” Hamnett (2001) argues that most studies have failed to properly define the concept
of polarization, and that polarization has often been used imprecisely almost as a synonym for
inequality in general. Hamnett is critical of automatically using polarization when referring to
various forms of segregation, as they are not identical processes, and it is possible to have
greater inequality without greater polarization and vice versa (see also Esteban & Ray 1994).
Inequality is a concept used to address cleavages and disparities within society in general but
also within countries, regions or cities. Even though economic inequality is a necessary
condition for socio-economic segregation, van Kempen (2007: 23) argues that the degree of
inequality within society and the spatial separation of social groups are not necessarily
automatically directly related. Instead, the relationship between the two is determined by
numerous factors, including the preferences of individuals, the level of commodification of
housing, the extent of welfare provision, and many other characteristics of the city (Burgers &
Musterd 2002; Reardon & Bishoff 2011). Socio-economic segregation requires an incomebased housing market that relates income to residential location (Marcińczak et al. 2015: 187;
see also Reardom & Bishoff 2011). Abu-Lughod (1969) has suggested that a precondition for
residential differentiation based on socio-economic status is that there is an effective ranking
system in society that differentiates people into different status groups, and where there also is
a differentiated housing market that corresponds to this ranking system. In her view,
differentiation according to family status will occur in a situation where households at different
stages of the family life cycle have different residential needs and where the housing market
can accommodate these needs.
In Finnish research on socio-spatial differences within cities, several closely related concepts
have been used. The most frequently used concepts, alueellinen eriytyminen and alueellinen
erilaistuminen, are both approximate translations of spatial differentiation. Nevertheless, these
two concepts have somewhat different meanings. Alueellinen eriytyminen refers to a
development that generally is unwanted and resembles segregation but is more moderate
compared to the Finnish concept of segregaatio (‘segregation’), both in terms of the intensity
of the process and also how the word itself generally is perceived (Vaattovaara 1998; Bernelius
2013; Vilkama 2011). Vilkama (2011) defines eriytyminen as a concept that includes both the
processes that cause differentiation as well as the socio-spatial structure that emerges from the
distribution of people. The concept of alueellinen erilaistuminen, on the other hand, is less
charged and can also refer to spatial differences that are not necessarily considered negative but
instead can refer to areas characterized by different types of lifestyles and images (Allardt 1992:
58). Vaattovaara (1998: 43) describes alueellinen erilaistuminen as a concept that refers to the
spatial dimension of social differentiation and particularly to socio-spatial differences between
different areas.
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When referring to the socio-spatial structure of cities in Finland, segregaatio, due to its negative
resonance, has been a less frequently used concept. In Finnish urban studies, the concept of
segregaatio was long considered too extreme for describing the socio-spatial development seen
in Finnish cities. Segregaatio has often been used in the public debate when referring to the
possible unwanted effects that may result from differentiation (Vaattovaara 1998: 43; Bernelius
2013: 28; Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015: 571). The concept has mainly been used in research
focusing on the ethnic dimension of differentiation (e.g. Rasinkangas 2010; Dhalmann 2011).
However, as various research findings have identified greater differentiation in the Helsinki
region, and a socio-spatial structure and development that more clearly resembles that of urban
regions elsewhere in Europe, the concept of segregaatio has become more frequently employed
by urban scholars in Finland in recent years (e.g. Dhalmann 2011; Kortteinen & Vaattovaara
2015). Consequently, Vaattovaara & Kortteinen (2003, 2012) have suggested that segregaatio
might be an ever more fitting concept for describing the socio-spatial structure of the
contemporary Helsinki region.
The concepts of segregation, socio-economic differentiation, polarization and inequality could
generally be understood as undesired phenomena (e.g. Musterd & de Winter 1998). Particularly
in Europe, this becomes evident when considering the wide range of policy measures targeting
segregation (e.g. Nightingale 2012: 391–393). As socio-spatial differences between
neighborhoods are fundamental characteristics of cities, many urban scholars have raised the
question of when differentiation is so great that it is considered a problem. In Europe,
segregation is generally considered a problem when it is associated with deprivation, and
although segregation involves a separation of rich and poor people, the main concern appears
to be related to the concentration of poverty in certain areas. Finnish scholar Erik Allardt (1992:
58) has suggested that differentiation at the upper scale is not necessarily problematic, but there
should be a minimum standard of services and living, underneath which areas should not be
allowed to fall. Overall, the question of when differences are so substantial that they are
considered problematic is essentially subjective and often a political one. The view of
segregation as an undesired phenomenon also includes the perspective that people living in poor
areas suffer from extra negative effects, so called neighborhood effects, which for instance have
a harmful effect on their social participation (Musterd & de Winter 1998: 666). The idea of
neighborhood effects has received considerable attention in scholarly debates in recent times
and stresses that living in a deprived area may negatively affect the life chances of a person in
addition to their individual characteristics (see e.g. van Ham et al. 2012).
In addition to the notion that cities are almost by definition characterized by differences and
inequalities and are composed of different types of areas or neighborhoods that can be identified
based on a wide range of specific features and characteristics, another fundamental
characteristic is that the city and its neighborhoods are in a state of constant change. As this
research focuses on the changes that have occurred in suburban housing estates over time, other
central concepts used in the study are related to neighborhood change. Neighborhood change
is a frequently used concept for describing the development of neighborhoods in numerous
studies (e.g. Van Beckhoven et al. 2009). According to Temkin & Rohe (1996: 159),
“neighborhood change encompasses a variety of objectively measurable changes to a
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neighborhood’s physical and social environment.” In the research literature, neighborhood
change often refers to specific changes in socio-economic, demographic or housing
characteristics, such as income level, occupational level, unemployment rate, poverty rate,
racial or ethnic composition, age structure, housing prices, tenure structure or vacancies in the
housing stock (see e.g. Wei & Knox 2014: 460). However, when neighborhood change occurs
this is seldom reflected in one single indicator, but rather it is more likely to be more reflected
in several characteristics that are interrelated. Galster (2001), for instance, defines a
neighborhood as a “bundle of spatially based attributes associated with clusters of residences”,
which means that analyzing change in a neighborhood according to a single indicator may
ignore other important factors that are central in shaping the trajectories of neighborhood
change (see also Wei & Knox 2014: 460; Delmelle 2015: 1). There is therefore a strong
argument for adopting an approach that considers multiple facets of change in research focusing
on neighborhood change.
Wassenberg (2013: 131) considers that the fact that neighborhoods are not static entities is not
problematic as such, but it is more problematic when differences become too great and when
problems accumulate in certain areas. Whereas neighborhood change is a neutral concept that
can refer to any kind of change within an area, neighborhood decline refers to a negative or
undesired development of an area. Neighborhood decline, as defined by Grigsby et al. (1987:
41), is an absolute negative change in the physical or social quality of an area. Nevertheless, a
decline of a neighborhood may also occur in the relative sense, for instance if the neighborhood
develops unfavorably compared to other neighborhoods or the city at large. In the Finnish
context, a socio-economic decline of a neighborhood in terms of income and educational level
is presumably more likely to occur in the relative than in the absolute sense, as for instance
Vilkama et al. (2014) did not identify any neighborhoods in the Helsinki Capital Region in their
study that were becoming socio-economically more deprived in absolute terms.
In addition to neighborhood change, many scholars, on the other hand, also emphasize the role
of neighborhood stability (see e.g. Sampson & Morenoff 2006; Sampson 2012: 104). As the
physical structure and housing stock of neighborhoods typically changes slowly, this often
means that the status of neighborhoods persists over longer periods of time (e.g. Wei & Knox
2014; Zwiers et al. 2016). Zwiers et al. (2016) suggest that as the physical characteristics of
neighborhoods often remain relatively unchanged, similar types of residents will move in and
out, whereby maintaining the status quo. This would correspond to Sampson’s (2012: 104)
findings from Chicago according to which most neighborhoods that were poor in 1970 were
poor also in 1990, and that the general socio-economic ranking of neighborhood generally tends
to change little over time.
In studies focusing on neighborhood change and decline, several closely related concepts such
as filtering, invasion and succession have been used. Many of these can be traced back to the
days of the Chicago School and various studies conducted in the 1920s but they are still, to a
certain extent, used also in more contemporary studies. Neighborhood succession is what
Grigsby et al. (1987: 27) refer to as a shift in the income profile within a geographically defined
neighborhood of dwelling units, occurring through the departure of high-income residents who
are replaced by residents with lower incomes. They consider succession to be a central and
40

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
perpetual factor in neighborhood change, viewing succession as a cause of decline. Succession
is closely related to the concept of filtering, dating back to the work of Burgess (1925/1974)
and Hoyt (1939). Filtering means that as dwelling units become older, they depreciate due to
not only physical deterioration but also to relative depreciation, meaning that it will be difficult
for older neighborhoods to compete with newer ones (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 23). Filtering,
in its essence, typically refers to the process where housing is passed down from a higher
income to a lower income group, resulting in neighborhood transition and a reorganization of
urban space. Burgess (1925) and Hoyt (1939) approached the idea of filtering from different
perspectives. While Hoyt was mainly concerned with the supply side of the housing market,
arguing that new housing developments cause a filtering-down of older dwellings, Burgess
focused more on the demand side, and in his view, filtering-down is primarily caused by
invasion (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 26). Invasion and succession are concepts that were used
by the Chicago School scholars to describe how neighborhoods in their view developed
according to a predictable pattern, and particularly to describe the impact of immigration on the
social structure of an urban area. Burgess et al. (1925/1974) saw invasion and succession as
processes where a certain immigrant group living in a specific neighborhood moved out while
being replaced (or succeeded) by a more recent group of immigrants (an act of invasion). These
concepts have remained central in many more contemporary theories concerning neighborhood
change, and for instance van Kempen (2007: 22) argues that divided cities of today cannot be
understood without concepts like invasion, succession and filtering. Neighborhood change is
discussed further in part 2.2.5.
Another concept that is closely related to neighborhood change is gentrification. The process
of gentrification, although in its very essence being a form of neighborhood change, could be
considered of lesser relevance for suburban housing estates, as gentrification typically is used
to describe changes in more central urban neighborhoods with private ownership (see also van
Beckhoven et al. 2009: 21). Gentrification refers to socio-economic upgrading and could in this
respect be viewed as a process somewhat opposite of socio-economic decline. This study
focuses on housing estates that are located outside of the urban centers, and gentrification is
presumably not a particularly common trait in the suburban contexts of Finland. Nevertheless,
it should be considered possible that this type of socio-economic upgrading may occur in some
estates, particularly in older and relatively centrally located estates that would generally appear
to be considered more attractive compared to more massive and peripheral estates that were
built later. In addition, it should also be considered that neighborhoods do not develop in a
vacuum, and that changes in one neighborhood may influence other neighborhoods as well
(Zwiers et al. 2016). For instance, gentrification in one area may lead to deprivation in another
area within the city region (Bolt et al. 2009).

2.2 Theoretical perspectives on socio-spatial differentiation
Within urban studies, there is a long tradition of studying the social geography of cities, and
questions concerning the socio-spatial patterning of the cities and neighborhoods have remained
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central research themes among geographers and sociologists in particular. Segregation and
socio-spatial differences have been on the agenda of urban research for more than a century,
and during this period of time, there have been several paradigm shifts that have been
characterized by different theoretical and methodological conceptions that have set the tone for
research during different points in time. This part provides an overview of the research field in
which this study is embedded in, and particularly addresses perspectives relevant for
understanding socio-spatial differentiation within cities and regions and between cities and
regions. In the next part (2.3), the focus is more specifically on theoretical perspectives that are
more directly tied to neighborhood change and the development of housing estates in particular.

2.2.1 Traditional spatial analysis approaches
In the debate concerning socio-spatial differentiation in contemporary cities, many scholars
have linked differentiation to trends in the global economy as well as to other demographic,
cultural and political developments, and claimed that differentiation in contemporary cities is
greater than in traditional cities. Nevertheless, differentiation within cities is surely not a new
phenomenon. Marcuse (1993: 355) argues that cities have been divided in a similar way as
today throughout history; already in ancient Athens and Rome, during the middle ages or at
least since the industrial revolution. In the aftermath of industrialization in the 19th century,
urban poverty and social divisions in industrial cities became central questions of concern.
Friedrich Engels (1845/2010), wrote his book The Condition of the Working Class in England
in 1845 against this specific backdrop. Van Kempen (2007: 14–15) has described the undivided
city as being a myth and a utopia at the same time, as cities consist almost by definition of
neighborhoods that differ from each other. In the view of Musterd & Ostendorf (2012: 50),
cities have always been more heterogeneous than rural areas, and they consider heterogeneity,
along with size and density, to be one of the main characteristics of cities.
During the 1800s, various studies that could be regarded as the very first examples of
segregation research were conducted in Europe. Although the Chicago School of sociology and
its research from the first few decades of the 20th century is often considered the starting point
for urban social geography, scholars in Europe already had an interest in studying different
urban phenomena during the previous century. Early research conducted in France focused on
the spatial distribution of crime in cities. Guerry (1833) and Quetelet (1842) studied the
distribution of crime among geographical units in relation to variables such as education,
income, urbanization and density, identifying a correlation between crime and other variables,
and arguing that crime was not a randomly distributed phenomenon, but that crime and other
social behaviors occurred disproportionately in certain areas and at certain times. In the UK,
Rawson (1839) identified a relation between crime and occupation, as well as varying degrees
of crime in different types of areas, while Mayhew (1861) found that crime was passed down
in areas characterized by poverty, drunkenness, bad housing and economic insecurity. Other
pioneering research, involving the use of cartography, include a study by Booth (1889) where
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he mapped poverty and wealth in London at the street-level, and Snow’s (1854) research
mapping the ecological unfolding of cholera in London. (Sampson 2012: 32–34.)
However, it was during the first few decades of the 1900s that the sociologists at the University
of Chicago brought research focused on the social structure of the city to the forefront of social
sciences. Scholars such as Robert Park and Ernest Burgess played a central role within the
Chicago School and came to have an important influence on urban studies and social sciences
more generally during the decades to come. Although the first pioneering studies were
conducted in Europe during the 1800s, it was the Chicago School that established a more
analytical approach for studying segregation and the social structure of the city during the 1920s
and 1930s. Their conceptual understanding of the spatial organization of urban society, known
as urban ecology, was a research approach that was empirically oriented and founded on
scientific methodologies for studying human society. (Kaplan et al. 2004: 177–180.)
The Chicago School scholars and their understanding of the city were strongly influenced by
biological sciences and particularly the field of community ecology. They suggested that the
city was divided into ʻnatural areasʼ consisting of distinct physical and cultural characteristics
(Sampson 2012: 35). In their view, cities resembled ecological communities, in the sense that
social groups competed for resources and space in a similar way as plants, and they argued that
the social patterning of the city emerged from this competition. Important in this approach was
the concept of social distance and its link to spatial distance, meaning that different social
groups seek as little contact with each other as possible, and by living as far as possible from
each other they strive to protect social distance by creating spatial distance (Kaplan et al. 2004:
180). Park (1925/1975) used concepts borrowed from the field of ecology such as competition,
invasion, succession, segregation and symbiosis for describing the processes affecting the social
geography of the city (discussed in part 2.1).
The ideas of the Chicago School soon gained wide international following and influenced a
broad range of subsequent research, for example by Finnish scholar Heikki Waris who had
studied at the University of Chicago and later conducted his Chicago-influenced ethnographic
study in the Kallio working-class district of Helsinki in 1932 (Allardt 1993: 120). One of the
legacies of the Chicago School was the use of generalized models for describing the sociospatial patterning of the city. Three different urban models came to have an important influence
on the way the social geography of cities was understood during the first half of the 20th century,
namely Burgess’ (1925) concentric zone model, Hoyt’s (1939) sector model and Harris and
Ullman’s (1945) multiple nuclei model. Following WWII, these traditional models eventually
became considered too descriptive and simplistic and increasingly outdated representations of
the urban structure (Cadwaller 1996: 127–131).
Sparked by more advanced quantitative data and methods, a research approach known as social
area analysis emerged during the 1950s. This approach, developed by Shevky & Bell (1955),
was founded on the theories of urban social differentiation developed by the Chicago School
and relied on the use of large datasets about neighborhoods, which were used to identify so
called social areas within the city (Kaplan et al. 2004: 186). A central idea in Shevky & Bell’s
study was that cities cannot be understood in isolation from overall society, and residential
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segregation was in their view rooted in broader processes of differentiation taking place within
society more generally. This approach thereby addressed one of the main critiques that has been
directed at the Chicago School sociologists for ignoring broader societal processes that
influence human behavior and the patterning of the city.
Particularly important in the work of Shevky & Bell was their understanding of differentiation
as an outcome of three main forces that shaped urban space and explained differentiation in a
post-WWII industrial society (see. Kaplan et al. 2004: 185; Cadwaller 1996: 134). Firstly, in a
society where an increased division of labor emerges and where specialized job skills are highly
important, an occupational status system develops and becomes a central element of social
differentiation. Secondly, these changes in the division of labor had an impact on family
structures, which particularly meant a weakening in the traditional organization of the family.
Thirdly, advancements in transportation technology allowed a higher degree of residential
mobility, and along with increased freedom of choice of where to live, the sorting of population
and patterns of segregation within the city were increasingly related to race and ethnicity. Based
on this reasoning, Shevky & Bell argued that segregation in cities could be understood
according to three dimensions, namely economic, family and ethnic status, and they developed
three indices to measure these dimensions (Cadwaller 1996: 134). Relying on neighborhoodlevel data, which was used to classify areas based on the scores of different variables, this
approach sought to develop a typology of social areas within the city.
During the 1960s and 1970s, advances in computer technology and increased data availability
allowed ever more complex ways of conducting quantitative analyses with larger sets of data.
This had a great impact on geographical research and the social sciences more broadly and saw
the emergence of an approach known as factorial ecology (Kaplan et al. 2004: 187). Factorial
ecology relied on the use of large sets of census data for neighborhoods and on factor analysis
as a method for examining the ideas formulated by Shevky and Bell. Similarly, as social area
analysis, factorial ecology was based on the ecological perspective, which was rooted in the
Chicago School. Factorial ecology sought to validate the hypotheses that were implicit in social
area analysis and to form a generalized understanding of the socio-spatial structure of cities
(Knox 1996: 45). A key difference between social area analysis and factorial ecology was that
the former identified the factors that were thought to shape urban space prior to the analysis and
the analysis was conducted in order to try to quantify the factors (Kaplan et al. 2004: 188). In
the latter, the starting point was that the factors that explain the patterning of urban space should
be identified in the research data. Another difference was that the factorial ecology approach
relied on more sophisticated methods of analysis and larger datasets, while also laying more
emphasis on the spatial patterns related to the three underlying dimensions of residential
segregation that had been formulated by Shevky and Bell (Cadwaller 1996: 143).
By using factor analysis to mathematically examine datasets, the intention of factorial ecology
research was to identify variables with either very similar or very different distributions and to
quantitatively explain these distributions (Kaplan et al. 2004: 187). For instance, people with
higher levels of education often have higher status jobs and a higher income, whereby these
three variables would have similar distributions. The method applied allowed identifying the
factors that explain differentiation within the urban social space and uncovering which variables
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correlate. By calculating factor or component scores for different neighborhoods, it was then
possible to map the socio-spatial patterning of the city based on these scores (Cadwaller 1996:
147).
During the second half of the 20th century, various factorial ecology studies were conducted
with the aim of empirically testing the hypotheses of Shevky & Bell and the three social area
constructs discussed previously. Many of these studies identified the three dimensions of
differentiation that had been hypothesized by Shevky and Bell to be empirically valid in the
cities examined. Knox (1996: 47) considers one of the central findings of factorial ecology
research to be the observation that residential differentiation in the cities of the developed
industrial world tends to be dominated by a socio-economic status dimension, while
differentiation according to family-status characteristics and along ethnic lines also are
important (Knox 1996: 47). Despite this generality, factorial ecology research conducted in
cities in continental Europe have indicated that while socio-economic status along with family
status constitute the main dimensions of differentiation, in European cities ethnicity has
traditionally not been identified as an independent dimension (Knox 1996: 52). This feature
could be related to the fact that European cities have traditionally been ethnically less diverse.
In Finland, a number of studies focusing on the socio-spatial structure of cities were conducted
in the factorial ecology tradition. Aarnio (1951) carried out an analysis of the population and
functional structure of Finnish cities. Sweetser (1966, 1973), Maury (1997) and Vaattovaara
(1998) carried on the tradition with studies focusing on the Helsinki region, while Andersson’s
(1983) research focused on the Turku region. In general, these studies identified socioeconomic status and family status as the main dimensions explaining the socio-spatial structure
of Finnish cities, while ethnicity was not identified as an independent dimension, but rather as
related to low socio-economic status.
During the 1960s and 1970s, when factorial ecology was at its height, scholars focusing on the
socio-spatial form of the city were interested in which of the three previously discussed classical
models best represented reality. Many factorial ecology studies concluded that none of these
models were individually accurate representations of reality (Kaplan et al. 2004: 188). Instead,
Murdie (1968) found that socio-economic status tended to be spatially distributed in a sectorial
fashion, according to the Hoyt model, while family status generally reflected a concentric
distribution where singles and couples lived closer to the center and families with children lived
further out, as in the Burgess model. Finally, ethnic status seemed to be distributed in the form
of clusters, resembling the model proposed by Harris and Ullman. When placing these three
spatial patterns over each other, the outcome according to Murdie was an urban mosaic (Kaplan
et al. 2004: 188).
The spatial analysis approaches discussed in this part have played an important role in shaping
segregation research and set their stamp on contemporary research in various ways. Particularly
in terms of methodology, Kaplan et al. (2004: 182) state that empirical research on cities often
has some connection to the Chicago School and its ecological approach. Some of the central
concepts of human ecology remain important in scholarly literature today when describing
developments in contemporary cities, such as segregation, succession, filtering and invasion
(see e.g. van Kempen 2007: 17). The Chicago School also introduced indices for measuring
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segregation, a principle that has been further elaborated by for example Massey & Denton
(1988) and that is still widely used by many scholars. Emerging from Shevky & Bell’s (1955)
social area analysis approach, the idea that cities cannot be understood in isolation from overall
society and that residential segregation is related to broader processes of differentiation is a
notion that still seems fitting for understanding how cities and specific neighborhoods within
the city develop in the current age. Also, their idea that residential differentiation is composed
of three main dimensions, namely economic status, family status and ethnicity, still corresponds
to more contemporary understandings of the social geography of cities (see e.g. Knox 1996: 47;
Hamnett 2001).
Although being highly influential, these approaches have been subject to various forms of
critique. One critique directed at the ecological approach of the Chicago School has been its
oversimplified way of viewing the interaction between groups and merely portraying human
societies as biological elements in a large urban ecosystem, while ignoring many of the social,
economic and political forces that influence human behavior and the patterning of the city
(Kaplan et al. 2004: 180). The social area analysis approach and its underlying theoretical
framework, which was derived from the Chicago School tradition, has been criticized as it has
been considered to fall short in explaining why residential areas should be relatively
homogenous and why different areas should differ from one another. Although the idea that
cities are divided according to economic status, family status and ethnic status has been
influential, the underlying theoretical reasoning behind this hypothesis was according to
Cadwaller (1996: 136) not strongly justified. The factorial ecology approach has been criticized
for becoming overly focused on technical and empirical questions while paying too little
attention to the underlying societal processes responsible for shaping the social geography of
cities (Wyly 1999: 311). Nevertheless, it should be noticed that factorial ecology has made a
slight comeback of sorts in more recent times and this approach been used as a way of
classifying urban and suburban neighborhoods (e.g. Wyly 1999; Baum 2006; Vicino et al. 2007;
Hanlon 2009). According to Reibel (2011: 309), unlike early factorial ecology research, these
more recent studies have used factor analysis of urban neighborhoods as a means to some other
theoretical end, rather than as an end in itself.
As the Chicago School scholars developed their ideas in a specific place and time and under a
specific system characterized by a free market economy, where social security and housing
subsidies were uncommon and where the role of the state was minimal, van Kempen (2007: 17)
has described the ideas of the Chicago School as essentially American, and maybe even
Chicagoan. The specific context under which these ideas were developed could be seen as a
factor that shaped the ecological approach. While mainly considering the socio-spatial
geography as an outcome of individual behavior, one of the main critiques directed at the social
ecologists has been that they did not pay proper attention to how neighborhood change actually
took place. As van Kempen (ibid.) states, the approach has been criticized for not properly
considering factors that affect the choices, preferences and social actions of individuals and
households and particularly for the absence of institutional and political factors and the role of
the national and local governments. In response to these criticisms, the following decades saw
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the emergence of research approaches that introduced new perspectives for understanding
segregation and the socio-spatial development of cities and neighborhoods.

2.2.2 The role of individuals and households
Since the 1970s it has been recognized that individuals and households are central actors when
explaining urban divisions and that their preferences and decisions influence how
neighborhoods develop (van Kempen 2007: 17). The so-called behavioral approach considered
housing choices to be directly linked to events in the family life cycle. For instance, household
size as well as other household characteristics are related to different phases in the family life
cycle and these play a central role in determining a household’s preferred type of housing and
place to live (e.g. Speare et al. 1975; Stapleton 1980; Clark et al. 1986). As different types of
households have different housing needs and preferences, each household forms their own
subjective hierarchy of housing, making certain neighborhoods more attractive than others
(Murie et al 2003: 39). In this perspective, demographic factors such as age and household size
were considered to be attributes that greatly influenced where different types of households
chose to live and thereby also influenced the residential patterns within the city. Within the
behavioral approach, adopting a so called ethnic-cultural perspective, certain scholars have also
emphasized the role of ethnic and racial factors and argued that cultural differences between
these groups are attributes influencing residential choices (van Kempen 2007: 18).
In the behavioral approach, households and individuals were viewed as actors who play an
important role in influencing neighborhood change (Temkin and Rohe 1996). This approach
also emphasizes the role of social cohesion as a factor affecting how neighborhoods develop,
as it can play a central role in influencing mobility decisions (Goetze 1979). According to Van
Beckhoven et al. (2009: 33–34), areas with a strong social fabric might be able to resist negative
changes better than areas with a weak social fabric, while a breakdown of social relationships
might be a cause for neighborhood decline. Residents may thereby be able to influence the
situation in their neighborhoods and work to improve the area.
Perhaps the main critique directed at this approach has been that while emphasizing the role of
demand and choice, it has failed to properly consider various constraints under which
households operate (see e.g. Hamnett & Randolph 1988). Households do not make choices
concerning housing solely based on their preferences, and not everyone can reside where they
desire. Instead, different people have a varying degree of choice on the housing market and
choices are limited by numerous constraints.
The idea that choices are made in an environment of constraints was central in the research of
Rex & Moore (1967), which is considered the beginning of the institutional approach in housing
research (van Kempen 2007: 18). A central idea in their study was that housing, and desirable
housing in particular, is a scarce resource and different groups have different access to these
dwellings. People have varying resources and operate under different constraints and thereby
have different positions on the housing market. According to Rex & Moore, those who have
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the strongest position are able to occupy the most desirable housing in the best locations. All
choices are made under conditions of constraint, and people internalize their own possibilities,
and when mentioning their preferences, they have already taken into account various constraints
that limit their choice (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 40).
Several different types of resources have been identified as factors that determine the position
of a household, and these have been categorized as financial, cognitive, political and social
resources (see van Kempen & Özüekren 1998; Murie et al. 2003: 41; van Kempen 2007: 18).
Firstly, financial resources, such as level of income, security of income and capital assets are
important in determining a person’s position on the housing market. Housing market position
and labor market position are closely related, as people with insecure jobs or low levels of
income generally have a more disadvantaged position on the housing market, and thereby more
limited choice, and are often thereby restricted to the least desired form of housing in the least
attractive locations (Rex & Tomlinson 1979). Murie et al. (2003: 41) note that in many parts of
Europe this means moving into public or social rented housing that in many cases is found in
vast amounts in postwar housing estates, which also is the case for instance in the Helsinki
region (see e.g. Vilkama et al. 2014; Stjernberg 2017). Secondly, cognitive resources, referring
to a person’s knowledge of the local housing market, can for example be related to one’s level
of education and may affect what type of housing a person has access to. This means that, for
instance, those who are not proficient in the local language or the legal and financial systems
can be in a disadvantaged situation compared to those who have a better understanding of
allocation rules and the functioning of the housing market (Murie et al. 2003: 41; van Kempen
& Özüekren 1998). Thirdly, political resources refer to the political power that people have,
both formally and informally (van Kempen 2007: 18). For instance, immigrants may be subject
to discrimination and not have the formal right to participate in society, and thereby have a
disadvantaged position on the labor and housing markets and be limited to the least desired
category of housing (see also e.g. Pahl 1975; Søholt 2011; Dhalmann 2011). Fourthly, social
resources are related to personal social contacts, which can affect one’s position on both the
labor and housing market, and hence may affect the access that they have to various forms of
housing (see e.g. van Kempen 2007; Dhalmann 2011). Overall, these different resources are
important for explaining the positions and possibilities that different households have on the
housing market and subsequently also for understanding the spatial patterns of cities.
The idea that individuals and households play important roles in shaping how cities and
neighborhoods develop and that their decision-making is affected by various constraints have
remained central also in more contemporary urban research. Research findings, also from
Finland, confirm that moving decisions of households are important determinants of the sociospatial development of urban areas (see e.g. Bernelius 2012; Vilkama et al. 2013). However, as
it has long been widely recognized that the socio-spatial structure of the city is not merely
shaped by the choices and decisions of individuals and households, the role of various
institutions as well as political and economic structures have become central elements that need
to be considered in segregation research.
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2.2.3 The role of institutions as well as economic and political structures
Segregation research emphasizing the role of individuals and their decision-making as well as
varying personal constraints and resources that define their position on the housing market was
criticized for generally failing to consider broader societal developments that also influence
individual and household behavior and set the broader framework under which they operate.
Against this backdrop, during the 1970s, urban social geography witnessed a shift away from
studying residential patterns and from a concern with household choice and preference as
explanatory factors. Hamnett (2001: 163–164) notes that this change led to more focus on the
underlying economic and social processes that structured the urban housing market and that
together with the existing class and ethnic structures produced the social spatial structure of the
city. This shift was ignited by a series of studies focusing on inequality in cities, including
Social Justice and the City by David Harvey (1973), Whose City? by Ray Pahl (1975) and The
Urban Question by Manuel Castells (1977).
These studies introduced the Marxian approach and the political economy perspective into
segregation research, criticizing the Chicago School paradigm for ignoring capitalistic
production and political forces beyond the borders of the local community and arguing that
these broader economic and political structures were central factors affecting neighborhood
developments (see e.g. Sampson 2012: 40–41). This strand of research linked developments
occurring in cities to the larger historical movement of industrial capitalism, establishing the
idea that the socio-spatial patterning of the city and the development of neighborhoods cannot
simply be understood based on preferences and resources of individuals and households.
Instead, this strand of research considered various economic and political structures to be of
great importance in steering the patterning of urban areas, instead of merely considering the
social landscapes of cities as natural outcomes of individual decisions. In the view of the
political economy perspective, social groups did not inhabit particular parts of the city simply
based on their own choice, but rather because broader forces place them there (see e.g. Kaplan
et al. 2004: 189). Questions concerning power were considered to be central, as a capitalistic
system was seen to be based on the existence of different social classes, whereby the division
of space along class lines was considered to be a way of maintaining and reinforcing this system
(ibid.).
In addition to the role of broader economic and political structures, the mid-1970s saw the
emergence of a perspective emphasizing the role that institutions play in questions concerning
housing allocation. Within the institutional approach, allocation rules and procedures were
viewed as important, as these can affect the population composition within neighborhoods (see
e.g. Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 37). While governments have played an active role in
influencing housing markets, many questions concerning housing have primarily been handled
by housing associations and other institutions specialized in these questions. Pahl (1975, 1977)
and Lipsky (1980) have argued that these institutions are not actors in the strict sense of the
word, but instead composed of people who are responsible for making the decisions, so called
managers. When considering housing allocation, the managerial approach did not only
consider formal rules but also drew attention to allocators, and stressed the need to look beyond
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formal policies (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 37). Pahl stressed the role of so-called social
gatekeepers, such as housing officers, who can allocate resources according to their own
implicit goals, values, assumptions and ideologies (see e.g. van Kempen 2007: 19). As various
gatekeepers can have the power to favor certain households over others in their decisionmaking, some households or social groups may thereby have a limited degree of choice
concerning housing, as exclusionary policies may make certain categories of housing in certain
areas inaccessible for them, thereby forcing them into areas where accessible housing is
available (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 43). These perspectives stress that, through their actions,
gatekeepers are thereby able to influence the population composition of neighborhoods and the
socio-economic fabric of cities. The existence of these types of gatekeepers has also been
recognized in the context of Helsinki where housing officials and managers of council estates
may have the power to decide that new social housing units are not allocated to immigrant
households (see e.g. Dhalmann & Vilkama 2009).
Following this paradigm shift, segregation research was infused with a perspective highlighting
the role of the state in influencing developments and how households are spatially distributed
within the city (e.g. van Kempen 2007: 19). When considering the role of the state, it seems
apparent that there is considerable variation between different countries in the role that the state
plays in influencing societal developments and specifically how cities and neighborhoods
develop. Particularly in Finland and other Western European welfare states, the state and
different state institutions have traditionally been important mechanisms for evening out social
and spatial inequalities (see e.g. Varady & Schulman 2007; Vaattovaara et al. 2011; Skifter
Andersen 2012). The main principles of the welfare state have been viewed as twofold. Firstly,
national governments have adopted various programs aimed at providing households with a
decent level of income, regardless of their position on the labor market, including financial
support in situations of unemployment and illness as well as support for the elderly (Murie et
al. 2003: 42; van Kempen 2007: 19). Secondly, the state has provided an extensive system of
subsidies in various fields, such as housing, recreation and social work (van Kempen 2007: 19).
In terms of housing, governments across Western Europe increased their intervention in the
housing market after WWII by establishing social measures, maintaining rent control and
providing various subsidies, and in many cases created a large sector of public or social rented
housing (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 42; Skifter Andersen 2012). Through its active intervention,
the quantitative and qualitative supply of housing has directly been influenced by the actions of
the state.
Nightingale (2012: 390) considers a stronger welfare state and social democratic safety nets in
Western Europe as features that have ensured lesser income inequality, intergenerational
poverty as well as hunger and health insecurity in Western Europe compared to the United
States for example (see also e.g. Musterd & Ostendorf 1998; Musterd et al. 2016). Welfare state
arrangements have also been viewed as a central reason for lower levels of segregation in
Finland (see e.g. Varady & Schulman 2007; Vaattovaara et al. 2011). While it is clear that there
are places that are considered non-attractive living environments in every country and city, local
policies, for instance, can have a mediating effect on the areas and how they develop. Most
Western European governments, including Finland, at least officially claim that combating
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segregation is an important policy issue, and additionally, some urban policies in Europe are
also subsidized by the European Union (Nightingale 2012: 391, 393).
An issue that many scholars have widely discussed during the last few decades has been the
changing role of the state and particularly a weakening of the welfare state. According to van
Kempen (2007: 19), many countries have since the mid-1980s in particular witnessed a decline
in welfare activities provided by the state along with the emergence of a new liberal philosophy
and initiatives to reduce state spending. Government cutbacks tend to have most effect on those
with a low income and who are dependent on the state, which in turn may negatively affect
their position on the housing market, limiting their choice to the least attractive housing in the
least desirable areas. Van Kempen argues that if these dwellings are spatially concentrated in
certain specific areas within the city, this may result in an increased concentration of poverty
in areas with low rents and typically low-quality housing, and thereby in increased segregation.
These developments may particularly affect postwar housing estates, as they often contain
housing that belongs to the least desired segment (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003). Van Kempen &
Özüekren (1998) also note that in parallel with the decline of the welfare states, the amount of
affordable rented dwellings has been in decline in most Western European countries,
particularly in the newly built stock.
In many countries, a restructuring of the state has resulted in a changed role of central
governments in addressing various policy areas, and there has been a general tendency towards
deregulation, decentralization and privatization (see e.g. Skifter Andersen 2012; Musterd et al.
2016). According to Murie et al. (2003: 43), this has for instance resulted in a shifting of many
duties that traditionally have been addressed by central governments to other levels of decisionmaking, such as provinces, regions, cities and even city districts, while also shifting certain
tasks to the private sector. Another tendency is an increased complexity in decision-making in
various spheres of policy. For instance, questions concerning urban developments,
neighborhood policies and neighborhood regeneration are typically not handled by the
government alone, but increasingly by a mix of different organizations and individuals (ibid.).
This tendency towards fragmentation and a differentiation of decision-making marks a shift
from government to governance (see e.g. Elander & Blanc 2001).

2.2.4 The role of macro-trends and global developments
Since the 1980s, there has been a shift within segregation research towards an increasing focus
on the relation between segregation and global level processes that contribute to greater
inequality and division within cities (see e.g. Hamnett 2001: 164). This view has gained ground
as many scholars have linked differentiation in contemporary cities with certain features that
are characteristic of the current global age. While urban scholars have long recognized that
cities and neighborhoods are influenced by broader societal developments in the interconnected
global world of today, many scholars consider the role of global developments as increasingly
important in influencing developments on lower spatial levels, for instance within countries as
well as more locally within regions and cities and even neighborhoods. Within urban studies,
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many of the developments occurring within contemporary cities have been traced to broader
developments and processes taking place at the global scale. Knox & Pinch (2000: 46) state
that all urban centers are now considered somewhat global, in the sense that they are affected
by events and decisions taken outside of their national boundaries to a greater extent than
previously in the past. Marcuse & van Kempen (2000: 3–4) argue that although cities have
always been divided in various ways, along functional and cultural lines and according to status,
differentiation has become more expressed in contemporary cities.
In contemporary debates, globalization is widely considered to be a process that affects every
continent, country, region, city, neighborhood and even individual. The concept of
globalization is one that is frequently used but not always clearly defined. According to van
Kempen (2007: 20), globalization consists of several processes such as the changing spatial
structure of economic activities, migration of capital, migration of people, as well as values and
norms that spread globally. Van Kempen sees globalization as a process that is closely related
to “new technology, increased trade and mobility, increased concentration of control and
reduced welfare-oriented regulatory power of nation states.” In the debate concerning
globalization, the emergence of a closely integrated global economic system has often taken
central stage. However, globalization does not solely include developments related to changes
in the global economic system, but in other domains as well. Murie et al. (2003: 45–48) refer
to this wide array of developments occurring at the global scale as macro-level developments.
They identify economic, demographic and political developments as well as changing patterns
of choice as major influences on changes occurring in cities and neighborhoods.
Globalization is a process that is closely related to the general transformation of the global
economic system during the last couple of decades. This transformation includes several
interrelated developments concerning economic restructuring and the emergence of
international consumer markets, as well as an increase in the mobility of people, capital, goods
and information on a global scale (Burgers & Musterd 2002: 406). More specifically, this means
a shift from manufacturing to advanced services and an increasing speed and global scale of
economic interactions (Kaplan et al. 2004: 189). Economic restructuring at the global scale and
the emergence of a close-knit global economy has been enabled by information technology.
During the last couple of decades, many scholars (e.g. Sassen 1994; Friedmann 1995) have
considered structural changes in the global economic system to be particularly important when
attempting to understand divisions that are emerging not only between countries but also
between regions and cities as well as within cities. In the global economic system, there is
greater competition for capital and employment, which previously were more firmly rooted
(Knox & Pinch 2000: 42). This has meant that manufacturing has gained greater flexibility
regarding location and has become increasingly decentralized and shifted to new locations. On
the other hand, despite globalization, informational industries and high-level decision-making
has often remained concentrated in certain cities that have strengthened their position as
important players in the global economic system (Castells 1989: 74).
In the debate concerning structural change of the global economic system and its effects on
regions and cities, questions concerning social polarization and duality in cities have been
particularly central. This debate was ignited in the 1980s, notably by Friedmann & Wolff (1982)
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and Friedmann (1986). They argued that contemporary world cities were being reshaped by
processes related to the international division of labor and production. These studies presented
the world city hypothesis and established the idea of a polarized global network of cities, where
certain world cities have developed into important nodes of the global economy, while others,
particularly third world cities, are excluded from this system. Friedmann & Wolff (1982: 323)
also suggest that there is increased differentiation within world cities between the ruling class
and the underclass. The world city hypothesis came to be influential and a lot of subsequent
studies have been conducted building on this idea. The research of Sassen (1984, 1991, 1994,
2006), in particular, has a clear attachment to this idea, and in her view, the shift from industrial
to post-industrial labor markets is central when explaining patterns of socio-spatial
differentiation in the current global age. Sassen sees the globalization of labor and capital to
have contributed to a situation of social polarization as well as spatial polarization (see part
2.1).
According to Sassen (2006: 194–196), economic globalization has contributed to a new
geography of centrality and marginality where inequalities have grown both between cities as
well as within cities. In her view, the sharp contrasts that traditionally have existed between
highly developed and less developed countries are now more evident within the developed
countries and their cities alike. The emergence of a new global economy is according to Sassen
(2006) accompanied by a new kind of global urban system where cities have become important
nodes. In this economic system there is a greater divide between cities that play an important
role and those that do not. Meanwhile, urban networks within countries are also affected by
these developments, and a widening gap between the central and peripheral cities within
countries has been seen to emerge. Particularly many traditional manufacturing centers have
often lost functions and have been transformed into areas of decline (see e.g. Sassen 2006: 7–
8).
Many scholars consider globalization to have affects that are felt also within cities, in addition
to increased differentiation between cities. Sassen’s (1991, 1994, 2006) theory on social
polarization has been important in the debate concerning segregation in contemporary cities.
Sassen argues that economic restructuring, and particularly the parallel growth of the financial
sector and the decline of manufacturing, is accompanied by a new sharper division of labor that
leads to greater inequalities and socio-spatial differences than in traditional manufacturingbased economies. According to Sassen (1991: 9), this new division of labor leads to an increase
in high-paying (service) jobs, requiring highly-skilled workers, as well as in low-paying jobs,
requiring a lesser-skilled workforce. Meanwhile, there is a decrease in jobs within the
downgraded manufacturing sector. In other words, whereas there previously were more stable
and relatively well-paid manufacturing jobs, these have in many cases been replaced by both
high- and low-paying service jobs. According to this perspective, the reshaping of the labor
market is accompanied by an increasingly polarized occupational structure and income
distribution. At the core of Sassen’s theory is the idea that changes in the global economic
system are accompanied by a situation where both the rich and the poor are increasing at the
expense of a shrinking middle class, and where increased social polarization thereby emerges.
According to Sassen, social polarization is also accompanied by spatial polarization and
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increased segregation within cities, as both the upper and lower socio-economic tiers grow at
the expense of a decreasing middle class, and members of these groups become spatially
concentrated within specific areas of the urban realm. Similar interpretations concerning the
effects of global economic restructuring on cities has been made by for instance Mollenkopf &
Castells (1991), who in their interpretation of New York as a dual city share the view of
polarization. According to Castells (1993: 254), the informational city is a dual city, as
informational economy has the tendency to create a polarized occupational structure where
informational productivity at the top may result in structural unemployment at the bottom as a
result of the downgrading of manufacturing.
Wilson’s (1987) theory on spatial mismatch also offers an interpretation of the link between
global economic developments and an increasingly polarized labor market and how this is
manifested in the socio-spatial structure of cities. Similarly as Sassen, Wilson highlights the
importance of global economic trends, and particularly that of deindustrialization, as a force
responsible for creating a job market that is polarized into low and high-wage sectors, while a
relocation of manufacturing has led to a decrease in jobs within this sector. In the view of
Wilson, as there is a greater need for a highly educated workforce in the post-industrial city
than in ones based on manufacturing, a mismatch emerges when there are people who are not
sufficiently educated and qualified to meet the requirements of the post-industrial labor market.
According to Wilson, a double mismatch emerges if the same people who are in a weak position
on the job market also live in areas where the supply of jobs that they would be qualified for
has significantly been reduced (see also Burgers & Musterd 2002: 404). Sampson (2012: 42)
considers the work of Wilson to be particularly important as this study brought neighborhoodbased research back to the forefront in the vein of the Chicago School, while also taking into
account broader macro-level processes that the Chicago School had failed to properly consider.
Hamnett (1994, 1996, 1998, 2003) has been a notable critic of the polarization thesis and argued
that while economic restructuring has resulted in an increase in inequality, it has not resulted in
polarization but instead in professionalization. While Sassen’s polarization thesis suggests that
a growth of low-skilled and high-skilled service jobs result in an hourglass shaped occupational
structure, Hamnett, in contrast, argues that while professional and managerial occupations have
grown, this has resulted in an overall upgrading, or professionalization, of the workforce.
Hamnett’s (1994a, 1994b, 2003) arguments are based on his analysis of London and cities in
the Netherlands, and he considers Sassen’s view of polarization to be less applicable for
European cities. Whereas Sassen emphasizes the growth of inequality between those in highstatus jobs and those in low-status jobs, Hamnett considers the most significant divisions to be
between those who are employed and those who are outside of the work force. In other words,
Hamnett (1994a) considers growing income inequality to be an outcome of economic
restructuring, but in his view inequality is not manifested in a polarization of the occupational
structure.
Although researchers generally agree that global economic developments and restructuring are
important for explaining developments in contemporary cities, there are differing
interpretations of the effects of these developments and how they are manifested spatially in
cities. The view of polarization as an outcome of economic restructuring has been particularly
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contested. Several scholars have criticized the polarization thesis for being an oversimplified
and overgeneralized way of understanding developments in contemporary cities (e.g. Fainstein
et al. 1991, van Kempen 1994, Hamnett 1998). The portrayal of cities as polarized has also
been contested as there are still large proportions of urban populations who belong to the middle
classes (see e.g. van Kempen 2007). In various empirical analyses carried out in different cities
around the world, there has been little empirical evidence found to support the polarization
thesis. For instance, in several studies conducted in cities in the Nordic countries, social
polarization was not identified (Borgegård et al. 1998; Wessel 2000; Vaattovaara & Kortteinen
2003). Vaattovaara & Kortteinen (2003) consider professionalization to be more fitting for
describing the development of the Helsinki region as opposed to polarization. Musterd &
Burgers (2002: 405) suggest that professionalization would in fact be a more adequate way of
describing developments in advanced economies rather than polarization.
Referring to global economic change, Castells (1989: 25) has claimed that the emergence of an
information-based economy in the late 20th century has been accompanied by a policy agenda
that promotes capital accumulation rather than social redistribution. Harvey (1989) and Storper
& Scott (1989) have linked the increased social and spatial inequalities in contemporary cities
with a new phase of capitalism, which is characterized by a “flexible accumulation regime.”
Cassiers & Kesteloot (2012: 1910) mention several different developments related to this form
of flexible accumulation regime. These include the geographical expansion of capitalism
through globalization, the process of financialization, referring to increased investments of the
financial sector, greater flexibility in organizing production, resulting in a deeper divide
between people employed in different sectors, and finally, a restructuring of the state.
Despite different theoretical interpretations concerning economic restructuring discussed
previously, the general consensus among urban scholars is that changes in the labor market,
infused by global economic restructuring, play a more important role in shaping the sociospatial structure of cities than during previous times. A common view shared by many scholars
is that all cities are somehow affected by processes of globalization and economic restructuring.
The effects of economic restructuring have been profound in many countries and affected
regions and cities on a wide scale. For example, in many parts of Western Europe, following
the shift of traditional forms of manufacturing to newly industrializing nations where labor costs
are lower, there has been an increase in unemployment, particularly among manual workers,
but also among office-workers (Murie et al. 2003: 46). Besides the relocation of manufacturing,
production has also become increasingly mechanized, automated and computerized, making
production more capital-intensive and less dependent on manual work. This means that
employment opportunities for those with lower levels of education have often decreased, and
people who previously might have been employed within manufacturing are now increasingly
unemployed. This resonates with the Finnish context, where the time following the recession
of the early 1990s has been characterized by increased unemployment and especially by severed
employment opportunities for those with lesser education (Myrskylä 2017).
Knox & Pinch (2000: 123) consider income inequalities to be a typical characteristic of cities
in the current age and socio-economic differentiation as perhaps the most important “cleavage”
in contemporary cities. In the literature concerning segregation and socio-spatial development
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in contemporary cities, most scholars share the view that there is greater differentiation in
advanced service economies than in ones based on manufacturing. According to van Kempen
(2007: 21), “globalization has led to a situation where there are deeper divisions between areas
that flourish and areas that are excluded from the global network society and that this dichotomy
can be identified on various spatial levels: at a world scale, at a national scale and even within
cities.” As discussed in part 1.4., these have also been related to increased differences both
between and within urban regions in Finland. One interpretation of the increased socioeconomic division within cities, resulting from a post-industrial transformation of the economy,
has been that while some households have lesser choice on the housing market, others have an
increased choice (see e.g. Dekker et al. 2005: 7–8). As increasing inequalities emerge within a
society, these are manifested within cities in the form of spatial differences, where different
parts of the city develop distinctive socio-economic profiles and become recognizably either
affluent or impoverished.
Mingione (1993) has used the concept of new urban poverty to describe developments that have
been occurring in the entire industrialized world and particularly in large cities during the end
of the 20th century. In his view, all large cities are more clearly becoming divided up into
separate areas of affluence and poverty. According to Mingione (1993: 326), poverty was
previously mitigated by social and occupational mobility and by the welfare state, but in times
characterized by a changed labor market and by a weaker welfare system, the possibilities of
escaping poverty have been reduced for many, especially those with low educational and
professional qualifications. From this perspective, Mingione argues that new urban poverty
differs from previous forms of poverty due to the lack of future prospects. The perspective of
new urban poverty has also been employed in the Finnish context to describe the deeper
structural nature of poverty (see e.g. Seppänen 2001; Keskinen et al. 2009). According to
Häkkinen & Peltola (2001: 305), whereas poverty traditionally was connected to production
and social order of an agrarian society, modern poverty is instead intimately linked to wage
work in the post-industrial society and to the welfare state as a determining factor. As
unemployment has remained at high levels since the recession of the early 1990s, this has
created a new type of poverty, an underclass with long-lasting lack of work, associated with
exclusion and several other related problems (Häkkinen & Peltola 2001: 340). In a similar vein,
Ritakallio (2001: 423) argues that while poverty in Finland before the recession typically was
temporary in nature, poverty has since then become more persistent, thus making it a more
severe problem than in the past.
While theories emphasizing the role of globalization and macro-economic developments as
important drivers of differentiation in contemporary cities have been in the forefront of
scholarly debates during the last few decades, there has also been a strong critique against
putting too much emphasis on globalization as a force explaining urban change. In the view of
Sampson (2012: 21) “fascination with globalization has tended to deflect attention from the
persistence of local variation, concentration, and the spatial logic of inequality.” Many scholars
have argued that globalization should not be treated as an all-explaining process and
emphasized that it is necessary to consider a wide range of factors when attempting to explain
how cities and neighborhoods develop. For instance, van Kempen (2007: 22) challenges the
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importance of globalization as a process explaining differentiation in 21st century cities, arguing
that while general developments occurring at the global level are undoubtedly important, the
influence of global level developments and how they are manifested in cities, are in actuality
mediated at lower spatial scales by various national, regional, city and local level factors.
According to Marcińczak et al. (2015), globalization and economic restructuring are not solely
responsible for increased economic inequality, but the spatial effects of differentiation are
dependent on specificities of the national, regional and local contexts (see also Musterd &
Ostendorf 1998; Musterd & de Winter 1998; Burgers & Musterd 2002; Maloutas & Fujita
2012).
According to Tobler’s (1970: 236) first law of geography, “everything is related to everything
else, but near things are more related than distant things.” This perspective is intuitively obvious
but could be considered to be well in line with the understanding of socio-spatial differentiation
of many social scientists who widely regard differentiation as a complex phenomenon that is
influenced by a multitude of factors occurring on several different spatial levels. This implies
that in order to understand developments in regions and cities, it is necessary to consider a wide
array of characteristics, related to broad economic and societal developments, such as
globalization and state restructuring, as well as to more local specificities and historical
trajectories. According to Cassiers & Kesteloot (2012: 1919), the socio-spatial patterning of the
city unfolds in place-specific forms and combinations within local and national contexts. If too
much emphasis is placed on general developments occurring at the global scale, there is a risk
of losing sight of important factors at the national, regional, city and local level.
Even in the global age, it seems evident that the role of the state still matters. Esping-Andersen
(1990) has emphasized the role of the welfare state, arguing that the type of welfare state plays
an important role in shaping inequalities in cities. Despite a general tendency of weakening
welfare states in Western Europe, social and income inequality as well as segregation levels
still generally remain lower in countries where the welfare state traditionally has been strong,
such as in Finland and the other Nordic countries (see Musterd & Ostendorf 2012: 53).
There are also significant differences in levels of differentiation within countries, for instance
in different regions and cities. As previously discussed in part 2.2.4, many scholars consider
the globally connected economic system of the current age to be related to heightened
differences between regions and cities. Bontje & Musterd (2008: 249) state that globalization
has not resulted in a convergence of the development opportunities of cities, but cities and
regions are rather characterized by distinct assets and identities. Besides obvious geographical
differences, the development paths of cities and regions are influenced by, for instance,
differences in historically developed social and economic structures, as well as by
characteristics of the built environment (Burgers & Musterd 2002: 406). These specific
characteristics may particularly play a major role in influencing the socio-spatial patterns of
cities.
Some scholars have emphasized the role of path dependence, meaning that the historical
development of cities and regions influence their developments during later times. Bontje &
Musterd (2008: 249) use the geological metaphor for describing path dependence, implying that
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cities and regions are composed of layers that have been formed during various stages of their
development, and each of these layers has an impact on which new layers can be successfully
added. Their analysis of the socio-economic development of cities and regions shows that the
historical legacies and old urban profiles of cities influence how they develop later, and for
instance successful knowledge-intensive urban and regional economies are at least partly
determined by their earlier development paths (Bontje & Musterd 2008: 250). Also, Cassiers &
Kesteloot (2012: 1919) trace the socio-spatial pattern of cities to their previous historical
trajectories and particularly to when the city has entered the modern logic of industrial or
tertiary development. When focusing on cities and regions that are developing unfavorably and
witnessing decline, the concept of shrinkage has been frequently used. According to Bontje &
Musterd (2012) shrinkage is caused by an interplay of many different factors related to both
demographic change and to economic stagnation. In their view, in times of slower population
growth and ageing and with ongoing structural changes in the global economy, the most
urbanized places can be expected to flourish, while it is probable that peripheral regions will be
affected by shrinkage.
In addition to the critique of overemphasizing the importance of global level processes while
losing sight of factors occurring on lower spatial levels, some scholars have suggested that it
would be important not to completely overlook theoretical perspectives from past times even
when studying contemporary cities. Kaplan et al. (2004: 199) consider change occurring in
cities to be the result of both long-standing processes and newer processes related to changes
in the nature of economic activity. Instead of merely focusing on the forces of globalization and
its effects on reshaping the city, Marcuse (1993) has argued that it would be important not to
lose sight of important past processes and spatial patterns that still remain important in
contemporary cities. Theories overemphasizing the role of globalization and macro-level
developments for explaining differentiation in contemporary cities have been criticized on
various grounds. Wyly (1999: 313–314) claims that they often make overgeneralized
interpretations of seemingly new phenomena based on observations in certain distinctive
settings. As heterogeneity and differentiation could almost be seen as features that are endemic
to urban areas, van Kempen (2007: 26) has claimed that many older theories can still be relevant
for explaining divisions even in contemporary cities. Similarly, Sampson (2012: 32) argues that
“the enthusiasm of social scientists often leads them to attribute greater originality to
contemporary studies and less value to the old than is actually warranted by the facts in the
case.”
In addition to profound changes that have occurred in the global economic system, it seems
evident that also other types of macro-level developments are important influences on how
cities and neighborhoods develop. For instance, Murie et al. (2003: 46–47) emphasize that
various broad demographic trends influence the demand for housing and thereby the patterning
of cities and neighborhoods. Greater complexity in lifestyles and changing household structure,
along with the increased role of international migration, are features that in their view have
reshaped the demand for housing all over Europe. A closer look at how various broad economic,
political, demographic and socio-cultural developments more specifically may affect the
development of housing estates is taken in the following.
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2.3 Perspectives on the development of housing estates
The previous part primarily focused on theoretical approaches concerning the socio-spatial
development of cities and regions more generally, which undoubtedly are important for
understanding changes occurring in housing estates. In the following, attention is directed to
perspectives that more specifically are related to the development of postwar housing estates in
Europe.
When considering the reasons for why particular neighborhoods and areas within the city
develop in a certain way, many scholars emphasize that there is a complexity of factors that
cause neighborhood change. Sampson (2012: 377) for instance considers neighborhood-level
processes to be “like a cog mediating bottom-up and top-down-mechanisms for many social
phenomena.” Sampson accepts the causality of individual action while also considering
neighborhood processes and higher-order structures as important features that have their own
logic and causality. In other words, this view links neighborhood-level processes and
developments to ones occurring on a more general level. According to Grigsby et al. (1987),
causes of neighborhood change can be divided into exogenous factors, such as demographic
and economic changes, government interventions that affect housing supply and demand, and
other changes related to for instance new construction, on the one hand, and endogenous factors,
such as crime, physical or social deterioration and changed expectations concerning future
housing prices, on the other.
There is a wide range of theories concerning neighborhood change and decline. Van Beckhoven
et al. (2009) provide a comprehensive overview of different theoretical interpretations of area
developments and causes for deterioration, and more specifically, how these can be used for
addressing change in post-WW2 housing estates in Europe (see also e.g. Murie et al. 2003;
Wassenberg et al. 2004; Beckhoven et al. 2005). One perspective emphasizes the role of
processes that occur naturally and automatically, involving concepts such as succession,
filtering and downgrading. Another perspective considers the influence of human behavior to
be of central importance, whereby features such as household preferences, constraints and
possibilities are important. Additionally, the role of physical appearance, and for instance the
poor quality of buildings, has also been highlighted. Finally, another viewpoint underlines the
role of institutions and organizations, including for instance the way that estates are managed
and how housing allocation is carried out. (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009)
In European research focusing on housing estates, many studies have emphasized that their
development is influenced by various features and developments at macro and micro levels (see
e.g. Murie et al. 2003; Murie et al. 2004; Wassenberg et al. 2004; Dekker et al. 2005;
Wassenberg 2013). Trends and developments occurring at the macro scale highlighted in these
studies include various broad economic, political, demographic and socio-cultural
developments that affect the micro level of the estate. In addition to these, a wide range of
internal features specifically related to housing estates and their characteristics are also
considered to be of central importance for explaining how the estates develop. A general
consensus among scholars interested in housing estates, and more generally in how
59

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
neighborhoods develop, appears to be that their development is viewed as an outcome of a
multitude of factors and causes occurring both outside of the neighborhood as well as within it.
According to van Kempen (2007: 20), the causes of changes occurring locally can be traced to
developments that take place at least regionally but also nationally or even globally. More
specifically related to European housing estates, Murie et al. (2003: 49) state that
“developments in large housing estates are influenced by economic, demographic, sociocultural and political developments on the urban, the regional, the national, the European and
even the global scale.” Furthermore, they add that “every estate is located in (or close to) a city,
within a region, within a country and thus is influenced by a particular combination of these
macro-developments.” Similarly, Dekker et al. (2005: 7) state that the problems of housing
estates should be regarded as expressions of more general economic, demographic and sociocultural developments. These perspectives explicitly highlight the importance of not viewing
neighborhood change in isolation from wider societal developments and processes.
A similar view is also shared by Wassenberg et al. (2004: 19) who emphasize the role of public
policies, on the one hand, and various mega-trends, on the other hand, as important external
factors affecting the position and development of housing estates as well as housing markets
more generally. Public policies may operate at the local, regional, national or European level
and can, according to Wassenberg et al., be divided into two categories: general policies that
affect the housing market and policies specifically aimed at housing estates. Policies that they
consider particularly important for the development of housing estates include public subsidies,
such as provision of new housing, repair and modernization, as well as support of housing costs
to enable households to live in dwellings that they otherwise could not afford (ibid.).
Additionally, they mention housing allocation rules and practices, which may influence the
social composition of housing estates, specifically in public housing (see also Dekker et al.
2005: 8). Various broad structural developments that occur beyond the local area within the
technological, economic, political, demographic, social, cultural and environmental domains
are what Wassenberg et al. (2004: 19) refer to as global megatrends. They consider these to be
important factors influencing the development of housing estates and their position within the
housing market.
Wassenberg et al. (2004: 19) consider technological megatrends, related to the emergence of
information and communication technology (ICT), as ones that are closely related to broad
economic trends at the global level. As already discussed in greater detail in part 2.2.4, many
scholars have related these to various societal impacts, such as increased division and inequality
and to changes of labor markets, which are seen to influence demand for housing and
subsequently affect the position of housing estates. While global economic restructuring and
the decline in manufacturing in Western Europe, for instance, has severed labor market
opportunities for those with low levels of education, this is a feature that is considered important
for the development of housing estates. Because of deindustrialization, residents in many
housing estates who previously were employed in manufacturing are left unemployed as they
are unable to adapt to new occupational structures (see e.g. Musterd & Ostendorf 1998). In
some cases, deindustrialization had a sudden devastating effect on housing estates already soon
after their construction, such as in the case of the Sheffield, studied by Monclús & Díez (2016),
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where the collapse of the steel industry in the city during the 1960s lead to the Park Hill estate
becoming a “ghetto of a surprised underclass, a sink estate.” Another example is highlighted by
Kallin & Slater (2014) focusing on the case of Edinburgh, where a closure of local breweries,
the creamery and coal pits in the early 1970s had a severe effect on the Graigmillar estate that
became a problem-ridden estate with high unemployment already then. Dekker et al. (2005: 8)
argue that as there is increased income inequality and division between occupational groups in,
the ones who are in an unfavorable position, particularly the unemployed, have declining choice
on the housing market, while others have increased choice.
When referring to political megatrends, Wassenberg et al. (2004: 19.) mention various
developments whereof two could be considered particularly important for the development of
housing estates. The first one, referring to the restructuring of the welfare state, has generally
diminished support for those who are excluded. Murie et al. (2003: 48) also consider the
restructuring of the welfare states to be central for the development of housing estates, as
weaker households might be relegated to the most unattractive areas of the urban housing
market. For housing estates, it could be considered problematic if they primarily become areas
that are inhabited by those who are most marginalized and have no other choice. The second
major development refers to decreased government involvement in issues concerning housing,
a trend identified in almost the whole Western World (Wassenberg et al. 2004: 19), including
Finland and the rest of the Nordic countries (see e.g. Skifter Andersen 2012). More specifically,
a changing role of the welfare state may have impacts on the quantity, quality, location and
allocation of the housing stock (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 36). In most countries this has
meant a decline in public housing. As there is less affordable housing, this is a problem affecting
in particular those who are in a vulnerable position on the housing market. Van Gent (2009: 11)
argues that as a result of governments increasingly promoting homeownership, medium and
high-income groups have increasingly been drawn away from the social housing sector, and
while privatization of the social housing stock has decreased this stock, the social housing sector
has increasingly become one that primarily serves a narrowly defined group of people. This
line of development referred to as residualization could be considered problematic for housing
estates with vast shares of social housing units. According to Malpass (2008: 25), “social
housing has changed from a broadly-based tenure accommodating a range of income groups,
to an increasingly residual sector for the poor.” As the least expensive housing is typically of
the poorest quality, this means that low-income households might become spatially
concentrated in certain areas of the city. The relationship between segregation according to
housing tenure and income has been referred to as socio-tenure segregation (Hamnett 1987;
Murie & Musterd 1996; Suttor 2015). As Suttor (2015: 8) notes, in affluent societies where
homeownership dominates, and renter-occupied housing generally is inhabited by households
with lower incomes, the spatial patterns of low- and moderate-income households are strongly
shaped by the geography of rental housing, which differs from the much larger homeownership
sector. According to Van Beckhoven et al. (2009: 36), in Western and Northern Europe in
particular, a combination of an increasing focus on building in more expensive segments and a
decreasing affordable segment of housing has led to an increased concentration of low-income
households in certain neighborhoods where the most affordable housing is available, often in
post-WW2 housing estates. An additional feature related to housing policy, emphasized by
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Murie et al. (2003: 48), is the growing role of urban governance, referring to collaborations
between various organizations, groups and often the inhabitants of an area, for instance in
projects targeting neighborhoods, as a feature that is projected to be increasingly important for
housing estates in the future.
Ageing and immigration are two demographic megatrends that Wassenberg et al. (2004: 24–
25) consider particularly significant in Europe in general and particularly for housing estates.
These megatrends are reflected in the housing market and especially in housing demand, as
households in different stages of life tend to have different specific needs and preferences
concerning housing. Furthermore, as immigrants often tend to be in a comparatively weak
position on the housing market, first generation migrants especially are more likely to settle in
areas where housing is the most affordable and where family or community contacts already
are established (see also Sarre et al. 1989). In postwar housing estates in many parts of Europe,
this is reflected in proportionately high shares of people with immigrant backgrounds.
Significant socio-cultural trends highlighted by Wassenberg et al. (2004: 24–25) are related to
increased individualism, and a differentiation of lifestyles also plays an important role in
shaping the demand for housing. They argue that as life courses have become more complex
and there has been an increase in individualism, this is reflected in an increased share of smaller
households. From this perspective, it could be seen that while increasingly diverse household
structures along with greater cultural heterogeneity result in a differentiated demand for
housing, this may be further heightened by greater socio-economic differentiation. For instance,
while some have increased personal choice in their lives and related to housing, others,
particularly households with a low level of income, may have lesser choice as their housing and
labor market opportunities have been reduced.
When considering the development and position of housing estates, many scholars consider
features of the housing market to be of central importance. In research specifically focused on
post-WW2 housing estates in Europe, many scholars have argued that the position of housing
estates on the housing market is determined according to the inter-relationship between supply
and demand (e.g. Wassenberg et al. 2004: 15). The demand side is determined by the amount
and types of households looking for housing and influenced by a wide range of attributes (see
also part 2.2.2). Firstly, different individuals and households have different types of preferences
in relation to housing and these are influenced by various characteristics such as age, household
composition, income, education, ethnicity and lifestyle (Murie et al. 2003: 48). Secondly,
households operate under various constraints and different households have different
possibilities to fulfill their preferences. The degree to which a household can achieve their
preferences is determined by their resources, which in turn are influenced by their financial,
social, cultural and political capital (ibid.; see also van Kempen & Özüekren 1998). As
previously discussed, in a time of increasing socio-economic differentiation, there is also a
general tendency towards increasing differentiation regarding how people are able to achieve
their housing preferences. The supply side of the housing market refers to the number and type
of housing units available and is determined by characteristics such as the quality, price,
reputation and location of the dwellings (Wassenberg et al. 2004: 15). The qualitative and
quantitative supply of housing in a housing market can significantly affect the position of a
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housing estate. For instance, in a tight housing market, where the demand for housing is greater
than the supply, choice is limited and even relatively unattractive housing estates may remain
popular (Dekker et al. 2005: 8; Wassenberg 2013: 135; Kovács & Herfert 2012: 339). In
contrast, if supply exceeds demand on the housing market, there is a much greater probability
of vacancies in the most unattractive areas (e.g. Kabisch & Grossmann 2013).
One general development that has significant influence on housing markets is migration.
Wassenberg (2013: 34) points out that large outmigration from a housing market area may, for
instance, cause an oversupply of housing in the least attractive segments of the housing market,
which may affect housing estates that belong to this category. Another development that may
cause a downgrading of less attractive estates, mentioned by Wassenberg (ibid.), is the
development of newer more attractive forms of housing, particularly in the vicinity of older
housing estates. Additionally, in relation to the supply of housing, housing allocation practices
is a feature that can influence the position of housing estates, and specifically that of public
rental housing. Drawing parallels to Pahl (1975), Dekker et al. (2005: 8) direct attention at local
housing managers who may act as gate-keepers and can thereby influence the position of an
estate (see also e.g. Dhalmann & Vilkama 2009). Overall, various decisions made by both
central and local governments could also be considered to play an important role in affecting
the position of housing estates.
In addition to various external developments, a wide range of internal features specifically
related to the housing estates are also of central importance in explaining how they develop.
Murie et al. (2003: 49) mention a number of estate-level factors including the location, size and
initial quality of an estate, along with features such as housing tenure, the status of an estate
and other internal developments. According to Wassenberg (2013: 18), problematic areas often
have a false start, caused by a relatively low initial quality and an unfavorable relation between
price and quality, and this may in some cases mean that these areas have been set into a state of
decline already soon after being built. Wassenberg (2013: 135) also emphasizes the role of
various characteristics of the dwellings and the physical environment of an area as well as an
isolated location of a housing estate as important area-specific features that may influence its
decline. In addition to various characteristics related to the dwellings and the physical
environment of an area, Wassenberg (ibid.) mentions the way that an area is perceived in
subjective terms as a feature that may be just as important. For instance, if an area is regarded
as unsafe, dirty or unattractive, or if it is associated with anti-social behavior and has a bad
reputation, these factors may also explain decline or weak position of a housing estate. For
instance, Hastings & Dean (2000) and Power (1997) have investigated how it may be difficult
for a housing estate to get rid of a stigma once it has developed. Negative changes in the image
of an estate may lead to changes in the population composition, as a bad reputation tends to
cause a situation where middle-class residents move away and become replaced by
disadvantaged and excluded families (Taylor 1998). Also in Finland, suburban housing estates
are often viewed in a negative light (e.g. Roivainen 1999), whereby negative public perceptions
should be taken into account when considering their development.
As discussed already in part 1.3, focusing on the contemporary problems of housing estates,
one perspective related to the problems of housing estates has been the design and physical
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environments of the areas that are not considered to meet contemporary preferences (see e.g.
Wassenberg 2013: 134). In general, features of the built environment and housing stock can be
considered closely related to the population composition of housing estates. In many theories
focusing on physical processes as a driver of neighborhood change and decline, physical decay
is considered to precede social downgrading (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 21). Perhaps the most
extreme view of the relationship between the problems of an area and its physical environmental
is the theory of physical determinism, where the design and physical features of an area are seen
as the main causes of problems. The environmental deterministic approach was brought forward
by Newman (1972), who criticized the design of post-WW2 high-rise housing estates, claiming
that their physical design discourages community actions and social control and thereby makes
these areas vulnerable to crime, and by Coleman (1985), who argued that the design of highrise public housing estates is the main reason for antisocial behavior. This view has been subject
to a high degree of criticism and rejected by many scholars (see e.g. Musterd et al. 2009; Urban
2012). The fact that different housing estates with similar physical quality can be perceived
very differently and may have greatly differing development trajectories serves as evidence that
problems of housing estates are not merely physical. For instance, van Kempen & Musterd
(1991), who examined several well-functioning and problematic housing estates in the
Netherlands, identified that differences between the estates were not primarily related to
physical attributes or design. Instead, the population composition is much more central in
determining the development of an area. From this perspective, social processes are considered
to play a more important role in explaining the decline of housing estates than physical
processes (see Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 23).
Nevertheless, design and physical characteristics are surely not insignificant. Power (1997), for
instance, provides a less one-sided interpretation of neighborhood decline, arguing that while
physical conditions play a partial role in explaining decline, problems of housing estates are the
result of a vicious circle of decline where social conditions coincide with physical problems.
Power considers the maintenance of the physical environment of housing estates to be
important, as the design and layout of public space as well as the condition of the housing stock
have an important effect on how an estate is perceived by the public and its residents. According
to Power, a circle of decline is set in motion by physical decay, which makes an area less
attractive and makes it more difficult to rent out housing in the area, which in turn may lead to
an increasing concentration of vulnerable households, consequently making social problems
more and more complex. Wassenberg (2013: 134) argues that “it is a combination of housing
type, large scale, urban design and location that make many large estates less popular places to
live.”
The role of physical processes is important in many general theories concerning neighborhood
dynamics. The concept of filtering (see part 2.1), for instance, which is central in many
theoretical perspectives, is closely related to physical processes. The idea of filtering is that
when dwelling units become older, they depreciate, due to not only physical deterioration, but
also to relative depreciation, meaning that it will be difficult for older neighborhoods to compete
with newer ones (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 23). Filtering has been central in the so-called
life cycle theories (see part 2.2.1). These theories argue that neighborhoods develop according
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to a certain fixed pattern, and they view the inevitable life course of dwellings and
neighborhoods as one where they filter from higher status to lower status populations. These
theories have been subject to two major critiques as they draw an overly simplified picture of
how neighborhoods develop. Firstly, neighborhoods with similar physical characteristics or
management do not necessarily follow the same development paths (Van Beckhoven et al.
2009: 23). Secondly, newer areas are not always considered more attractive than older ones.
Nevertheless, despite these criticisms Van Beckhoven et al. (2009: 25) consider there to be
some useful elements in the life cycle theories for explaining how housing estates develop, as
residents with a higher level of income have been replaced by ones with a lower level of income
in many housing estates, partly due to more affluent households leaving to more attractive, and
perhaps newer, dwellings elsewhere, causing a downward filtering of the housing estate.
In contrast to the theories emphasizing the role of physical decay as a primary cause of
neighborhood decline, Grigsby et al. (1987) offer a more comprehensive view on neighborhood
change. Unlike the life cycle theories, their model does not consider neighborhood change to
be a process that follows a fixed linear path. Central in their model is that it pays greater
attention to social processes. Instead of solely focusing on internal characteristics of
neighborhoods, Grigsby et al. also consider various exogenous factors, such as demographic
and economic changes, governmental interventions, and the location of the neighborhood, as
important features that contribute to neighborhood change and decline (see also Van Beckhoven
et al. 2009: 25–27). Grigsby et al. (1987: 10) view neighborhood change as part of broader
residential differentiation. They argue that understanding neighborhood change requires
understanding the social and economic forces that produce segregation, as these are the same
forces that cause the geographical isolation of lower income groups in certain areas, which in
turn is closely related to the process of decline. This notion is particularly well in line with the
theoretical foundation of this study (see 1.4). Grigsby et al. (1987: 33) consider neighborhood
succession, i.e. a shift in the income profile of residents, to be the most important factor
explaining neighborhood decline. Fundamental in their view is the idea that a change in social
and economic variables causes households, acting directly or indirectly through a system of
housing suppliers and market intermediaries, to make different decisions concerning
maintenance or moving. This in turn will cause changes in the population structure of the
neighborhood. In other words, neighborhood change takes place though a shift in the
characteristics of neighborhood occupants, and Grigsby et al. (1987: 27) consider a change in
the income composition of neighborhoods from upper to lower income to be the main reason
for physical deterioration of the dwellings and the built environment, economic deterioration
of the housing market, as well as social deterioration and the withdrawal of services.
Although the model developed by Grigsby et al (1987) could be considered relatively
comprehensive as it considers a broad range of both external and internal features that influence
neighborhood change, Van Beckhoven et al. (2009: 30) raise two points of criticism why this
model fails to sufficiently explain changes in European post-WW2 housing estates. Firstly,
Grigsby and his colleagues viewed the powers behind neighborhood change as impersonal and
saw that residents react to particular developments without being able to influence these
themselves. Secondly, their model, developed in the American context, focused on areas where
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housing predominantly is formed of private stock, whereas housing estates in Europe typically
have a substantial share of social and public rented housing.
Another model for understanding neighborhood change, developed by Temkin & Rohe (1996),
considers two forces to be central for explaining how neighborhoods develop (see also Van
Beckhoven et al. 2005). Firstly, changes in the broader economic, social or political conditions,
such as a loss in manufacturing jobs or an increase in the number of ethnic minorities may have
an impact on the labor market or on the social structure of a city or region. Secondly,
neighborhoods are confronted with internal changes that occur somewhat naturally, such as an
ageing of the population. In their view, broader societal developments affect neighborhoods,
but the physical and social attributes of an estate, as well as its location, are central in
influencing how changes take place at the neighborhood level. According to Temkin & Rohe,
the social structure of a neighborhood is an important determinant of development and may
explain why areas with similar physical attributes may follow different lines of development.
Van Beckhoven et al. (2005) consider the most important feature of this model to be its
emphasis on the social fabric of neighborhoods, whereas the physical characteristics of
neighborhoods, such as the location and the quality of the housing stock in an area, are not
sufficiently addressed in the model for it to be particularly applicable for European housing
estates.
Prak & Priemus (1986) are regarded as the first researchers to specifically focus on
neighborhood change in post-WW2 social housing estates in Europe (see Van Beckhoven et al.
2009: 30). Prak & Priemus consider the decay of these neighborhoods to be the result of three
cycles of decline, namely social, technical and economic decline. Social decline affects the
residents on an estate, and as the attraction of an estate decreases, the number of low-income
households will increase, which in turn may lead to the departure of more high-income residents
and result in increased social problems. These developments may result in a technical decline
in the physical quality of the estate, which in turn may lead to further outward mobility as
housing quality decreases. Social and technical decline may both affect the operational costs of
the estate, as income from rent decreases due to vacancies and a higher share of low-income
households, leading to economic decline. Prak & Priemus consider these three dimensions of
decline to be self-enforcing and argue that they are further enforced by external factors, such as
government policies and broader social and economic trends. Prak & Priemus view the initial
quality of the housing stock as an important determinant for the future development of an area.
This notion can also be found in more contemporary studies concerning neighborhood
development. For instance, Zwiers et al. (2016) found a high degree of path-dependency in the
development trajectories of neighborhoods, where the initial quality of dwellings and
neighborhoods was found to strongly influence their later development. This perspective may
be well-fitting for housing estates that were built during the decades after WWII, when quantity
was more important than quality, both in Finland as well as in many other parts of Europe
(Hankonen 1994).
Skifter Andersen (2003) considers neighborhood decay in postwar housing estates to be a selfperpetuating process where two processes of deprivation coincide. Firstly, interior deprivation
may include, for instance, physical decay, social problems, a negative reputation, as well as
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crime and perceptions of insecurity. Secondly, an estate may also face exterior deprivation
where features of the local housing market and other neighborhoods may further increase the
decay of an estate. In another study, Skifter Andersen (2002: 769) describes deprived areas as
places that are not just the simple result of inequality and segregation, but are also themselves
creating inequality and segregation, as they attract poverty and social problems, and repel
people and economic resources in ways that influence other parts of the city. However, one
critique towards Skifter Andersen’s (2003) model, raised by Van Beckhoven et al. (2005: 20),
is that it does not properly consider the influence of macro-factors and developments that take
place, for instance, at national level and how these may influence changes that take place locally
at the neighborhood level.
Wassenberg (2013: 16) also views the deprivation or decline of a neighborhood as a process
that typically begins at the estate level and that may be related to various internal attributes such
as the quality of the dwellings or the built environment, the location of the estate, characteristics
of the inhabitants or inadequate management and maintenance of the estate. In his view, the
process of decline is set into motion when internal factors such as these coincide with external
factors. Similarly, Van Gent (2009: 11) describes a typical scenario of decline as a situation
where several developments enforce each other. In this scenario, the decline of an estate will
negatively affect its position on the regional housing market, which in turn may be further
reinforced by changes in the local and regional supply of newer and more attractive housing,
such as single-family homes in particular. As an outcome of this type of cycle of decline, many
middle-class households in many social housing estates in Western Europe have moved away
and been replaced by residents who have less choice on the housing market, typically lowincome households and immigrants (ibid.)
All in all, it seems clear that general theories concerning socio-spatial differentiation between
and within cities and regions as well as more specific theories regarding neighborhood change
can provide useful insight for understanding the development of postwar housing estates.
However, as Van Beckhoven et al. (2009: 40) point out, due to various specific contextual
characteristics of housing estates in Europe, it is important to pay close attention to perspectives
derived from studies specifically addressing these types of areas, in addition to the more general
theories concerning neighborhood change.

2.4 Theoretical approach
This chapter has so far presented the theoretical foundation that this study is embedded in. The
previously discussed perspectives concerning socio-spatial differentiation in general (part 2.2)
along with perspectives that more specifically are related to neighborhood change and the
development of post-WW2 housing estates (2.3) form the basis of the analysis of Finnish
suburban housing estates in chapter 4. Based on the previously discussed research literature, it
seems apparent that understanding the development of suburban housing estates requires
considering a wide range of factors. While different internal features of the estates would appear
to be central determinants of their development, it seems crucial that suburban housing estates
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and their development are not viewed in isolation from more general developments. One of the
starting points of the analysis is that the development of suburban housing estates is greatly
influenced by more general societal developments occurring within society, and particularly
within their own regional contexts. This means that the analysis of suburban housing estates is
closely related to the broader question of socio-spatial differentiation occurring both between
and within different cities and regions in Finland.
This study is anchored in the research tradition concerning socio-spatial differentiation and
segregation but also more specifically in the strand of research concerning neighborhood
change and postwar housing estates in particular. The primary focus of the analysis is to
examine the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of suburban housing estates
according to variables such as unemployment rate, level of income and education, as well as
age, household and language composition (see part 3.1.1 for a more detailed description of the
variables used in the analysis). In this respect, this study has an attachment to traditional spatial
analysis approaches (see part 2.2.1) and Shevky and Bell’s (1955) idea that segregation in cities
can be understood according to three main dimensions, namely economic, family and ethnic
status. When considering the development of suburban housing estates, it seems evident that
the decisions of individuals and households are important to consider, as they affect the sociospatial patterning of cities and regions and more specifically how neighborhoods develop (see
part 2.2.2). Meanwhile, it is also recognized that these decisions are not made solely based on
individual preferences but under various constraints and that different households have different
abilities to fulfill their preferences based on their own resources. It also seems evident that wider
economic and political structures define the broader framework under which individuals and
households operate and thereby also influence urban and suburban development and
neighborhood change (see part 2.2.3). The role of various macro-trends could be considered
important for understanding changes that have occurred in Finnish suburban housing estates
during the last few decades, including economic restructuring and its effects on labor markets
as well as political changes, an ageing of the population, increasing immigration and a greater
differentiation of lifestyles (see parts 2.2.4 and 2.3). Particularly in the Finnish case, the
(changing) role of the welfare state is also important to consider, similarly as in other countries
where welfare policies have traditionally had an important mediating role. However, it also
seems clear that changes in suburban housing estates cannot solely be understood in the light
of broader developments, but rather that various internal features and characteristics of 1960s
and 1970s housing estates are important determinants of their development. These include
features such as the location of an estate, characteristics of the population composition, and
attributes of the built environment and housing stock of an estate, as well as how these attributes
are interrelated (see part 2.3).
In urban studies, there is a long tradition of seeing developments that take place in cities and in
neighborhoods as expressions of more general developments. This is exemplified by the view
of Shevky & Bell (1955), who already in the mid-20th century proclaimed that the city cannot
be understood in isolation from the overall society of which it is part of. Particularly in the
global world of today, many urban scholars have claimed that changes occurring in cities and
neighborhoods are increasingly related to global level developments. On the other hand, as
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discussed in part 2.2.4, there has also been a critique against laying too much emphasis on
globalization as a determinant of urban change. Instead, many scholars argue for a more
multifaceted and context-sensitive approach for understanding patterns of socio-spatial
differentiation (Marcińczak et al. 2015: 186; see also Burgers & Musterd 2002; Maloutas &
Fujita 2012). In research concerning post-WW2 housing estates in Europe, the RESTATE
project also employed a contextual approach focusing on the development of housing estates
within their urban, regional and national contexts (Murie et al. 2003: 46). Similarly, the
importance of context is also recognized in this study, where the development of Finnish
suburban housing estates is analyzed in relation to both the national and sub-regional level. This
means that it is crucial to consider developments occurring in Finland at large, while also paying
attention to differences between sub-regions and how these may influence the development of
suburban housing estates in different parts of the country. Furthermore, the physical attributes
of the estates, such as their location and characteristics of their housing stock, are regarded as
potentially important determinants of their socio-economic and demographic characteristics.
Overall, this study is based on the notion that that the development of suburban housing estates
is strongly influenced by a combination of place-specific local features that together with
broader developments occurring at the national and regional levels influence changes at the
neighborhood level.
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3. Methodological approach
For carrying out an analysis of the development of Finnish suburban housing estates, a GISbased approach was developed for first defining, identifying and locating housing estates dating
from the 1960s and 1970s within the whole Finnish territory. This was a necessary first step as
there is no generally agreed-upon understanding of what a housing estate is, and where these
types of neighborhoods are located, particularly when considering Finland as a whole. This
approach was also designed for creating the research data for analyzing housing estates between
1990 and 2010. This was a precondition for the research, as there is no single ready-made
dataset that would allow analyzing the development of suburban housing estates at the national
scale.
The chapter is structured in two parts. First, a detailed presentation of the method used for
defining, identifying and locating 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates is provided in part
3.1. Part 3.2 presents the data analysis methods used for studying the housing estates that were
identified with the selection method.

3.1 A GIS-based approach for defining, identifying and locating suburban
housing estates
GIS can be understood as a database program that allows collecting, storing, manipulating,
retrieving and analyzing spatial data (Steinberg & Steinberg 2006: 224). Spatial data, also
known as geographic or georeferenced data, is referenced to the surface of the earth (Gregory
et al. 2009: 279). These types of datasets are thereby associated with a particular position in
space, i.e. a real location such as a street address or the geographical coordinates of a building
for instance. According to Steinberg & Steinberg (2006: 191), one of the main advantages of
GIS is the possibility to filter large amounts of data in order to efficiently identify locations that
meet a set of criteria. From this perspective, a GIS-based approach is particularly well suited
for this study and the objective of identifying suburban housing estates that meet certain specific
criteria in the whole of Finland. Another benefit of GIS is the possibility to integrate different
types of data from different sources into a unified analysis environment (Steinberg & Steinberg
2006: 37). This is an advantage in this study, where separate sets of spatial data are used in an
integrated way. The datasets used in the study contain a wide range of spatial data concerning
population, built environment and housing and are therefore suited for analyzing suburban
housing estates at the scale of the whole country. More generally, spatial data allows analyzing
phenomena at a relatively detailed spatial scale, which would not be possible without
geographically referenced data. Another advantage of GIS is that it allows various possibilities
for visualizing the data, for instance in maps, graphs and charts. In this study, the use of GIS is
based on its suitability for addressing the specific aims of the research, involving identifying
areas that could be considered suburban housing estates within the whole of Finland, and
subsequently analyzing these areas and their development over time.
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In this chapter, part 3.1.1 presents the datasets used for creating the research data for studying
Finnish suburban housing estates. Part 3.1.2 presents the work stages used for defining,
identifying, locating and selecting 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates in the whole of
Finland for the analysis. Finally, an evaluation of this method is carried out in part 3.1.3, where
the selection method and its suitability for identifying and location suburban housing estates at
the national scale is assessed.

3.1.1 Datasets for studying suburban housing estates
The research data used in this study is composed of three different sets of georeferenced data:
building data, statistical data on grid level and a classification of centers (see figure 6). As the
focus of the research is on areas that are located outside of the urban and municipal centers and
where there is a high concentration of apartment blocks dating from the 1960s and 1970s, a
precondition for the study is that the data enables locating areas fulfilling these criteria, while
also allowing to analyze how these areas have developed over time. Conducting the research
relying on a single dataset would not be possible as there is no such data suitable for the purpose.
However, by combining different sets of geographically referenced data it is possible to locate
areas fulfilling certain specific criteria and to conduct an analysis of these areas.

Figure 6. The building data, grid data and classification of centers used for identifying, locating
and selecting suburban housing estates for the analysis.
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Firstly, as the focus of attention in this research is on housing estates, and specifically on areas
with high concentrations of multi-story apartment blocks from the 1960s and 1970s, it is
necessary to locate these types of areas. In order to carry out this task, data concerning this
particular housing stock (building data) has been acquired from the Building and Dwelling
Register2 (BDR 2014). This register is related to the Finnish Population Information System
(2014), which is a national register maintained by the Population Register Center, containing
information about population, buildings, construction projects, housing and real estate. The
BDR contains data on more than three million buildings and nearly three million residences in
Finland, which can be identified based on unique building codes. The register includes a wide
variety of building-specific information related to buildings and their physical attributes. The
exact location of each building can be identified, as the dataset includes the address and center
point coordinates of each building (see figure 7). Using this data has thereby been the starting
point for locating housing estates in Finland.

Figure 7. The building data illustrated on top of a map layer. The yellow points indicate multistory residential buildings built between 1960 and 1979. (Background map: Bing Maps)

2

Access to the BDR is restricted to Finland’s environmental administration. For the specific aims of the research,
data on all multi-story buildings built in Finland between 1960 and 1979, in total 21,391 buildings, has been
acquired from the database through cooperation with the Finnish Environmental Institute (SYKE) and the Housing
Finance and Development Centre of Finland (ARA) and the Ministry of Environment. The dataset reflects the
situation as of January 1, 2011.
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The coordinates of the buildings allow locating each individual residential building in the whole
of Finland. However, this dataset mainly contains data related to the physical attributes of the
buildings and dwellings. Additionally, the dataset used in this research only contains data
related to multi-story residential buildings built between 1960 and 1979, while other types of
housing as well as housing built outside of this time period are not included in the dataset. This
dataset is thereby in itself not sufficient for locating housing estates, nor for analyzing the
development of these areas, meaning that other additional data must be used in order to carry
out the study.
The second dataset, grid level statistical data on 250 m x 250 m grid level, is the principle
research data used for locating housing estates and also for analyzing these estates. This grid
data is composed of register data, which has been calculated based on a map grid covering the
whole of Finland (Grid Database 2013). In the Finnish statistical system, data on each individual
can be linked to an exact geographical location according to the map coordinates of their
registered dwelling (Rusanen et al. 2002: 71). This individual level information has then been
aggregated by the suppliers of the data into 250 m x 250 m grid cells (see figure 8). Aggregation
is the process of combining smaller spatial units and the data that they contain into larger spatial
units and joining the data together (Heywood et al. 2006: 412). By aggregating individual level
data into statistical grids, the purpose is to ensure the privacy of individuals. Data for grids with
less than 10 observations is also not available due to confidentiality reasons.

Figure 8. In the grid data each 250 m x 250 m grid is composed of aggregated data, which has
been calculated based on the individual observations within each grid.

Although some information and detail is always lost when aggregating data, in this case from
individual level into grid level, the 250 m × 250 m grid data is nevertheless the most detailed
spatial data available for research use in Finland. As the research is focused on suburban
housing estates, which in some cases occupy rather small geographical areas, data at the most
detailed spatial level offers a clear advantage compared to more general data. Similar grid data
73

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
is also available at higher spatial levels, however, as these datasets are more general, they are
not as well suited for the study as the 250 m × 250 m grid size, which allows greater spatial
accuracy in the analysis. Figure 6 presents a visualization of data at three different spatial levels:
municipal level, postal code level and 250 m × 250 m grid level, illustrating that the grid data
enables a level of analysis that is clearly more fine-grained compared to data on other spatial
levels.
Among the advantages of the grid data is that the grids are independent of administrative
boundaries and that it therefore allows analyzing phenomena independently of these
boundaries. Another advantage is that it enables a more objective way of delimitating areas
according to criteria defined by the user. This is a clear advantage in this study, where a
precondition for the analysis of housing estates is to identify these types of areas according to
certain specific criteria. A clear advantage of the data is also that it allows more detailed analysis
than any other spatial data available. It is therefore possible to detect spatial distributions that
cannot be identified with more general spatial data. For instance, when studying unemployment,
grid data can reveal information that would not be identifiable when using administrative units
(Rusanen et al. 2001: 146). In Finland, and specifically in the case of Helsinki, areas of decline
have been recognized as “fine-grained pockets of poverty” that sometimes only can be detected
when using detailed spatial data (Vaattovaara 1998).

Figure 9. Visualization of spatial data at three spatial levels: municipal level, postal code level
and 250 m x 250 m grid level.
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The grid data used in the research is derived from two separate but compatible grid databases
containing slightly different data contents3:
1) The Grid Database (Ruututietokanta) maintained by Statistics Finland (Tilastokeskus).
2) The Monitoring System of Spatial Structure and Urban Form (yhdyskuntarakenteen
seurantajärjestelmä, YKR) maintained by the Finnish Environmental Institute (SYKE).
There are two versions of the Grid Database (2013) based on two different grid sizes:
250 m × 250 m and 1 km x 1 km. In the delimitation and selection of the study areas and
subsequently in the empirical analysis, the grid size of 250 m × 250 m is used, as it is the most
spatially accurate data available and therefore allows greater detail, both in the delimitation of
areas as well as in the analysis. The Monitoring System of Spatial Structure and Urban Form
or YKR (2013) is a database maintained by the Finnish Environmental Institute but largely
based on data from Statistics Finland. This database is founded on the same logic as Statistics
Finland’s Grid Database. Grid data derived from these two datasets are fully compatible and
can be used interchangeably in an integrated way.
The main focus of the analysis involves examining the socio-economic and demographic
characteristics of suburban housing estates along with features of their built environment and
housing stock. The grid data used in this research is composed of a wide range of different
variables. As the study is concerned with the development of suburban housing estates over
time, it is necessary to use compatible data from several years. In the analysis, grid data from
1990, 2000 and 2010 are used in order to examine how suburban housing estates have
developed between these three points in time. As the analysis is also not only based on
comparing suburban housing estates amongst each other but also to the country as a whole and
to the wider sub-regions where the estates are located, data at the sub-regional level and national
level are also used. These have been obtained from Statistics Finland from the StatFin Database
(2016).
More specifically, the analysis in chapter 4 relies on the use of the following variables that are
aggregated to the housing estate level (see part 3.2) from grid level using the aforementioned
datasets. The main variables used for analyzing the socio-economic, demographic and housing
characteristics of Finnish suburban housing estates (see table 1) are largely similar to the ones
that have been used in numerous studies concerning socio-spatial differentiation and
neighborhood change. These variables are among the standard variables that have been used in
a vast number of studies focusing on segregation and socio-spatial differentiation, ranging from
classic studies (e.g. Shevky & Bell 1955; Sweetser 1965; Berry & Rees 1969; Murdie 1969) to
more contemporary ones (e.g. Vaattovaara 1998; Wyly 1999; Vicino et al. 2007; Kytö et al.
2014; Vilkama 2014; Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015). Several studies more specifically
focusing on neighborhood change and the development of postwar housing in Europe have also
examined similar variables (see e.g. Lankinen 1998; Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Kovács &

3 The Grid Database and the Monitoring System of Spatial Structure and Urban From are based on the same grid
system (250 m × 250 m) and they are produced in the same ETRS89-TM35FIN coordinate system (EUREF-FIN).
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Herfert 2012; Hess et al. 2018.). An advantage of using similar variables as in previous related
research is to facilitate a greater comparability of results.

Table 1. The main variables examined in the analysis.
Socio-economic attributes

Demographic attributes

Built environment and
housing attributes

Income level

Total population

Tenure structure

Educational level

Number of households

Occupancy rates

Unemployment rate

Age structure
Household structure
Language structure

The socio-economic position and development of suburban housing estates is analyzed
according to level of income, level of education and unemployment rate. Firstly, the level of
income is examined according to two different variables, namely, the share of population who
belong to the two lowest income deciles (low-income earners), and the share who belong to the
two highest income deciles (high-income earners). This is a classification made by Statistics
Finland, where the population has been classified into deciles according to their annual income4.
These two variables show the opposite ends of the socio-economic spectrum as measured by
income. The classification thereby gives an indication of the level of income in housing estates
in relation to the overall income level in the country as a whole and in comparison to their wider
sub-regions during each year. Secondly, the level of education in housing estates is examined
according to two different measures: the level of education among the population aged 18 and
over, which include the entire adult population, and the level of education among the employed
population, which only includes the working-age population who are employed5. Among both
population groups, the level of education is measured according to the share of population with
only basic level education and the share of population with higher level education 6. These
variables also show opposite ends of the socio-economic spectrum but according to level of
education. Thirdly, unemployment in suburban housing estates is analyzed according to

4
Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 6,039 in 1990, EUR
7,307 in 2000 and EUR 10,879 in 2010). High income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a minimum annual
income of EUR 20,431 in 1990, EUR 27,061 in 2000 and EUR 37,892 in 2010). Data concerning income level is confidential
if the grid contains fewer than ten people aged 18 and over.
5
Statistics for the level of education among the working-age population from 1990 and 2000 include the employed population
aged 15–74 while statistics from 2010 include people aged 18–74. Data on educational structure is confidential if the grid
contains fewer than ten people aged 18 and over.
6
Statistics show the level of education among people aged 18 and over. People with only basic level education have at most
nine years of education, with leaving certificates from primary schools, middle schools and comprehensive schools. People
with higher education have either lower or higher level tertiary education.
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unemployment rate, which is measured according to the share of the adult population (age 18–
74) who were registered as unemployed during the last day of each year.
The demographic position and development of suburban housing estates is examined according
to age, household and language composition. The age composition of housing estates is
measured based on a classification of the population into different age groups (0–17, 18–29,
30–49, 50–64, 65 and over). Household composition is examined according to household size,
and households have been classified according to the number of people into single-person, twoperson and three-person households and households with four persons or more. Language
composition is measured according to classification of population according to their first
language. In Finland, official statistics are not kept on ethnicities, but statistics are available
according to language. As Finnish and Swedish are official languages in Finland7, the share of
people who have a foreign language as their first language is a frequently used indicator in
research focused on ethnic segregation or the effects of immigration. Additionally,
demographic changes in suburban housing estates are examined according to the development
of population size and number of households over time. Features of the built environment and
housing stock of suburban housing estates are analyzed according to a variety of variables.
These include size of the building and housing stock, the age of the housing stock, the share of
housing according to building type, the share of housing according to the number of rooms, the
share of housing according to tenure and the share of the housing stock that is occupied in the
estates.
Finally, the third dataset used in this study, a grid-based classification of centers, has been used
to locate suburban housing estates, which are located outside of the main centers of their
respective municipalities. This classification of centers for Finnish cities, towns and
municipalities has been developed by the Finnish Environmental Institute (SYKE) (YKRkeskustarajaus 2013). In this classification population centers are recognized as densely
populated areas where there are diverse services and a high concentration of jobs in the service
and retail industries within walking distance (Rehunen et al. 2014). In the largest urban regions
and cities, two types of centers are identified, namely principle centers and sub centers. This
classification of centers is based on the same 250 m × 250 m grid data presented previously.
This classification is therefore compatible with the main data used in the analysis, which is a
clear advantage in carrying out the study. In this classification of centers, 258 separate center
areas were identified in the whole of Finland (Helminen 2013). For urban concentrations with
populations over 5,000, a center area was identified in all but four cases. In total, 829,900 people
live in these particular center areas, which also contain 727,400 workplaces. This classification
of centers and how it was used for identifying and locating suburban housing estates in Finland
is further examined in the next part where the different work stages for developing the locating
method and creating the main research material are explained.

7
The third official language in Finland, besides Finnish and Swedish is Sami. However, only 1,734 people in the whole of
Finland had Sami as their first language in 1990, and 1,832 people in 2010.
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3.1.2 Work stages
Developing a method for identifying and locating certain types of housing areas with the use of
GIS, in order to subsequently examine these areas and their development over time, has been a
precondition for carrying out the research. The method for selecting housing estates has been
developed through a course of extensive experimentations with the research data, where
different alternative principles and criteria for selecting areas have been considered and tested.
This has required several stages of data processing. One of the main challenges has been to
develop a clear and consistent method for selecting areas for the analyses, especially since
Finnish suburban housing estates can differ greatly in terms of population and their physical
form. In order to identify, locate and select areas that could be considered 1960s and 1970s
suburban housing estates for the analysis, six work stages have been undertaken. The work
stages have mainly been carried out using the MapInfo GIS software, while additionally also
using ArcMap, SPSS and Excel during the course of the work, particularly for editing and
processing the data.
In the following, each of the six work stages are presented in detail to allow replicability and
further development of the method in other contexts. The intention has been to develop a
consistent method that can be applied for the whole of Finland and that allows identifying
housing areas that fulfill certain criteria within the entire country. More specifically, the
objective has been to locate suburban housing estates where a significant proportion of the
population lives in multi-story apartment buildings constructed between 1960 and 1979 using
the georeferenced data presented in part 3.1. In each work stage an assessment of the potential
effects of applying different criteria has been carried out. In order to define the specific criteria
for the selection, so that a sensible way of identifying suburban housing estates for the analysis
is possible, it has been central to establish a prior notion of the specific type of areas that are
the main interest of the research. This means having a preconceived understanding of certain
housing estates that should be included in the selection, and that the specific criteria for
identifying these types of areas have been formulated accordingly. Each work stage is
visualized in figure 10 and discussed in greater depth in the following.
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Figure 10. Work stages for identifying housing estates and selecting areas for the analyses.

The first work stage, step 1, involved combining the building data with the grid data. As
described previously, the building data mainly contains information related to the physical
characteristics of the buildings and does thereby not contain much statistical information that
would be suitable for the analyses of this study. As the main focus of the analysis is on the
socio-economic development of housing estates, the analysis relies on the use of variables from
the grid data, which contains a wide range of population data and socio-economic data in
particular.
The two sets of data were combined using the SQL (Structured Query Language) Select tool in
MapInfo. The purpose of this work stage was to identify all the 250 m × 250 m grids that contain
at least one multi-story apartment building dating from the 1960s or 1970s (see figure 11).
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Figure 11. After combining the building data (1) with the grid data (2), all grids containing at
least one multi-story building constructed during 1960–1979 are identified (3).

After having combined the building data and the grid data, data variables from the building data
were aggregated into the grid data (figure 12). This means that in this work stage, data variables
that originally were related to the 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment buildings were
updated into the grid data into the specific grid where the building is located.

Figure 12. Aggregation of variables originally related to the building data into the grid data.

Step 2, calculating the share of population living in 60s and 70s apartment blocks in each grid
cell, involved identifying the grid cells where a considerable share of the population lives in
multi-story apartment buildings constructed during these two decades (figure 13). This is
possible after having combined the variables from the building data into the grid data in the
previous work stage.
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Figure 13. Calculating the percentage of people living in 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment
buildings within each grid cell.

A central question in this work stage involved deciding how many percent of the population
within each grid cell should live in apartment buildings dating from the 1960s and 1970s for
the grid to be considered for the analysis. Suburban housing estates in Finland usually contain
a high share of multi-story apartment buildings constructed around the same time. As discussed
in part 1.2, when most suburban housing estates were built they were typically planned and
constructed within a time of a few years and according to a uniform plan and in a way that
favored uniformity in the housing stock and built environment and especially the construction
of prefabricated multi-story apartment blocks. However, although housing estates typically
contain multi-story apartment blocks from the same time period, housing estates can also
include other types of housing, such as row houses and detached single-family houses.
Additionally, some estates also contain newer housing built during a later period of time, for
instance through infill development. In order to define the criteria for identifying grid cells that
could be considered part of suburban housing estates, one of the main starting points was the
idea that a substantial share of the total population should live in multi-story apartment blocks
originating from the 1960s and 1970s, while also recognizing that in many housing estates this
is not the only category of housing. This meant scanning the data in order to determine a suitable
criterion for the percentage of the total population that should live in 1960 and 1970s multistory apartment blocks within each grid cell.
In order to decide a suitable criterion that would allow a sensible selection of housing estates,
it was considered highly important to have a preconceived idea of some of the areas that should
be included in the selection. According to Steinberg & Steinberg (2006: 191) everything that is
done using GIS is always a simplification of reality. One of the main challenges at this stage,
as well as in defining the criteria for identifying housing estates in general, was therefore to set
the criteria in a way that best represents the geographical reality, and consequently allows a
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sensible selection of housing estates. In this stage, various tools and aids were used. Previous
studies including listings of housing estates in various Finnish cities were particularly important
and useful in establishing a knowledge about housing estates in different parts of the country.
This stage also included the use of satellite images and aerial maps as well as the Street View
function in Google Maps, which were useful aids, particularly for the areas that could not be
visited on-site. Particularly important, though, was visiting several housing estates and making
use of local knowledge about these areas. These methods proved to be helpful when seeking to
determine a suitable minimum percentage criterion that would allow a consistent and systematic
way of identifying 1960s and 1970s housing estates in the whole of Finland and also played an
important role when assessing the selection of suburban housing estates (see part 3.1.3).
After scanning the research data, visiting housing estates in different Finnish cities and using
the previously mentioned supporting datasets, a notion of certain suburban housing estates that
should be included in the selection was established. Following this, different criteria were tested
in order to define the minimum percentage criterion that would be best suited for the aims of
the study. After testing different alternative criteria and assessing how this affects the selection
of areas, a decision was made to set the criterion to 50%, meaning that at least half of the total
population within each grid cell should live in multi-story apartment buildings dating from the
1960s and 1970s for the grid to be included in the initial selection. As the research focuses on
housing estates in the whole of Finland, this implies analyzing a heterogeneous group of areas
that nevertheless share similarities in their built environment and housing stock. When
attempting to determine a suitable minimum percentage, the impact of changing the minimum
percentage was assessed in relation to the geographical reality by studying the impact of using
different criteria on the selection of grid.
The selection of grid cells where the majority of the population (50% or over) lives in multistory suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s was carried out using the SQL
Select tool in MapInfo. The principle for selecting these particular grids and excluding the ones
where the percentage is lower than 50% is presented in figure 14.

Figure 14. Selection of grid cells where over 50% of the total population lives in multi-story
residential buildings from the 1960s or 1970s.
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After completing step 2, all of the grid cells where at least half of the total population lives in
multi-story apartment buildings dating from 1960s and 1970s were identified. However, as the
research is focused on suburban housing estates located outside of the centers of Finnish cities,
towns and municipalities, a necessary next step was therefore to first identify these centers.
Therefore step 3 meant classifying regional centers and sub-centers in the whole country.
Housing estates in Finland were typically built on the outskirts of cities. This is exemplified by
the Finnish word for housing estate, lähiö, which by definition refers to housing areas that are
located outside of the city center (see 1.1.1). In order to identify these types of areas, it is
therefore necessary to first identify center areas of Finnish cities, towns and municipalities, and
then reversely to identify housing estates that are located outside of these centers.
This work stage was carried out using the classification of centers developed by the Finnish
Environmental Institute (SYKE). SYKE’s classification includes five different categories of
centers for regions of different sizes and types in the whole of Finland: “urban regional centers”,
“large urban regional sub-centers”, “small urban regional sub-centers”, “large centers located
outside of urban regions” and “small centers located outside of urban regions” (see table 2). In
this dataset, each center area has also been assigned with a numerical classification based on a
set of criteria, ranging from 5–8, where a higher classification signifies a higher concentration
of functions and a denser population. In SYKE’s classification, the largest urban regions in
Finland include both principle centers as well as smaller sub-centers, whereas more sparsely
populated regions only have a principle center. Table 2 presents the five categories of centers
along with the more specific classification number and the number of center areas that belong
to each category in the whole of Finland. The table also shows which categories of centers are
included in the selection of suburban housing estates in this study.

Table 2. The categories of centers in the classification developed by SYKE, the more specific
classification number, the number of the areas belonging to each category of centers in Finland
and whether a category is included in the customized classification used in this study or not.

Categories of centers in the classification developed by
SYKE
Urban regional centers
(Kaupunkiseudun keskusta)
Large urban regional sub-centers
(Kaupunkiseudun iso alakeskus)
Small urban regional sub-centers
(Kaupunkiseudun pieni alakeskus)
Large centers located outside of urban regions
(Kaupunkiseudun ulkopuolinen iso keskus)
Small centers located outside of urban regions
(Kaupunkiseudun ulkopuolinen pieni keskus)
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Class. no.

No. of
areas

8
7
8
7
7
6
5
8
7
6
5

35
3
25
21
7
39
10
6
79
10
23

Included in the
customized
classification used for
identifying suburban
housing estates
(Yes/No)
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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This ready-made classification was considered to be well-suited for identifying areas that are
located outside of the centers of Finnish cities, towns and municipalities and that could be
considered suburban housing estates within Finland as a whole. As this classification includes
centers of different sizes and types, it is possible to select different groups of centers according
to their category and numerical classification. This means that it is possible to make a
customized classification of centers by including certain types of centers while excluding
others. The aim of step 3 was therefore to establish which categories and classes of centers
should be included in the customized classification of centers used for identifying suburban
housing estates. This work stage involved a close examination of each category of centers in
order to assess the impact of including or excluding a particular category of centers on the
selection of housing estates. One of the main objectives was to classify centers in a consistent
way, meaning that all of the areas that belong to a particular category of centers are either
included or excluded.
Based on the assessment of the classification of centers made by SYKE, it was decided to
include all but one of the categories of centers in the customized classification used in this study
(see table 2). More specifically, a decision was made not to include “small urban regional subcenters” with a classification of 6, as this would mean excluding several areas that in fact are
large suburban housing estates from the 1960s and 1970s. Areas such as Kannelmäki,
Pihlajamäki, Kontula and Vuosaari in Helsinki, Havukoski in Vantaa, Varissuo in Turku,
Puijonlaakso in Kuopio, Rantakylä in Joensuu and Tuira in Oulu are all typical housing estates.
However, due to their scale and density and relatively well-developed commercial centers with
a relatively high level of services and many work places they have been classified as sub-centers
by SYKE. These areas are all, nevertheless, of interest for the analysis, as many of the
aforementioned are among the largest and most known suburban housing estates in Finland. It
was considered important to ensure that these housing estates are included among the selected
areas.
Additionally, there is also another category of centers included in the classification developed
by SYKE that contains some areas that could be regarded as suburban housing estates built
during the postwar decades. There are in total 25 areas that belong to the category of “large
urban regional sub-centers” and that have a classification of 8. First of all, this category includes
areas that could be regarded as sub-centers at the regional level and primary centers at the city
or municipal level. For instance, in the Helsinki metropolitan area Järvenpää, Kerava, Nummela
(Vihti) and Kirkkonummi are sub-centers at the regional level but also the primary centers of
their respective municipalities. In addition to these particular center areas, this category of
centers also includes areas of a different kind, namely ones that could be regarded as sub-centers
at both the regional and municipal level. Among these areas are ones that could be considered
typical housing estates, such as Herttoniemi, Itäkeskus, Vuosaari and Malmi in Helsinki,
Hakunila, Tikkurila, Myyrmäki and Korso in Vantaa, as well as Leppävaara, Tapiola,
Matinkylä and Espoon keskus in Espoo. Although many of the aforementioned areas could be
regarded as large housing estates, due to their comparatively high level of services and supply
of work places, these areas serve a function as important sub-centers and are thereby classified
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by SYKE as large urban regional sub-centers within the Helsinki capital region. This category
of centers includes some areas that generally would be considered suburban housing estates
while most of the areas included are quite evidently not housing estates, but rather the main
centers of certain medium-sized Finnish towns. In order to ensure a sensible selection of
housing estates, it was therefore decided to include “large urban regional sub-centers” in the
customized classification of centers used for identifying housing estates. Although this category
of centers includes some areas that in fact are typical housing estates, this does not, however,
mean that they are entirely excluded from the selection. Instead, this means that for instance
Vuosaari, Malmi, Myyrmäki, Hakunila and Tapiola are only partially included in the selection
of housing estates while their main commercial centers are excluded. The case of Malmi is
presented in figure 32 in part 3.1.3, where the part of the area that is classified as a “large urban
regional sub-center” is excluded from the selection of housing estates while the rest of the area
is included.
In order to identify suburban housing estates, step 4 involved identifying areas outside of the
centers where the majority of the population lives in apartment buildings constructed during
the 1960s and 1970s. Carrying out this task involved using the classification of centers
presented in the previous part (3.2.3) as well as the grids where at least 50 percent of the total
population lives in multi-story apartment buildings dating from the 1960s and 1970s (see part
3.2.2). In this work stage, the SQL select tool in MapInfo was used to identify grids that are
located outside of the main centers of Finnish municipalities and where the majority of the
population lives in this particular housing stock.
As an outcome of this work stage, only 250 m × 250 m statistical grids where at least half of
the total population lives in 1960s 1970s multi-story apartment buildings and that are located
outside of the center of Finnish cities, towns and municipalities were included. Meanwhile, all
other grids were excluded. It is worth noting that multi-story housing from the 1960s and 1970s
can be found in the centers of many Finnish cities and towns, and there are centrally located
grids where at least half of the total population lives in this type of housing. However, as the
objective is to identify suburban housing estates that are located outside of the centers, these
types of areas are therefore not included when attempting to identify the location of grids that
could be considered suburban housing estates. Figures 15 and 16 illustrate how the
classification of centers affects the selection of grids. Figure 15 presents all of the grids in the
Turku region where at least half of the total population lives in multi-story apartment buildings
constructed during the 1960s and 1970s, while figure 16 also includes the classification of
centers. This example shows that there are many grids where at least half of people live in 1960s
and 1970s multi-story apartment buildings within the urban centers. Following this work stage,
these centrally located grids were excluded from the analysis, as the specific focus of the
research is on housing estates that are situated outside of the centers.
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Figure 15. Grid cells in the Turku region where at least half of the total population lives in
apartment buildings built during the 1960s and 1970s. (Background map: Bing Maps)

Figure 16. Grid cells in the Turku region, located outside of the centers and where at least half
of the total population lives in apartment buildings built during the 1960s and 1970s.
(Background map: Bing Maps)

In step 5, the building data was used for defining the boundaries of suburban housing estates.
In other words, the objective here was to identify areas where several 1960s and 1970s multistory apartment buildings are located in the proximity of each other, and thereby to delimit the
boundaries of different housing areas as well as to distinguish housing estates from each other.
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This was necessary to carry out, because although the previous work stage allowed identifying
grids located outside of the centers and where a substantial share of the population lives in
multi-story apartment blocks from the 1960s and 1970s, it was not possible to identify the
boundaries of areas that could be considered separate housing areas as an outcome of the
previous work stage.
In order to achieve this objective, buffer areas were calculated around the 1960s and 1970s
multi-story apartment buildings using the building data. Buffering is an operation where a new
map object is created around an existing object, such as a point, line or area, by identifying all
objects that are situated within a certain specified distance of the original object (Longley et al.
2002: 291). By using the building data, polygons were created around points that represent the
coordinates of each multi-story apartment building built between 1960 and 1979 in order to
identify cases where several of these buildings are situated within close range of each other.
More specifically, this was carried out with the building data related to the 1960s and 1970s
apartment buildings that are located in the specific grids that were identified in the previous
work stage (part 3.2.4), i.e. grids located outside of the centers where the majority of the
population lives in multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s (see figure 17).
Meanwhile, buildings located elsewhere were excluded. This operation was carried out using
the SQL Select tool in MapInfo. An example of a buffer area calculated according to this
principle is presented in figure 18.

Figure 17. The buildings located within the grids located outside of the centers and where at
least half of the population lives in apartment buildings dating from the 1960s and 1970s are
indicated with a red point. These buildings are used in this work stage while buildings indicated
with a black point are excluded, as they are located outside of the aforementioned grids.
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Figure 18. Buffer areas calculated based on the coordinates of the 1960s and 1970s multi-story
apartment buildings that are located within the grids that are situated outside of the centers and
where the majority of the population lives the aforementioned buildings.

One of the advantages of the buffering tool is that in addition to identifying which buildings are
situated near each other, and that could be considered as part of the same housing area, it is also
possible to distinguish separate housing areas from each other with the help of the buffer areas.
This is particularly useful in cases where separate housing areas are located in nearby grids.
Figure 19 shows an example from the western fringe of the city of Turku where the calculation
of buffer zones allows identifying the boundaries of three separate housing estates: Härkämäki,
Jyrkkälä and Vienola, which are located within close range of each other and in neighboring
grids. By calculating buffer areas around these points it is possible to determine which buildings
could be considered part of the same area, and also to distinguish three concentrations of
buildings from each other. It is thereby possible to classify the buildings based on the buffer
areas into the three separate areas, which would not be possible by using the grid data alone. In
this case, buffer areas were calculated around all 1960s and 1970s buildings based on the criteria
where buildings that are located within 250 meters of each other are considered to be part of
the same area. The principle for calculating buffer zones is described in greater detail in the
following.

88

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77

Figure 19. The calculation of buffer areas enables distinguishing separate housing estates
located in nearby grid cells from each other. (Background map: Bing Maps)

The MapBasics program enables calculating buffer areas around clusters of points according to
certain specific criteria defined by the user. It is possible to define two sets of criteria as
conditions for the buffering: 1) the minimum amount of points and 2) the maximum distance
allowed between two points. In other words, it is possible to define how many points at least
should be located within a certain distance of each other as a precondition for the calculation of
buffer areas. The first key question at this stage included deciding how many buildings should
be situated within a particular area for it to be regarded as a distinctive concentration of
buildings or a recognizable housing area. This is of central importance, as the objective of the
analysis is to study areas where there are several multi-story apartment buildings dating from
the 1960s and 1970s within close range of each other, instead of analyzing areas containing
only a few of these particular buildings. In order to define this criterion as a condition for the
buffering, an assessment of the data was carried out, where the building data was examined
with the intention to develop an understanding of what types of clusters of apartment buildings
can be found in different parts of Finland, and thereby to define the most suitable criteria for
the calculation of buffer zones.
Based on the scanning of the data, and with the need to determine how many buildings should
at least be located within close distance of each other, different alternative criteria were
considered. Following the preliminary assessment of the data, it was decided to carry out the
buffering according to two alternative criteria, namely that there should be a minimum of either
five or ten buildings within close range of other. To be able to decide the most suitable criterion,
buffer areas were calculated using the building data based on both these conditions8.

8
In the calculation of these buffer areas a 250 meter maximum distance between buildings was applied. The
principle for deciding this criterion is discussed more elaborately in the end of this part.
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Subsequently, the effects of using a five or alternatively a ten building minimum criterion were
assessed in order to determine which of these two alternatives would be more suitable for
identifying suburban housing estates for the analysis. When setting the minimum amount of
buildings to 10 and the maximum allowed distance between two buildings to 250 meters, in
total 299 areas were identified in the whole of Finland. In contrast, when setting the minimum
amount of buildings to 5 and when using the same maximum distance allowed between
buildings, 250 meters, in total 603 areas were identified. Figure 20 presents two examples of
the effects of using either a minimum criterion of 5 or 10 buildings.

Figure 20. The left side shows the buffer areas calculated based on two separate criteria in the
city of Rauma: the blue colored areas consist of a minimum of 10 buildings that are located
within 250 meter distance of each other, and the yellow colored of a minimum of 5 buildings
located within 250 meter distance of each other. The right side shows the town of Kemijärvi,
where all three concentrations of multi-story apartment buildings consist of fewer than 10
buildings. (Background map: Bing Maps)

The result of using either a 5 or 10 building minimum criteria for the buffering are significantly
different outcomes. This is particularly evident in towns or municipalities with a small
population size and that are sparsely populated. Particularly in these types of areas, clearly
fewer areas are identified when the minimum criterion for the buffering is set to 10 buildings.
In smaller towns, housing estates tend to be of a smaller scale and often consist of less than 10
buildings. Figure 21 shows two examples from the municipalities of Inkoo and Nummela,
where concentrations of 1960s and 1970s apartment buildings consist of fewer than 10
buildings. Consequently, if the minimum amount of buildings as a condition for the buffering
is set to 10, most of these particular areas are not identified, which would mean that the selection
of housing estates would mainly include ones in larger towns, while many smaller housing
estates in smaller towns would be excluded. These areas are nevertheless potentially interesting
areas for analysis, as the geographical scope of the study includes the whole of Finland and the
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aim is to identify a wide range of housing estates located in different types of municipalities
throughout Finland and to study how these areas have developed over time. It does not therefore
serve the purpose of the research to define the criteria in a way that a significant share of housing
estates in smaller towns would be excluded from the analysis.

Figure 21. Housing estates in small towns are often of a small size and often consist of relatively
few buildings. An example from Inkoo, displayed on the left side, and Nummela, displayed on
the right (Source: Google Street View, and background map: Bing Maps).

In addition to deciding the minimum amount of buildings for the buffering, another key task at
this stage was to determine the maximum distance allowed between two buildings so that the
buildings are regarded as part of the same area. In order to define the most suitable maximum
distance, three different alternative criteria were tested: 200 meters, 250 meters and 300 meters.
The decision to test these three distances was based on on-site observations in several Finnish
suburban housing estates. One of the main questions at this stage was to define a maximum
distance criterion that could be applied for the whole of Finland and would be best suited for
the country as a whole. This poses some challenges, because even though housing estates built
during the same time period share certain similar features, each housing estate has its own
unique characteristics.
When setting the maximum distance between buildings to 200 meters, in total 543 areas were
identified. 603 areas where identified when setting the distance to 250 meters, and 515 areas
were identified when using a 300 meter maximum distance criteria. In most cases, the shape of
the buffer area is the same regardless of the maximum distance criterion that was used and
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changing the criterion does not have any significant impact on the way that areas are delimited
nor on selection of grids. Nevertheless, there are some cases where the shape of the buffer areas
is affected when applying a different maximum distance criterion.
Firstly, when comparing the difference between buffer areas calculated around buildings
according to a 200 meter maximum criteria and a 250 meter maximum criteria, in the vast
majority of cases the outcome of the buffering is exactly the same regardless of which
maximum distance criterion is used. This means that in most cases there is no difference at all
in the way that housing areas are delimited, and thereby also on the selection of housing estates.
Nevertheless, there are some cases where the boundaries differ either slightly or more
significantly depending on which of the criteria are used. Table 3 presents the number of cases
where changing the maximum distance criteria for the buffering has either a slight or a more
considerable effect on the outcome.

Table 3. The number of cases where changing the maximum distance criteria in the buffering
from 200 to 250 meters has an impact on the selection of areas.
Difference between using a 200 meter and a 250 meter maximum distance between buildings
Minor impact*
29

Major impact**
17

Major impact***
32

* A slight impact on the selection of grids.
** Areas that are recognized according to a 250 meter maximum distance but not a 200 meter maximum distance.
*** The same area is divided into two or more geographical areas when using a 200 meter maximum distance.

In 29 cases there is a minor difference in the way that an area is delimited when using a 200
meter and a 250 meter maximum distance as condition for the buffering, which in turn results
in a slightly different selection of grids depending on which of the two criteria is used. Figure
22 shows an example of one of these particular cases, and how the buffer areas calculated
according to a 200 meter and a 250 meter maximum differ slightly.
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Figure 22. Buffer areas calculated according to a 200 meter (shown on the left) and a 250 meter (show
on the right) maximum distance allowed between buildings. The cases where the delimitation of the
areas differs slightly are indicated with a circle. In these particular cases the different boundaries of
the buffer areas would have an impact on the selection of grids. (Background map: Bing Maps)

On the left side of figure 23, the maximum distance criterion for the buffering was 200 meters,
whereas the condition in the figure on the right was 250 meters. The cases where the limits of the
buffer areas calculated according to the two different criteria differ are indicated in the figure with a
circle. In these cases, there are multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s that are
located within a range of 200–250 meters from each other. As the figure on the right is calculated
based on a maximum distance of 250 meters, the buildings located within the aforementioned range
are included in the buffer areas calculated according to a 250 meter maximum distance, while they
are not included when applying a 200 meter maximum distance criteria. The same figure also shows
two examples of where the buffer areas calculated according to the two different criteria are exactly
the same regardless of which maximum distance criterion is used. In the vast majority of buffer areas
this is the case. This means that in most cases there are no 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment
buildings located within a distance of 200–250 meters that would have an effect on the delimitation
of the areas when changing the maximum distance criterion for the buffering from 200 to 250 meters.
Additionally, there are also cases where the differences between the boundaries calculated according
to these two criteria are more significant. Firstly, there are in total 17 cases in Finland where a
particular area is only recognized when using a 250 meter maximum distance but not when applying
a 200 meter criterion.
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Figure 23. The buildings shown are only recognized as a cluster of buildings when using a 250 meter
maximum criterion (shown on the right) but not when applying a 200 meter criterion. (Background
map: Bing Maps)

Secondly, there are in total 32 cases in Finland where an area that is recognized as one single spatial
entity when using a 250 meter maximum distance criteria, are divided into two or more separate
spatial entities when using a 200 meter maximum distance criteria. This is particularly the case in
certain large housing estates, which primarily are found in the larger cities, and particularly in
Helsinki. Such an example is Kontula in eastern Helsinki, which is one of the largest housing estates
in Finland and where different maximum distance criteria result is significantly different delimitation
of the area (see figure 24). When using a maximum distance of 200 meters as a condition for the
buffering, Kontula is divided into five areas, whereas the same housing estate is divided into two
separate areas if using a 250 meter maximum distance criteria.

Figure 24. A visualization of the Kontula area in Helsinki and the outcome of using a 200 meter
maximum distance criteria (left side) and a 250 meter maximum distance (right side). (Background
map: Bing Maps)
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Based on comparing the outcome of using either a 200 meter or a 250 meter maximum distance
criterion for the buffering, the 250 meter maximum distance was considered to be more accurate in
representing the geographical reality. Although the difference is not significant in most cases, as the
previous examples illustrate, there are several cases where the difference is more profound. Firstly,
there are cases where a 250 meter criterion allows identifying areas that are not identified with the
200 meter criterion. Secondly, there are cases, particularly in some large housing estates, where a 250
meter maximum distance seems to be more suited for representing the areas. As the intention was to
set the criteria for the buffering in a way that is best representative of the actual and perceived
boundaries of housing areas, a maximum distance of 250 meters was considered better suited than a
200 meter distance.
After having compared the outcome of delimiting housing estates according to the aforementioned
criteria, and deciding that a 250 meter maximum distance criterion is better suited for the aims of the
research than a 200 meter criterion, the result of using a 250 meter criterion was compared to that of
using a 300 meter criterion. In the vast majority of cases in Finland, there is no difference at all in the
way that housing areas are delimited when setting the condition of the buffering to 250 or 300 meters.
Nevertheless, as illustrated in table 4, there are some cases where the difference is more significant.

Table 4. The number of cases where changing the maximum distance criteria in the buffering from
250 to 300 meters has an impact on the selection of areas.
Difference between using a 250 meter and a 300 meter maximum distance between buildings
Minor impact*
26

Major impact**
10

Major impact***
17

* A slight impact on the selection of grids.
** Areas that are recognized according to a 300 meter maximum distance but not a 250 meter maximum distance.
*** The same area is divided into two or more geographical areas when using a 250 meter maximum distance.

Overall, based on the assessment, a 250 meter maximum distance is in most cases considered to be a
better suited way of delimiting housing areas compared to a 300 meter maximum distance criteria.
Specifically as presented in the previous example, when using a 300 meter criterion for the buffering,
there are cases where buildings that are located relatively far from each other are classified as part of
the same area, even though they in fact would be situated in different but neighboring housing areas
that generally would be considered separate (see figure 25). In these particular cases, many of which
are housing estates in small towns, a distance of 300 seems to be a relatively far distance, whereby a
250 meter maximum distance seems better suited for delimiting and distinguishing areas from each
other. Nevertheless, it should be considered that in the vast majority of cases the outcome of using
either a 200, 250 or a 300 meter maximum distance criterion is not different in any way. While there
are a few cases, particularly in some of the larger cities, where it could be argued that a 300 meter
maximum distance criterion could be more suitable than a 250 meter maximum distance, in Finland
in general, and especially when considering housing estates in different types of cities and
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municipalities, a 250 meter maximum distance criterion seems better suited. Based on the assessment
of the buffering, a distance of 300 meters could be considered a relatively far distance in many cases,
whereby a 250 meter maximum distance generally seems more accurate for representing the
geographical reality and delimiting housing estates.

Figure 25. Buildings located in neighboring areas (Hepokulta and Nättinummi in Turku) are classified
as being part of the same area when applying a 300 meter maximum distance (figure on the right),
whereas the buildings are divided into two separate areas when applying a 250 meter maximum
distance (figure on the left). (Background map: Bing Maps)

By studying the outcome of using three different maximum distance criteria, it has been possible to
assess which criterion seems best suited for identifying housing estates in the whole of Finland. This
has been important, as there is a wide variety of housing estates built during the 1960s and 1970s in
Finland that are located in different types of towns and regional settings. As the examples discussed
in this part illustrate, deciding the criterion which is best suited for the aims of the study has not been
entirely straightforward and has required assessing the advantages and disadvantages of using each
of the criteria in a great number of cases. While there are some cases where a 300 meter maximum
distance would arguably be better suited, on a more general level and considering the whole of
Finland, applying a 250 meter maximum distance is considered to represent the actual and perceived
boundaries of suburban housing estates more appropriately and accurately. As the research is focused
on estates in the whole country, it is therefore central to set the criteria according to what is best suited
in the majority of cases and with regard to Finnish housing estates in general. Based on this
assessment, it was decided that a 250 meter maximum distance criterion would be based suited for
96

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
delimiting and distinguishing housing estates from each other compared to the alternative criteria of
200 or 300 meters, and this distance was therefore set as a condition for the buffering.
In order to be able to analyze suburban housing areas as separate spatial entities, step 6 involved
aggregating data from grid level to housing estate level, in other words combining the grids that are
part of the same area, as well as their data contents. This task was carried out by using the buffer areas
that were calculated in the previous work stage. In this work stage, two sources of data were used: 1)
the grids located outside of the urban and municipal centers where at least half of the total population
lives in multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s and 2) the buffer areas calculated
around clusters of buildings, described in the previous work stage (part 3.2.5).
The SQL Select tool in MapInfo was utilized for identifying all of the grids that are intersected by
the buffer areas that were calculated around clusters of 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment
buildings in the previous work stage. As the buffering was based on the condition that there should
be at least 5 multi-story buildings within a 250 meter range of each other, in the cases where this
criterion is not met, the particular grids are not included in the selection. An example from the city of
Järvenpää presented in figure 26 shows the guiding principle of this work stage. This means that all
grids that are intersected by a buffer area, i.e. areas where there are at least 5 multi-story apartment
buildings located at a maximum distance of 250 meters from each other, are included in the selection,
whereas the grids that are not included in the selection are ones that do not fulfill the aforementioned
criterion and are not intersected by a buffer area. The excluded grids only contain a few 1960s and
1970s multi-story buildings and are therefore not considered to be housing estates of sufficient size.

Figure 26. Selecting grids located outside of the urban and municipal centers where at least half
of the population lives in 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment buildings and that are
intersected by the boundaries calculated around clusters of buildings. The selected grids are
shown in the figure on the right side. (Background map: Bing Maps)

After identifying the grids that are intersected by clusters of 1960s and 1970s apartment
buildings, this work stage involved combining the grids that are part of the same area as well
as their data contents. In other words, all the grids that are intersected by a particular cluster
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area were combined to be part of the same spatial entity (see figure 27). This part of the work
was carried out by firstly assigning an identification number to each buffer area and then by
classifying the grids that are intersected by a particular buffer area based on its identification
number. As an outcome of this operation, all of the grids that are intersected by a certain buffer
area will contain a common identification number, whereby it is possible to combine the grids
and their data contents based on this identification number.

Figure 27. The principle for combining grids that are part of the same area and their data
contents based on the buffer areas calculated around clusters of 1960s and 1970s multi-story
apartment buildings. A unique identification number is assigned to each cluster area and the
grid level data is aggregated on the basis of this number. (Background map: Bing Maps)

The example in figure 28 presents the principle for combining grids that are part of the same
area based on the buffer areas calculated in the previous work stage in the city of Turku, where
three neighboring housing estates, Härkämäki, Jyrkkälä and Vienola, are distinguished from
each other with the help of the buffer areas. In this particular example, it is possible to delimit
the boundaries of these three areas with the help of the buffer areas, which would not be possible
solely with the grid data.
Following this work stage and having delimited the boundaries of separate housing areas, it was
possible to aggregate data variables from the grid data as well as variables that originally were
related to the building data into the wider areas based on the unique identification number
assigned to each area. The principle of aggregating data variables from the 250 meter grids into
the wider areas is presented in figure 28. This example shows how the population of each grid
that is part of the same area has been calculated to the level of the whole area.
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Figure 28. The aggregation of data contents from grid level to the wider area level. (Background
map: Bing Maps)

After having carried out the work stages that have been discussed in the previous chapter, the
outcome is that areas that are classified as 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates have been
identified. These areas identified in the whole of Finland according to this method are at the
focus of the analysis concerning suburban housing estates in chapter 4. In order to evaluate to
which degree the areas identified in the selection represent the actual situation and could be
considered suburban housing estates, an assessment of the whole selection method was carried
out, which is at the focus of the following part.

3.1.3 Assessing the selection of suburban housing estates
As the research is focused on housing areas of a specific type, namely 1960s and 1970s housing
estates that are located outside of the main regional centers, the aim has been to develop a
uniform and consistent way of identifying areas fulfilling certain criteria in the whole of Finland
in order to conduct an analysis of these areas and their development over time. Applying a
uniform selection principle for the whole country ensures that all areas share certain similar
features in terms of their built environment and location. This means that all areas identified
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according to the selection method are situated outside of the centers, at least half of their total
population lives in multi-story apartment buildings constructed during the 1960s and 1970s,
and contain at least five of these specific buildings within close range of each other. These areas
and their characteristics correspond to the way that suburban housing estates are understood
and defined in this study (see part 1.1).
According to Steinberg & Steinberg (2006: 191–192) work involving GIS is always a
simplification of reality and the results are based on this simplification. It is therefore of central
importance to evaluate how well the selection method corresponds with the real-life situation,
which means considering to which degree the previously described selection method is suited
for identifying and delimiting suburban housing estates in the whole of Finland. This required
examining all the 603 areas that were identified, and evaluating to which degree these areas
could be considered 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates. This assessment was carried
out by visiting various housing estates on-sight as well as with the help of different types of
supporting data, such as maps, aerial images as well as the Street View function in Google
Maps. These methods and tools were already used at earlier stages of the work when deciding
the criteria for the selection. As the geographical scope of the research covers the whole of
Finland, these supporting datasets proved to be particularly helpful in forming an overview of
housing estates in the entire country and establishing a deeper understanding of housing estates
in different types of towns and regional settings. This was particularly valuable as it was not
feasible to conduct on-sight visits to all of these areas. The supporting data was also used to
name the areas identified in the selection. Naming the areas was in particular important for
handling and managing the research data and also for establishing a deeper knowledge of the
areas identified according to the selection. Naming the areas was also particularly important for
the empirical analysis, as it is of central relevance to know the names of the specific housing
estates that are at the focus of the analysis. In some cases, particularly in smaller concentrations
of housing blocks, identifying the names of the areas in question was somewhat challenging as
these areas may not necessarily have a distinct name of their own, but rather be part of a wider
area. In some cases, this wider residential area may not meet the definition of a housing estate,
although a concentration of multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s may be
found within the area.
In addition to the previously mentioned supporting data, lists of Finnish suburban housing
estates from previous studies played an important role in this work stage. They were used for
assessing how well the areas identified with the selection method used in this study correspond
with the areas in these listings of housing estates from previous studies (Seppälä et al. 1990;
Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985; Lankinen 1998). The selection of suburban housing
estates in these studies was carried out in an altogether different manner than in this research.
In previous studies, the selection of housing estates was carried out by handpicking particular
areas that met certain criteria of what kind of attributes a suburban housing estate should have.
In contrast, in this research the selection of housing estates was carried out by using different
sets of GIS data and identifying areas that meet certain specific based on the definition of
suburban housing estates laid out in this research. Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia (1985)
focused on housing estates that are situated outside of the main population centers and mainly
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were constructed during the 1960s and 1970s. The housing estates examined in the
aforementioned study thereby originate from the same period as the ones that this research
focuses on. The selection of areas was carried out in cooperation with the local planning
authorities in 7 cities, towns and municipalities of different sizes, identifying a total of 44 areas
fulfilling the criteria of housing estates. In a study carried out by Seppälä et al. (1990), suburban
housing estates were also identified with the help of local authorities in 76 municipalities, and
in total 248 housing estates were identified. The particular study focused on housing estates
that mainly were constructed between the 1950s and the 1980s and had a total population of at
least 700. Also in two studies conducted by Lankinen (1998, 1999) the selection of 36 housing
estates built during the 1950s and 1980s and located in 18 different municipalities was carried
out by consulting local authorities.
The study conducted by Seppälä et al. (1990) contains a list of 248 housing estates built between
the 1950s and the 1980s in different parts of Finland. In total 190 or 77 percent of the areas
included in this listing were identified with the selection method used in this study. Of the 58
areas included in this listing that were not identified with the selection method, the vast majority
of areas, 45, were ones where there are less than five multi-story apartment buildings from the
1960s and 1970s. Most of these specific areas are housing estates that mainly were constructed
during the 1950s or the 1980s and are thereby not housing estates dating from the specific time
period that this research primarily is focused on. There are also a few areas included in the
listing of housing estates that were not identified in the selection, as these are classified as areas
that are located within a regional center, and subsequently do not fulfill the specific criteria of
housing estates as defined in this research. The study Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia (1985)
includes a list of 45 housing estates in total, whereof 38 areas were identified with the selection
method. Of the areas that are not included in the selection, one is excluded as it is classified as
being part of a regional center area, while the remaining 6 excluded areas are housing estates
that were not principally constructed during the 1960s and 1970s. The two studies conducted
by Lankinen (1998, 1999) examined 36 different housing estates. In total, 33 of these housing
estates were identified with the selection method. Among the three areas that are not included
in the selection is Munkkivuori, a housing estate in Helsinki mainly built during the 1950s, as
well as Kivikko in Helsinki and Utra in Joensuu, two housing estates that primarily were built
during the 1980s and 1990s. This means that all of the areas included in these two studies carried
out by Lankinen were identified with the selection method, except for these three areas that
were built during a different time period.
Nevertheless, there are also certain noticeable differences between the areas identified with the
selection method used in this study and the areas examined in previous studies (Lähiöiden
kehittämisen ongelmia 1985; Seppälä et al. 1990; Lankinen 1998, 1999). These differences are
related to slightly differing definitions of housing estates and to the different approaches used
for selecting areas for the analysis. One key difference is the amount of areas identified with
the selection method. Based on the selection method used in this research, a total of 603 areas
were identified, whereas previous studies have focused on clearly fewer areas. Seppälä et al.
(1990) focused on 248 housing estates, which were identified in cooperation with the local
authorities in numerous municipalities in different parts of Finland. Among their criteria for
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housing estates was that the areas should have a population of at least 700. Noteworthy in their
selection is that, due to this relatively high minimum population criterion, many areas that could
be regarded as small-sized housing estates are not included in the selection (Seppälä et al. 1990:
10). As most housing estates in smaller towns are of a rather small scale and population size,
these types of smaller housing estates are therefore not included in their study. The number of
housing estates analyzed in the other studies (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985; Lankinen
1998, 1999) was even significantly smaller. The selection method used in this research has
allowed to identify the majority of the areas included in the listings of these previous studies as
well as a great number of areas that were not included in these. As this study is focused on the
whole of Finland, one of the main aims when defining the selection criteria was to ensure that
a multitude of suburban housing estates that are located in greatly different geographical
locations were included in the selection. This means that also smaller housing estates located
in smaller towns and municipalities, which were not included in the aforementioned studies,
are considered to be of interest for the scope of this research.
A typical housing estate could be understood as an area that is situated in a relatively remote
location outside of the town center and has a clearly distinctive built environment and housing
stock, and particularly consists of multi-story apartment blocks that are of similar age, in most
cases from the 1960s and 1970s. Many typical housing estates could also be considered areas
that can be clearly delimited in a concise way, particularly if they are remotely located or if
they clearly differ from their surrounding areas. Based on the assessment of the selection,
particularly these types of areas that are clearly separate from neighboring areas are delimited
with the selection method in a way that seems to correspond to the actual and perceived borders
of the housing estates.
Nevertheless, based on the assessment of the selection, there are some cases where it is more
open to interpretation whether the area in question should be considered to be a housing estate.
There are also cases where the delimitation of an area does not necessarily correspond to the
way that an area and its boundaries would be understood in the public view. There are some
cases, particularly areas that are located within close range of an urban center, where the
classification of centers (see 3.1.3) has an impact on the selection or delimitation of these
particular areas. These include 1) areas that would not necessarily be considered typical housing
estates by the general public, either due to their built environment or their location near the
center, 2) areas where the built environment resembles that of a typical housing estate but which
are located near the center and therefore are not necessarily perceived as housing estates, 3)
areas that resemble typical housing estates but are located in such close proximity to the center
that part of the area is classified as part of either a principle or secondary center within the
region. The classification of centers also proved to have an impact in the cases where an area
identified in the selection is located in a municipality that does not have a center of any kind.
In these particular cases it is therefore not possible to determine whether a housing area is
located outside of the center or not. Additionally, there are also a few cases where an area that
would generally be perceived as one housing estate is divided into several spatial entities, and
in contrast a few cases where two areas that would be regarded as two separate housing estates
are classified as one single area. Furthermore, there are also a few cases where the areas fulfill
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the criteria of housing estates, i.e. are located outside of the center and contain a vast share of
multi-story housing from the 1960s and 1970s, but where a closer examination of the areas in
question shows that they are not typical housing estates.
The first category of areas that requires further examination are areas that are located near the
fringes of the centers. Some of the areas could be considered borderline cases where the areas
in question often share many similarities with the inner-city. As these types of areas are located
in the proximity of the center, it should be considered that their location differs from
significantly from estates that are more peripherally located. For instance, Lauttasaari in the
city of Helsinki could be considered a borderline case. The island of Lauttasaari, displayed in
figure 29, is located near the fringe of the area that is classified as the urban center of Helsinki.
This particular area, due to its built environment and its central location, and perhaps also due
to its relatively high socio-economic status, would not necessarily be considered a typical
housing estate in the public view.

Figure 29. Lauttasaari in Helsinki is located within close range of the city center (displayed in
yellow) and housing on the island has been constructed during a time span of several decades.
(Source: Buildings in Helsinki, City of Helsinki and background map: Bing Maps)

Lauttasaari was built during a time spanning several decades. The area thereby differs
considerably from a typical Finnish housing estate, which usually were planned and built
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according to a uniform plan and constructed by a single construction company within a
relatively short period of time, most commonly during the 1960s and 1970s. As displayed in
figure 29, four separate concentrations of multi-story buildings from the 1960s and 1970s were
identified in Lauttasaari with the selection method. The central parts of Lauttasaari were mainly
built already before 1960, whereas these four concentrations of buildings identified with the
selection method could be considered infill developments that were built in the proximity of
the existing built environment and closer to the shoreline of the island. These four
concentrations are the specific parts of Lauttasaari that the analysis of this research is concerned
with, as they fulfill the criteria used for identifying Finnish housing estates, in the sense that
they are mainly composed of 60s and 70s multi-story apartment blocks and also located outside
of the city center. These parts of Lauttasaari thereby share certain common features with the
rest of the areas identified in other parts of Finland.
As the built environment has been constructed over a course of several decades, the historical
development of Lauttasaari is very different compared to most housing estates that were
constructed in their entirety during a relatively short time span and designed according to a
uniform plan. Housing estates were often typically built in peripheral locations, in settings close
to nature and where there usually was little or no previous built environment. Due to the
centrality of Lauttasaari, it is a very different type of an area compared to many more
peripherally located housing areas. In addition to a housing stock and physical environment that
differs from typical housing estates built during the 1960s and 1970s, Lauttasaari is also an area
with a high socio-economic status. In Finland, housing estates are typically perceived as areas
that have a low socio-economic status (see e.g. Ilmonen 1994), whereby the profile of
Lauttasaari is somewhat different from most typical housing estates. Overall, although
Lauttasaari would typically not be considered a housing estate, certain parts of the area fulfill
the criteria and are therefore included in the empirical analysis.
Additionally, there are also other examples of areas that are located equally close to the city,
town or municipal centers but where the areas are more clearly recognizable as housing estates
due to their built environment. An example is Näsi in the city of Porvoo, located near the
western border of the city center (see figure 30). Here the built environment of the area consists
entirely of housing blocks from the same time period, and the placement of the buildings
resembles that of many typical housing estates originating from the same time. However, due
to its proximity to the town center of Porvoo, the location of the area differs from many other
housing estates that often were built in more peripheral settings. Näsi could, thereby, in this
regard be considered a housing estate that has a physical environment and housing stock of a
typical housing estate while having a more central location compared to many housing estates
originating from the same time. These types of areas that in terms of their physical
characteristics greatly meet the perceptions of housing estates but are located within close range
of the municipal center can be found in many Finnish towns.
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Figure 30. Näsi in the city of Porvoo is an example of an area that is located in the immediate
proximity of the city center but where the built environment of the area is very similar to that
of many typical housing estates built during the 1960s and 1970s. (Source: Google Street View,
and background map: Bing Maps)

Additionally, there are also a few cases where a part of an area identified in the selection is
classified as being part of the city center. Consequently, this has an impact on the delimitation
of the area. For instance, in the Peltosaari housing estate in the city of Riihimäki, located in the
immediate proximity of the city center, a part of the area is classified as part of the city center,
and consequently, this particular part of the estate is not included in the selection (figure 31).

Figure 31. Peltosaari in the city of Riihimäki is a housing estate located on the edge of the city
center and where a section of the area is classified as part of the center. (Source: Google Street
View, and background map: Bing Maps)
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Additionally, in a few cases, a particular section of a housing estate is classified as a sub-center.
This is the case for instance in Malmi in northern Helsinki, displayed in figure 32. The figure
illustrates that there are multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s also within
the parts of Malmi that are classified as a sub-center. These specific buildings are not included
in the selection, as they do meet the criteria used for identifying suburban housing estates in
Finland in this study. This means that Malmi is not selected in its entirety, but the focus is rather
on the parts of the housing area that fulfill the selection criteria. Within close distance of the
central areas of Malmi are two separate clusters of multi-story apartment buildings that fulfill
the selection criteria.

Figure 32. In Malmi, in Helsinki, the central parts of the area are classified as a small regional
sub-center (displayed in yellow) and therefore not included in the selection of housing estates.
Buildings (indicated in red) located outside of the center area are included in the selection,
whereas multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s located within the center
area (indicated in black) are excluded as they do not meet the selection criteria. (Source: Google
Street View, and background map: Bing Maps)

When attempting to identify areas that share certain similar features in their built environment
within the whole of Finland, one of the main challenges has been posed by the significant
differences that exist between different municipalities and regions. As the principle for selecting
housing estates is based on identifying areas that have certain similar features in their built
environment and are located outside of the centers, one challenge has been related to the
delimitation of centers. Most municipalities in Finland have a center area of some degree, as
there in most cases is at least one area with a relatively high concentration of services and jobs.
In most municipalities in Finland, which have a center area of some kind, the rationale for
identifying suburban housing estates has been fairly straight-forward, as it has involved
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identifying areas that are located outside of the centers and where concentrations of multi-story
buildings from the 1960s and 1970s can be found.
However, there are also municipalities where a single center area cannot be identified in the
classification of centers used in the selection (see part 3.2.3). In these cases, it is therefore not
possible to identify housing estates that are located outside of the center. This does not,
however, have a significant impact on the selection of housing estates, as many of these
particular municipalities are rural ones where there are only very few multi-story apartment
buildings from the 1960s and 1970s. This type of challenge is also posed in a few cases where
previously separate municipalities have been consolidated into new larger municipalities.
During recent decades, the consolidation of municipalities has been commonplace within
Finnish regional policy and many municipalities have been unified into larger units. In these
cases, the new larger municipality typically only contains a single center area that is included
in the classification of centers. This means that there are areas that previously would have been
the main centers within their respective municipalities but that are not recognized as centers in
the new larger municipality. For instance, in the former Rural Municipality of Jyväskylä
(Jyväskylän Maalaiskunta), which in 2009 was consolidated with Jyväskylä, clusters of multistory buildings from the 1960s and 1970s are identified in Tikkakoski and Säynätsalo, which
were two of the main population centers in the former municipality. In both of these cases,
displayed in figures 33 and 34, the building clusters are situated within roughly the same areas
that could be considered to be former municipal centers. Although these areas are not
recognized as centers within the unified municipality of Jyväskylä, it is likely that the areas still
function as small center areas in the local context. It is therefore debatable whether these
clusters of buildings in fact are located outside of the center area. Both of these cases serve as
examples of areas where the classification of Finnish centers poses some challenges for
identifying Finish housing estates.

Figure 33. A cluster of multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s is identified
in the central parts of Säynätsalo, formerly part of the Rural Municipality of Jyväskylä
(Jyväskylän Maalaiskunta), which is not classified as a center area in SYKE’s classification of
Finnish municipal centers. (Source: Google Street View, and background map: Bing Maps)
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Figure 34. A cluster of 1960s 1970s multi-story apartment buildings is also identified in the
central parts of Tikkakoski, also formerly part of the Rural Municipality of Jyväskylä
(Jyväskylän Maalaiskunta), which is also not classified as a center area in SYKE’s classification
of Finnish municipal centers. (Source: Google Street View, and background map: Bing Maps)

The previously discussed examples illustrate that the classification of centers used in the
selection has an impact on the way that housing estates are delimited. These examples show
that particularly in cases where a cluster of 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment buildings is
relatively centrally located, it is more open to interpretation whether the area would be regarded
as suburban housing estates in the public view. In these types of cases, the delimitation of these
areas does not always necessarily correspond to the way that an area and its boundaries might
be perceived by the general public. It should be noted that as the selection of housing estates in
Finland is carried out using the classification of centers developed by the Finnish
Environmental Institute (SYKE), the outcome of the classification is thereby dependent and
influenced by this classification. These particular cases show that, similarly as the definition of
suburban housing estate is not unambiguous, the classification of centers is also not entirely
straightforward either.
The method for identifying suburban housing estates is based on the principle that buildings
that are located within close distance of each other are considered to be part of the same area.
As previously discussed, the main objective when defining the specific criteria for the buffering
(step 5) was to set the criteria in a way that enables a selection of housing estates that is best in
line with the actual and perceived borders of the areas. Although the selection generally meets
this objective, there are some cases where the borders of a housing estate do not necessarily
correspond to the actual or perceived borders of the area. Firstly, there are some cases where a
particular housing area is divided into several spatial entities although the areas may generally
be perceived and officially considered part of the same housing estate. This is particularly the
case if a particular housing area occupies a relatively vast geographical area. In these types of
areas, it is possible that buildings that may be considered part of the same area can be located
relatively far from each other. Lauttasaari, already previously discussed (see figure 29) is an
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example of such a case. Another example is the Varissuo housing estate in Turku, which is
divided into two separate areas according to the selection method used in this study (figure 35).

Figure 35. 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment buildings and 250 × 250 meter grids
including the share of the total population that lives in the aforementioned housing stock in
Varissuo, in the city of Turku (shown on the left side), as well as buffer areas calculated around
the buildings located within the grids where at least half of the population lives in this housing
stock (shown on the right side). (Background map: Bing Maps)

Varissuo is divided into two separate spatial entities, due to the selection being based on the
250 × 250 meter grids that are located outside of the centers and where at least half of the total
population lives in multi-story housing from the 1960s and 1970s. In figure 36, the left side
shows all of these specific buildings in Varissuo as well as the percentage of the total population
within each grid residing in these specific buildings. The right side shows the buffer areas
calculated around the multi-story buildings located within the grids where the majority of the
population lives in multi-story buildings constructed during the 1960s and 1970s. As the
distance between the buildings located in the northern and southern buffer areas is more than
250 meters, in this case approximately 360 meters, these buildings are considered to be part of
separate clusters. Although there are some multi-story buildings from the 1960s and 1970s in
between these two clusters of buildings, they are located within grids where the share of
population living in this specific housing stock is lower than 50% and are therefore not included
in the selection. As the selection method is based on consistency, where all the selected grids
fulfill certain specific criteria, this means that there are cases where a certain section of a
particular housing estate is not included in the selection and thereby also not in the analysis.
Roihuvuori in Helsinki, presented in figure 36, is another example of a housing estate that is
divided into several spatial entities. This is due to the fact that 1960s and 1970s apartment
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buildings in Roihuvuori are concentrated within three clusters that are located fairly far from
each other. In between these three clusters, the housing stock is composed of housing built
outside of this particular period of time (see also figure 3 in part 1.2). As this dataset only
contains data on multi-story residential buildings constructed between 1960 and 1979, buildings
that are not part of this housing stock are not included in the dataset. This means that other types
of housing, such as single-family homes or row-houses, and housing constructed outside of this
period, either before 1960 or after 1979, are not included in the dataset.

Figure 36. 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment buildings in Roihuvuori, in Helsinki, are
divided into separate spatial entities. All three clusters displayed on the left side of the figure
are located within the administrative boundaries of Roihuvuori. The right side shows the
construction year of all the buildings situated in Roihuvuori, illustrating that the area has been
constructed over a time span of several decades. (Source: Buildings in Helsinki, City of Helsinki
and background map: Bing Maps)

The right side of figure 36 shows that in between these clusters, the housing stock mainly
consists of buildings that have been constructed either before 1960 or after 1979. The data
shown in this example originates from the building register maintained by the city of Helsinki’s
Real Estate Department and contains building-level information about buildings in Helsinki,
including their year of construction. However, the data cannot be used for identifying housing
estates in the whole of Finland, as the data only includes buildings located in Helsinki.
According to the selection method, Roihuvuori is not identified in its entirety, but is delimited
into three separate concentrations of multi-story apartment buildings from the 1960s and 1970s.
As shown in the figure, Roihuvuori is an area that has been constructed over a time period
spanning several decades. As already discussed in the case of Lauttasaari (see figure 29),
Roihuvuori is not a typical housing estate, in the sense that the area has been constructed over
a longer period of time, spanning several decades. In accordance with the overall scope of the
research, and based on what is feasible with the datasets that are at use, this research is
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concerned with the parts that mainly were built between 1960 and 1979. Roihuvuori is therefore
not delimited according to how the area generally might be perceived or in accordance with the
administrative borders of the area.
Additionally, there are also a few cases where areas that in actuality are two separate housing
estates are regarded as one area in the selection. This is the case in Vesala and Länsimäki, two
separate housing estates that are located within close range of each other, but on opposite sides
of the municipal border of Helsinki and Vantaa (figure 37).

Figure 37. Vesala and Länsimäki, two separate housing estates located on opposite sides of the
municipal border of Helsinki and Vantaa, are classified as part of the same housing area based
on the selection method. (Background map: Bing Maps)

Vesala and Länsimäki are classified as part of the same area due to the close proximity of the
areas, and the fact that there are multi-story apartment buildings dating from the 1960s and
1970s within the two different areas situated within a distance of approximately 160 meters
from each other. In attempting to decide the optimal maximum distance criterion for identifying
housing estates in Finland, one of the objectives was to set the criterion in a way that best allows
identifying the buildings that are part of the same housing area and also distinguishing separate
areas from each other. In general, setting the maximum distance between buildings to 250
meters allows a sensible way of identifying housing areas and distinguishing areas from each
other. Buildings that are located within 250 meters of each other are in the vast majority of
cases part of the same area. However, this particular case serves as an example of two clearly
distinctive areas that are located exceptionally near each other.
Finally, among the areas identified in the selection are a few cases where the areas fulfill the
criteria of housing estates, in the sense that they contain multi-story housing from the 1960s
and 1970s and are located outside of the centers, but are nevertheless areas that are not typical
housing estates. One such example is Teekkarikylä, located in Otaniemi, in the city Espoo,
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which is a residential area principally built for students at the current Aalto University (see
figure 38). Although the area is comprised of multi-story housing from the 1960s and 1970s,
this particular area is quite different in its character compared to typical housing estates
constructed during the same period time, as the buildings are primarily composed of student
housing. This particular area is not a typical housing estate, but rather a student campus area
with a vast share of student housing.

Figure 38. A concentration of 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment building in Otaniemi, in
Espoo, identified with the selection method, is not a typical housing estate from the 1960s and
1970s as the area was built for housing university students and still serves this function.
(Background map: Bing Maps)

In order to conduct the research, it has been necessary to identify areas that could be considered
suburban housing estates, and to select these particular areas for the analysis. This has been
carried out with the GIS-based approach and the georeferenced data presented in this chapter.
Additionally, supporting datasets including maps, aerial images, Google Street View, listings
of suburban housing estates from previous studies along with on-sight visits to different housing
estates have been of central importance during the course of the work and particularly for
specifying the selection criteria and for assessing the selection method. Developing a method
suitable for identifying suburban housing estates with these datasets, which can also be used
for analyzing the selected areas and their development over time, has required testing and
considering several different principles and criteria for identifying areas that fulfill certain
specific criteria. Perhaps the most important objective in this part of the research was to develop
a clear and consistent method for selecting areas for the analyses, which has been challenging
especially since there are significant differences among housing estates in terms of their
physical form.
Another challenge in developing a method for identifying housing estates was related to the
rather ambiguous notion of what a housing estate is. While suburban housing estates in this
study are understood as housing areas that are located outside of the main population centers
112

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
and dominated by 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment blocks, it should be noted that there
is no universally agreed upon consensus what a suburban housing estate is. The word lähiö in
Finland is charged with various meanings, and what kind of areas commonly are perceived as
housing estates are greatly affected by subjective interpretation. Some of the cases identified in
the selection are areas that may not necessarily correspond to public perceptions of what a
housing estate is. These may for instance be related to the location of the areas or to the physical
characteristics of the areas, such as their built environment, housing stock or the scale of the
areas. Areas that are of a more massive scale and located in relative isolation far away from the
city center may meet the common conception of a housing estate more clearly than smaller and
more centrally located estates for instance. Additionally, the question whether an area is
commonly perceived as a housing estate or not may also be related the socio-economic profile
or the image of an area. The Finnish word lähiö does not merely refer to areas with certain
physical attributes, but it is also a symbolic category for certain types of environments and their
residents (Ilmonen 1994: 32). As a consequence, the word lähiö, which is often negativelycharged, tends to be more commonly used when referring to housing areas that are characterized
by low levels of income and high unemployment rather than when addressing areas with a more
up-scale profile. In this research, the criteria for selecting housing estates is based on identifying
areas that have a certain type of housing stock and are located outside of the main centers. This
means that while the areas identified share certain similar features, there may be significant
differences in the socio-economic profiles and population compositions of the areas. Among
the areas identified in the selection are therefore some areas that have a relatively high socioeconomic status. The areas in question may therefore not be considered typical housing estates
in the public view.
As previously discussed, the areas identified in the selection do not necessarily correspond to
the administrative or perceived borders of the areas. Some housing estates are, for instance,
divided into two or several spatial entities even though they commonly may be considered part
of the same area. This means that the areas identified in the selection are not necessarily housing
estates in their entirety, but rather the parts of a residential area where there is a concentration
of multi-story housing from the 1960s and 1970s and where the majority of the population lives
in this particular housing stock.
All of the areas identified with the selection method share certain similar features in their
housing stock and in their location; all areas are located outside of the main centers in Finnish
cities, towns and municipalities, at least half of the total population in each area lives in multistory housing built during the 1960s and 1970s, and there are at least five multi-story apartment
blocks dating from this time period within close range of each other. Based on the assessment
of the selection method, it would appear that most areas would be regarded as typical 1960s
and 1970s suburban housing estates also by the general public. In most cases the areas identified
using this method correspond well to listings of suburban housing estates from previous studies.
This means that the vast majority of areas that have been identified by local authorities and
different groups of experts in previous studies were also identified with the selection method
employed in this study.
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As discussed in this chapter, there have been many challenges involved in developing an
approach for identifying 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates within the whole of Finland.
The heterogeneity of housing estates is one in particular. Although the areas identified in the
selection all share certain similar features concerning their housing stock and location, as the
examples discussed previously in this chapter illustrate, the selected areas include housing
estates that differ significantly from each other in various ways. The outcome of the selection
of housing estates thereby supports the idea that Finnish housing estates are not a homogenous
group of areas. The diversity of housing estates is also a central theme in the empirical analysis
of part 4, where suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s are analyzed at the
national scale using the research data created according to the previously described work stages.

3.2 Data analysis methods
The primary interest of this study is to establish an understanding of the socio-economic and
demographic development of suburban housing estates in Finland overall and in different subregional locations between 1990 and 2010. In the analysis (chapter 4), the focus is placed on
the 603 neighborhoods that were identified with the selection method presented in the previous
part. These housing estates are analyzed using the research data created through the work stages
described in part 3.1.2.
The empirical approach used in the analysis is based on examining the development of suburban
housing estates according to both individual variables as well as according to multivariate
methods. The first part of the analysis (4.1) examines suburban housing estates within Finland
generally according to individual variables. As already presented, key variables for analyzing
the socio-economic structure and development of housing estates are income level, educational
level and unemployment rate, whereas the main demographic variables are population size as
well as age, household and language structure of the population. In addition, variables used for
studying the housing characteristics of these neighborhoods include size, age and type of the
housing stock, housing tenure and occupancy rates (see part 3.1.1). In the first part of the
analysis, descriptive statistical analysis is used for comparatively examining the development
of suburban housing estates in relation to the whole of Finland and to their respective subregions between 1990 and 2010. The purpose here is to form a general understanding of the
most important changes in socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics that
Finnish suburban housing estates have witnessed during these two decades of time.
The second part of the analysis (4.2) seeks to provide a more elaborate understanding of
suburban housing estates and their development and relies on two multivariate methods for
analyzing the structural relationships between different socio-economic, demographic and
housing variables, namely principle components analysis (PCA) and cluster analysis.
According to Delmelle (2015: 1), taking a unidimensional outlook on neighborhoods often
overlooks the more complex multidimensionality or the “bundle of attributes” that define a
neighborhood (see also Galster 2001). Many of the variables that are examined in the analysis
are presumably closely interrelated, whereby the approach used in this part of the analysis will
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further explore these relationships. An advantage of using multivariate techniques is that they
allow deciphering complex socio-demographic changes that have taken place within certain
urban areas for instance (Foote & Walter 2016).
PCA is first used to identify the main dimensions of differentiation among suburban housing
estates in 1990 and 2010 and to identify what types of structural changes have occurred in these
types of neighborhoods in Finland during this two-decade period. PCA is a method that has a
long history in urban geography, dating back to the 1960s and 1970s, when there was a surge
in quantitative urban research along with the emergence of the factorial ecology approach and
with scholars seeking to test the theories of the Chicago School (see part 2.2.1). Within this
tradition, PCA became a commonly applied method used in numerous studies worldwide in
order to decipher the spatial structure of urban places (e.g. Berry & Rees 1969; Murdie 1969;
Berry & Horton 1970; Berry & Kasarda 1977). Despite factorial ecology falling under sharp
criticism during the 1970s, this approach has once again resurfaced in more recent times, and
from Reibel’s (2011: 309) point-of-view, the more recent studies have been more firmly
grounded in theory compared to the earlier factorial ecology studies. During the 2000s, PCA
has been used in several studies for analyzing the structural transformation of urban regions
(e.g. Wyly 1999; Baum 2006; Baum et al. 2006; Vicino et al. 2007; Vicino et al. 2011; Foote
& Walter 2016) and for understanding processes that are shaping suburban areas (e.g. Orfield
2002; Vicino 2008; Hanlon 2009; Baum & Gleeson 2010; Vicino et al. 2011).
Among the advantages of using PCA in urban and neighborhood research is that the method
can be used to transform a dataset that is composed of a great number of variables into a new,
smaller and more manageable dataset, consisting of a few main factors called principle
components (e.g. Vicino et al. 2011: 388). This method also reveals the most central empirical
elements that are embedded in a dataset, by showing how the different variables are interrelated,
and it is therefore a commonly used technique for uncovering the spatial organization of
regions, cities and neighborhoods (Vicino et al. 2007: 353). As many of the variables that are
used for analyzing suburban housing estates in this study are likely to be strongly correlated,
PCA could be considered an appropriate method for identifying how different socio-economic,
demographic and housing characteristics are interrelated. By using this method, the objective
is thereby to identify the main dimensions that differentiated Finnish suburban housing estates
in Finland in 1990 and 2010, and to uncover what types of structural changes have occurred
over the course of these two decades.
Following the PCA method, the cluster analysis method is used, namely k-means clustering,
for developing a typology of suburban housing estates for 1990 and 2010 by using the output
of the PCAs. This means classifying the estates into different and distinct housing estates types
according to their socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics. The objective is
to identify what types of suburban housing existed in Finland overall and in different types of
Finnish sub-regions in 1990 and 2010, and to uncover the main paths of development that these
estates have undergone in the country at large and in different types of regional locations (parts
4.2 and 4.3). There are several existing methods suited for developing multivariate typologies
of neighborhoods, of which cluster analysis is perhaps the most commonly used classification
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approach in urban studies9 (Reibel 2011). The approach of combining the use of PCA and
cluster analysis, as is done in this study, has been employed in numerous studies where the
objective has been to classify and to create a typology of urban and suburban neighborhoods
(Baum et al. 2006; Vicino et al. 2007; Vicino 2008; Hanlon 2009; Vicino et al. 2011; Foote &
Walter 2016). The fundamental difference between these two methods is that principal
components analysis groups together variables, whereas cluster analysis groups together similar
cases. In the context of this study, this means that suburban housing estates are grouped so that
they resemble each other in terms of socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics.
When developing a typology, the key objective is typically to minimize the within-group
variability while maximizing the between-group variability (Mikkelbank 2004: 946). In other
words, each member of a group should be as similar as possible compared to the others in the
group, but as different as possible from the members of other groups. Essentially, by using
cluster analysis the aim is to categorize the 603 suburban housing estates in Finland into
meaningful and distinct groups of estates that resemble each other but differ from other housing
estate types.
There are two broad categories of cluster analysis: hierarchical and partitional. Hierarchical
clustering is a bottom-up approach, where each observation is initially classified into a cluster
of its own, where after similar observations are then grouped together according to a defined
distance tolerance (see e.g. Delmelle 2015: 3). Partitional clustering methods, such as k-means
clustering, used in this study, requires that the number of clusters is defined in advance. In
partitional clustering, a random centroid is first created for each of the clusters, and observations
are assigned to the closest center according to similarity. Following this, the centroid of the
clusters based on the assigned observations is then re-assigned, and the procedure is repeated
until there are no more re-assignments (Reibel 2011). The k-means method partitions the
observations into a specified number of clusters while minimizing the sum of the distances of
the observations to the nearest cluster. This method is used in this study due to its suitability for
analyzing large and moderately sized datasets (see Norušis 2009; Foote & Walter 2016). Wei
& Knox (2014: 464–465) argue that the k-means method is better suited for neighborhood
research than hierarchical clustering, and k-means clustering has been used in a wide array of
studies to classify neighborhoods and to analyze their development over time (e.g. Vicino et al.
2007, 2011; Vicino 2008; Hanlon 2009; Wei & Knox 2014; Delmelle 2015; Foote & Walter
2016).
The end purpose of using PCA and cluster analysis in combination is to create a typology of
suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010. According to Vicino (2008: 480), typologies allow
to better understand the diversity of different types of neighborhoods and their characteristics,
and from the perspective of this study, typologies serve as way to further uncover the diversity
of suburban housing estates by analyzing their various attributes from a multidimensional
perspective. By creating a typology of suburban housing estates for two different years, it is
possible to establish what types of housing estates existed in Finland and in different types of
Finnish sub-regions in 1990 and 2010 and how different socio-economic, demographic and
9

For a comprehensive overview of different classification approaches within urban and neighborhood research,
see Reibel (2011).
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housing characteristics were interrelated. By comparing the typologies from two decades apart,
it is also possible to determine what types of structural changes have occurred between 1990
and 2010, and how different types of housing estates have developed over time. As Marcuse
(1997: 248) points out, typologies are not thought to be explanations per se, but instead an aid
for better understanding and explaining complex phenomena (see also Mikkelbank 2004). The
overarching aim of the empirical analysis conducted in chapter 4 is thereby to form a thorough
understanding of Finnish suburban housing estates that were identified with the selection
method and using the research data presented in this chapter.
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4. Analysis
The focus of this chapter is on analyzing the suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s
and 1970s that have been identified with the selection method presented in the previous part.
This part of the study addresses the main overarching research question of the study, namely
how have 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates developed socio-economically and
demographically in Finland overall and in different sub-regional locations between 1990 and
2010? As outlined in part 2.4, presenting the theoretical approach of the research, this study
builds on a context-sensitive approach for analyzing suburban housing estates in Finland. This
means studying the development of these neighborhoods in relation to both their wider national
and regional contexts (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 46). In other words, a central theoretical
starting point is that it is crucial to consider developments occurring in Finland at large, while
also paying attention to differences between regions and how these may influence the
development of housing estates in different parts of the country. The analysis is particularly
closely connected to the broader question of socio-spatial differentiation, which seems highly
relevant for understanding the development of postwar housing estates. Furthermore, the
physical attributes of the estates, such as their location and the characteristics of their housing
stock, are presumably important determinants of their socio-economic and demographic
characteristics, as these different characteristics tend to be closely related (e.g. Galster 2001).
The first part of the analysis (4.1) relies on examining housing estates according to individual
variables, thereby allowing to identify exactly what types of specific changes have occurred in
these types of areas since the early 1990s. The second part of the analysis, part 4.2, takes a more
nuanced outlook on suburban housing estates and their development and uses two multivariate
statistical techniques (principle components analysis and cluster analysis) to analyze the
structural relationships between different socio-economic, demographic and housing variables,
with the objective of developing a typology of suburban housing estates for 1990 and 2010 and
examining their paths of development. The last part of the analysis, part 4.3, examines suburban
housing estates in different types of regional contexts in Finland, focusing on socio-spatial
differences between sub-regions and socio-economic and demographic change in suburban
housing estates in three types of sub-regions, namely growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions,
as well as their development trajectories within these sub-regional types.

4.1 A general outlook on suburban housing estates in Finland
This first part of the analysis examines suburban housing estates at the national scale with the
intention of uncovering what was characteristic of Finnish suburban housing estates in 1990
and 2010, and particularly to identify what kinds of changes can be identified in their socioeconomic and demographic position and development. Suburban housing estates and their
development are examined according to individual variables in this part, and the aim is to
establish what types of different changes have occurred in these specific neighborhoods since
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the early 1990s and how the position of these estates has changed when compared to the country
overall and to their wider regions. As the objective is to form a general understanding of Finnish
housing estates and their development within the country at large, a multitude of different
variables are examined. The socio-economic development of these housing estates is studied
by analyzing changes in unemployment rate, income level and educational level, while their
demographic development is examined according to changes in population size, age structure,
household structure and language composition. In addition, various characteristics of the built
environment and housing stock of these neighborhoods are also included in the analysis.
In part 4.1.1, the analysis explores where in Finland the 603 suburban housing estates that are
at focus of the analysis are located, followed by examining characteristics of their built
environment and housing stock as well as changes that have occurred in these characteristics
over time. Part 4.1.2 focuses on the population characteristics of suburban housing estates. The
focus here is on different socio-economic and demographic attributes and the objective is to
uncover how suburban housing estates have developed compared to the country at large
between 1990 and 2010. Finally, part 4.1.3 studies what kind of socio-economic and
demographic changes have occurred in housing estates compared to the wider sub-regions.

4.1.1 The location and housing characteristics of suburban housing estates
As the research is carried out at the scale of the whole country, the focus of the analysis is on a
wide range of suburban housing estates located in different parts of Finland. The geographical
distribution of these areas is presented in figure 39, showing the number of suburban housing
estates in each of the 70 sub-regions (seutukunta) in Finland. Sub-regions are spatial entities
that are composed of neighboring municipalities and that are considered part of the same
conurbation or labor market area10 (see e.g. Sub-regional units 2015; see also Statistics Finland
2013). Additionally, the number of suburban housing estates within each sub-region in Finland
in presented in table 5.

10

In this study Statistics Finland’s classification of sub-regional units for 2015 was used.
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Number of estates per sub-region

6

13
7
5
8
12

2
9

11

4
15

3
1

10
16

14

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)

Helsinki
Tampere
Turku
Lahti
Jyväskylä
Oulu
Kuopio
Pori
Hämeenlinna
Lappeenranta
Mikkeli
Rauma
Vaasa
Joensuu
Kouvola
Kotka-Hamina

Figure 39. The number of 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates identified with the
selection method (n = 603) in Finnish sub-regions.
Of the 70 sub-regions in Finland, 58 are ones where at least one suburban housing estate was
identified in the selection. The greatest number of housing estates fulfilling the selection
criteria, 140, are found in the Helsinki sub-region, followed by 44 areas in the Tampere subregion and 40 in the Turku sub-region. These are the three most populous sub-regions in
Finland. Helsinki has the clearly largest population, more than a fourth of the total Finnish
population. A particularly high number of housing estates, 38, are located in the Lahti subregion as well. At least 15 housing estates are found in the sub-regions of Jyväskylä, Oulu,
Kuopio and Pori, while at least 10 areas are found in Hämeenlinna, Lappeenranta, Joensuu,
Kouvola and Kotka-Hamina. There are 17 sub-regions where the number of housing estates is
between 5 and 10, and in 25 sub-regions the number of housing estates is between 1 and 5. On
the other hand, among the 70 sub-regions in Finland, 12 are ones without a single estate. Figure
39 shows that although the construction of suburban housing estates during the 1960s and 1970s
took place in most parts of Finland, the vast majority of these areas were built on the outskirts
of cities and major cities in particular. In general, sub-regions with the largest populations have
the greatest number of housing estates. In contrast, only few housing estates are found in
sparsely populated and rural sub-regions. A closer look at differences in the location of
suburban housing estates are examined in greater depth in part 4.2, where housing estates are
examined in relation to the wider development of the sub-region where they are located.
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Table 5. The number of 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates identified with the selection
method in Finnish sub-regions.
Sub-region

Pop. 2015

Estates (n)

Pop. 2015

Estates (n)

Helsinki

1,500,394

140

Sub-region
Raahe

33,842

4

Tampere

394,314

44

Saarijärvi-Viitasaari

30,856

4

Turku

323,185

40

Varkaus

31,591

4

Lahti

201,615

38

Ylivieska

44,215

4

Jyväskylä

181,369

18

Forssa

33,926

3

Oulu

244,453

18

Itä-Lappi

16,989

3

Kuopio

133,911

15

Kehys-Kainuu

22,340

3

Pori

138,500

15

Keski-Karjala

17,919

3

Hämeenlinna

94,611

13

Loimaa

34,819

3

Lappeenranta

89,236

13

Lounais-Pirkanmaa

28,269

3

Mikkeli

72,819

12

Pieksämäki

30,459

3

Rauma

64,945

12

Åboland-Turunmaa

22,366

3

Vaasa

101,381

12

Keuruu

11,827

2

Joensuu

124,744

11

Koillis-Savo

19,887

2

Kouvola

92,765

11

Luoteis-Pirkanmaa

16,011

2

Kotka-Hamina

85,923

10

Mariehamns stad

11,461

2

Etelä-Pirkanmaa

43,303

9

Pohjois-Satakunta

19,512

2

Kemi-Tornio

58,778

9

Sisä-Savo

14,492

2

Imatra

41,919

8

Sydösterbotten

17,465

2

Raasepori

42,810

8

Koillismaa

12,454

1

Salo

62,983

8

Kuusiokunnat

21,827

1

Savonlinna

47,027

8

Torniolaakso

7,914

1

Seinäjoki

126,816

8

Äänekoski

22,403

1

Ylä-Savo

55,681

7

Haapavesi-Siikalatva

14,431

0

Jämsä

23,876

6

Joutsa

5,449

0

Kajaani

52,984

6

Järviseutu

21,094

0

Porvoo

58,972

6

Kaustinen

15,872

0

Rovaniemi

65,858

6

Kyrönmaa

12,875

0

Vakka-Suomi

30,970

6

Nivala-Haapajärvi

29,371

0

Jakobstadsregionen

49,958

5

Oulunkaari

23,855

0

Pielisen Karjala

22,092

5

Pohjois-Lappi

16,836

0

Riihimäki

46,173

5

Suupohja

22,849

0

Ylä-Pirkanmaa

24,217

5

Tunturi-Lappi

14,483

0

Kokkola

53,160

4

Ålands landsbygd

15,391

0

Loviisa

18,085

4

Ålands skärgård

2,131

0

Table 6 portrays the characteristics of the built environment and housing stock of a typical
1960s and 1970s suburban housing based on the median values of certain key attributes for the
years 1990, 2000 and 2010, making it possible to assess the degree of change that has occurred
during these two decades of time. As there is considerable variation among housing estates,
median values, rather than mean values, are used to portray the characteristics of the median
suburban housing estate among the 603 areas that are examined in this chapter.
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Table 6. Median values of variables concerning the built environment and housing stock of
1960 and 1970s suburban housing estates included in the research data for 1990, 2000 and 2010.
Median values of variables concerning the built environment and housing stock of
1960 and 1970s suburban housing estates (n = 603)
Suburban housing estates
(median values)
Built environment
Number of buildings
Buildings
Residential buildings
Multi-story apartment buildings
Terraced houses
Detached houses

1990

2000

2010

30
26
12
1
9

32
27
12
1
9
2011

32
27
12
2
9

Age of residential buildings
Older than 1960
1960s
1970s
1980s and newer

9.9%
25.0%
41.2%
14.0%
2010

Share of population in multi-story apartment buildings
built between 1960 and 1979
Housing stock

79.1%
1990

2000

2010

319

329

334

92.0%
1.5%
2.8%

92.4%
1.9%
2.7%

92.5%
2.0%
2.7%

Two rooms
Three rooms

18.8%
42.9%
26.2%

18.7%
42.9%
25.8%

19.1%
42.6%
25.5%

Four rooms

7.3%

7.2%

7.1%

Five rooms or more

1.6%

1.6%

1.8%

Owner-occupied
Rental

55.8%
39.6%

43.5%
46.1%

45.0%
44.8%

Other

4.0%

9.4%

8.5%

95.6%

93.0%

91.7%

Size of housing stock
Number of housing units
Share of housing by building type¹
Multi-story apartment buildings
Terraced houses
Detached houses
Share of housing by size
One room

Tenure

Occupancy
Share of occupied housing units

¹ A multi-story apartment building (asuinkerrostalo) is a residential building with at least three
housing units, of which at least two are situated on top of each other. A terraced house (rivi- ja
ketjutalo) is a residential building consisting of at least three housing units that are attached to each
other. A detached house (erillinen pientalo) is a residential building consisting of either one or two
housing units. (Statistics Finland 2015)
Data sources: YKR, Building and Housing Register, Grid Database.
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A more detailed outlook on the built environment of suburban housing estates is provided by
figure 40, showing the number of buildings of different types in the 603 areas identified in the
selection in 2010. Firstly, there is great variation in the total number of buildings. For example,
50 housing estates have a minimum of 100 buildings in total, while at the other extreme are 17
estates with fewer than 10 buildings in total. In most Finnish suburban housing estates, the
number of buildings is between these extremes, as indicated by the median number of 32
buildings. There is also equally great variation in the number of residential buildings overall
and in the number of residential buildings according to building type. As shown in the figure,
multi-story apartment buildings constitute the most common building type in suburban housing
estates, while detached housing is also common. In most cases, the number of detached houses
is not significant lower compared to the number of multi-story apartment buildings. The number
of terraced houses (e.g. rowhouses), on the other hand, is substantially lower, and in a typical
suburban housing estate there are only two buildings of this specific type.

Figure 40. Buildings of different types in suburban housing estates (the number of estates
belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs and the median values for the estates in
the middle of the graphs).

A closer look at the share of residential buildings according to construction year shows that the
share of buildings constructed during the 1970s is particularly high among the areas of analysis,
as shown in table 6 and in more detail in annex figure 1. This is expected as the focus of the
study is on suburban housing estates that primarily were built during the 1960s and 1970s and
the selection criteria have set accordingly. In a typical housing estate over 41 percent of the
residential buildings originate from the 1970s while the share of housing dating from the 1960s
is noticeably lower, 25 percent. This highlights that the 1970s was the main decade of
construction of these types of housing areas. However, it should be noted that the housing
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estates identified in the selection are not solely comprised of housing built during these two
decades, and in some areas there is also a comparatively high share of residential buildings
dating from both before and after the main period of construction. In the research data, roughly
10 percent of all residential buildings were built earlier than 1960 in the median housing estate.
This shows that although suburban housing estates in the 1960s and 1970s typically were
constructed in locations where there was little prior development, in some cases, multi-story
apartment blocks were built nearby previously existing housing. Additionally, there are also
cases where the share of housing built after 1980 is comparatively high. This exemplifies that
the construction of these areas did not come to an abrupt stop during the end of the 1970s, but
newer housing has later on been constructed in the vicinity of 1960s and 1970s housing.
As the criteria for selecting suburban housing estates for the analysis were defined in a way that
would allow identifying areas where a significant share of the housing stock consists of multistory apartment blocks from the 1960s and 1970s, this is also reflected in the research data.
Figure 41 presents the share of the total population who lived in multi-story apartment blocks
built between 1960 and 1979 in each of the 603 suburban housing estates in 2010. The figure
shows that in most suburban housing estates, this share was considerably higher than the share
of 50 percent that was defined as a condition for the selection. In fact, 79 percent of the total
population in the median suburban estate lived in 1960s and 1970s multi-story apartment blocks
in 2010. This shows that although the suburban housing estates that are at focus of the analysis
also contain housing that was built either before or after the main period of construction, 1960
and 1970s multi-story apartment blocks are clearly the dominant form of housing where most
residents in these areas live. This share is particularly high in the 117 suburban housing estates
where the share was over 90 percent.

Figure 41. The share of population who live in multi-story apartment blocks constructed
between 1960 and 1979 in suburban housing estates (the number of estates belonging to each
class are depicted next to the graph and the median value for estates in the middle of the graph).

When suburban housing estates are examined according to features of the housing stock, table
6 shows that the median number of housing units was 334 in 2010. A comparison to the situation
in 1990 reveals a slight increase from 319 housing units, which would imply that there generally
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has been a slight degree of new housing construction in the estates. As illustrated on the left
side of figure 42, there are significant differences in the number of housing units among the
603 estates. For instance, there are 87 estates with at least 1,000 housing units, while 215 estates
have fewer than 250 housing units. Many of these estates are of rather modest size compared
to, for instance, the large housing estates that were studied in the RESTATE project, where
focus was on 31 European housing estates that had at least 2,000 units (Musterd & Van Kempen
2005). As show on the right side of the figure, the vast majority of housing is located in multistory apartment buildings. In a typical suburban housing estate this share is over 92 percent,
and only 70 housing estates had a share lower than 80 percent. As already portrayed previously,
this shows that the housing stock of suburban housing estates is mainly comprised of multistory apartment blocks. The share of housing units according to room size (table 6, figure 43),
shows that two-room apartments are most common in suburban housing estates. In the median
housing estate, 43 percent of the housing units are two-room dwellings. Meanwhile, singleroom dwellings constituted approximately 19 percent, three-room dwellings 26 percent, and
dwellings with four rooms or more 10 percent of the housing stock in a typical suburban housing
estate.

Figure 42. The number of housing units in suburban housing estates (shown on the left side)
and the share of dwellings located in multi-story apartment buildings in suburban housing
estates (shown on the right side) (the number of estates belonging to each class are depicted
next to the graphs and the median values for the estates in the middle of the graphs).
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Figure 43. The share of housing units according to room size in suburban housing estates in
2010 (the number of estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs and the
median values for estates in the middle of the graphs).

There has generally been little change in the housing stock of suburban housing estates between
1990 and 2010. As portrayed in table 6, there has only been a minor increase in the number of
housing units in most Finnish suburban housing estates, which would indicate that little new
construction has taken place since 1990 in these neighborhoods. However, a somewhat more
noteworthy level of change can be detected in housing tenure, namely in the shares of owneroccupied housing, renter-occupied housing and housing with another form of tenure (see figure
44). Firstly, the median share of households that lived in owner-occupied housing in suburban
housing estates was 45 percent in 2010 compared to 56 percent in 1990. This share includes all
households that own the housing unit in which they live. Figure 44 shows variation in the share
of owner-occupied housing in suburban housing estates in 1990 and in 2010. This figure
illustrates that there were significantly fewer households living in owner-occupied housing in
suburban housing estates in 2010 than in 1990. For instance, the number of housing estates
where over 80 percent of the households owned the housing unit in which they lived decreased
from 64 to 5 between 1990 and 2010. This shows that a noticeable change in housing tenure
has taken place during these two decades of time and that a clearly lower number of households
in Finnish suburban housing estates are home-owners.
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Figure 44. The share of owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing in suburban housing
estates in 1990 and 2010 (the number of estates belonging to each class and the median values
for the estates are depicted next to the graphs).

Secondly, in parallel with a decrease in households that live in owner-occupied housing, the
median share of households living in renter-occupied housing increased somewhat from 40
percent in 1990 to 45 percent in 2010. Figure 44 illustrates that the most significant change has
occurred in the number of housing estates where the share of rented housing was particularly
low in 1990. In 1990, there were 115 areas where less than 20 percent of the households lived
in renter-occupied housing compared to 28 areas in 2010. This statistic includes all forms of
rented housing, both from the public and the private sector. It is therefore not possible to
distinguish between different forms of rented housing using this data, and, for instance, to
determine to which degree people live in privately or publicly rented housing. However, as
there generally has been little change in the housing stock of most housing estates, it can be
presumed that a change in tenure mainly would have taken place within the existing housing
stock. From this perspective, it would seem likely that an increasing share of privately owned
housing has been rented out. This change would also correspond to changes that have occurred
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in the population composition of suburban housing states between 1990 and 2010 (see part
4.1.2.)
Thirdly, change in housing tenure can also be identified in the increased share of households
that live in housing with another form of tenure, i.e. housing that is not owner-occupied nor
rented, from 4 percent to almost 9 percent in the median housing estate between 1990 and 2010
(see table 6). Although it is not possible to determine the specific type of tenure based on these
statistics, one partial explanation may in some cases be the establishment of the right-ofoccupancy system (asumisoikeus) in Finland in 1990. In this type of housing, the occupant of a
dwelling owns the right of occupancy, which is purchased by paying a cost of 15% of the total
price of a housing unit, while additionally also paying a monthly charge (Asokodit 2006; Rightof-occupancy housing 2013). Nevertheless, this type of housing never became prominent, and
for instance less than two percent of the Finnish population lived in right-of-occupancy housing
in 2017 (Asuntomarkkinakatsaus 2017). The potential role of this type of housing in explaining
changes in tenure structure in Finnish suburban housing estates is thereby presumably only
limited. Another, perhaps more likely, explanation may be the fact that this statistic also
includes dwellings where an occupant lives in an apartment owned by a relative (Tenure status
2015). As there generally seems to have been little new construction in suburban housing estates
after 1990, it seems probable that the increased share of households that live in housing with
another form of tenure besides owned and rented housing would mainly have occurred in the
existing stock and would primarily be related to an increased number of apartments that are
rented out to a relative.
Another noteworthy change related to the housing stock of suburban housing estates is in the
share of housing that is occupied. In 2010, approximately 92 percent of the housing units in a
typical Finnish suburban housing estate were occupied compared to 96 percent in 1990. As
occupancy rates generally have decreased, this indicates that Finnish suburban housing estates
have typically witnessed a slight increase in vacant housing. As portrayed in figure 45, there
were 345 areas where at least 95 percent of the housing units were occupied in 1990, compared
to 112 areas in 2010. Similarly, the number of estates where the occupancy rate was lower than
80 percent increased from 13 to 45 between 1990 and 2010. A decrease in occupancy rates
during these two decades could be interpreted as an indication of a decrease in popularity of
these types of neighborhoods. This may be related to certain specific features of the housing
estates per se (see part 2.3), but also to broader trends and developments that possibly may have
negatively affected the position and development of suburban housing estates during the last
few decades. The previously presented changes in the built environment and housing stock of
suburban housing estates, which mainly have occurred in housing tenure and in the occupancy
rates of housing, are discussed more closely in part 5.2.3.
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Figure 45. Share of housing units that are occupied in suburban housing estates in 1990 and
2010 (the number of estates belonging to each class and the median values for the estates are
depicted next to the graphs).
In summary, this part shows that Finnish suburban housing estates are highly varied in terms of
their physical characteristics and housing stock. There are substantial differences in the sheer
size and scale of the estates as well as in the features of their housing stock. Differences in
housing tenure are particularly great, as some of the estates are almost entirely composed of
renter-occupied dwellings, others are relatively mixed in terms of tenure composition, and some
estates are vastly dominated by owner-occupied housing. Whereas this study focuses on
housing estates that are highly varied in terms of tenure, many previous studies in Western
Europe (for instance the RESTATE project, see e.g. Musterd & van Kempen 2005) have
focused on estates that are dominated by renter-occupied housing and social rented housing
more specifically. The noticeable variation in terms of housing tenure is important to consider
in the following analyses concerning socio-economic and demographic changes, as the housing
stock of a neighborhood could be regarded as one of the most important aspects influencing
who resides in a specific area. For instance, neighborhoods with a mixed housing stock
generally have a more mixed population, whereas areas with a more monotonous housing stock
tend to have more homogenous populations (Dekker & Van Kempen 2004: 39).
The findings also illustrate that there has generally been relatively little change in the
characteristics of the housing stock of Finnish housing estates between 1990 and 2010. For
instance, the number of buildings and dwellings has remained relatively unchanged in most
cases, which would indicate that there has been little new housing construction and that there
has also not been any widespread demolition of housing in these estates. These finding
correspond to the general notion that the physical structure and housing stock of most
neighborhoods tends to change relatively slowly over time (e.g. Wei & Knox 2014; Zwiers et
al. 2016). Nevertheless, the previous examples show that two changes are apparent in the
housing stock of these estates, namely changes in tenure and occupancy rates. Firstly, there has
generally been a decrease in the share of households living in owner-occupied housing along
with an increase in the share of households who reside in renter-occupied housing and, to a
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certain extent, also in housing with a tenure form other than owner- or renter-occupancy. In
addition, occupancy rates have typically decreased in these estates, indicating that a greater
number of housing units were vacant in 2010 than in 1990. These changes in tenure and
occupancy rates are ones that are particularly relevant to examine in relation to the socioeconomic and demographic changes that have occurred in these estates in the coming parts of
the analysis.

4.1.2 Population characteristics of suburban housing estates
In the following, focus is placed on the population characteristics of suburban housing estates.
The objective of this part of the analysis is to identify what was characteristic of Finnish
suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010, and what kinds of features define their socioeconomic and demographic development over these two decades when compared to Finland
overall (see part 1.5). A starting point for the analysis is the notion that postwar housing estates
in Finland and more broadly in Europe are considered to have undergone substantial socioeconomic and demographic changes during the last few decades (see part 1.4). However, there
is little prior empirical understanding of what these changes have meant for 1960s and 1970s
suburban housing estates at the national scale in Finland.
A general picture of the demographic and socio-economic development of suburban housing
estates is provided in table 7, showing the median values for a variety of population
characteristics for suburban housing estates included in the research data in 1990, 2000 and
2010, compared to the whole of Finland. This allows assessing the different types of population
change that have occurred in a typical Finnish suburban housing estate, i.e. the median estate
among the 603 neighborhoods included in the research data, during these two decades of time.
By comparing the median values of various population characteristics to the corresponding
figures for the whole of Finland in 1990, 2000 and 2010, the intention is to provide an overlook
of the main demographic and socio-economic changes that have occurred during this period.
Additionally, variation between housing estates is shown in figures 46–51, allowing to assess
differences between different housing estates that the median values do not reveal.
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Table 7. Median values of variables concerning the demographic and socio-economic structure
of suburban housing estates compared to the whole of Finland in 1990, 2000 and 2010.
Median values of variables concerning the population characteristics of 1960 and 1970s suburban
housing estates (n = 603) compared to the whole of Finland
Suburban housing estates
(median values)

Finland

Total population

1990
605

2000
535

2010
502

1990
4,998,478

2000
5,181,115

2010
5,375,276

Number of households

305

305

302

2,036,732

2,295,386

2,537,197

Age 0–17

20.0%

16.9%

14.5%

23.0%

21.9%

20.2%

Age 18–29

20.7%

17.2%

18.6%

16.8%

14.8%

15.1%

Age 30–49

30.1%
15.1%
11.7%

27.2%
20.0%
16.3%

22.6%
22.0%
20.8%

31.1%
15.7%
13.5%

29.1%
19.2%
15.0%

25.7%
21.6%
17.5%

One person

38.3%

49.8%

56.2%

31.7%

37.3%

41.0%

Two persons

31.4%

30.5%

29.2%

29.4%

31.5%

33.0%

Three persons

15.1%

10.5%

7.8%

16.3%

13.6%

11.5%

Four persons or more

13.5%

8.7%

6.3%

22.6%

17.6%

14.5%

Finnish

99.1%

96.7%

93.6%

93.5%

92.4%

90.4%

Swedish

0.4%

0.4%

0.4%

5.9%

5.6%

5.4%

Other

0.4%

2.1%

4.8%

0.5%

1.9%

4.2%

Only basic level education

47.2%

41.3%

35.7%

47.2%

37.7%

30.0%

Higher education

5.6%

6.9%

10.3%

18.8%

24.5%

29.1%

Only basic level education

35.0%

25.4%

18.3%

35.1%

23.2%

14.9%

Tertiary education

21.1%

26.1%

27.5%

25.3%

33.7%

39.0%

Low income

16.3%

20.0%

22.8%

20.0%

20.0%

20.0%

Medium income

66.6%

64.4%

64.2%

60.0%

60.0%

60.0%

High income

15.0%

13.1%

10.2%

20.0%

20.0%

20.0%

6.7%

16.8%

16.2%

5.7%

12.6%

10.3%

Age composition

Age 50–64
Age 65–
Size of households

Population by first language

Level of education1

Level of education of employed
population2

Income level3

Unemployment4
Unemployment rate
1

Level of education among people aged 18 and over. (People with only basic level education have at most nine years
of education, with leaving certificates from primary schools, middle schools and comprehensive schools. People with
higher education have either lower or higher tertiary education.)
2

Level of education among people who are employed. Figures from 1990 and 2000 include the employed population
aged 15–74 while figures from 2010 include people aged 18–74.
3

Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 6,039 in 1990,
EUR 7,307 in 2000 and EUR 10,879 in 2010). High income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a
minimum annual income of EUR 20,431 in 1990, EUR 27,061 in 2000 and EUR 37,892 in 2010).
4
Unemployment rate in the age group 18–74.
Data sources: Housing estate data aggregated from the Grid Database and YKR. Statistics for Finland derived from
Statistics Finland’s StatFin database.
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When examining the population size of suburban housing estates, as shown in table 7, the
median population size in 2010 was 502 inhabitants. A comparison to the situation in 2000 and
1990 shows that Finnish suburban housing estates have generally witnessed a significant
decrease in population particularly during the 1990s, as the median population size in 2000 was
535 compared to 605 in 1990. Figure 46 provides a more detailed outlook on population size,
showing that there is considerable variation among the 603 housing estates that are at focus of
the analysis. At one extreme are the 36 estates that had a population of 2,500 inhabitants or
more, and at the other extreme are the 104 areas that had less than 250 inhabitants in 2010. The
figure also shows a general decrease in population, which can be seen in the shrinking number
of housing estates with a high population and a growing number of housing estates with a low
population. For instance, 104 estates had a total population of less than 250 inhabitants in 2010
compared to 47 areas in 1990.

Figure 46. The number of inhabitants in the suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010 (the
number of estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs and the median values
for the estates in the middle of the graphs).

A decrease in population size can be related to the general development of suburban housing
estates and especially to various demographic changes. Demographic change in suburban
housing estates is particularly evident in the age composition of the population (see table 7 and
figure 47). Firstly, there has been a decrease in the share of children, which is exemplified by
the share of the age group 0–17, which in 1990 constituted 20 percent of the population in a
typical suburban housing, compared to 14.5 percent in 201011. Meanwhile, there has been little
change in the share of young adults aged 18 to 29. The most significant changes, however, have
11
In 1990, the age groups 0–6 and 7–14 constituted 8.2 and 8.4 percent of the total population in the median housing estate,
compared to 5.9 and 5.7 percent in 2010.
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occurred in the share of middle-aged and elderly residents. The share of population aged 30–
49 decreased from 30.1 to 22.6 percent between 1990 and 2010. In contrast, the share of people
aged 50–64 increased from 15.1 to 22.0 percent, while the share of people aged 65 and over
increased from 11.7 to 20.8 percent12. These changes show a significant ageing of the
population in Finnish suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2010. An ageing of the
population structure can be noted in many estates around Europe, which could be considered a
logical outcome, as most European countries are generally characterized by ageing population
structures (Andersson & Musterd 2005: 137).
As shown in table 7, the degree of change that can be seen in the age composition of suburban
housing estates has been quite similar between 1990 and 2000 as it has been between 2000 and
2010. Compared to the general development in Finland, an ageing of the population has been
more significant in suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2010 than in the country overall.
This is best seen in the share of population aged 65 and over, which in 1990 typically was
somewhat lower in suburban housing estates (11.7 percent) than in Finland overall (13.5
percent), while the figures for 2010 show that the share of this age group had increased to 20.8
percent in suburban housing estates compared to 17.5 percent in the whole of Finland. This
shows that an increase in the share of elderly residents has been clearly greater in suburban
housing estates than in the country at large. An ageing of the population in suburban housing
estates can also be detected in the share of population under 18 years of age, which has
decreased more sharply in housing estates than in Finland on average. For instance, the number
of estates where the population aged 65 and over constituted at least 30 percent of the population
increased from 26 to 96 between 1990 and 2010 (figure 47). At the same time, the number of
areas where at least 20 percent of the population were under 18 years of age decreased from
301 to 74.

12 The share of population aged 65–74 increased from 7.6 to 11.3 percent, and the share of people aged 75 and over from 4.1
to 8.8 percent between 1990 and 2010.
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Figure 47. The share of population aged 0–17 and 65 and over in suburban housing estates in
1990 and 2010 (the number of estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs
and the median values for the estates in the middle of the graphs).

Although there has been a significant decrease in the median population size of suburban
housing estates, the median number of households has largely remained the same (305 in 1990;
302 in 2010). Meanwhile, a profound change can be detected in household composition. This
is most evident in the median share of single-person households, which has increased from 37.4
to 56.2 percent between 1990 and 2010. As a considerable increase in the share of single-person
households has occurred in parallel with an increase in elderly residents, it can be assumed that
these households are mainly composed of elderly persons who live alone. Meanwhile, the share
of two-person households has largely remained the same, as this median share was
approximately 30 percent in 1990, 2000 and 2010. Another clear change in household size can
be detected in the share of households with three persons or more. The median share of threeperson households has decreased from 15.0 to 7.8 percent and the share of households with four
persons from 13.5 to 6.3 percent. As the previously discussed changes in age composition
clearly illustrate that the share of children has decreased considerably since 1990, these
households are presumably mainly families with children. This means that a decrease in
household size can be related to an ageing of the population generally seen in housing estates.
These particular changes in household size in suburban housing estates reflect the broader
development in Finland and elsewhere in Europe, where there generally has been an increase
in single-person households and a decrease in larger households These changes could be related
to socio-cultural trends, such as increased individualism, and a differentiation of lifestyles, that
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are reflected in the increased number of smaller households, seen generally in Europe and also
in many postwar estates (e.g. Wassenberg et al. 2004: 24–25).
Compared to the country overall, changes in household composition have been substantially
greater in suburban housing estates. For instance, the share of single-person households was
only slightly higher in suburban housing estates in 1990, when the share in suburban housing
estates was 37.4 percent compared to 31.7 percent in Finland overall. On the other hand, this
share was substantially greater in 2010, when the corresponding share in suburban housing
estates was 56.2 percent compared to 37.4 percent in the whole country. Also, between 1990
and 2010, a decrease in the share of households with three persons or more has been sharper in
suburban housing estates than in Finland overall. Figure 48 illustrates that a profound change
has occurred in the share of single-person households in suburban housing estates in 2010 and
1990. For instance, the number of areas where more than 60 percent of the households were
composed of a single person increased from 20 to 210 between 1990 and 2010.

Figure 48. The share of single-person households in suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010
(the number of estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs and the median
values for the estates in the middle of the graphs).

Changes in the population composition of suburban housing estates can also be detected in the
share of population with a language other than Finnish or Swedish as their first language, which
increased from 0.4 to 4.8 percent between 1990 and 2010. At the same time the share of those
who spoke Finnish as their first language decreased from 99.1 to 93.6 percent. These changes
are related to an increase in immigration more generally. In Finland, official statistics are not
kept on ethnicities, but statistics are available according to language. As Finnish and Swedish
are official languages in Finland13, the share of people with another first language than Finnish
13

The third official language in Finland, besides Finnish and Swedish is Sami. However, as only 1,734 people in the whole of
Finland had Sami registered as their first language in 1990, and 1,832 people in 2010, this language group is not included in
the table nor in the grid data that the research data used in the analysis is composed of.
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or Swedish is a frequently used indicator in research focused on ethnic segregation or the effects
of immigration. Immigration in Finland has been considerably lesser compared to most other
countries in Western Europe. This is illustrated by the fact that only 0.5 percent of the
population in Finland spoke a foreign language as their first language in 1990. Although this
share had grown to 4.2 percent in 2010, it is still considerably lower than for instance in the
other Nordic countries (e.g. Pettersen & Østby 2013; Heleniak 2018). Change in the language
composition has on average been largely similar in suburban housing estates compared to the
general development in Finland. In terms of immigration, Finnish housing estates seem to differ
quite considerably from many estates in for instance Sweden, Norway, Denmark, the
Netherlands and the UK, where many postwar estates are characterized by substantial shares of
residents with immigrant backgrounds as well as by relatively young age structures (Musterd
& van Kempen 2005; Brattbakk & Hansen 2004; SCB 2018b).
However, although the median values do not show a significant increase in the share of
population with a foreign language as their first language, a more nuanced outlook is provided
in figure 49. This figure shows that a considerable degree of change has taken place between
1990 and 2010 in this respect in housing estates. In 1990, virtually all housing estates, 601 of
the 603 areas in total, had a share lower than 5 percent. In comparison, in 2010, there were 38
areas with a share of 20 percent or more while the number of areas with less than 5 percent was
311. This shows that although immigration has generally only had a minor impact on the
population composition of most suburban housing estates in Finland, there are some estates
where change has been more profound. This is further explored in part 4.3, where housing
estates are compared to their wider sub-regions in different parts of Finland.
One notable difference that sets suburban housing estates apart from the country in general, is
the share of Swedish speakers who constitute over 5 percent of the total population in Finland
but less than a half percent of the population in suburban housing estates. One reason for the
particularly low median share of Swedish-speakers among the 603 suburban housing estates
may be the fact that many estates are located in cities, towns and municipalities where the share
of the Swedish speaking population generally is low, and in some cases almost non-existent.
As the research data includes housing estates within the whole county, it may thereby be that
this is reflected in the language composition of suburban housing estates.
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Figure 49. The share of population who have a foreign language as their first language in
suburban housing estates (the number of estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the
graphs and the median values for the estates in the middle of the graphs).

In parallel with various demographic changes, discussed previously, suburban housing estates
have also undergone substantial socio-economic change between 1990 and 2010. In the
following, these are explored by examining changes in income level, level of education and
unemployment (see table 7 and figures 50 and 51), which could be regarded as key indicators
of the socio-economic status of a neighborhood. Firstly, socio-economic change can be
identified in the level of education among the population in housing estates. When examining
changes in the level of education among the population aged 18 and over, table 7 shows a
decrease in the median share with only basic level education between 1990 and 2010 from 47.2
to 35.7 percent, along with an increase in the share with tertiary education (lower and higher
university degrees) from 5.6 to 10.3 percent. This illustrates that the level of education in
suburban housing estates was generally higher in 2010 than in 1990. However, when comparing
the degree of change in suburban housing estates to the overall development in Finland, a less
favorable development is apparent. In 1990, the share of the adult population who only had
basic level education was virtually the same in the median housing estate as in the whole of
Finland, 47.2 percent in both cases, whereas in 2010, a typical suburban housing estate had a
somewhat higher share, 35.7 percent, compared to 30 percent in the whole country. In contrast,
when focusing on the share of population with tertiary education, the median housing estate
had a significantly lower share (5.6 percent) compared to the whole of Finland (18.8 percent)
in 1990. Although the share with tertiary education has increased slightly, the corresponding
share in the median housing estate was still considerably lower (10.3 percent) than in Finland
overall (29.1 percent) in 2010. These changes indicate that although the overall level of
education in suburban housing estates has increased between 1990 and 2010, in comparison to
the overall development in Finland, this increase has been lesser in suburban housing estates.
The comparatively low levels of education that is evident in Finnish suburban housing estates,
as well as in many European cities, can be traced to their historical origins, as postwar housing
estates both in Finland and more generally in Europe were originally built for people working
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in manufacturing industries, who typically had low levels of education (e.g. Musterd & van
Kempen 2005: 17).
Additionally, a slightly different measure of level of education, namely the education level of
the employed adult population, shows a similar line of development. This indicator allows a
somewhat different way of assessing changes in the level of education in suburban housing
estates. The previously discussed figures present the level of education among the whole adult
population, and as these figures include the elderly population who generally have a lower level
of education compared to younger age groups (see e.g. Statistics Finland 2015c), this means
that an unfavorable development in terms of level of education may partly be related to a sharp
increase in the share of elderly residents in housing estates between 1990 and 2010. The level
of education among the employed working-age population thereby allows examining the level
of education among a more precisely defined population group, while excluding elderly
residents who are retired and therefore not considered part of the workforce. As shown in table
7, the share of the employed population who only had basic level education was principally the
same in suburban housing estates as in Finland overall in 1990 (approximately 35 percent in
both cases), whereas this share was slightly higher in the median housing estate in 2010 (18.3
percent compared to 14.9 percent)14. This shows that change in housing estates has been quite
similar as in Finland overall between 1990 and 2010. However, a more significant difference
can be identified in the share of employed population with tertiary education. In 1990, this share
was slightly lower in the median suburban housing estate (21.1 percent) than in the whole
country (25.3 percent), while in 2010 the share was substantially lower (27.5 percent) compared
to Finland at large (39 percent). These figures illustrate that while the employed population in
a typical suburban housing estate had a slightly lower level of education compared to the whole
country in 1990, in 2010, on the other hand, the level of education was considerably lower.
Secondly, socio-economic change in suburban housing estates can also be identified in the level
of income. Between 1990 and 2010, there has been a significant increase in the share of lowincome inhabitants accompanied by a decrease in high-income inhabitants (see table 7). These
two income groups are based on income deciles, where those who belong to the two bottom
deciles are classified as low-income earners and those who belong to the two upper deciles as
high-income earners15. In 1990, suburban housing estates had a lower share of low-income
inhabitants, 16.3 percent, compared to the national average of 20 percent. In contrast, the share
of low-income inhabitants was higher in 2010, 22.8 percent, than in Finland overall (20
percent). Additionally, considerable change can be detected in the share of high-income
inhabitants, which decreased from 15.0 to 10.2 percent between 1990 and 2010, while the share
in the whole of Finland was 20 percent during both years. These changes thereby illustrate that
suburban housing estates have witnessed an unfavorable development in terms of income after
1990. Figure 50 provides a more elaborate view on these developments, showing, for instance,
that there were 162 estates where the share of low-income inhabitants was higher than the
14
The statistics from 1990 and 2000 include the employed population aged 15–74 while the figures from 2010 include people
aged 18–74.
15
Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 6,039 in 1990, EUR
7,307 in 2000 and EUR 10,879 in 2010). High income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a minimum annual
income of EUR 20,431 in 1990, EUR 27,061 in 2000 and EUR 37,892 in 2010).
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national average of 20 percent in 1990 compared to 386 estates in 2010. In contrast, the number
of areas where the share of high-income inhabitants was higher than the national average of 20
percent decreased from 166 to 71 between 1990 and 2010. In this regard, Finnish estates seem
to increasingly resemble their counterparts elsewhere in many other parts of Europe, where
postwar housing estates often are regarded as low-income neighborhoods (Musterd & van
Kempen 2005: 11).

Figure 50. Share of low- and high-income earners in suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010
(the number of estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs and the median
values for the estates in the middle of the graphs).

Thirdly, as shown in table 7, the development of the unemployment rate also shows a substantial
change in the socio-economic position of suburban housing estates. The median unemployment
rate in suburban housing estates increased significantly, from 6.7 to 16.2 percent, between 1990
and 2010. This increase was considerably greater than in the country on average, where
unemployment rates rose from 5.7 to 10.3 percent. While the median unemployment rate in
suburban housing estates in 1990 was slightly higher than in Finland overall, in 2010, this figure
was significantly higher in most housing estates. It is worth noting that an increase in
unemployment principally occurred between 1990 and 2000. For instance, the median
unemployment rate in housing estates was slightly lower in 2010 (16.2 percent) than in 2000
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(16.8 percent). Figure 51 provides a more detailed outlook on the increase in unemployment in
different suburban housing estates. While there are considerable differences in the
unemployment rates among housing estates, housing estates generally had significantly higher
levels of unemployment in 2010 than in 1990. For instance, the number of housing estates with
an unemployment rate of 20 percent or more increased from 16 to 220 between 1990 and 2010.

Figure 51. Unemployment rate in suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010 (the number of
estates belonging to each class are depicted next to the graphs and the median values for the
estates in the middle of the graphs).

In brief, this part of the analysis shows that suburban housing estates in Finland are far from
homogenous in terms of their population composition. The first obvious difference is in
population size, and the scale of variation among the estates that are at focus of the study ranges
from less than 250 inhabitants to more than 10,000 inhabitants. In addition, noticeable
differences in demographic structure can be detected in age, household and language structure,
and in socio-economic structure according to income level, educational level and
unemployment rate. The development of suburban housing estates shows that socio-economic
and demographic differences have become substantially greater since 1990.
By comparing the statistics from 1990, 2000 and 2010, it is apparent that Finnish suburban
housing estates have generally undergone socio-economic decline while also witnessing
various significant demographic changes. Although not all estates have undergone decline, the
general trend shows that suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s are
increasingly characterized by high levels of unemployment, low-income levels and low levels
of education. Based on the existing research literature, it can be assumed that these socioeconomic developments are closely interlinked. For instance, high unemployment can be
related to low educational levels, as people with a lower degree of education tend to be more
likely to be unemployed and to earn less in the post-industrial labor market (e.g. Wilson 1987;
Hamnett 1994a). In Finland, the severed employment opportunities for people with low levels
of education during the last three decades is a structural change that should be considered
closely when interpreting the previously described developments (Myrskylä 2017), as the
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findings show that the population in Finnish housing estates have generally become more
unfavorably placed on the labor market since 1990.
Demographic changes are most apparent in the shrinking of population size, ageing of the
population structure and in the decrease of household size. More specifically, housing estates
are increasingly populated by elderly residents and small households, and by fewer families
with children, which is logically reflected also in the noticeable decrease in population size in
most estates. Whereas immigration has been perhaps the most prevalent demographic
development during recent decades in postwar estates in other parts of Western Europe
(Musterd & van Kempen 2005), international migration has only had a noticeable impact on
relatively few estates in Finland. A closer look at the relationships between different facets of
change is taken in chapter 4.2, as various socio-economic and demographic developments, and
partly also changes in housing tenure and housing occupancy rates, are presumably closely
interrelated and should be observed in a combined manner.

4.1.3 Socio-economic and demographic change in suburban housing estates
compared to their wider sub-regions
In this part of the analysis, suburban housing estates are examined in their wider regional
context. As shown in the previous part of the analysis, suburban housing estates in Finland have
undergone considerable demographic and socio-economic changes since 1990. In this part,
differences in location are taken into consideration by comparing housing estates to the subregional level according to various demographic and socio-economic characteristics in 1990
and 2010. The objective is thereby to examine the relative position of suburban housing estates
during these two specific years and to analyze how Finnish suburban housing estates generally
have developed in relation to their respective sub-regions over time. More specifically, this
involves examining changes in the level of unemployment, income and education along with
changes in the age, household and language composition of housing estates. These variables
were the ones that in part 4.1.2 showed the greatest degree of socio-economic and demographic
change between 1990 and 2010 in Finnish suburban housing estates. Whereas the previous part
of the analysis provided an overview of the development of housing estates in Finland overall,
here the purpose is to explore the extent to which differences can be seen when comparing the
development of suburban housing estates to that of their sub-regional average.
The socio-economic and demographic position of suburban housing estates compared to their
wider sub-regions in 1990 and in 2010 is portrayed in table 8. As mentioned in part 1.5, Finland
is divided into 70 sub-regions that are composed of neighboring municipalities that could be
considered part of the same conurbation or regional labor market. Suburban housing estates
have been classified into three groups according to various socio-economic and demographic
variables for both years. This classification is based on the difference between the value of the
housing estate and that of the sub-regional average as measured in percentage points. For
instance, in the case of unemployment, lower than in sub-region means that the unemployment
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rate of a housing estate is at least 2 percentage points lower than the unemployment rate of the
sub-region, while same as in sub-region indicates that the difference is between -2 and 2
percentage points, and higher than in sub-region that the unemployment rate of the housing
estate is at least 2 percentage points higher than in its sub-region. The purpose of this
classification is to provide a general understanding of the position of Finnish 1960s and 1970s
suburban housing estates compared to their wider sub-regions according to the different
demographic and socio-economic indicators. By comparing the situation in 1990 and 2010, it
is possible to assess the position of housing estates in relation to their respective sub-regions
during both years and to examine how their position has changed during these two decades.
Figures 52–56 provide a more detailed outlook on the variables shown in table 8 as these figures
show how many suburban housing estates have moved from one class to another.

Table 8. Suburban housing estates compared to their wider sub-regions according to various
socio-economic and demographic variables in 1990 and 2010.
Suburban housing estates compared to their wider sub-regions according to various socio-economic and
demographic variables in 1990 and 2010

Unemployment rate

Lower
than in
sub-region
38

1990
Same as
in subregion
328

Higher
than in
sub-region
237

Lower
than in
sub-region
43

2010
Same as
in subregion
127

Higher
than in
sub-region
433

Low-income earners

199

278

126

109

161

333

High-income earners

427

90

86

540

39

24

Tertiary education
Employed population with
only basic education
Employed population with
tertiary education
Population aged 65 and over

310

185

108

441

88

74

248

117

238

102

150

351

356

77

170

469

49

85

284

112

207

148

119

336

Foreign-language speakers

0

591

12

86

274

243

Lower than in sub-region: the value in the estate is at least 2 percentage points lower than the average of its sub-region
Same as in sub-region: the value in the estate is between -2 and 2 percentage points of the average of its sub-region
Higher than in sub-region: the value in the estates is at least 2 percentage points higher than the average of its sub-region

When examining the socio-economic position and development of housing estates compared to
their wider sub-region between 1990 and 2010, firstly, significant change can be identified in
unemployment rate. As shown both in table 8 and in figure 52, the majority of housing estates
had an unemployment rate that was fairly similar to the sub-region overall in 1990, whereas,
most housing estates had an unemployment rate that was higher than in the sub-region in 2010.
Figure 52 provides a more detailed outlook on the unemployment rates of suburban housing
estates compared to the average of their respective sub-regions, as the figure also shows how
many suburban housing estates have moved from one class to another. It can be seen that the
most important shift has been from the category same as in sub-region to higher than in subregion. Of the 328 housing estates that had a similar unemployment rate as the sub-region
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overall in 1990, 197 are ones where the unemployment rate had increased to a higher level than
in the sub-region in 2010. This shows that the majority of suburban housing estates have
developed unfavorably compared to the sub-region. It is also noteworthy that of the 237 housing
estates that had had a higher unemployment rate in 1990, a total of 222 had a higher
unemployment rate also in 2010. This illustrates that most housing estates that were in an
unfavorable position in 1990 in terms of unemployment have clearly remained areas with
comparatively high rates of unemployment. This could be seen as an indication that socioeconomic status has persisted over the course of two decades, and the estates that started off in
a disadvantaged socio-economic position remain characterized by high rates of unemployment
compared to the sub-region at large. Meanwhile, there has been little change in the number of
housing estates where the unemployment rate was lower than in the sub-region, as this number
was 38 in 1990 and 43 in 2010.

Figure 52. The number of housing estates that had a higher, similar or lower unemployment
rate compared to the average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010. The figure also shows
how many estates have moved from one class to another.

An unfavorable socio-economic development can also be detected in terms of income. As
shown both in table 8 and figure 53, this can be seen both in the share of low-income and highincome earners. Firstly, there has been a considerable increase in the number of housing estates
where the share of low-income earners was higher than in the sub-region overall between 1990
and 2010 from 126 to 333. This shows that while most housing estates had a similar share of
low-income earners as in their sub-region in 1990, the majority had a comparatively higher
share than in the sub-region in 2010. It can also be detected that most estates that had higher
shares of low-income earners than the sub-regional average in 1990 also had a higher share of
low-income earners in 2010. This shows that disadvantage in terms of income has persisted in
the vast majority of cases and that socio-economic upgrading in this regard is a highly
uncommon line of development. Among the estates that had a similar share of low-income
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earners as in their sub-region overall in 1990, the majority were areas that had a higher share of
low-income earners two decades later. Secondly, an unfavorable development can also be seen
when comparing the share of high-income earners in suburban housing estates to the subregional average. Whereas the vast majority of suburban housing estates already had a lower
share of high-income earners than in the sub-region overall in 1990, a comparison to the
situation in 2010 shows that the number of housing estates where this share was lower than in
sub-region was even substantially greater.

Figure 53. The number of housing estates that had a higher, similar or lower share of lowincome and high-income earners compared to the average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and
2010.

An unfavorable socio-economic development of suburban housing estates can also be detected
in the level of education. Table 8 and figure 54 show a comparison of housing estates and their
sub-regions in the share of the population with tertiary (university) education in the age group
18 and over. The focus here is solely on the share with tertiary education, as there is no data
available concerning the share of the population who only have basic level education in this age
group at the sub-regional level. As illustrated in the figure, there has been a relative decrease in
the level of education between 1990 and 2010 when comparing housing estates to their
respective sub-regions. In approximately half of all housing estates, in 310 areas in total, the
share of the population who had tertiary education was lower than in the sub-region overall in
1990. In 2010, the corresponding number was 441. When examining change between 1990 and
2010, a decrease in the number of housing estates that had a similar share of people with tertiary
education than in the sub-region overall can be detected. Of the 185 housing estates that had a
similar level of education as the sub-region in 1990, a total of 121 had a lower share of highly
educated among its population in 2010, indicating a relative decline in the level of education.
It is also noteworthy that of the 310 housing estates that had a comparatively lower share of
highly educated inhabitants in 1990, 301 ranked lower than their respective sub-regions also in
2010, illustrating that these estates have remained socio-economically disadvantaged in this
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regard. Thus, a similar type of path-dependency that can be noted in terms of unemployment
rate and income level can also be seen in educational level, and estates that were characterized
by low educational levels in 1990 were in nearly all cases disadvantaged also in this regard in
2010. A different measure of level of education, namely the level of education among the
employed adult population, also shows a similar line of development (annex figure 2).

Figure 54. The number of housing estates that had a higher, similar or lower share of residents
with tertiary education compared to the average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.

When shifting attention to the demographic characteristics of suburban housing estates, certain
noticeable changes can be detected in addition to socio-economic ones. Firstly, an ageing of the
population has been more profound in housing estates compared to their wider sub-regions. As
shown in figure 55, in 1990 almost half of all housing estates, 284 areas, had a lower share of
people aged 65 and over, while the corresponding number in 2010 was 148. The development
seen during these two decades of time illustrates that the share of elderly residents has increased
more in suburban housing estates than in their sub-regions on average.
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Figure 55. The number of housing estates that had a higher, similar or lower share of residents
aged 65 and over compared to the average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.

When comparing the share of population with a foreign first language in suburban housing
estates and in their sub-regions, a considerable degree of change can be detected between 1990
and 2010 in figure 56. In 1990, of a total of 603 housing estates, 591 had a similar share and
only 12 housing estates a higher share of foreign-language speakers than their sub-region. In
contrast, a total of 274 housing estates had a similar and 243 a comparatively higher share of
people who spoke a foreign language as their first language in 2010. This shows that there are
some housing estates where the population composition has been affected by immigration.
However, in more than half of all housing estates in the research data, there has not been a
noticeable increase in the share of foreign-language speakers compared to sub-region overall.

Figure 56. The number of housing estates that had a higher, similar or lower share of foreignlanguage speakers among the population compared to the average of the wider sub-regions in
1990 and 2010.
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In the following, the position and development of suburban housing estates is compared to their
wider sub-regions in greater detail. Figures 57–62 show the position of each of the 603 housing
estates in Finland compared to their respective sub-regions in 1990 and 2010 according to the
various socio-economic and demographic variables analyzed previously. In these graphs, the
y-axes show the values of the housing estates and the x-axes the values of the sub-regions where
the housing estates are located. This allows assessing how each housing estate ranks in
comparison to its wider sub-region according to each variable. The red lines in the graphs
indicate where the y and x values are exactly the same, meaning that points located in proximity
of the red lines thereby represent cases where the share in the housing estate is similar to that
in the sub-region. Points that are located above the line rank higher than the sub-regional
average, and points that are positioned below rank lower than the sub-region according to each
variable. A comparison of the graphs from 1990 and 2010 allows assessing the degree of change
that has occurred both between housing estates and between sub-regions. The graphs thereby
illustrate the degree of differentiation between housing estates while also revealing changes at
the sub-regional level.
Figure 57 shows the unemployment rate of each of the 603 suburban housing estates compared
to the unemployment rate of its wider sub-region in 1990 and 2010. Each dot portrays a
suburban housing estate and its placement in the graph depends on the unemployment rate of
the estate and that of the sub-region where it is located. When comparing the graphs from 1990
and 2010, one apparent change is that the graph from 2010 shows a clearly more dispersed
distribution of suburban housing estates, both along the x- and y-axes compared to the situation
in 1990. This illustrates that the differences in the unemployment rates of suburban housing
estates have increased significantly during these two decades. For instance, in 1990 only a few
housing estates had an unemployment rate higher than 20 percent, whereas in 2010, there were
a considerable number of housing estates where the unemployment rate was higher than 30
percent and in the most extreme cases over 40 percent. As the number of suburban housing
estates where the unemployment rate is lower than in the sub-region also has increased, this
means that differences among suburban housing estates have increased considerably between
1990 and 2010 in terms of unemployment. In this respect, suburban housing estates have
become more heterogeneous as differences between estates with high and low levels of
unemployment have become clearly more expressed. When comparing the distribution of
points in the graphs from 1990 and 2010, another noticeable difference can be seen in the shift
along the x-axis, illustrating that there has not only been an increase in unemployment in
housing estates but also more generally at the sub-regional level as well, meaning that
differences in unemployment have become noticeably greater among different regions in
Finland. Overall, the figure clearly illustrates that suburban housing estates have become
increasingly disadvantaged in terms of unemployment, and that increases in unemployment
have been clearly more expressed than in their respective sub-regions.
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Unemployment rate in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 57. The unemployment rate in suburban housing estates compared to the sub-regional
average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010 (the y-axis shows the value of housing
estates and x-axis the value of the sub-regional average).

Figure 58, showing the share of low-income earners in suburban housing estates compared to
their sub-regions in 1990 and 2010, reveals a considerable change during these two decades of
time. The increasingly dispersed distribution along the y-axis shows that differences among
housing estates have become greater. Change between 1990 and 2010 is particularly evident in
the number of housing estates where low-income earners constituted a substantial share of the
population. For instance, there were relatively few housing estates where this share was over
30 percent and only a couple of cases where the share exceeded 40 percent in 1990. In contrast,
a share of 30 percent was relatively common in Finnish housing estates in 2010, and in the most
extreme cases the share of low-income earners was higher than 50 or even 60 percent in some
estates. These changes illustrate that compared to their respective sub-regions, Finnish housing
estates generally had a considerably higher share of low-income inhabitants in 2010 than in
1990 and also that there was clearly greater differentiation among housing estates in 2010 in
this respect. As the income classification is based on income deciles that reflect the overall level
of income in Finland during a specific year, this shows that Finnish housing estates have
undergone a relative decline in terms of income, which seems to be logically in line with
increased unemployment seen in many estates.
An opposite view on changes in income level is presented in the same figure, showing the share
of high-income earners in suburban housing estates compared to their wider sub-regions in 1990
and 2010. The graph shows a certain degree of change between these two years. However, this
change is less evident than the one observed in the share of low-income earners. Already in
1990, most housing estates had a lower share of high-income earners than in their respective
sub-regions, but in 2010, an even greater number of housing estates ranked below the subregional average. What is noteworthy is that there are considerable differences among subregions according to this indicator. For instance, while the sub-region with the highest ranking
had an approximately 30 percent share of high-income earners in 2010, at the other end of the
spectrum were sub-regions where the corresponding share was around 10 percent. Overall,
when comparing the share of low-income and high-income earners in suburban housing estates
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to the averages of their respective sub-regions, these both show that housing estates have
developed unfavorably between 1990 and 2010 in terms of income.

Share of low-income earners in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Share of high-income earners in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 58. The share low- and high-income earners in suburban housing estates compared to
the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.

When shifting focus to the level of education in housing estates, significant changes can be
identified on this indicator between 1990 and 2010. These can be seen in figure 59, showing
the share of population aged 18 and over with tertiary education in suburban housing estates
compared to their sub-regions. As illustrated in the graphs, the distribution of housing estates
has become increasingly dispersed both along the x- and y-axis, showing that differences have
become greater both among housing estates and sub-regions between 1990 and 2010. As there
is greater variation along the y-axis, this shows that differences in level of education among
housing estates have become more pronounced, and also, more specifically, that differences
between housing estates located in the same sub-regions have become greater. Meanwhile, a
shift along the x-axis shows that differences between sub-regions in terms of level of education
have become significantly more evident, and that the share of the population with tertiary
education has increased quite substantially in some sub-regions while the level of education
remains comparatively low in other sub-regions.
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Share of employed population with tertiary education in suburban housing estates compared to regional average
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Figure 59. The share of population with tertiary education in suburban housing estates
compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.

The level of education among the employed adult population also shows significant change
between 1990 and 2010. As show in figure 60, when examining the share of employed
population with only basic level education, the most apparent change has been a shift in the
distribution of points both along the x- and y-axes. This illustrates that there has been a
considerable decrease in the share of the employed population who only had basic education
both in housing estates and at the sub-regional level between 1990 and 2010. The same figure
shows that there has generally been an increase in the share of the employed population with
tertiary education in Finnish sub-regions, illustrated by a shift along the x-axis. Meanwhile,
there has been a less significant shift along the y-axis, implying that while there generally has
been an increase in the level of education among the employed population, this increase has
been lesser in housing estates than at the sub-regional level. The figure shows that while the
employed population in most housing estates already had a lower level of education compared
to their respective sub-regions in 1990, two decades later the level of education in housing
estates was comparatively even lower.
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Share of employed population with only basic level education in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Share of employed population with higher education in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
2010
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Figure 60. The share of employed population with only basic level and tertiary education in
suburban housing estates compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990
and 2010.

In the following, focus is placed on the demographic characteristics of suburban housing estates
compared to their respective sub-regions. When examining differences in age composition,
figure 61, showing the share of inhabitants aged 65 and over in housing estates compared to
their sub-regional average, illustrates that an ageing of the population has occurred both in
housing estates and at the sub-regional level between 1990 and 2010. The graphs show that the
distribution of points has become increasingly dispersed, as differences among both housing
estates and sub-regions have become greater. However, an ageing of the population has been
more significant in suburban housing estates compared to the sub-regional level. As illustrated
in the graphs, while a considerable number of housing estates had a fairly similar or a lower
share of elderly residents compared to their sub-regions in 1990, an increased number of
housing estates had a proportionately higher share of inhabitants aged 65 and over in 2010. An
ageing of the population could be considered a logical outcome as these estates that were built
in the 1960s and 1970s can be assumed to have older population structures compared to newer
residential areas for instance, particularly if there has been little population turnover in these
estates.
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Share of population aged 65 and over in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 61. The share of population aged 65 and over in suburban housing estates compared to
the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.

Another notable change can be identified in the share of foreign language population in
suburban housing estates, illustrated in figure 62. The graph shows that this share was almost
non-existent both in Finnish sub-regions as well as in most housing estates in 1990. For
instance, the share of population with a foreign language as their first language was higher than
5 percent in only two housing estates in the whole of Finland. In 2010, a significantly different
picture can be identified, as the share of foreign language population has increased both at the
sub-regional level and in suburban housing estates. An apparent change can be detected in the
increased number of housing estates where the share of foreign-language speakers was higher
than in the sub-region on average between 1990 and 2010. Nevertheless, as already discussed
previously, the majority of Finnish housing estates have not witnessed a significant increase in
the share of foreign language population. However, this figure illustrates that an increase in this
share has been substantial in some estates, although the majority of Finnish estates have been
little affected by immigration.

Share of foreign language population in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 62. The share of foreign-language speakers in suburban housing estates compared to the
sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.
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Summing up, the findings in part 4.1.1 show that there has generally been little change in the
housing stock and built environment of suburban housing estates following 1990. In most cases,
the number of buildings and housing units, and the type of housing have principally remained
the same between 1990 and 2010. This is an indication of stability in the housing stock and that
there usually has not been any noticeable new housing construction nor demolition of housing
during these 20 years. However, more substantial changes can be identified in tenure structure,
where the general lines of development show that the share of owner-occupied housing has
decreased while the shares of renter-occupancy and housing with another form of tenure have
risen. As the size of the housing stock has largely remained the same in these housing estates,
it can be assumed that these changes in tenure composition have primarily occurred in the
existing housing stock. More specifically, a presumable scenario is that more privately-owned
apartments in suburban housing estates are now increasingly rented out to households. In
addition, changes can also be seen in the occupancy rates of the housing stock, which would
indicate that an increased number of dwellings stand empty in Finnish housing estates.
Secondly, in part 4.1.2, the analysis shows that housing estates have witnessed significantly
greater changes in their population characteristics than in terms of housing. Suburban housing
estates in Finland have generally witnessed decreases in population size while also undergoing
various significant demographic and socio-economic changes. Demographic change can be
seen particularly in the ageing of the population structure while another obvious change has
been a substantial increase in single-person households. Similar types of changes in age and
household structure are commonplace also in many estates elsewhere in Western Europe (e.g.
Andersson & Musterd 2005). Both these changes have been more profound in suburban housing
estates than in Finland overall. Also, an increase in immigration can be seen in the language
composition of some housing estates, while its effects, on the other hand, are virtually nonexistent in others. In this regard, Finnish housing estates differ quite noticeably from estates in
many other parts of Western Europe and the Nordic region, where immigration has been
perhaps the most important demographic change (e.g. Musterd & van Kempen 2005).
Socio-economic change in suburban housing estates can be seen in unemployment, income
level and level of education. It is worth noticing that, when compared to the national average
of Finland, suburban housing estates were generally relatively average neighborhoods in terms
of their socio-economic characteristics in 1990, and the analysis shows that Finnish suburban
housing estates were in most cases not characterized by high unemployment or low-levels of
income, although they did exhibit clearly lower educational levels already then. When
considering that these types of neighborhoods have in many cases suffered from stigmatization
and have been considered as problematic areas in some cases since the late 1970s, it is
noteworthy that they were not evidently socio-economically disadvantaged according to the
examined indicators; instead they were more or less average neighborhoods in terms of income
level and occupational attainment.
Since 1990, suburban housing estates have witnessed a sharper increase in unemployment
compared to Finland on average and they are increasingly also characterized by low levels of
income and education. Lankinen (1998, 1999) noted that housing estates throughout Finland
witnessed socio-economic decline during an approximately five-year period following the
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recession of the early 1990s. The findings of this part of the analysis show that the relative
decline of these types of neighborhoods has continued and increased during the 2000s. In
general, Finnish suburban housing estates have come to more greatly resemble housing estates
elsewhere in Western Europe, where these types of neighborhoods are increasingly perceived
as disadvantaged in terms of income level, educational level and employment rate (see e.g.
Dekker & Van Kempen 2004). However, it should be observed that not all housing estates have
witnessed decline, and that Finnish housing estates have undergone a highly differentiated
development. The findings show that socio-economic differences among suburban housing
estates were substantially greater in 2010 than they had been twenty years earlier, which
resonates with the general trend of increased socio-spatial disparities in Finland during the last
few decades.
Thirdly, as shown in part 4.1.3, when examining how Finnish 1960s and 1970s suburban
housing estates have developed in relation to their wider sub-regions, it is apparent that their
relative socio-economic and demographic position has changed substantially between 1990 and
2010. As highlighted previously, suburban housing estates were quite average neighborhoods
in terms of socio-economic status when compared to the income level and unemployment rate
of the whole country in 1990, and this part shows that most housing estates were socioeconomically relatively average also compared to their wider sub-region before the recession
of the early 1990s. For instance, suburban housing estates generally had a similar
unemployment rate and similar shares of low-income earners as in their sub-regions overall in
1990. In contrast, the majority of suburban housing estates had higher unemployment rates and
higher shares of low-income earners compared to the sub-regional average in 2010. These
findings show that Finnish housing estates have become increasingly disadvantaged in socioeconomic terms compared to their respective sub-regions during a time when cities and regions
have generally become more segregated in Finland (see Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015;
Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016; Kurvinen & Sorri 2016; Kauppinen & Vaalavuo 2017; Saikkonen
et al. 2018). Demographic changes in suburban housing estates are also highly noticeable when
compared to their sub-regional level. For example, most suburban housing estates had a lower
share of elderly residents in 1990, while the majority of housing estates contrastingly had a
higher share of elderly residents in 2010. This mirrors the common development trend that is
characteristic of postwar housing estates in many parts of Europe, i.e. that the original
population is ageing, which is leading to an overrepresentation of elderly in many of these
neighborhoods (Dekker & Van Kempen 2004: 574).
Nevertheless, despite the general trend of socio-economic decline and various common
demographic trends, it should be observed that these general developments do not apply to all
Finnish housing estates. Instead, the analysis shows that Finnish housing estates have
undergone a differentiated socio-economic and demographic development and that differences
among these neighborhoods have become substantially greater since 1990. The findings also
show that socio-economic status seems to persist over time. An indication of this is, for instance,
the finding that the vast majority of housing estates that were characterized by higher rates of
high unemployment than their sub-regional average in 1990 had higher unemployment rates
also in 2010, and a similar tendency can be seen in income level and educational level as well.
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In this regard housing estates show a degree of stability, which would correspond to the notion
that as the physical characteristics of neighborhoods often remain relatively unchanged, this
generally means that the status of neighborhoods tends to change slowly over time (e.g. Wei &
Knox 2014; Zwiers et al. 2016).

4.2 A multidimensional outlook on suburban housing estates and their
development
This part of the analysis will further explore how Finnish suburban housing estates differ in
terms of their socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics. Whereas the previous
part examined differentiation among housing estates and their development according to
individual data variables, in the following, multivariate statistical techniques are used to analyze
the structural relationships between the different variables.
Two different methods are used for exploring the relationships between different attributes and
to develop a typology of suburban housing estates for 1990 and 2010, namely principal
components analysis and cluster analysis (see part 3.2). The approach of combining these two
methods could be considered a somewhat classic approach in urban studies, which has been
employed by scholars who have sought to classify and to create a typology of urban and
suburban neighborhoods (e.g. Baum et al. 2006; Vicino et al. 2007; Vicino 2008; Hanlon 2009;
Vicino et al. 2011; Foote & Walter 2016). These two methods allow analyzing the underlying
dimensions of differentiation among suburban housing estates as well as classifying these
housing estates based on a multitude of different characteristics and examining their structural
development over time.
This approach is used to form a deeper understanding of what was characteristic of Finnish
suburban housing estates in 1990 and 2010 and of their socio-economic and demographic
development during these two decades. First, in part 4.2.1 principle components analysis (PCA)
is used to detect how the various socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics of
suburban housing estates in Finland were interrelated in both 1990 and 2010. By using PCA,
the purpose is to uncover the main dimensions of differentiation among suburban housing
estates in both years and to identify what types of structural changes have occurred over the
course of two decades. Following this, and building on the outcome of the PCAs, in part 4.2.2
the cluster analysis method is employed in order to develop a typology of suburban housing
estates for 1990 and 2010. The typologies are created by classifying the 603 housing estates
that this study is focused on based on their socio-economic, demographic and housing
attributes. The objective here is to uncover what types of housing estates existed in Finland in
both respective years and to identify the main features that distinguished the different housing
estate types. Thereafter, part 4.2.3 analyzes the various paths of development that suburban
housing estates in Finland have undergone. The interest here is to decipher how changes in
socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics are interrelated, and how the
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different housing estate types that were identified in the typology have developed over a twodecade period.

4.2.1 Dimensions of differentiation among suburban housing estates
The previous part of analysis shows considerable differences between housing estates in terms
of their socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics, both in 1990 and 2010.
Suburban housing estates have generally witnessed socio-economic decline in parallel with
substantial demographic changes, including an ageing of the population, a decrease in
household size, and an increase in the share of the population who have a foreign first language.
Furthermore, certain changes in housing characteristics are apparent during the same time span,
namely a decrease in the share of owner-occupancy and to some extent an increase in the share
of vacant dwellings in Finnish housing estates. Based on the existing research literature
concerning neighborhood change and the development of housing estates, it can be assumed
that different socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics are interlinked and that
different aspects of change that have occurred in Finnish suburban housing estates between
1990 and 2010 are connected (e.g. Galster 2001; Wei & Knox 2014; Delmelle 2015; Zwiers et
al. 2016).
PCA was used to analyze relationships between different variables and how different aspects
of change identified in the previous parts of the analysis are interlinked. Two separate analyses
were carried out using data variables from 1990 and from 2010, which allows developing a
deeper understanding of differentiation among housing estates, and by comparing the results of
the PCAs from 1990 and 2010, it is possible to uncover what types of changes can be seen in
the underlying constructs that differentiate housing estates. The specific variables used in the
PCAs measure various socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics of suburban
housing estates (see table 9). These variables were considered particularly important based on
the previous part of the analysis (4.1) and they were selected in order to further explore the
main dimensions of differentiation and change identified previously. Using these variables in
the PCAs allows exploring the relationships between income level, educational level,
unemployment rate, age structure, household structure, language structure, as well as different
housing characteristics such as housing type, housing tenure and occupancy rates. In other
words, this allows establishing the relationship between the physical characteristics and housing
stock and the attributes of the residents that live in an estate. Corresponding variables were used
from 1990 and 2010 in the two PCA models. The only difference between the PCA models
from 1990 and 2010 is that the latter also included a variable indicating the share of the
population that lives in multi-story apartment buildings dating from the 1960s and 1970s, a data
variable that was only available for 2010. The use of the same corresponding variables for 1990
and 2010 ensures comparability between both PCA models and allows detecting what types of
structural changes have occurred in Finnish suburban housing estates over the course of two
decades.
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Table 9. Variables used in the PCA models.

Share of population with only basic level education
Share of population with tertiary education
Share of population with low incomes
Share of population with medium incomes
Share of population with high incomes
Unemployment rate
Share of foreign-language speakers
Share of population aged 0–17
Share of population aged 18–29
Share of population aged 30–49
Share of population aged 50–64
Share of population aged 65 and over
Share of households with one person
Share of households with two persons
Share of households with three persons
Share of households with four persons or more
Share of housing in 60s and 70s multi-story apartment buildings
Share of housing in detached and semi-attached housing
Share of housing in multi-story apartment buildings
Share of owner-occupied housing
Share of renter-occupied housing
Share of housing with another type of tenure
Share of housing occupied

1990
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

2010
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

An important stage in PCA is to decide the number of components that should be extracted
from the dataset. One way of doing this is by examining the eigenvalues for each of the
components extracted in the analysis. Eigenvalues measure the explanatory power of each
component, and based on Kaiser’s criterion, it was decided to retain components with
eigenvalues greater than one, as these have more explanatory power than the original variables.
In both PCA models varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization were used. The varimax
rotation technique is commonly used, as it maximizes the variance of the component loadings
and thereby allows a way of clearly distinguishing between the components created in the PCA.
Both in the PCA for 1990 and 2010, six components had eigenvalues higher than one (see tables
10 and 11). In both models, the four largest components had eigenvalues higher than two,
meaning that these components have at least twice the explanatory power of the original data
variables (Kline 1994). Although the fifth and the sixth components are of lesser importance,
they also have eigenvalues higher than one, indicating more explanatory power than the original
variables.
Overall, both PCA models have substantial explanatory power and the extracted six
components explain almost eighty percent of the total variation in the original dataset in both
1990 and 2010. In both models, each of the four first components explain at least ten percent
of the total variance, with the largest component explaining approximately twenty percent. The
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explanatory power of both the 1990 and 2010 PCA models is almost identical, as the six
extracted components explain approximately the same amount of the total variance in both
cases. The high total variance explained by the six components means that the PCAs have
reduced the number of variables considerably without losing too much variance (see e.g. Vicino
et al. 2007: 354). In other words, the original datasets consisting of 22 and 23 variables can to
a great extent be explained by the six extracted components both in 1990 and in 2010.

Table 10. Total variance explained for the 1990 and 2010 PCAs.
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings (1990)
Component
1
2
3
4
5
6

Eigenvalue
4.97
3.64
3.23
2.20
2.01
1.48

Percentage
of variance
22.59
16.53
14.70
10.01
9.14
6.73

Cumulative
percentage
22.59
39.11
53.81
63.82
72.96
79.69

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings (2010)
Eigenvalue
4.54
4.31
3.26
2.64
1.70
1.70

Percentage
of variance
19.74
18.74
14.16
11.50
7.39
7.38

Cumulative
percentage
19.74
38.47
52.64
64.14
71.53
78.90

The PCA method generates communality values for each of the variables, indicating the
strength of the relationships between the variables and each of the components (Hanlon 2009).
A communality of at least 0.70 is often considered to be desirable in PCA, as this is recognized
as a threshold for demonstrating a strong correlation among variables (Wyly 1999, Vicino
2008). In the 1990 PCA model, the vast majority of variables (20 of 23) had communalities of
at least 0.70 and an average communality of 0.80. For 2010, 19 of 23 variables had
communalities of 0.70 or more and an average communality of 0.79.

Table 11. Communalities for the 1990 and 2010 PCAs.

Share of population with only basic level education
Share of population with tertiary education
Share of population with low incomes
Share of population with medium incomes
Share of population with high incomes
Unemployment rate
Share of foreign-language speakers
Share of population aged 0–17
Share of population aged 18–29
Share of population aged 30–49
Share of population aged 50–64
Share of population aged 65 and over
Share of households with one person
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Extraction
1990
2010
0.70
0.77
0.82
0.88
0.74
0.89
0.80
0.77
0.90
0.90
0.62
0.68
0.51
0.51
0.90
0.83
0.83
0.86
0.76
0.70
0.75
0.55
0.91
0.76
0.92
0.94
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Share of households with two persons
Share of households with three persons
Share of households with four persons or more
Share of housing in 60s and 70s multi-story apartment buildings
Share of housing in detached and semi-attached housing
Share of housing in multi-story apartment buildings
Share of owner-occupied housing
Share of renter-occupied housing
Share of housing with another type of tenure
Share of housing occupied
Mean communality

0.88
0.72
0.84
Ζ
0.84
0.84
0.83
0.87
0.79
0.75
0.80

0.80
0.75
0.80
0.64
0.91
0.92
0.84
0.85
0.82
0.77
0.79

Component loadings are one of the main outputs of PCA. These values measure the relationship
between the inputted variables and the resulting components, revealing the extent to which each
variable in the dataset contributes to the meaning of every new component in the PCA model
(Vicino 2008). The rotated component loadings for the 1990 PCA are shown in table 12 and
the component loadings for 2010 in table 13. These tables display the loadings for all variables
with values higher than 0.40 and lower than -0.40, as component values of this size are often
regarded as large enough for significantly contributing to the meaning of the component (Vicino
et al. 2011).
In order to interpret the outcome of the PCAs, the structures of the component loadings are
examined in the following. The focus is first placed on the rotated component loadings for 1990
followed by the corresponding values for 2010. By interpreting these component loadings, it is
possible to uncover the main dimensions of differentiation among the 603 suburban housing
estates in 1990 and in 2010. By comparing the component loadings for both years, it is also
possible to assess to which degree the underlying constructs that differentiate Finnish housing
estates have changed during a period of two decades.

Table 12. Rotated component loadings for the 1990 PCA.
1
Share of population with only basic level education
Share of population with tertiary education
Share of population with low incomes
Share of population with medium incomes
Share of population with high incomes
Unemployment rate
Share of foreign-language speakers
Share of population aged 0–17
Share of population aged 18–29
Share of population aged 30–49
Share of population aged 50–64
Share of population aged 65 and over
Share of households with one person

-0.46

2
-0.60
0.86
-0.43
-0.79
0.89
-0.64
0.57

3

0.42

0.84
0.71
0.76
-0.50
-0.86
-0.84
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4

-0.62

5
0.45

6
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Share of households with two persons
Share of households with three persons
0.82
Share of households with four persons or more
0.85
Share of housing in detached and semi-attached
buildings
Share of housing in multi-story apartment buildings
Share of owner-occupied housing
Share of renter-occupied housing
Share of housing with another type of tenure
Share of housing occupied
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization in 6 iterations

0.92

0.91
-0.91
-0.87
0.87
-0.83
0.82

Table 13. Rotated component loadings for the 2010 PCA.

Share of population with only basic level education
Share of population with tertiary education
Share of population with low incomes
Share of population with medium incomes
Share of population with high incomes
Unemployment rate
Share of foreign-language speakers
Share of population aged 0–17
Share of population aged 18–29
Share of population aged 30–49
Share of population aged 50–64
Share of population aged 65 and over
Share of households with one person
Share of households with two persons
Share of households with three persons
Share of households with four persons or more
Share of housing in 60s and 70s multi-story apartment
blocks
Share of housing in detached and semi-attached
buildings

1
0.71
-0.87
0.68

2

3

4

5

6

-0.63
0.77

-0.88
0.79
0.55
0.87
-0.84
0.74
-0.71
-0.68

0.64
0.42
-0.57
0.83

0.76
0.82

Share of housing in multi-story apartment buildings
Share of owner-occupied housing
-0.67
Share of renter-occupied housing
0.68
Share of housing with another type of tenure
Share of housing occupied
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization in 10 iterations

0.75
-0.94
0.95
0.49
-0.54
-0.82
0.80

In the PCA for 1990, the first component refers to different stages of the life course with key
loadings related to age composition and household size. The component shows significant
positive loadings for the age groups 0–17 and 30–49 as well as for households with three
persons and four persons or more. These positive loadings can be interpreted as referring to
housing estates that have high shares of families with children. In contrast, the age groups 65
and over and 50–64, single-person households, and to lesser extent low-income earners, have
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negative loadings. These negative loadings appear to primarily refer to housing estates with
high shares of elderly single-person households, who also have relatively low-incomes. This
component has a clear bipolar structure and distinguishes housing estates with high shares of
families with children from ones with high shares of solitary elderly and middle-aged residents.
For component two in 1990, important loadings are related to socio-economic status, namely
to income level, educational level and unemployment rate. The main positive loadings are for
high-income, tertiary education and the share of foreign-language speakers. Variables with
negative loadings include middle-income, unemployment rate and basic level education. This
bipolar component separates housing estates with a high socio-economic standing from those
with a lower one. In terms of level of education, this component distinguishes estates with a
high share of residents with only basic level education from estates characterized by a
comparatively high level of education. However, in terms of income, this component primarily
separates high-income from middle-income housing estates, as the loading for the share of lowincome earners is not particularly high. It is also worth noticing that foreign-language is
correlated with high socio-economic status. This could be considered somewhat surprising as
areas with high shares of minority population are typically associated with a low socioeconomic status in scholarly literature (see part 1.4). However, as shown in part 4.1 of the
analysis (see e.g. figure 62), the share of foreign-language speakers was almost non-existent in
almost all estates in 1990, and only exceeded five percent in two cases, whereby the correlation
between high socio-economic status and foreign-language should not be considered particularly
important for most suburban housing estates in Finland.
The loadings on component three in the 1990 PCA model relate to housing tenure and different
stages of the life course. On this component, the share of renter-occupied housing and the age
group 18–29 have positive loadings, and the share of owner-occupied housing and the age group
50–64 have negative loadings. This component illustrates the relationship between life course
and tenure and shows that young adults more often lived in renter-occupied housing whereas
people in the older age groups more commonly lived in owner-occupied dwellings. In other
words, this component captures the difference between housing estates with high shares of
renter-occupied housing and young adults and housing estates characterized by high shares of
owner-occupancy and middle-aged residents.
The fourth component for 1990 highlights features of the housing stock with loadings relating
to housing type. With a single significant positive loading for the share of multi-story apartment
buildings, and a single negative loading for the share of detached and semi-detached housing,
this component distinguishes housing estates that are almost entirely dominated by multi-story
apartment blocks from estates with somewhat more variety in housing type. Although all 603
housing estates included in the analysis are dominated by 1960s and 1970s apartment blocks,
some estates also have a fairly high share of other types of housing, namely detached singlefamily homes and semi-detached row-houses. Component five also measures characteristics of
the housing stock and separates housing estates with high occupancy rates and little vacant
housing from estates with high shares of housing with another form of tenure. This component
highlights that housing estates with the proportionately highest shares of vacant housing also
had the highest share of housing with another form of tenure than owner- or renter-occupancy.
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The final sixth component in the 1990 PCA has only one important loading for the share of
two-person households. Whereas the first component separated housing estates with high shares
of single-person households from ones with three persons or more, this component identifies
housing estates where two-person households are commonplace.
In the PCA for 2010, the first component is related to socio-economic status and to housing
tenure. Key loadings are linked to level of income and education, unemployment rate and tenure
structure. This component shows positive loadings for basic level education, low-income
earners, unemployment rate and renter-occupied housing, and negative loadings for tertiary
education, high-income earners and owner-occupied housing. This component shows a clear
correlation of all three dimensions of socio-economic status while also illustrating that socioeconomic status and housing tenure are interlinked. The component has a clear bipolar
structure, distinguishing housing estates that are at the opposite ends of the socio-economic
spectrum from each other and that also have a different type of tenure structure. More
concretely, this component separates housing estates with low income and educational levels,
high unemployment rates and high shares of renter-occupied housing from estates characterized
by high income and educational levels and high shares of owner-occupancy. There are
similarities between this component and component 2 in the PCA from 1990, as both
components refer to socio-economic status. However, there are also noticeable differences as
this component in 2010 primarily separated high- and low-income housing estates, whereas the
main divide in 1990 was between high- and middle-income estates. This change could be seen
as an indication of increased income differentiation among Finnish housing estates.
Furthermore, this component shows that there was a strong correlation between socio-economic
status and housing tenure in 2010, which was not apparent two decades earlier, when tenure
structure primarily was related to stages of the life course. This indicates that socio-economic
status and housing tenure have become increasingly interrelated in Finnish suburban estates
dating from the 1960s and 1970s. The increasingly close relation between low socio-economic
status and renter occupancy could be viewed as a sign of residualization (see e.g. Malpass 2008;
Van Beckhoven et al. 2009), where housing estates have filtered downward in status.
The second component in the 2010 PCA is related to the demographic structure of housing
estates and refers to different stages of the life course, with key loadings for variables related
to age and household composition, and to a lesser extent also to the share of foreign-language
speakers. The main positive loadings are for the age groups 0–17 and 30–49, the share of
households with three persons or four persons or more, and for the share of foreign-language
speakers. Two variables have negative loadings, namely the age group 65 and over and the
share of single-person households. This component thereby distinguishes housing estates that
have a proportionately high share of families with children, and to a certain degree also a
relatively high share of foreign-language speakers, from estates with a high share of elderly
residents and single-person households. This component is reminiscent of the first component
in the 1990 PCA; however, the share of foreign-language speakers did not have a significant
loading on the corresponding component in 1990. This component indicates that, in 2010, many
housing estates with fairly high shares of families with children had relatively high shares of
residents with an immigrant background.
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Component three in the 2010 PCA highlights attributes related to age structure, income and
partly also to housing tenure. The component has positive loadings for middle-income and the
age group 50–64, and to a lesser extent for owner-occupied housing and the age group 65 and
over. The main variables with negative loadings include the age group 18–29, low-income and
rented housing. This component primarily separates housing estates with high shares of middleaged and middle-income residents and relatively high shares of owner-occupancy from estates
with high shares of young adults, low-income earners and renter-occupied housing. There are
certain similarities in the component loadings of this component and the third component in the
1990 PCA model, as both components show a clear correlation between age structure and
housing tenure. Nevertheless, in 1990, income level did not show significant loadings on this
component. This change would also indicate that income differentiation among Finnish
suburban housing estates has become more expressed since 1990, and particularly that young
adults, possibly students for instance, who live in renter-occupied housing in suburban housing
estates increasingly appear to have comparatively low incomes.
The fourth and fifth components in the 2010 PCA model relate to characteristics of the housing
stock and have highly similar structures as the corresponding components in the 1990 PCA.
The fourth component is linked to attributes of the housing stock with positive loadings for
multi-story apartment buildings, and particularly this type of housing dating from the 1960s and
1970s, and a single negative loading for the share of detached and semi-detached housing. This
component distinguishes housing estates where multi-story apartment blocks are clearly the
dominant form of housing from ones with more diverse housing types. The fifth component,
separating housing estates with high occupancy rates from estates with high shares of housing
with another form of tenure, shows an identical structure as the 1990 PCA. As in 1990, housing
estates with the proportionately highest shares of vacant housing also had the highest shares of
housing with a tenure form other than owner- or renter-occupancy also in 2010. The similar
structure of these components in both years can be seen as indicative of relative stability in the
housing stock of the housing estates between 1990 and 2010.
The sixth component differentiates housing estates with high shares of single-person
households from estates with high shares of households with two persons. This component
differs from the corresponding component in the PCA from 1990, where the only significant
loading was for the share of two-person households. This change could be seen to reflect the
increased differentiation among Finnish housing estates in terms of household composition.
By comparing the PCA models from 1990 and 2010, it is possible to assess whether the
components that differentiate suburban housing estates have changed over time. Firstly,
comparing the communalities of the variables from both years makes it possible to determine
whether there has been stability or change in the relative importance of the individual variables.
If communalities are greatly similar, this can be seen as an indication of stability, whereas
changes in the communalities refer to changes in the constructs of differentiation (see Wyly
1999: 325). Communalities for 1990 and 2010, displayed in table 11, are fairly similar in most
cases, but there are noticeable differences particularly for some socio-economic variables.
Whereas the communalities for the shares of middle- and high-income earners were fairly
similar during both years, for the remaining socio-economic variables, communalities were
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higher in 2010 than in 1990. This would indicate that suburban housing estates in Finland have
increasingly become differentiated according to income level, educational level and
unemployment rate, i.e. all three components of socio-economic status examined in the study.
The most significant change is evident in the communality for the share of low-income earners,
which increased from 0.74 to 0.89 between 1990 and 2010, indicating that housing estates are
increasingly differentiated according to the share of low-income earners in particular.
Additionally, there are some noticeable changes in the communalities of certain demographic
variables. For most measures of the age structure of the population, communalities were lower
in 2010 than in 1990. With the exception of the age group 18–29, which had a higher
communality in 2010, for all other age groups communalities decreased quite clearly between
1990 and 2010. Decreases were particularly great for the age groups 50–64 and 65 and over,
indicating that the share of middle-aged and elderly residents were more important features of
differentiation among housing estates in 1990 than in 2010. The communalities of housing
variables have generally remained fairly similar, and despite slight changes for some of these
variables, these are generally clearly less noticeable than for some of the socio-economic and
demographic variables. A comparison of communalities for 1990 and 2010 generally indicate
that suburban housing estates in Finland have become increasingly differentiated according to
socio-economic status. Even though age composition remained the second most important
feature of distinction in 2010, the relative importance of this component increased somewhat
when compared to 1990, when this was the single most important feature of distinction between
the 603 housing estates.
By examining and comparing the patterns of the component loadings and the relative
importance of each component in 1990 and in 2010, it is also possible to assess the degree of
stability and change in the constructs that differentiate suburban housing estates. As already
briefly discussed, there are both similarities as well as differences between the 1990 and 2010
PCA models. Next, a closer look is taken at the structure of the individual components in order
to compare the situation in 1990 and 2010 and to detect the main structural changes that can be
seen in suburban housing estates during this two-decade period. The main characteristics of
each of the components in both PCA models are summarized and briefly described in tables 14
and 15.
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Table 14. Description of components in the 1990 PCA.

Component number and name
1. Stages of the life course

Key loadings
Age composition and
household size

2. Socio-economic status

Level of education,
level of income,
unemployment rate
and foreign-language
speakers

3. Housing tenure and life
course

Housing tenure and
age composition

4. Diversity of housing type

Housing type

5. Housing occupancy

Housing occupancy
and tenure

6. Two-person households

Household size
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Main housing estate attributes
Housing estates with high shares
of elderly single-person
households vs. estates with high
shares of families with children
Housing estates with a high
educational and income level vs.
estates with a medium income
level, relatively high
unemployment and a low
educational level
Housing estates with high shares
of renter-occupied housing and
young adults vs. estates with high
shares of owner-occupancy and
middle-aged residents
Housing estates dominated by
multi-story apartment blocks vs.
estates with somewhat more
diversity in housing type, and
higher shares of detached and
semi-detached housing
Housing estates with high
occupancy rates (little vacant
housing) vs. estates with high
shares of housing with another
form of tenure than owner- or
renter-occupancy
Housing estates with a high share
of two-person households

% of
variance
explained
22.59

16.53

14.70

10.01

9.14

6.73
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Table 15. Description of components in the 2010 PCA.
Component number
and name
1. Socio-economic
status and housing
tenure

Key loadings
Level of education, level
of income,
unemployment rate and
housing tenure

2. Stages of the life
course and immigrant
background

Age composition,
household size and
foreign-language
speakers

3. Life course, income
and housing tenure

Age composition,
income, housing tenure

4. Diversity of housing
type

Housing type

5. Housing occupancy

Housing occupancy and
tenure

6. Household structure

Household size

Main housing estate attributes
Housing estates with low income and
educational levels, high unemployment
and high shares of renter-occupancy vs.
estates with high income and
educational levels and high share of
owner-occupancy
Housing estates with a relatively high
share of families with children and
foreign-language speakers vs. estates
with a high share of elderly residents
and single-person households
Housing estates with high shares of
middle-aged and middle-income
residents and owner-occupied housing
vs. estates with high shares of young
adults, low-income earners and renteroccupied housing
Housing estates dominated by multistory apartment blocks vs. estates with
somewhat more diversity in housing
type, and higher shares of detached and
semi-detached housing
Housing estates with high occupancy
rates (little vacant housing) vs. estates
with high shares of housing with
another form of tenure than owner- or
renter-occupancy
Housing estates with high shares of
single-person households vs. estates
with high shares of two-person
households

% of
variance
explained
19.74

18.74

14.16

11.50

7.39

7.38

As already highlighted in the previous parts of the analysis, Finnish suburban housing estates
have generally witnessed socio-economic decline and they have become increasingly
differentiated according to income level, educational level and unemployment rate. A
comparison of the PCA models from 1990 and 2010 also point at increased differentiation in
terms of socio-economic status, as was already illustrated in part 4.1 where socio-economic
change was examined according to individual variables. The most important dimension
explaining differentiation in 1990 was related to age composition and household structure, i.e.
attributes related to different stages of the life course. In contrast, socio-economic attributes
concerning income, education and unemployment, along with attributes related to housing
tenure were primary in 2010. In 1990, socio-economic status was the second most important
component explaining differentiation, separating housing estates according to income,
education and unemployment rate. However, in 1990, this component mainly distinguished
high-income and middle-income housing estates, whereas a deeper socio-economic divide was
evident in 2010, when the socio-economic component primarily separated high-income and
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low-income housing estates. This illustrates that a sharper socio-economic divide has emerged
among Finnish housing estates, and that the share of low-income households in particular has
become an increasingly important dimension of differentiation. In this regard, the development
of suburban housing estates seems to be logically in line with the more general development in
Finland, where income inequality and unemployment have increased substantially since the
1990s and where socio-spatial differences have grown both between and within regions and
cities (e.g. Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015; Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016; Saikkonen et al. 2018).
The unfavorable socio-economic development of suburban housing estates in Finland also
resembles the general development of postwar housing estates in many other countries in
Northern and Western Europe (e.g. Dekker & van Kempen 2004).
Another change can be seen in the clearer link between socio-economic status and housing
tenure. In 1990, housing tenure was primarily related to stages of the life course, exemplified
by the correlation between young adults and renter-occupancy and between middle-aged
residents and owner-occupancy on the third component. In 2010, a closer relationship between
socio-economic attributes and tenure was apparent. This is evident on the first component,
showing that housing estates with high unemployment rates and low income and educational
levels have increasingly become characterized by renter-occupied housing, whereas estates
with a higher socio-economic standing seem to be more clearly dominated by owneroccupancy. The increased correlation between income level and housing tenure is apparent also
when comparing the third component in the 1990 and 2010 PCA models. In 1990, this
component primarily separated housing estates with high shares of young adults and home
renters from estates with high shares of middle-aged residents and home owners. Two decades
later, the main distinction on this component was between young adult home owners with low
incomes, on the one hand, and between middle-aged and middle-income home owners, on the
other hand. These changes thereby refer to not only increased income differentiation between
housing estates but also to an ever-clearer link between socio-economic status and housing
tenure. These findings are in line with the observation that low-income households in Finland’s
major urban regions increasingly live in renter-occupied housing, while a grown number of
high-income households live in owner-occupied housing (Saikkonen et al. 2018), suggesting
that socio-tenure segregation has become more evident (Suttor 2015: 8).
Although the relative importance of demographic attributes concerning age and household
composition appear to have decreased to some extent, these nevertheless remain important
features that distinguish Finnish housing estates from each other. In 1990, age and household
composition were the most important attributes of differentiation, separating housing estates
with high shares of families with children from estates with high shares of single-elderly
households. In 2010, a similar component with loadings on the corresponding variables related
to age and household composition was the second most important. However, a noticeable
difference between 1990 and 2010 is that foreign language was correlated with variables
referring to families with children in 2010, which was not the case two decades earlier. This
highlights the increased importance of immigration in influencing the population composition
of housing estates, and also indicates that many housing estates with high shares of families
with children also have comparatively high shares of residents with an immigrant background.
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This finding seems to mirror the general trend noted in postwar housing estates in, for instance,
Sweden, Norway, the UK and the Netherlands, where many estates have become increasingly
populated by relatively families with have immigrant backgrounds (Musterd & van Kempen
2005; Brattbakk & Hansen 2004).
It is also noteworthy that the share of foreign-language speakers was correlated with high socioeconomic status on the second component in 1990. This could be considered somewhat
surprising, as empirical findings have usually shown a correlation between low socio-economic
status and immigrant background (e.g. Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016: 99–100). However, it
should be considered that the share of foreign-language speakers was generally very low and
practically non-existent in almost all housing estates in 1990, and for instance, this share was
over three percent in only 28 of 603 housing estates in the whole of Finland. Most of these
estates were located in the Helsinki region, and many of these estates were characterized by a
relatively high socio-economic status, with higher levels of income and education and lower
unemployment rates than the vast majority of Finnish housing estates. This would appear to be
the main reason explaining why the share of foreign language was to a certain extent positively
correlated with high-income and tertiary education in 1990, even though the share of foreignlanguage speakers was actually not an important attribute of differentiation in 1990.
Another difference related to differentiation based on demographic attributes is apparent in the
sixth component, which in 1990 only highlighted the share of two-person households, but in
2010 had a clearer bipolar structure separating housing estates with high shares of single-person
households from those with high shares of two-person households. This illustrates that there is
not only a clearer distinction between housing estates with high shares of single-person
households and estates with high shares of families with children, but also a more noticeable
separation between housing estates dominated by single-person households and estates with
relatively high shares of two-person households. This observation could be interpreted as an
indication of greater diversity in household structure among suburban housing estates, and
could be linked to broader socio-cultural trends, such as increased differentiation of lifestyles
and the increased number of smaller single- and two-person households in Finland and more
generally in Europe (see e.g. Wassenberg et al. 2004: 24–25).
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4.2.2 A typology of suburban housing estates
This part seeks to uncover what types of suburban housing estates existed in Finland in 1990
and 2010 when classified according to their socio-economic, demographic and housing
characteristics. As discussed in part 3.2, typologies can serve to better understand the diversity
of different types of neighborhoods and their characteristics (Vicino 2008: 480). The objective
is thereby to further explore the diversity of suburban housing estates in Finland and to establish
a deeper understanding of how different socio-economic, demographic and housing
characteristics were interrelated in 1990 and 2010.
To address this question, two separate typologies of Finnish suburban housing estates are
created for 1990 and 2010 by using the component scores generated in the PCAs in the previous
part of the analysis (part 4.2.1). Next, the 603 housing estates are classified according to a
method known as k-means cluster analysis based on the main components of differentiation in
1990 and 2010. This method is well-suited for identifying the relationships between the PCA
scores of each housing estate and for classifying the neighborhoods into separate and distinct
housing estate types. The objective here is to classify the housing estates so that estates that are
part of the same cluster are strongly associated with each other and weakly associated with the
estates in the other clusters. More concretely, the typologies are created by classifying suburban
housing estates according to their socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics
into separate and distinct housing estate types, so that estates that are part of the same cluster
resemble each other but differ from housing estates that are part of other clusters. The previous
parts of the analysis show that Finnish suburban housing estates are highly varied in terms of
their socio-economic and demographic characteristics as well as their housing stock and built
environment. By classifying housing estates according to a multitude of different attributes, it
is possible to establish a deeper understanding of the diversity of suburban housing estates in
Finland and to uncover what types of housing estates existed in 1990 and 2010 and what set
these different housing estate types apart. By comparing the two typologies it is also possible
to assess what types of structural changes have taken place in Finnish housing estates during
this two-decade period.
Cluster analysis was carried out using the outputs of the PCAs (see part 4.2.1). As an outcome
of the PCAs, a range of component scores were created for all 603 housing estates for 1990 and
2010. Component scores measure the relationships between all housing estates and each of the
variables and these scores were used as baseline data for creating the typologies of suburban
housing estates for both years. In the previously discussed PCAs, six principal components that
had eigenvalues of at least one were identified for both 1990 and 2010. For the cluster analysis,
however, it was decided to only include the scores of principal components with eigenvalues
greater than two, i.e. components that have at least twice the explanatory power of the original
set of variables (Kline 1994). This meant using the scores of the four largest components that
explain most of the variation in the dataset, while excluding the component scores of the less
significant fifth and sixth components. In practice, this meant rerunning the PCAs for 1990 and
2010 using the same variables as in the PCA models addressed in part 4.2.1, however with one
important difference: only extracting components with eigenvalues higher than two. Several
169

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
other scholars (see e.g. Vicino et al. 2007; Vicino 2008; Hanlon 2009; Vicino et al. 2011;) have
adopted a similar solution of using the scores of components with eigenvalues higher than two
for cluster analysis.
The k-means clustering method used here requires the user to specify the number of clusters
that should be created. In order to assess the number of clusters that seems best suited for the
research data, different alternatives ranging from three to seven clusters were tested. Based on
this assessment, the solution of five clusters proved to be optimal and best suited for
categorizing the 603 housing estates. A smaller number of clusters inevitably groups together
housing estates that are relatively different, while too many clusters proved to result in a rather
arbitrary classification, where the differences between some of the clusters were not particularly
interpretable. Using five clusters proved to be the best way of capturing the diversity of housing
estates, as it grouped the estates into distinctively recognizable clusters that were composed of
relatively similar neighborhoods that in turn differed from the estates in other clusters.
The typologies of suburban housing estates are examined in the following by analyzing and
comparing the main features of each of the clusters in 1990 and 2010. Each cluster represents
a distinct housing estate type and is composed of housing estates that share certain similar
features. Next, the focus of attention is on examining how estates that belong to the different
clusters differ from each other in terms of their demographic, socio-economic and housing
characteristics. The main characteristics of each of the five housing estate types are presented
in tables 16 and 17, displaying the median values of various variables for each housing estate
type. The tables also show the corresponding median values for all 603 suburban housing
estates as well as the figures for the whole of Finland, thereby allowing a comparison of each
housing estate type among each other and to the country overall. Additionally, tables 18 and 19
present a summarization of the main characteristics that defined the five different housing estate
types in 1990 and 2010 respectively.
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Table 16. Median values of variables concerning the demographic and socio-economic
structure and housing stock for the different housing estate types (clusters) in 1990.
Cluster 1
(n = 16)

Cluster 2
(n = 206)

Cluster 3
(n = 155)

Cluster 4
(n = 66)

Cluster 5
(n = 160)

All estates
(n = 603)

Finland

Age 0–17

21.8%

20.0%

13.4%

20.2%

24.6%

20.0%

23.0%

Age 18–29

40.4%

19.8%

18.3%

20.4%

25.0%

20.7%

16.8%

Age 30–49

31.0%

31.6%

25.1%

34.4%

30.5%

30.1%

31.1%

Age 50–64

6.8%

16.5%

18.3%

15.3%

11.4%

15.1%

15.7%

Age 65–

2.5%

11.0%

23.7%

9.3%

7.8%

11.7%

13.5%

One person

40.1%

35.6%

50.3%

35.7%

35.5%

37.4%

31.7%

Two persons

31.3%

32.3%

30.7%

30.6%

30.5%

30.7%

29.4%

Three persons

13.1%

16.4%

10.6%

15.1%

16.9%

15.0%

16.3%

Four persons or more

10.6%

14.9%

8.0%

16.5%

16.7%

13.5%

22.6%

Finnish

98.6%

98.8%

99.4%

91.9%

99.4%

99.1%

93.5%

Swedish

0.3%

0.6%

0.3%

7.1%

0.2%

0.4%

5.9%

Other

0.8%

0.5%

0.2%

1.1%

0.4%

0.4%

0.5%

Only basic level education

24.1%

46.2%

51.4%

35.1%

48.0%

47.2%

47.2%

Tertiary education

5.0%

6.2%

6.6%

16.6%

2.7%

5.6%

18.8%

Low income

15.5%

14.0%

19.1%

11.6%

19.4%

16.3%

20.0%

Medium income

67.2%

67.3%

65.6%

55.3%

69.8%

66.6%

60.0%

High income

13.9%

17.9%

13.2%

34.8%

10.4%

15.0%

20.0%

6.1%

5.2%

7.5%

1.5%

11.8%

6.7%

5.7%

95.1%

93.7%

90.5%

86.1%

90.5%

92.0%

Ζ

3.2%

4.8%

6.1%

10.7%

7.7%

Ζ

Ζ

8.8%

61.5%

61.8%

66.3%

28.9%

55.8%

71.3%

77.0%

34.7%

29.0%

24.8%

68.0%

39.6%

25.8%

Age composition

Size of households

First language

Level of education¹

Income level²

Unemployment³
Unemployment rate
Housing
Dwellings
in
multi-story
apartment buildings
Dwellings in detached and
semi-attached housing
Owner-occupied housing
Renter-occupied housing

Housing with other type of
14.7%
3.6%
7.1%
5.7%
2.2%
4.0%
2.9%
tenure
Housing occupied
76.6%
96.5%
93.2%
95.1%
96.1%
95.6%
Ζ
1 Level of education among people aged 18 and over. (People with only basic level education have at most nine years of
education, with leaving certificates from primary schools, middle schools and comprehensive schools. People with higher
education have either lower or higher level tertiary education.)
2
Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 6,039 in 1990). High
income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a minimum annual income of EUR 20,431 in 1990).
3
Unemployment rate in the age group 18–74.
 A multi-story apartment building (asuinkerrostalo) is a residential building with at least three housing units, of which at
least two are situated on top of each other. An attached house (rivi- ja ketjutalo) is a residential building consisting of at least
three housing units that are attached to each other. A detached or semi-detached house (erillinen pientalo) is a residential
building consisting of either one or two housing units. (Statistics Finland 2015)
Data sources: Housing estate data aggregated from the Grid Database and the YKR database.
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The most common housing estate type identified in the typology for 1990 includes
approximately one-third (206) of all suburban housing estates included in the research data.
When comparing these estates to the whole of Finland according to the different indicators,
they could be labeled as socio-economically and demographically average estates with a
mainly owner-occupied housing stock. The relatively average socio-economic status of these
estates is exemplified by the fact that these estates were quite average in terms of income level
and unemployment rate compared to the country overall. These estates were, however, clearly
disadvantaged in terms of having comparatively low educational levels, i.e. a typical trait
among most housing estates. This cluster was characterized by a relatively average age structure
of the population and by a quite similar household structure as in the country overall.
The second largest cluster in 1990, containing around one-fourth (160) of all estates, includes
the most socio-economically disadvantaged estates among all housing estates in Finland. Based
on their characteristics, these estates could be described as socio-economically disadvantaged
estates with young age structures and a predominantly renter-occupied housing stock. The
estates that were grouped into this cluster ranked clearly the lowest on all socio-economic
measures. In these estates, the median unemployment rate of 11.7 percent was twice as high as
the 5.7 percent unemployment rate of Finland, and substantially higher than in the other four
housing estate types. Educational levels were also very low among these estates, exemplified
by the 2.7 percent of people who had tertiary education compared to the national average of
18.8 percent. These estates also exhibited the lowest income levels among the clusters, albeit
having a lower share of low-income residents compared to Finland overall. These housing
estates were also characterized by a noticeably young population composition, illustrated by
the comparatively high shares of people aged 0–17, 18–29 and 30–49. Regarding housing
characteristics, the estates in this cluster generally had particularly high shares of renteroccupied housing.
The third most common housing estate type, composed of 155 housing estates, could be
described as socio-economically slightly below average estates with old age structures and a
predominantly owner-occupied housing stock. In socio-economic terms, these estates generally
had a slightly higher unemployment rate (7.5%) compared to the national average (5.7%). They
were also relatively average in terms of income level, although these estates, as well as most
other housing estates in Finland, did have a noticeably lower share of high-income earners.
Similarly, as most Finnish housing estates in 1990, also these estates were characterized by very
low educational levels. Compared to the other four housing estate types, these estates stood out
as the ones that had by far the oldest age structures, and of all five clusters, these estates were
the only ones where there were more residents aged 65 and over (23.7%) than in Finland overall
(13.5%). The high share of elderly is also reflected in the small average household size, and
around half of all households were composed of a single person, a share which was substantially
greater than in all other clusters. Regarding housing, the most distinctive feature of these estates
was the high share of owner-occupancy, where more than 60 percent of the residents lived in a
dwelling that they owned.
The fourth largest cluster was significantly smaller in size compared to the previous three,
representing roughly one-tenth (66) of all housing estates in 1990. These neighborhoods could
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be labeled as estates with high socio-economic status, young age structures and a
predominantly owner-occupied housing stock. These estates had the highest socio-economic
ranking on all indicators when compared to the other housing estate types. Unemployment was
almost non-existent in these estates where the median unemployment rate was 1.5 percent. Of
all five housing estate types, these estates had by far the highest income levels, and they were
the only ones that had a higher share of high-income earners (34.8%) compared to the national
average (20%). Additionally, these estates had similar educational levels as in Finland overall,
but much higher educational levels than in the other clusters. In demographic terms, these
estates had relatively average age structures when compared nationally. Another distinct
feature, separating this housing estate type from all others, was that these housing estates
generally had significantly higher shares of Swedish speakers (7.1%) than the other clusters.
The housing stock in this cluster was least dominated by multi-story apartment buildings, and
the share of detached and semi-attached housing (10.7%) was the highest in this cluster. This
shows that these estates had a somewhat more varied housing stock than the other housing
estate types, but were, like all estates examined in this study, clearly dominated by multi-story
apartment blocks from the 1960s and 1970s. These housing estates were also characterized by
having the highest share of owner-occupied dwellings among the five clusters.
The fifth and final cluster in 1990, consisting of only 16 housing estates, could be described as
socio-economically average estates with a high share of young adults, a predominantly renteroccupied housing stock, and high shares of vacancies. These housing estates could be
considered as outliers that significantly differed from the four other housing estate types and
the median suburban housing estate in Finland. Their most distinctive feature was the
particularly high share of young adults aged 18–29 (40.4%) along with the very low shares of
people aged 50 and over. Additionally, these housing estates were relatively average
neighborhoods in terms of unemployment rate and income level, while having a noticeably low
share of residents with tertiary education. The housing stock of these estates was vastly
dominated by renter-occupied dwellings, and only 8.8 percent of the housing stock was on
average owner-occupied in these estates. Furthermore, among the five different housing estate
types, occupancy rates were clearly the lowest in this cluster.
The typology of suburban housing estates for 1990 (table 17) highlights what has been
illustrated already in the previous parts of the analysis, namely that most suburban housing
estates were not particularly disadvantaged in socio-economic terms at that time. Specifically,
housing estates were not disadvantaged according to income level and unemployment rate,
although housing estates typically did exhibit comparatively low educational levels among the
population. This is apparent also in the typology. Firstly, most housing estates were
characteristically neighborhoods with medium-income residents in the typology 1990. All five
of the clusters or housing estate types had a lower share of low-income residents than in Finland
on average, and four of the five housing estate types also had a lower share of inhabitants with
high incomes. Secondly, only one of the housing estate types (including 160 estates) had
noticeably higher unemployment than the national unemployment rate of 5.7 percent, while
another one of the clusters (including 66 estates) was characterized by extremely low
unemployment rates of around 1.5 percent. In the remaining three clusters, including around
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two-thirds of all estates, unemployment rates did not noticeably deviate from the country at
large. Thirdly, comparatively low educational levels were evident in suburban housing estates
already in 1990, and this was the case in all five housing estate types that all ranked clearly
lower compared to the general educational level in Finland. Specifically, all five housing estate
types had a lower share of people with tertiary education than in the country on average, and
four of the five estate types (including almost 90 percent of all estates) had a substantially lower
educational level. Overall, level of education was thereby the only socio-economic measure
according to which housing estates were disadvantaged, whereas housing estates were generally
not unfavorably placed according to income level or unemployment in 1990.
The typology also highlights certain demographic specificities that were apparent in Finnish
suburban housing estates in 1990. Firstly, housing estates were characterized by young age
structures, and for instance four of the five housing estate types (including nearly 75 percent of
all estates) had a substantially lower share of people aged 65 and over than nationally. Secondly,
all five housing estate types had a higher share of small households with one or two persons
and fewer large households than in the country on average. This observation is one that
obviously seems connected to the fact that relatively small, two-room apartments are clearly
the most common dwelling type in these estates, which in turn naturally is reflected in a high
number of small households (see part 4.1). Thirdly, the share of foreign-language speakers was
almost non-existent in all five housing estate types, which illustrates that immigration had not
had any noticeably effect on these estates by 1990.
In relation to attributes of the housing stock, all five housing estate types in the typology had a
lower share of owner-occupied housing compared to the national average of 71.3 percent in
1990. Nevertheless, three of the housing estate types were characterized by relatively high
shares of owner-occupancy (over 60 percent), and in these estates the share of owner-occupied
housing clearly outnumbered the share of renter-occupied dwellings. In contrast, the two
remaining housing estate types were clearly dominated by renter-occupied housing,
highlighting noticeable differences in tenure structure among suburban housing estates in
Finland. In terms of housing, it is also noteworthy that vacant housing was not an apparent
problem in suburban housing estates in 1990, which is also evident in the typology.
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Table 17. Median values of variables concerning the demographic and socio-economic
structure and housing stock for the different housing estate types (clusters) in 2010.
Cluster 1
(n = 203)

Cluster 2
(n = 107)

Cluster 3
(n = 117)

Cluster 4
(n = 135)

Cluster 5
(n = 41)

All
estates
(n = 603)

Finland

Age 0–17

12.1%

13.1%

16.9%

17.7%

10.5%

14.5%

20.2%

Age 18–29

18.4%

17.3%

16.9%

19.2%

35.5%

18.6%

15.1%

Age 30–49

21.6%

19.1%

23.9%

24.5%

22.1%

22.6%

25.7%

Age 50–64

22.6%

22.8%

22.0%

21.6%

16.1%

22.0%

21.6%

Age 65–

24.3%

25.7%

18.2%

14.9%

15.3%

20.8%

17.5%

One person

57.7%

64.4%

49.6%

52.8%

58.8%

56.2%

41.0%

Two persons

30.0%

24.1%

30.5%

29.5%

28.8%

29.2%

33.0%

Three persons

7.0%

5.7%

9.9%

9.5%

5.6%

7.8%

11.5%

Four persons or more

4.9%

4.4%

8.9%

8.0%

4.6%

6.3%

14.5%

Finnish

95.3%

95.5%

94.6%

84.8%

90.2%

93.6%

90.4%

Swedish

0.4%

0.0%

0.7%

0.8%

0.4%

0.4%

5.4%

Other

3.3%

4.3%

3.8%

12.5%

5.3%

4.8%

4.2%

Only basic level education

34.1%

45.2%

31.3%

39.2%

20.1%

35.7%

30.0%

Tertiary education

12.0%

5.6%

13.4%

8.5%

25.6%

10.3%

29.1%

Low income

19.4%

32.3%

18.9%

26.7%

33.7%

22.8%

20.0%

Medium income

68.0%

61.0%

64.4%

62.9%

54.2%

64.2%

60.0%

High income

11.3%

5.1%

15.0%

8.8%

10.5%

10.2%

20.0%

Unemployment³
Unemployment rate

14.2%

25.2%

12.2%

21.5%

11.4%

16.2%

10.3%

86.1%

72.7%

67.8%

85.6%

72.5%

79.1%

Ζ

95.6%

87.6%

82.1%

95.4%

96.1%

92.5%

Ζ

4.0%

10.0%

17.7%

4.3%

3.3%

Ζ

Ζ

53.4%

29.7%

54.1%

34.6%

34.1%

45.0%

65.5%

Age composition

Size of households

First language

Level of education¹

Income level²

Housing
Dwellings in 60s and 70s multistory apartment buildings
Dwellings
in
multi-story
apartment buildings
Dwellings in detached and
semi-attached housing
Owner-occupied housing

Renter-occupied housing
34.5%
59.8%
34.1%
59.4%
55.4%
44.8%
30.4%
Housing with other type of
10.0%
8.6%
8.9%
5.6%
9.6%
8.5%
4.1%
tenure
Housing occupied
91.9%
86.1%
93.0%
94.0%
88.5%
91.7%
Ζ
1
Level of education among people aged 18 and over. (People with only basic level education have at most nine years of
education, with leaving certificates from primary schools, middle schools and comprehensive schools. People with higher
education have either lower or higher tertiary education.)
2 Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 10 879 in 2010). High
income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a minimum annual income of EUR 37,892 in 2010).
3
Unemployment rate in the age group 18–74.
 A multi-story apartment building (asuinkerrostalo) is a residential building with at least three housing units, of which at least
two are situated on top of each other. An attached house (rivi- ja ketjutalo) is a residential building consisting of at least three
housing units that are attached to each other. A detached or semi-detached house (erillinen pientalo) is a residential building
consisting of either one or two housing units. (Statistics Finland 2015)
Data sources: Housing estate data aggregated from the Grid Database and the YKR database.
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In the typology for 2010, the largest single cluster containing one-third (203) of all housing
estates could be described as estates with a relatively low socio-economic status, a very old age
structure and predominantly owner-occupied housing stock. Compared to Finland overall, the
estates in this cluster were characterized by somewhat higher unemployment rates and by
relatively average income levels, albeit with clearly fewer high-income earners. These estates
also had low educational levels, and especially the share of population with tertiary education
was approximately three times lower (12.0%) than the national average (29.1%). Distinctive
for this cluster is also a particularly older age structure, where for instance the share of people
aged 65 and over (24.3%) was substantially higher than in the country overall (17.5%). The old
age structure in these estates is also accompanied by a noticeably high share of single-person
households. Another distinct feature is that these estates had the lowest share of residents who
had a foreign first language, i.e. around three percent of the population. In terms of housing,
these estates were characterized by a predominantly owner-occupied housing stock, where
more than half of all households lived in a housing unit that they owned.
The second largest cluster consisted of 135 housing estates that could be characterized as socioeconomically highly disadvantaged estates, with a noticeable share of foreign-language
speakers, a young age structure, and a predominantly renter-occupied housing stock. Among
the five housing estate types, these housing estates were the second most disadvantaged and
ranked the second lowest in terms of level of income, level of education and unemployment
rate. The level of unemployment was typically twice as high in these estates (21.5%) when
compared to the national average (10.5%), and compared to Finland overall, they exhibited
significantly lower income and educational levels. Compared to the other clusters, this housing
estate type had clearly the highest share of foreign-language speakers, that was three times
higher (median 12.5%) compared nationally (4.2%). Other typical features included a
comparatively young age structure, and for example the share of families with children was the
highest and the share of elderly residents was the lowest in these suburban housing estates.
Distinctive for this cluster was also a housing stock that predominantly consisted of renteroccupied dwellings.
The third largest cluster in 2010 included almost one-fifth (117) of all housing estates and
consisted of estates that could be labeled as estates with a slightly below average socioeconomic status, relatively average age structure, and a predominantly owner-occupied
housing stock. In socio-economic terms, these estates had a slightly higher unemployment rate,
a relatively average income level, but a noticeably lower educational level compared to Finland
overall. Among the five housing estate types identified in the typology, these estates were
clearly the ones that had the highest socio-economic standing. In terms of demographic
characteristics, these estates had a relatively average age structure and a considerably low share
of population who had a foreign language as their first language (3.8%). In relation to housing
characteristics, the dominant tenure form in these estates was owner-occupancy and these
estates also had a rather considerable share of detached and semi-attached housing (17.7%)
compared to the other housing estate types.
The fourth largest cluster in 2010, consisting of 107 housing estates, included socioeconomically highly disadvantaged estates, with a very old age structure, and a predominantly
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renter-occupied housing stock. These estates were highly disadvantaged in socio-economic
terms and they had an unemployment rate that was typically 2.5 times higher than the national
average and were also characterized by particularly low levels of income and education. These
estates ranked by far the lowest on all these socio-economic indicators among all five housing
estates types, and they were most evidently multiply deprived. Another distinctive feature was
the oldest age composition among the different estate types, which was also reflected in the
particularly high shares of single-person households (median 64.4% in these estates),
suggesting a high share of solitary elderly residents in these estates. As these housing estates
had particularly high unemployment rates (25.2%) and high shares of senior residents (25.7%)
this means that in many of these estates, the majority of the population was outside of the
workforce. Characteristic features of these housing estates were also that they had a particularly
high share of renter-occupied housing and the lowest occupancy rates among all housing estate
types.
The fifth cluster in 2010 was substantially less common than the rest of the housing estate types
and consisted of only 41 housing estates that had a rather distinct and somewhat peculiar socioeconomic profiles. These estates could be classified as estates with a peculiar socio-economic
status, a considerably high share of young adults, and a predominantly renter-occupied
housing stock. In socio-economic terms, these housing estates were characterized by relatively
average unemployment rates, very low levels of income, but comparatively high educational
levels. The socio-economic profiles of these estates seem to be logically in line with the rather
peculiar age structure of these estates, and namely that these estates had a particularly high
share of young adults aged 18–29 (35.5%). In other words, while it can be assumed that young
adults have relatively low earnings, they can also be expected to be more highly educated and
less likely to be unemployed compared to the general population. Other typical features in this
housing estate type includes a housing stock that consists of a high share of renter-occupied
dwellings and comparatively low occupancy rates.
The typology of suburban housing estates for 2010 (table 18) underscores that these
neighborhoods have undergone profound structural changes since 1990. For one, socioeconomic changes have been substantial. As previously highlighted, in 1990 most suburban
housing estates were not disadvantaged according to income level and unemployment rate,
while housing estates did already then typically have substantially lower educational levels
compared to the county overall. The typology for 2010 illustrates that suburban housing estates
have become increasingly disadvantaged according to all these three socio-economic measures.
Firstly, an unfavorable development of income level is exemplified by the fact that three of the
five clusters in the typology, including nearly half of all estates had a substantially higher share
of low-income earners compared to the national average, which was not the case in a single
cluster in 1990. Secondly, a substantial increase in unemployment in housing estates is
manifested in the typology where the two most disadvantaged clusters had an unemployment
rate that was more than twice as high (25.2% and 21.5%) as the unemployment rate of 10.3
percent in Finland in 2010. In addition, in another one of the housing estate types,
unemployment rate was somewhat higher (3.9 percentage points higher), and in the remaining
two clusters unemployment was nearly the same as the national average. This marks a
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significant change compared to 1990, when only one cluster that included 160 housing estates
had substantially higher unemployment rates. Thirdly, the typology shows that while housing
estates were already clearly disadvantaged in terms of educational level in 1990, housing estates
were characterized by comparatively even lower educational levels in 2010.
In relation to demographic changes, an ageing of the population has been the single most
important and transformative major change in suburban housing estates. In the typology for
2010, three of the five housing estate types, including over two-thirds of all estates, had
substantially older age structures compared to the country at large. This marks a profound
change from 1990, when suburban housing estates had distinctively young age structures, and
four of the five clusters had significantly lower shares of residents aged 65 and over. This could
be considered a logical outcome, as these housing estates were built approximately a half
century ago, and newer residential areas often tend to have younger populations than older ones,
especially if there is little population turnover (e.g. Andersson & Musterd 2005). Also, as
previously highlighted in part 4.1, the effects of immigration have not been particularly
noticeable in most Finnish estates, and in most cases, immigration has been on par with the
general development in Finland. In 2010, the share of foreign-language speakers was three
times higher than the share in Finland overall in one of the clusters (a median of 12.5%
compared to the national average of 4.2%), but in the other four housing estate types this share
was an average between three and five percent and close to the national average. This does
however, illustrate the effects of immigration in some housing estates, as the share of foreignlanguage speakers was almost non-existent in nearly all estates in 1990.
Regarding housing characteristics, the lower share of owner-occupied housing that was evident
in suburban housing estates compared to the whole country already in 1990 was even more
noticeable in the typology for 2010. It should be noted that generally in Finland fewer people
lived in owner-occupied housing in 2010 than in 1990, but this change has been even more
noticeable in suburban housing estates. In 2010, all five housing estates types were
characterized by a lower share of owner-occupied housing compared to the national average of
65.5 percent. Two of these clusters, however, were characterized by a relatively high share of
owner-occupancy of over 50 percent, and the share of owner-occupied housing clearly
outnumbered renter-occupied dwellings in these estates. In the remaining three housing estate
types, the housing stock was greatly dominated by renter-occupied units. Furthermore, the
typology also shows that there has been a relatively noticeable decrease in the share of housing
occupancy rates, and this share was on average under 90 percent in two of the five housing
estate types.
As the previously discussed examples illustrate, the typologies for 1990 and 2010 both
consisted of five distinctively different housing estate types. A summarization of the main
socio-economic, demographic and housing characteristics that defined each of the previously
discussed five different housing estate types in 1990 and 2010 is presented in tables 18 and 19.
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Table 18. Description of the main characteristics of the different housing estate types (clusters)
in the typology for 1990.
Cluster
Cluster 1 (n = 16)

Cluster 2 (n = 206)

Cluster 3 (n = 155)

Cluster 4 (n = 66)

Cluster 5 (n = 160)

Socio-economic
characteristics
Relatively average socioeconomic status in terms of
unemployment and income
level but noticeably low shares
of residents with tertiary
education.
Relatively average socioeconomic status in terms of
unemployment and income
level but highly disadvantaged
according to level of education.
Slightly below average socioeconomic status in terms of
unemployment
rate
and
income but substantially lower
educational levels.
The highest socio-economic
status among the clusters with
the lowest unemployment
rates, highest income and
educational levels. Clearly
higher income levels and lower
unemployment than in Finland
overall.
The most socio-economically
disadvantaged estates with the
lowest income and educational
levels
and
the
highest
unemployment rates.

Demographic characteristics
Very high shares of young
adults aged 18–29 and low
shares of people aged 50 and
over.

Housing characteristics
Mainly
renter-occupied
housing and clearly the
lowest occupancy rates.

Relatively average in terms of
age, household and language
structure.

Predominantly
owneroccupied housing and the
highest occupancy rates.

Clearly the oldest age and
smallest household structures
with high shares of elderly
residents and single-person
households and few families
with children.
Average age and household
composition but significantly
higher shares of Swedish
speakers than in the other
clusters and in housing estates
on average.

Predominantly
occupied housing.

A noticeably young population
structure with the highest
shares of families with children
and the lowest shares of elderly
residents.

Particularly high shares of
renter-occupied housing and
high occupancy rates.

owner-

The highest shares of owneroccupancy. The lowest
shares
of
multi-story
apartment buildings and the
highest shares of detached
and semi-attached housing.

Table 19. Description of the main characteristics of the different housing estate types (clusters)
in the typology for 2010.
Cluster
Cluster 1 (n = 203)

Cluster 2 (n = 107)

Cluster 3 (n = 117)

Socio-economic
characteristics
Relatively low socio-economic
status with somewhat higher
unemployment rates, relatively
average income levels and low
educational levels.
The most socio-economically
disadvantaged estates with the
lowest income and educational
levels
and
the
highest
unemployment rates.
Slightly below average socioeconomic status with slightly
higher unemployment rates,
relatively average income
levels, but noticeably lower
educational levels compared to
Finland overall. The least
disadvantaged cluster.

Demographic characteristics
The second oldest age
structures and high shares of
single-person households. The
lowest shares of residents with
a foreign first language
The oldest age structures and
the highest shares of singleperson households.

Housing characteristics
Predominantly
owneroccupied housing.

Relatively
average
age
structures and considerably
low shares of foreign-language
speakers.

Predominantly
owneroccupied housing. Also,
relatively high shares of
detached and semi-attached
housing.

.
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renter-occupied housing and
relatively low occupancy
rates.
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Cluster 4 (n = 135)

Cluster 5 (n = 41)

Highly
socio-economically
disadvantaged. These housing
estates rank the second lowest
in terms of level of income,
level of education and
unemployment rate.
Estates with rather peculiar
socio-economic
profiles.
Rather average unemployment
rates, very low levels of
income, but relatively high
educational levels.

Clearly the highest shares of
foreign-language speakers and
comparatively young age
structures. Among the highest
shares of families with children
and lowest shares of elderly.
Peculiar age structures with
particularly high shares of
young adults aged 18–29.

Predominantly
renteroccupied housing. Also, the
highest occupancy rates.

Predominantly
renteroccupied
housing
with
comparatively
low
occupancy rates.

Summing up, a comparison of the typologies of suburban housing estates from 1990 and 2010
underlines that Finnish suburban housing estates have undergone a highly differentiated
development during this twenty-year period. In socio-economic terms, a general socioeconomic decline is highly apparent and exemplified by a noticeable increase in the share of
housing estates that were highly disadvantaged when compared to the average level of income,
education and unemployment in Finland. Whereas approximately 25 percent of all housing
estates were clearly disadvantaged on all these indicators in 1990, in the typology for 2010,
more than 40 percent of the estates were highly disadvantaged and another 33 percent somewhat
disadvantaged according to these three measures. While the major trend shows substantial
socio-economic decline in most Finnish housing estates, it should also be emphasized that
socio-economic differences have increased substantially among these estates. While most
estates started off being placed in the socio-economic middle-ground in 1990, these housing
estates have since then become noticeably more differently placed on the socio-economic
spectrum.
Another major change that has occurred in parallel with general socio-economic decline is
increased demographic differentiation in suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2010. As
already previously highlighted in previous parts of the analysis, suburban housing estates have
witnessed a substantial ageing of the population, which has been connected to a shrinking of
household size, which in turn is reflected in noticeable population decrease in most housing
estates. Immigration has also become an increasingly important development in some housing
estates, but has on the other hand only played a minor or even non-existent role in influencing
the population composition of most housing estates in Finland.
The findings of this part of the analysis show that socio-economic and demographic changes
have been closely connected in Finnish housing estates. For instance, the typology for 2010
shows that there were two distinctively different types of highly disadvantaged housing estates
in Finland. The first type consisted of estates where severe socio-economic disadvantage was
accompanied by comparatively high shares of foreign-language speakers and relatively young
population structures. The second type included the most socio-economically disadvantaged
estates in Finland, which also had particularly old age structures along with very low shares of
foreign-language speakers. This indicates that the estates that have witnessed the most profound
socio-economic decline have either witnessed a noticeable ageing of the population structure,
or they have become populated by a relatively high share of residents with immigrant
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backgrounds, which would appear to have counterbalanced an ageing of the population
structure in these estates. In a way, an ageing of the population structure and immigration seem
to be opposite developments, as the estates that have witnessed the most noticeable increases
in the share of residents with a foreign first language have the youngest age structures, while
immigration has often been almost non-existent in the estates that have witnessed the most
profound population ageing. These examples illustrate that socio-economic and demographic
changes tend to be closely connected, highlighting the importance of not viewing different
processes of change in isolation from each other.
When comparing how socio-economic and housing characteristics were interrelated in the
typologies for both years, a recognizable link between socio-economic status and tenure
structure is apparent. Already in 1990, the most socio-economically disadvantaged housing
estates were evidently estates with a predominantly renter-occupied housing stock, whereas the
estates that had the highest socio-economic standing were mainly composed of owner-occupied
housing units. As previously discussed, the most noticeable change in terms of housing
characteristics in Finnish housing estates between 1990 and 2010 has been the relatively
noticeable decrease in the share of people who lived in owner-occupied housing. As many
housing estates have undergone substantial socio-economic decline, this has typically been
accompanied by changes in housing tenure in these estates, where fewer households live in
owner-occupied housing and more households in dwellings that they rent. The link between
tenure structure and socio-economic structure was even more noticeable in 2010 than in 1990,
which could be viewed as an indication of increased residualization of renter-occupied housing
in housing estates, where rental units have increasingly been occupied by low-income
households who generally tend to have little choice on the housing market (e.g. Musterd & Van
Kempen 2007; Malpass 2008; Kovács & Herfert 2012).

4.2.3 Suburban housing estates and various paths of development
In order to analyze the various paths of development that suburban housing estates in Finland
have followed, focus is next placed on how housing estates have transitioned from one cluster
to another between 1990 and 2010. The different sequences of neighborhood change are
examined following an approach that has been used in numerous studies, i.e. by first classifying
neighborhoods according to cluster analysis, after which the different transitions that have
occurred between these clusters over time are examined (see e.g. Mikkelbank 2011; Wei &
Knox 2014; Delmelle 2015; Foote & Walter 2016).
Table 20 shows the number of suburban housing estates that have moved from one specific
cluster to another between 1990 and 2010. Annex table 1 provides a more detailed outlook on
what the different development trajectories mean in terms of changes in socio-economic,
demographic and housing characteristics for the different types of estates.
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Cluster membership in 1990
Cluster 1:
Socio-economically average, high
shares of young adults, and
mainly renter-occupancy
(n = 16)
Cluster 2:
Socio-economically and
demographically average, and
mainly owner-occupancy
(n = 206)
Cluster 3:
Socio-economically slightly
below average, old age structures,
and mainly owner-occupancy
(n = 155)
Cluster 4:
High socio-economic status,
young age structures, and mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 66)
Cluster 5:
Socio-economically
disadvantaged, young age
structures and mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 160)
6

47

0

52

104

69

13

13

182

2

22

38

20

35

2

67

3

2

61

2

Cluster membership in 2010
Cluster 2:
Cluster 3:
Cluster 4:
Socio-economically
Slightly below
Socio-economically
highly disadvantaged,
average sociohighly disadvantaged,
very old age
economic status,
noticeable shares of
structures, and mainly relatively average age
foreign-language
renter-occupancy
structures, and mainly
speakers, young age
(n = 107)
owner-occupancy
structures, and mainly
(n = 117)
renter-occupancy
(n = 135)

4

Cluster 1:
Relatively low socioeconomic status, very
old age structures and
mainly owneroccupancy
(n = 203)

6

12

17

0

6

Cluster 5:
Peculiar socioeconomic status, high
shares of young
adults, and mainly
renter-occupancy
(n = 41)

Table 20. Transitions from one cluster to another between 1990 and 2010 shown according to the number of suburban housing estates that have
followed a certain transition.
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Firstly, when focusing on the suburban housing estates that in 1990 were characterized by the
highest socio-economic status among all five housing estate types (cluster 4), the general trend
that can be noticed is that most of these estates retained their comparatively high socioeconomic standing, despite witnessing moderate socio-economic decline between 1990 and
2010. This is highlighted in figure 63, showing the main development trajectories that Finnish
housing estates have followed (see also annex table 1). Of the 66 estates that were part of cluster
4, characterized by high socio-economic status, young age structures and mainly owneroccupied housing in the typology for 1990, nearly all (96 percent) followed one of three main
transitions. Approximately 58 percent of these estates (38 estates) transitioned into cluster 3,
which in 2010 was characterized by the highest socio-economic status among all housing estate
types. In addition, 20 percent of these estates transitioned into cluster 1 (13 estates) and 18
percent of the estates (12 estates) into cluster 5. Common to all these estates is that they
generally remained characterized by comparatively low unemployment rates, high income
levels and relatively high educational levels. Extreme socio-economic decline was highly
uncommon for these estates, as not even a single estate transitioned into the most socioeconomically disadvantaged cluster (cluster 2 in 2010), and only three estates transitioned into
the second most disadvantaged cluster (cluster 4 in 2010). The most apparent demographic
change was a steep ageing of the population structure, although population ageing was quite
moderate compared to most estates. Common to the estates that had a noticeably high socioeconomic standing in 1990 was that they were vastly dominated by owner-occupied housing.
Although the share of owner-occupancy dropped quite noticeably in these estates, as in Finnish
housing estates in general, the housing stock in these estates remained mainly composed of
owner-occupied dwellings also in 2010.
Secondly, for the estates that were part of the socio-economic middle ground in 1990, the
general trend was a relatively noticeable socio-economic decline. This can be seen in the
development trajectories of the estates that were members of cluster 2 in the typology for 1990,
which was composed of 206 estates that were characterized by relatively average socioeconomic and demographic structures and predominantly owner-occupied housing. Roughly
two-thirds of these estates transitioned into cluster 1 (104 estates) and cluster 3 (35 estates) in
the typology for 2010, and underwent relatively noticeable, albeit not extreme socio-economic
decline. These estates also witnessed a substantial population ageing, saw only minor increases
in the share of foreign-language speakers and remained primarily composed of owner-occupied
housing, despite rather substantial decreases in the share of owner-occupancy. For these estates,
socio-economic, demographic and tenure changes were highly noticeable, but less than in the
most extreme cases. The remaining estates (61 estates) that started off in a relatively average
socio-economic position in 1990 mainly transitioned into cluster 4. Compared to the previously
described development trajectories, these estates underwent an even sharper socio-economic
decline along with substantial increases in the share of foreign-language speakers. In these
estates, the impact of immigration appears to have been the most expressed among all the
housing estates. Additionally, these estates were also transformed from being composed of
mainly owner-occupied housing in 1990 to being predominantly renter-occupied in 2010.
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Thirdly, the housing estates that started off slightly below the national socio-economic averages
in 1990 typically underwent either relatively profound or very substantial socio-economic
decline over the next two decades. Of the 155 suburban housing estates that were members of
cluster 3 in 1990, characterized by a slightly below average socio-economic status, the oldest
population structures and being mainly owner-occupied in 1990, approximately 75 percent
transitioned into either cluster 1 (69 estates) or cluster 2 (47 estates) in the typology for 2010.
Most of these estates that transitioned into cluster 1 typically witnessed a relatively significant
socio-economic decline accompanied by a substantial population ageing and remained
predominated owner-occupied, despite a sharp drop in the share of households that live in
owner-occupied housing. The estates that transitioned into cluster 2 witnessed an even more
extreme socio-economic decline and ageing of the population and transitioned from being
composed of mainly owner-occupied housing in 1990 to being predominantly renter-occupied
in 2010, while also seeing a noticeable increase in vacant housing. The remaining estates from
cluster 3 in 1990 transitioned into either cluster 3 or 5 in the typology for 2010. For the 17
estates that transitioned into cluster 5, the general trend was a substantial socio-economic
decline in terms of income level and an increase in unemployment, but also quite noticeable
increases in educational level, which would seem to be related to a substantial increase in the
share of young adults aged 18–29. Another extreme change occurred in housing tenure
composition, which drastically shifted from being vastly owner-occupied to renter-occupied.
Finally, for the 20 estates that transitioned into cluster 3, changes in the internal characteristics
of the estates were less noticeable, as these estates remained quite stable in terms of their socioeconomic, demographic and housing composition. Overall, while the estates that were members
of cluster 3 in 1990 in most cases witnessed quite substantial socio-economic decline, it should
be noted that these estates were also characterized by clearly the eldest population structures in
2010 while also having the fewest foreign-language speakers.
Fourthly, for the vast majority of housing estates that were among the most socio-economically
disadvantaged in 1990, the general trend is that these estates underwent further socio-economic
decline between 1990 and 2010. The 160 estates that were part of cluster 5 in 1990,
characterized by the lowest socio-economic standing, by far the youngest population structures,
and the highest share of renter-occupied housing, primarily followed two alternative paths of
development, that could be viewed as two distinctively different types of decline. The most
common transition, involving 42 percent of these estates (67 estates), was to cluster 4. These
estates witnessed substantial socio-economic decline along with a considerable increase in the
share of foreign-language speakers. In these estates, immigration seems to have had a
counterbalancing effect on population ageing, as these estates were characterized by relatively
young age structures and the lowest shares of elderly among all housing estates. Additionally,
these estates remained vastly dominated by renter-occupied housing also in 2010. The second
most common transition, involving 33 percent of these estates (52 estates), was to cluster 2.
These estates underwent an even more profound socio-economic decline, but unlike in the
aforementioned transition, these estates witnessed a very significant ageing of the population
structure but did not typically witness any noticeably increase in the share of foreign-language
speakers. Characteristic for this type of decline was also that these estates saw a substantial
drop in housing occupancy rates, suggesting a noticeable increase in vacant housing units.
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Figure 63. The main development trajectories that Finnish suburban housing estates have
followed, followed depicted according to transitions between the typology in 1990 and 2010.
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The previously discussed development trajectories show that Finnish suburban housing estates
have been subject to substantial changes that can be detected in their socio-economic,
demographic and housing characteristics, and that many of these changes appear closely
connected. A general tendency of socio-economic decline can be noticed in most housing
estates in Finland, but to a highly varying degree. Firstly, the relative socio-economic position
has shifted downwards especially among the housing states that were part of the socioeconomic middle ground in 1990. Of the estates that were either socio-economically average
(cluster 2) or slightly below average (cluster 3) compared to Finland overall in 1990, the vast
majority were considerably more disadvantaged in relation to income level, educational level
and unemployment rate two decades later. This type of development corresponds to the findings
of Wei & Knox (2014: 478), who observed that middle-class neighborhoods were most likely
to undergo change and to witness either downgrading or upgrading. The observations from
Finnish housing estates show that these specific neighborhoods have overwhelmingly been
subject to socio-economic downgrading whereas upgrading is highly uncommon. Secondly,
substantial socio-economic decline is also highly apparent for the housing estates that in 1990
were among the most disadvantaged (cluster 5), as these estates were typically even more
unfavorably placed in 2010. It should be noticed that a socio-economically disadvantaged
housing estate in 2010 was relatively much more disadvantaged than in 1990, meaning that
most of these estates were subject to further socio-economic decline during this two-decade
period when compared to Finnish housing estates in general and to the country overall. For
instance, the estates that transitioned from the most disadvantaged cluster in 1990 (cluster 5) to
the most disadvantaged cluster in 2010 (cluster 2), saw an average increase in unemployment
rate from 13.4 to 29.8 percent compared to the unemployment rate in Finland that increased
from 5.7 to 10.3 percent. Thirdly, while nearly all the estates that had a noticeably high socioeconomic standing in 1990 were among the most socio-economically advantaged also in 2010,
it should be noticed that also these estates witnessed rather considerable increases in
unemployment along with relative decreases in income level, but to a lesser extent than in
housing estates in general. For instance, for the estates that transitioned from cluster 4 to cluster
3, unemployment rates increased on average from 1.6 to 6.7 percent, which is a noticeable albeit
modest change compared to most estates in Finland.
The various development trajectories also show that suburban housing estates have
simultaneously undergone demographic changes that are reflected in their age, household and
language structure. An ageing of the population structure and a shrinking of the average
household size are closely related developments seen in many housing estates in Finland that
could be considered logically in line with each other. Another major demographic development
is the increased share of population with a foreign first language. While virtually all housing
estates have witnessed a relatively substantial ageing of the population structure, and most
estates have at least seen some effects of increased immigration since 1990, the degree of these
demographic changes differs considerably from one estate to another.
The findings suggest that substantial population ageing and an increase in the share of foreignlanguage speakers are contrary developments in Finnish suburban housing estates. For instance,
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housing estates with high shares of foreign-language speakers generally have comparatively
young age structures, whereas estates with particularly high shares of elderly residents tend to
have low shares of foreign language-speakers. In this respect, immigration seems to have had
a proportionately greater effect in the housing estates where an ageing of the population has not
been particularly noticeable, whereas an ageing of the population structure seems to have been
most substantial in the estates where the role of immigration has been almost non-existent. This
corresponds to previous studies from other parts of Western Europe, which indicate that
immigration has counterbalanced an ageing of the original population in many postwar housing
estates in, for instance, Sweden, Norway and the Netherlands, and where many estates that are
characterized by high shares of residents with immigrant backgrounds also have relatively
young population structures (Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Brattbakk & Hansen 2004; SCB
2018). Overall, the analysis suggests that the housing estates that have undergone socioeconomic decline have also been most affected by demographic changes relating to either
substantial ageing of the population structure or immigration. This is particularly evident for
the housing estates that were among the most socio-economically disadvantaged in 1990, as
these estates have mainly witnessed either a considerable increase in the share of foreignlanguage speakers or a relatively substantial ageing of the population, along with significant
socio-economic decline.
This part of the analysis has also drawn attention to the link between a housing estate’s socioeconomic and demographic profile and the characteristics of its housing stock, and how these
seem to be intertwined in their different paths of development. Housing tenure is clearly related
to socio-economic status, and the previously discussed development trajectories also show that
most housing estates with a high socio-economic status have remained composed of owneroccupied housing, whereas low status estates remain predominantly renter-occupied. An
increase in the share of renter-occupancy and a decrease in the share of owner-occupancy are
general changes seen in Finnish housing estates between 1990 and 2010 (see part 4.1). These
changes are particularly evident for the housing estates that have been subject to significant
socio-economic decline, as they have generally witnessed a substantial increase in renteroccupancy along with a decrease in owner-occupancy. This line of development seems logical,
as households who are in relatively weak socio-economic positions can be considered more
likely to live in renter-occupied housing (see e.g. Musterd & van Kempen 2005). In contrast,
for the housing estates that were among those with the highest socio-economic status, owneroccupancy has generally remained the norm. The analysis suggests that tenure structure and
socio-economic structure have become more closely related features in Finnish suburban
housing estates.
Another typical change related to the housing attributes of suburban housing estates in Finland
is a decrease in occupancy rates, indicating an increase in the share of housing that is vacant. A
rise in vacancies has been the most marked in the housing estates that have witnessed substantial
socio-economic decline along with a significant ageing of the population. This resonates with
the existing research literature concerning housing estates, where the link between socioeconomic decline and increased vacancies is well established (e.g. Prak & Priemus 1986), while
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also significant demographic changes related to an ageing and shrinking of the population have
been linked to increased vacancies (Kabisch & Grossmann 2013).
Despite the previously outlined highly noticeable changes in suburban housing estates, it should
also be considered that the development trajectories of the estates also show certain signs of
stability, when comparing the position of an estate in 1990 and 2010. For instance, in terms of
socio-economic status, it can be noticed that housing estates that were among the most
disadvantaged in 1990 were in the vast majority of cases also among the most disadvantaged
estates in Finland in 2010. At the opposite end of the spectrum, it can also be seen that estates
that had a high socio-economic standing in 1990 were in most cases also among the most socioeconomically advantaged two decades later. Additionally, the findings also show that extreme
socio-economic transitions from one end of the socio-economic spectrum to the opposite have
been highly uncommon among suburban housing estates. The findings clearly indicate that the
starting point of an estate has been an important determinant for their future socio-economic
development, and also that socio-economic status often seems to persist over time.
There appears to be a certain degree of path-dependency, which has been emphasized in several
studies concerning neighborhood change and the development of postwar housing estates,
where the initial quality of the neighborhood and its housing stock has been considered an
important determinant of their future development (Prak & Priemus 1986; Wassenberg 2013;
Zwiers et al. 2016). Stability of this type could be linked to the notion suggested by Zwiers et
al. (2016) that as the physical characteristics and housing stock of neighborhoods usually
remain relatively unchanged over time, similar types of residents will move in and out of the
neighborhood, thereby maintaining the status quo. For housing estates with a low socioeconomic status, which may suffer from a weak reputation, it may also be that public
perceptions partly explain why most of the estates that were comparatively disadvantaged in
1990 remained characterized by a low socio-economic status in 2010. For instance, Power
(1997) and Hastings & Dean (2000) argue that it may be difficult for a neighborhood to get rid
of a stigma once it has developed. As many suburban housing estates in Finland have long been
viewed in a negative light (e.g. Roivainen 1999), and as the perceptions of neighborhoods
influence people’s moving decisions (Vilkama et al. 2016), it may be that these negative
perceptions partly explain why certain estates have been characterized by a low socio-economic
status already during a longer period of time. On the other hand, it should also be considered
that stability in socio-economic status may also be due to little population turnover in some
estates, which could explain the finding that the socio-economic status of many estates has
remained relatively constant over the twenty-year period studied in the analysis. Overall, the
findings suggest that socio-economic stability and change are not mutually exclusive
developments, as tendencies of both are highly apparent.
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4.3 Suburban housing estates and sub-regional differences in Finland
In order to form a deeper understanding of the development of Finnish suburban housing estates
and to address differences between estates in different parts of the country, the focus in this part
of the analysis is on how suburban housing estates in different regional locations differ from
each other in terms of their socio-economic and demographic characteristics and development.
A central starting point for the analysis is the idea that the position and development of suburban
housing estates is strongly influenced by broader societal developments and particularly by
developments occurring in their wider urban and regional contexts (see part 2.4). As shown in
the first part of the analysis (4.1.1), the research data includes housing estates located in
different parts of the country, and the subsequent parts of the analysis illustrate that there are
considerable differences among housing estates in Finland and that these differences have
increased noticeably since 1990. Numerous studies focusing on postwar housing estates have
drawn attention to the fact that, despite certain common developments and many similarities
between postwar housing estates in different parts of Europe, there are actually quite substantial
differences between housing estates in different countries, cities, and even within cities (e.g.
Lankinen 1998; Murie et al. 2003; Turkington et al. 2004; Brattbakk & Hansen 2004; Musterd
& van Kempen 2005; Rowlands et al. 2009; Temelová et al. 2011; Kovács & Herfert 2012;
Glasze 2012; Stjernberg 2017). Against this backdrop, this part of the analysis is primarily
concerned with uncovering how housing estates that are located in different types of subregions differ from each other in regard to their socio-economic and demographic position and
development.
As discussed in part 4.1.3, there are in total 70 sub-regions in Finland, and these sub-regions
are composed of neighboring municipalities that could be considered part of the same regional
labor and housing market. In the following, Finnish sub-regions are classified into growing,
stable and shrinking sub-regions based on their population development between 1990 and
2010. In part 4.3.1, socio-spatial differences within Finland are first examined at the subregional level by exploring how Finnish sub-regions differ from each other in terms of their
socio-economic and demographic characteristics and development over time. The focus in this
part is not yet on housing estates but on differences between sub-regions in Finland, and the
intention is to establish an understanding of socio-spatial differences between sub-regions prior
to the following part of the analysis that specifically addresses suburban housing estates in
different sub-regional locations. In part 4.3.2 suburban housing estates that are located in
growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions are examined comparatively, and the main interest
is to uncover how housing estates in different types of sub-regions differ from each other in
terms of different socio-economic and demographic characteristics and regarding their
development between 1990 and 2010. Following this, the focus is on how the socio-economic,
demographic and housing characteristics of suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions are interrelated. Part 4.3.3 investigates what types of suburban housing
estates were found in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in 1990 and 2010, and what
kind of structural changes have occurred over time. This part builds on the typology of suburban
housing estates (see part 4.2.2) and examines the geographical distribution of the different
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housing estates types identified in the typology in different types of sub-regions. The final part
of the analysis (4.3.4) analyzes the various paths of development that housing estates in
different types of sub-regions have undergone between 1990 and 2010 and what types of
different changes have occurred in parallel.

4.3.1 Sub-regions and socio-spatial differences in Finland
Finland is in many ways undergoing an unbalanced development, and, as discussed in part 1.4,
several studies have drawn attention to the stark socio-spatial disparities and demographic
differences between regions and municipalities within the country (e.g. State of the Nordic
Region 2018). For the purpose of the analysis, and in order to consider socio-spatial differences
between sub-regions in Finland, all 70 Finnish sub-regions (see part 4.1.1) have been classified
into three types according to their relative population development between 1990 and 2010,
namely growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions. The first category, growing sub-regions,
includes all sub-regions where the population has increased 5 percent or more during these two
decades of time. The second category, stable sub-regions, includes all sub-regions where the
relative change in population size has only been minor, namely between -5 and 5 percent. The
third category, shrinking sub-regions, includes sub-regions where the population has decreased
more than 5 percent between 1990 and 2010. The purpose of this classification is to provide a
means for analyzing how suburban housing estates that are located in regions that are
undergoing different lines of development differ from each other in terms of their socioeconomic and demographic characteristics and development. This classification of Finnish subregions is presented in figure 64, along with a list of each sub-region belonging to each subregional type presented in table 21.
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Population change in Finnish sub-regions
(1990–2010)
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Figure 64. The classification of Finnish sub-regions into growing, stable and shrinking subregions based on their relative population development between 1990 and 2010 (the map shows
the names of the ten most populous sub-regions in Finland).
Table 21. Finnish sub-regions classified as growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions based on
their relative population development between 1990 and 2010 (sub-regions are arranged in the
table in descending order according to the relative size of population change).
Growing
sub-regions
(n = 15)

Stable
sub-regions
(n = 13)

Shrinking sub-regions
(n = 42)

Oulu

Seinäjoki

Äänekoski

Koillis-Savo

Järviseutu

Helsinki

Jakobstadsregionen

Mikkeli

Varkaus

Keuruu

Tampere

Joensuu

Åboland-Turunmaa

Vakka-Suomi

Joutsa

Jyväskylä

Lahti

Ålands skärgård

Kaustinen

Pieksämäki

Ålands landsbygd

Lappeenranta

Rauma

Suupohja

Imatra

Turku

Ylivieska

Lounais-Pirkanmaa

Kuusiokunnat

Saarijärvi-Viitasaari

Porvoo

Kyrönmaa

Kouvola

Pohjois-Lappi

Sisä-Savo

Riihimäki

Raasepori

Oulunkaari

Jämsä

Ylä-Pirkanmaa

Kuopio

Etelä-Pirkanmaa

Kemi-Tornio

Luoteis-Pirkanmaa

Keski-Karjala

Hämeenlinna

Loimaa

Kajaani

Ylä-Savo

Koillismaa

Mariehamns stad

Forssa

Loviisa

Sydösterbotten

Pielisen Karjala

Vaasa

Pori

Raahe

Savonlinna

Torniolaakso

Rovaniemi

Kotka-Hamina

Tunturi-Lappi

Pohjois-Satakunta

Kehys-Kainuu

Nivala-Haapajärvi

Haapavesi-Siikalatva

Itä-Lappi

Salo
Kokkola
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The first category, growing sub-regions, includes a total of 15 sub-regions in the whole of
Finland. As illustrated in figure 64, most of these sub-regions are located in the south of Finland
where a substantial share of the Finnish population lives. These include the Helsinki sub-region
(population 1,500,394 in 2015), which is clearly the most populous urban region in Finland,
followed by Tampere (394,314) and Turku (323,185) (Population 2015). In the south of
Finland, Salo, Riihimäki, Hämeenlinna and Porvoo are also growing sub-regions in this
classification. In other parts of the country, Jyväskylä in central Finland, Kuopio in eastern
Finland, Vaasa and Kokkola in western Finland, and Oulu and Rovaniemi further north are also
sub-regions that have witnessed a relative increase in population. Additionally, two sub-regions
in the Åland Islands, Mariehamn and Ålands landsbygd, are also classified as growing. Overall,
the vast majority of growing sub-regions are ones with relatively large populations, for instance,
six of the ten most populous sub-regions in Finland are classified as growing. Most of these
sub-regions are relatively urban and they are characterized by relatively diverse regional
economic structures, while the remaining sub-regions are mainly medium-sized and located in
the proximity of the main growth centers (see also e.g. Antikainen 2010; Aro 2016; Vartiainen
2016; Smas 2018). The only exceptions are the two sub-regions with low populations located
on the Åland Islands, an autonomous region of Finland.
The second category, stable sub-regions, includes a total of 13 sub-regions, most of which have
medium-sized populations and are located near growing sub-regions. Five of these sub-regions,
Lahti, Loimaa, Forssa, Etelä-Pirkanmaa and Raasepori, are located in southern Finland in close
proximity of the main urban growth regions of Helsinki, Tampere and Turku. Joensuu and
Lappeenranta in the eastern parts of the country and Kotka-Hamina in the southeast, all with
medium-sized populations, are also classified as stable sub-regions. Finally, in the western parts
of the country, the sub-regions of Pori, Seinäjoki, Kyrönmaa, Pietarsaari and Ylivieska are also
classified as stable regions and they are located near the growing sub-regions of western
Finland.
The third category, shrinking sub-regions, includes the majority of Finnish sub-regions, 42 in
total. Sub-regions that have witnessed population decline between 1990 and 2010 are
particularly found in the northern, eastern and central parts of the country. In northern Finland,
Rovaniemi and Oulu are growing sub-regions, while all other remaining sub-regions have
shrinking populations. In central Finland, all other sub-regions except for Jyväskylä have
shrinking populations, while in the eastern and southeastern parts of the country, all other subregions besides Kuopio, Joensuu, Lappeenranta and Kotka-Hamina have witnessed a decrease
in population. Overall, shrinking sub-regions include a wide array of sub-regions that
significantly differ from each other. While the majority of these are peripherally located subregions with low populations, this category also includes some medium-sized sub-regions such
as Rauma, Kemi-Tornio, Kouvola, Mikkeli, Varkaus, Imatra and Kajaani.
This classification of sub-regions underlines that Finland is witnessing a highly unbalanced
population development, highlighting that vast parts of the country and 60 percent of Finnish
sub-regions have noticeably shrinking populations. Although a decrease in population size,
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resulting from both outmigration and low rates of natural population growth, is the most evident
indicator of shrinkage, the concept of shrinkage refers to an interplay of several factors related
to demographic change and economic decline (see e.g. Bontje & Musterd 2012). Therefore, it
is not only relevant to examine how different sub-regions differ in terms of population change
over time but also in terms of other central socio-economic and demographic attributes, as these
are presumably closely related.
Figure 65, presenting the unemployment rate in Finnish sub-regions in 2010, shows
considerable variation within Finland. In general, unemployment was lower in the southern and
western parts of the country and considerably higher in northern and eastern Finland. The figure
shows clear differences between the three types of sub-regions, where growing sub-regions
generally show lower rates of unemployment than stable and shrinking sub-regions. A similar
situation can be identified in figure 66 portraying sub-regional differences according to the
share of low-income earners in 2010. Sub-regions with a comparatively high share of lowincome earners are to a significant extent situated in the same parts of the country as the subregions with high unemployment, namely in the northern, eastern and central parts of Finland,
while sub-regions with a proportionately lower share of low-income earners can be found
mainly along the southern and western coast. Meanwhile, the figure also illustrates notable
differences between the three types of sub-regions. This can also be detected in the median
share of low-income earners that was clearly lower among growing sub-regions (18.9%)
compared to stable (21.8%) and shrinking sub-regions (23.5%) in 2010 (see annex table 2). In
contrast, the share of high-income earners shows an opposite situation, as the median share was
19.2 percent among growing, 15.7 percent among stable and 13.2 percent among shrinking subregions in 2010. A comparison to the median values in 1990 shows that there has been an
increase in low-income earners along with a slight decrease in high-income earners in all three
sub-regional types. Overall, these observations highlight that income levels in growing subregions are generally clearly the highest whereas shrinking sub-regions are characterized by the
lowest income levels.
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Unemployment rate in Finnish sub-regions (2010)

All sub-regions

Growing sub-regions

Stable sub-regions

Shrinking sub-regions

Figure 65. The unemployment rate in Finnish sub-regions in 2010 classified according to
quartiles. From left to right, all sub-regions (n = 70), growing sub-regions (n = 15), stable subregions (n = 13) and shrinking sub-regions (n = 42).

Share of low-income earners in Finnish sub-regions (2010)

All sub-regions

Growing sub-regions

Stable sub-regions

Shrinking sub-regions

Figure 66. The share of low-income earners in Finnish sub-regions in 2010 classified according
to quartiles.

When examining differences in the level of education, as shown in figure 67, there is great
variation among sub-regions in Finland. The maps display the share of population aged 18 and
over with tertiary education in 2010. It is noteworthy that the highest levels of education are
194

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
found in the main urban sub-regions. These sub-regions are the most populous, they are
generally characterized by relatively diverse labor markets and economic structures and most
of the universities in the country are located in these sub-regions. In contrast, sub-regions with
comparatively low levels of education can be found particularly in the more remote northern
and eastern parts of Finland. As shown in annex table 2, apparent differences in the level of
education can be seen in the median shares of the adult population with higher education, which
were considerably higher in growing sub-regions (17.2%) compared to stable (13.4%) and
shrinking sub-regions (9.5%) in 2010. The level of education among the employed adult
population, on the other hand, shows that there were no noteworthy differences in the share
who only had basic level education, as the median share was similar in growing (14.2%), stable
(15.2%) and shrinking (16.5%) sub-regions in 2010. Meanwhile, there were clear differences
in the share of the employed population with higher education, as the median share was
considerably higher in growing sub-regions (40.6%) compared to stable (34.4%) and shrinking
(28.4%) sub-regions in 2010.

Share of population with tertiary education in Finnish sub-regions (2010)

All sub-regions

Growing sub-regions

Stable sub-regions

Shrinking sub-regions

Figure 67. Share of population with tertiary education in Finnish sub-regions in 2010 classified
according to quartiles.

When demographic differences are examined, the major urban sub-regions stand out as ones
where the share of elderly persons is comparatively low. Generally, the share of population
aged 65 and over is also low in several municipalities along the western coast. In contrast, many
of the sub-regions with proportionately high shares of elderly residents can be found in the
eastern parts of the country and also to a great extent in central Finland. Growing sub-regions
typically have considerably younger populations than the other sub-regional types. This is
reflected in substantially higher shares of people who are younger than 50 years of age in
growing sub-regions, whereas shrinking sub-regions have noticeably higher shares of people
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who are older than 50. A comparison to the situation in 1990 shows that differences in the age
composition of growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions have become more expressed (see
annex table 2).

Share of population aged 65 and over in Finnish sub-regions (2010)

All sub-regions

Growing sub-regions

Stable sub-regions

Shrinking sub-regions

Figure 68. Share of population aged 65 and over in Finnish sub-regions in 2010 classified
according to quartiles

Demographic differences between different parts of the country are also evident when
comparing the share of the population who spoke a foreign language as their first in 2010. As
portrayed in figure 69, certain sub-regions in the southern parts of the country, along the
southeastern border, and a few sub-regions on the western coast, have proportionately higher
shares of foreign language speakers. Generally, the median share was higher in growing (3.3%)
than in stable (1.9%) and shrinking sub-regions (1.4%) in 2010. A comparison to the situation
two decades earlier shows that the median share of foreign language speakers in 1990 was 0.4%,
0.3% and 0.1% in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions respectively, whereby the most
significant change has taken place in certain urban sub-regions, while many shrinking subregions in particular have remained untouched by immigration.
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Share of foreign-language population in Finnish sub-regions (2010)

All sub-regions

Growing sub-regions

Stable sub-regions

Shrinking sub-regions

Figure 69. Share of foreign-language population in Finnish sub-regions in 2010 classified
according to a natural breaks (Jenks) classification.

When examining sub-regional differences in the share of the housing stock that is occupied,
figure 70 illustrates notable differences between the three types of sub-regions in 2014. The
major urban sub-regions stand out as ones with comparatively high rates of occupancy, while
sub-regions particularly in the northern parts of the country and certain sub-regions in central
Finland have lower rates of occupancy. Overall, the median occupancy rate was slightly higher
in growing sub-regions (89.6%) compared to stable (88.4%) and shrinking (85.9%) sub-regions
(annex table 2). The higher occupancy rates in growing than in shrinking sub-regions can be
seen to reflect sub-regional differences in the supply and demand of housing more generally.
These can, in turn, be related to changes in the population size and composition that have
occurred in different sub-regions. As growing sub-regions have witnessed a relative increase in
population, a higher demand for housing and consequently higher rates of occupancy can be
seen as a logical outcome. Shrinking sub-regions, meanwhile, may therefore be confronted with
a situation which is the opposite. As sub-regions of this type have witnessed population loss, a
higher share of vacant housing can be considered an expected outcome reflecting this
development.
Additionally, sub-regions also differ from each other in terms of housing tenure. Generally, the
share of owner-occupied housing was lower in growing (62.9%) than in stable (74.3%) and
shrinking (73.3%) sub-regions (annex table 2). Meanwhile, the share of rented housing was
higher in growing (32.7%) than in stable (23.1%) and shrinking (23.4%) sub-regions. These
differences are likely to be related to differences in the characteristics of the housing stock more
generally. For example, the higher share of rented housing in growing sub-regions is
presumably related to the fact that these sub-regions are primarily urban regions where multifamily housing such as apartment buildings are more common. It can be considered more likely
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that residential buildings of this type contain a relatively high share of housing units that are
renter-occupied. On the other hand, shrinking sub-regions are to a great extent sparsely
populated sub-regions where the housing stock mainly is composed of single-family homes,
which most typically are owner-occupied.

Share of housing that is occupied in Finnish sub-regions (2014)

All sub-regions

Growing sub-regions

Stable sub-regions

Shrinking sub-regions

Figure 70. Share of housing that is occupied in Finnish sub-regions in 2014 classified according
to quartiles

As illustrated in this part, there are substantial socio-economic and demographic differences
within Finland that can be detected at the sub-regional level. Although the classification of subregions used in this part of the analysis is based on the relative change in population size in subregions between 1990 and 2010, the previous examples show that growing, stable and shrinking
sub-regions also differ from each other in terms of their socio-economic and demographic
characteristics. For instance, while growing sub-regions typically have comparatively lower
levels of unemployment, higher levels of income and education, they also generally have
younger populations and higher shares of foreign language speakers. Sub-regions also differ
from each other, for instance, in terms of the characteristics of their housing stock, exemplified
for instance by higher housing occupancy rates in growing sub-regions. Differences in tenure
structure are also apparent, illustrated by noticeably higher shares of renter-occupied housing
in growing sub-regions, whereas the housing stock in stable and shrinking sub-regions is more
vastly dominated by owner-occupancy.
Many of the previously discussed socio-economic and demographic differences could be
considered closely related and logically in line with each other. For instance, growing subregions in Finland are in most cases relatively prosperous city-regions with comparatively large
populations and diverse economic structures, whereas the economic structure in shrinking sub198
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regions is generally more one-sided (see e.g. Antikainen 2010; Aro 2016; Vartiainen 2016). As
Kotilainen et al. (2015) note, a typical feature in Finland is that many small cities, communities
and settlements that are confronted with population decline have been economically dependent
on the utilization of processing of natural resources, especially timber and minerals. Due to
structural changes in the global division of labor, employment opportunities have in many cases
worsened in these places, which has resulted in outmigration and substantial ageing of the
population. This resonates with the notion that the most urbanized places can be expected to
flourish in the contemporary global economy, whereas peripheral regions are more likely to
undergo shrinkage (Bontje & Musterd 2012). It can therefore be considered expected that
regions with lower levels of unemployment and more diverse labor markets are witnessing
population growth due to in-migration and have younger populations, who on average have
higher levels of education and income. In contrast, it also seems logical that shrinking subregions with less favorable economic and employment circumstances have ageing populations
and are confronted by out-migration and have higher shares of empty housing units. From this
perspective, it seems important not to view these various changes in isolation from each other,
but instead to consider population growth or decrease in different regions in relation to an
interplay of various broader economic, political, demographic and socio-cultural developments.
These changes indicate that Finland is undergoing an unbalanced development and that subregional differences are pronounced. Socio-spatial differences between Finnish sub-regions are
further discussed in part 5.2.4 along with differences between suburban housing estates in
different sub-regional locations. In the following part of the analysis, the focus is directed at
how the previously described differences seen at the sub-regional level possibly are reflected
in the socio-economic and demographic characteristics and development of suburban housing
estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions.

4.3.2 Socio-economic and demographic change in suburban housing estates in
growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions
The focus in this part of the analysis is on the socio-economic and demographic characteristics
of suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions. Their position in 1990
and 2010, along with their development during these two decades of time, is examined in
relation to their wider sub-regions. As illustrated in part 4.1, Finnish suburban housing estates
have undergone significant socio-economic and demographic changes during these two
decades. All suburban housing estates, however, have not developed in a uniform way and there
are considerable differences among housing estates. As shown in the previous part (4.2.1), there
are also clearly recognizable differences between sub-regions in Finland.
The median values of various demographic and socio-economic variables for suburban housing
estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in 1990 and 2010 are presented in table 22,
in a similar fashion as in table 7 in part 4.1.2. A more detailed outlook on changes that have
occurred in suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions during these
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two decades of time is provided in figures 71–76. These figures show the position of suburban
housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions relative to the averages of their
respective sub-regions according to age, household and language composition, as well as
unemployment rate, level of education and income. In these graphs, the y-axes show the values
of the housing estates and the x-axes the sub-regional averages of the sub-regions where the
housing estates are located, allowing to assess how each housing estate in the three sub-regional
types ranks in comparison to its wider sub-region according to each variable. The red lines in
the graphs indicate where the value of an estate is exactly the same as in the sub-region overall.
This means that dots that are located above this line portray housing estates that rank higher
than the sub-regional average while dots that are placed below the line rank lower than the subregion according to each variable.
Table 22 shows the median values of various variables for suburban housing estates in growing,
stable and shrinking sub-regions. Among the 603 suburban housing estates that are at focus of
the analysis, 331 are found in growing, 127 in stable and 145 in shrinking sub-regions.
Differences can be identified, firstly, in the median population size and number of households.
In 2010, the median population size among housing estates in growing sub-regions was 652
compared to 425 in stable and 310 in shrinking sub-regions. Differences in the median number
of households are also clear, as this figure was 382 in housing estates in growing sub-regions,
258 in housing estates in stable sub-regions, and 205 in shrinking sub-regions. Compared to
1990, a substantial decrease in median population size can be detected in suburban housing
estates in all three types of sub-regions. The median population decreased from 785 to 652 in
growing, from 538 to 425 in stable and from 434 to 310 in shrinking regions between 1990 and
2010. In relative terms the decrease was approximately 17 percent in growing, 21 percent in
stable and 29 percent in shrinking sub-regions. This illustrates that suburban housing estates
have quite expectedly witnessed the proportionately greatest population decrease in shrinking
sub-regions where the overall population also has shrunk between 1990 and 2010.
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Table 22. Median values of variables concerning the demographic and socio-economic
structure and certain housing characteristics of suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.
Median values of various variables related to the population characteristics and housing stock of suburban
housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in 1990 and 2010
1990

2010

Growing
(331
estates)

Stable
(127
estates)

Shrinking
(145
estates)

Growing
(331
estates)

Stable
(127
estates)

Shrinking
(145
estates)

Population size

785

538

434

652

425

310

Number of households

384

263

210

382

258

205

Age 0–17

20.0%

20.3%

19.6%

15.4%

14.1%

12.9%

Age 18–29

20.8%

20.8%

20.4%

19.2%

18.2%

17.5%

Age 30–49

31.2%

29.9%

27.6%

24.2%

21.1%

19.7%

Age 50–64

15.0%

15.0%

15.7%

20.9%

23.4%

23.4%

Age 65–

10.4%

12.6%

15.4%

18.5%

21.9%

24.9%

One person

37.0%

39.1%

41.1%

53.7%

57.4%

62.0%

Two persons

31.6%

31.5%

30.3%

29.8%

29.2%

26.7%

Three persons

15.4%

15.7%

13.6%

8.8%

7.4%

5.9%

Four persons or more

14.4%

13.1%

11.9%

7.4%

5.4%

4.2%

0.6%

0.4%

0.2%

5.7%

4.7%

3.1%

Only basic level education

45.3%

48.6%

50.0%

33.3%

37.9%

40.0%

Higher education

7.4%

4.1%

4.2%

14.1%

8.6%

7.4%

Only basic level education

35.0%

37.0%

32.5%

17.6%

19.4%

18.2%

Tertiary education

23.4%

17.2%

20.2%

31.5%

25.2%

23.5%

Low income

13.8%

17.8%

20.7%

19.6%

24.8%

28.1%

Medium income

65.9%

68.2%

66.0%

63.9%

65.8%

63.9%

High income

19.1%

12.7%

11.5%

13.1%

8.4%

7.2%

4.3%

8.5%

11.1%

12.9%

20.1%

21.7%

Share of housing occupied

96.1%

95.3%

94.1%

93.5%

90.3%

87.6%

Share in owner-occupied housing

58.7%
35.9%

50.3%
45.6%

47.8%
46.1%

47.7%
43.2%

41.8%
46.8%

39.8%
46.6%

3.9%

3.9%

4.3%

7.3%

9.9%

10.2%

Age composition

Size of households

Population by first language
Other
Level of education¹

Level of education of
population²

employed

Income level³

Unemployment4
Unemployment rate
Housing

Share in rented housing
Share in housing with other type of
tenure
1

Level of education among people aged 18 and over. (People with only basic level education have at most nine years of
education, with leaving certificates from primary schools, middle schools and comprehensive schools. People with higher
education have either lower or higher tertiary education.)
2
Level of education among people who are employed. Figures from 1990 and 2000 include the employed population aged 15–
74 while figures from 2010 include people aged 18–74.
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3

Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 6,039 in 1990, EUR
7,307 in 2000 and EUR 10,879 in 2010). High income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a minimum annual
income of EUR 20,431 in 1990, EUR 27,061 in 2000 and EUR 37,892 in 2010).
Data sources: Housing estate data aggregated from the Grid Database and the YKR database.

In terms of demographic characteristics, suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions can clearly be distinguished from each other. Firstly, there are noticeable
differences in their age composition. Housing estates in growing sub-regions generally have a
higher share of residents in the younger age groups while housing estates in shrinking subregions typically have a higher share of elderly residents. The shares of the population aged 0–
17, 18–29 and 30–49 are all greater in housing estates in growing sub-regions compared to
stable and shrinking sub-regions. The older age groups reveal an opposite picture, and the share
of the population aged 50–64 and 65 and over are clearly higher in suburban housing estates in
shrinking sub-regions than in stable and growing sub-regions. The most significant difference
is in the age group of 65 and over, which was 18.5 percent in growing, 21.9 percent in stable
and 24.9 percent in shrinking sub-regions. Figure 71 also clearly illustrates that suburban
housing estates in shrinking sub-regions generally had a proportionately higher share of elderly
residents in 2010 than in the two other sub-regional types. In terms of age composition, a
significant degree of change can be seen between 1990 and 2010. In 1990, differences between
housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions were less evident than in 2010.
The only noteworthy difference in 1990 was in the share of population aged 65 and over, which
was 10.4 percent in growing, 12.6 percent in stable and 15.4 percent in shrinking regions (see
table 22). However, these differences were less evident than in 2010. In general, differences in
the age composition of suburban housing estates in the three types of sub-regions have increased
between 1990 and 2010, and although an ageing of the population can be detected in suburban
housing estates generally, this change has been the most pronounced in housing estates in
shrinking sub-regions. This also reflects the development at the sub-regional level more
generally, as an ageing of the population has overall been the most significant in shrinking subregions, whereas growing sub-regions generally have younger age structures of the population.
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Share of population aged 65 and over in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
Growing sub-regions (1990)

Growing sub-regions (2010)
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Figure 71. The share of population aged 65 and over in suburban housing estates in growing,
stable and shrinking sub-regions compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions
in 1990 and 2010 (the y-axis shows the values of suburban housing estates and x-axis the values
of the sub-regional averages).

Secondly, differences in demographic characteristics can also be identified in household size.
In 2010, this was particularly evident in the median share of single-person households. As
shown in table 22, this share was considerably lower in housing estates in growing sub-regions
(53.7%) than in stable (57.4%) and shrinking sub-regions (62.0%) in 2010. Meanwhile, the
share of larger households was the highest in growing sub-regions. As the share of households
with three and four persons or more is the greatest in growing sub-regions, this can be related
to the share of children, which also is higher than in stable and shrinking sub-regions. This
indicates that the share of families with children is the highest in housing estates located in
growing sub-regions and the lowest in shrinking sub-regions. A comparison of household size
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in the three types of sub-regions also reveals a significant degree of change between 1990 and
2010. While there were clear differences in the median household size of housing estates in
growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in 2010, differences in household size were only
minor in 1990. Table 22 depicts that the only noteworthy difference in 1990 was in the median
share of single-person households, which was 37.0 percent in growing, 39.1 percent in stable
and 41.1 percent in shrinking sub-regions, although, compared to the situation in 2010,
differences were far less evident. In 1990, differences in the share of households with two
persons, three persons or four persons or more were only marginal. A comparison of the
situation in 1990 and 2010 shows that while a decrease in household size is a trend that can be
seen in housing estates generally in Finland, this change has been most apparent in housing
estates located in shrinking sub-regions. This is also clearly illustrated in figure 72. Changes in
household size, particularly in housing estates in shrinking sub-regions, can be related to the
previously discussed changes seen in the age composition of suburban housing estates and also
at the sub-regional level more generally.
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Share of single-person households in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 72. The share of single-person households in suburban housing estates in growing, stable
and shrinking sub-regions compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in
1990 and 2010.

Also, the share of inhabitants with a foreign language as their first language varies in suburban
housing estates in the three types of sub-regions. In 2010, the median share differed slightly
between housing estates in growing (5.7%), stable (4.7%) and shrinking (3.1%) sub-regions.
This corresponds to the share of foreign-language speakers at the sub-regional level, which
generally was higher in growing sub-regions (see part 4.2.1). As a vast share of housing estates
in growing sub-regions are located in the major city regions where shares of population with
immigrant backgrounds are comparatively higher, such as in the Helsinki and Turku regions,
this is also reflected in the population characteristics of the housing estates as well. Although
the median values do not show particularly significant differences between housing estates in
the three sub-regional types, greater differences can be seen in figure 73, showing the share of
foreign-language speakers compared to the sub-regional average in each housing estate. While
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most housing estates in growing sub-regions do not have particularly high shares of foreignlanguage speakers, there are some housing estates where these shares are comparatively high.
As already previously discussed, the situation was highly different in 1990, and the shares of
people with a foreign language as their first language were low throughout Finland, as well as
in suburban housing estates in all three types of sub-regions. The degree of change between
1990 and 2010 has been the greatest in suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions, where
the share of foreign language-speakers has increased the most, while the effects of immigration
are clearly lesser in shrinking sub-regions.

Share of foreign language population in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 73. The share of foreign-language speakers in suburban housing estates in growing,
stable and shrinking sub-regions compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions
in 1990 and 2010.
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In addition to the previously discussed differences in demographic characteristics, suburban
housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions can also be distinguished based on
their socio-economic characteristics. Firstly, suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions
generally had significantly lower rates of unemployment than estates in the two other subregional types in 2010. Table 22 shows that, while the median unemployment rate in suburban
housing estates in growing sub-regions was 12.9 percent, the corresponding rates were 20.1
percent in stable and 21.7 percent in shrinking sub-regions in 2010. This shows that while the
share was considerably lower in suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions, there was
only a slight difference between housing estates in stable and shrinking sub-regions in this
regard. It is worth noting that considerable differences in unemployment existed between
suburban housing estates in the three types of sub-regions already in 1990. The median
unemployment rate in suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions was 4.3 percent
compared to 8.5 percent in stable and 11.1 percent in shrinking sub-regions (see table 22). When
comparing the median unemployment rates of suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions to their wider sub-regions, as shown in figure 74, differences were
apparent already in 1990. Suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions typically had a
similar unemployment rate compared to the sub-region overall in 1990, while estates in stable
and shrinking sub-regions had somewhat higher rates of unemployment compared to their subregions. It should be noted that shrinking sub-regions generally already had comparatively
higher shares of unemployment in 1990. The figure also shows that unemployment increased
significantly in suburban housing estates in all three types of sub-regions between 1990 and
2010.
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Unemployment rate in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 74. The unemployment rate in suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking
sub-regions compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.

Socio-economic differences can also be noted in the level of education. In general, the level of
education was the highest in suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions and the lowest
in shrinking sub-regions in 2010. More specifically, the median share of the population aged
18 and over with only basic level education was 33.3 percent in growing, 37.9 percent in stable
and 40.0 percent in declining sub-regions (see table 22). Conversely, the share with tertiary
education was significantly greater in growing sub-regions (14.1%) compared to stable (8.6%)
and shrinking (7.4%) sub-regions. Also figure 75 shows that suburban housing estates in
growing sub-regions generally had a significantly higher share of residents with tertiary
education. There are certain estates in growing sub-regions that especially stand out due to their
particularly high educational levels. Already in 1990, housing estates in growing sub-regions
generally already had somewhat higher levels of education than in stable and shrinking subregions. This can be seen in the median share of the population with only basic level education,
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which was comparatively somewhat lower in housing estates in growing (45.3%) than in stable
(48.6%) and shrinking (50.0%) sub-regions (table 22). In 1990, there were also clear differences
in the median share of the population with tertiary education, which, in contrast, was higher in
housing estates in growing sub-regions (7.4%) than in stable (4.1%) and shrinking (4.2%) subregions. According to this variable, suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions clearly
differed from housing estates in the other two types of sub-regional types in 1990, as they
already then had noticeably higher shares of residents with a high level of education. The figures
from 2010 indicate that this difference has become even more expressed. It is generally worth
noting that suburban housing estates in stable and shrinking sub-regions do not considerably
differ from each other in terms of level of education, whereas certain estates in growing subregions have levels of education that are proportionately much higher than their sub-regional
average.
Share of population with tertiary education in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 75. The share of population with higher education in suburban housing estates in
growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions compared to the sub-regional average of the wider
sub-regions in 1990 and 2010.
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When comparing the level of education according to a different measure, namely educational
level among the employed population, table 22 shows that there are less significant differences
between suburban housing estates in the three types of sub-regions. Particularly differences in
the share of the employed population who only had basic level education were only marginal
in 2010, as the median shares were 17.6 percent, 19.4 percent and 18.2 percent in housing
estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions respectively. On the other hand, the share
of employed population with tertiary education was clearly higher in housing estates in growing
sub-regions (31.5%) than in stable (25.2%) and shrinking (23.5%) sub-regions, underlining that
differences in the share of highly educated workforce was noticeable in 2010. When examining
differences in the level of education among the employed population in 1990, these were less
evident (table 22), which suggests that differentiation among suburban housing estates has
increased during the last few decades also in this regard.
A clear distinction can be made between suburban housing estates in the three sub-regional
types also according to income level. In 2010, the share of low-income earners was considerably
lower in suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions (19.6%) than in stable (24.8%) and
shrinking (28.1%) sub-regions (see table 22). Conversely, the share of high-income earners was
clearly higher in housing estates in growing sub-regions (13.1%) compared to stable (8.4%)
and shrinking (7.2%) sub-regions. This illustrates that in terms of income, housing estates in
growing sub-regions clearly stand out, whereas differences between housing estates in stable
and shrinking sub-regions were only minor. Similarly, as in 2010, the median share of lowincome earners was comparatively lower in housing estates in growing sub-regions (13.8%)
than in stable (17.8%) and shrinking (20.7%) sub-regions in 1990 (see table 22). Meanwhile,
the share of high-income earners was higher in growing sub-regions (19.1%) compared to stable
(12.7%) and shrinking (11.5%) sub-regions. This shows that suburban housing estates in
growing sub-regions differed considerably from ones in the two other types of sub-regions,
whereas estates in stable and shrinking sub-regions were more similar in this respect.
Suburban housing estates have generally witnessed an unfavorable development of income
between 1990 and 2010, as there has been an increase in the share of low-income earners along
with a decrease in high-income earners in housing estates in all three types of sub-regions.
When comparing the median share of low- and high-income earners in suburban housing estates
(see table 22) to their wider sub-regions (see annex table 2), it can be noted that suburban
housing estates in all three sub-regional types had proportionately fewer low-income earners
and a lower share of high-income earners compared to the sub-region in 1990. Two decades
later, the shares of low-income and high-income earners were both proportionately higher in
suburban housing estates in all three sub-regional types. Based on these observations, suburban
housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions alike could have been
characterized as middle-income neighborhoods in 1990, while suburban housing estates in 2010
typically had a proportionately higher share of low-income earners compared to the wider subregion in all three sub-regional types. It is noteworthy in figure 76 that a substantial number of
suburban housing estates with particularly high shares of low-income earners could be found
in all three sub-regional types in 2010.
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Share of low-income earners in suburban housing estates compared to sub-regional average
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Figure 76. The share of low-income earners in suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions compared to the sub-regional average of the wider sub-regions in 1990
and 2010.

As portrayed in table 22, when examining the occupancy rates of housing, in 2010, this median
share was higher in housing estates located in growing sub-regions (93.5%) compared to stable
(90.3%) and shrinking (87.6%) sub-regions. This can be seen to reflect differences between
supply and demand on the sub-regional housing markets, and as occupancy rates generally are
higher in growing sub-regions and the lowest iten shrinking sub-regions (see part 4.2.1), this is
naturally also evident in housing estates. As portrayed in the table, substantial change has
occurred since 1990, when there were only minor differences in the occupancy rates of
suburban housing estates in the three different types of sub-regions (96.1% in growing, 95.3%
in stable and 94.1% in shrinking sub-regions). It is noteworthy that occupancy rates have
decreased in housing estates in all three types of sub-regions. This decrease, however, has been
the sharpest in housing estates in shrinking regions, which could be related to the general
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decrease in population that can be observed in the sub-region overall, which presumably has
led to a decreased demand for housing in these types of locations.
Differences can also be identified in housing tenure. In 2010, a proportionately greater share of
the population lived in owner-occupied housing in housing estates in growing sub-regions
(47.7%) than in stable (41.8%) and shrinking (39.8%) sub-regions. Meanwhile, the share that
lived in renter-occupied housing was the lowest in growing sub-regions as well as the share of
people who lived in housing of another tenure type. In 1990, the share of people living in owneroccupied housing was also proportionately higher in housing estates in growing sub-regions
(58.7%) than in stable (50.3%) and shrinking (47.8%) sub-regions. The general trend that can
be noted in suburban housing estates in all three sub-regional types is that fewer households in
these neighborhoods live in an owner-occupied dwelling at the same as renter-occupancy has
become increasingly common.
In summary, this part of the analysis shows that there are noticeable differences between
suburban housing estates in different parts of Finland depending on the type of sub-region
where an estate is located. As illustrated in part 4.2.1, sub-regions in Finland clearly differ from
each other, and the position and development of suburban housing estates reflect these subregional differences. When classifying Finnish sub-regions as growing, stable or shrinking subregions based on changes in their relative population size between 1990 and 2010, substantial
differences can be identified, not only between the sub-regions as such, but also between
housing estates in these three sub-regional types. More specifically, suburban housing estates
in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions differ in their demographic and socio-economic
development and in certain features related to housing.
This part shows that while the population size in suburban housing estates in Finland has
decreased generally, there are substantial differences between estates in different sub-regional
locations in this respect. While the population has decreased in suburban housing estates in all
three sub-regional types, this change has been the most significant in estates in shrinking subregions and the least significant in growing sub-regions. This is logically in line with the wider
development of the sub-region. As shrinking sub-regions, by definition, are ones where the total
population size has decreased between 1990 and 2010, it is natural that population shrinkage
has been the most profound in housing estates in these types of sub-regions.
Suburban housing estates also differ from each other in terms of household and age
composition. For instance, an ageing of the population along with an increase in single-person
households have been comparatively greater in suburban housing estates in shrinking than in
growing sub-regions. These changes in housing estates also seem to mirror changes at the subregional level, as an increase in the share of elderly and single-person households have
generally been most evident in shrinking sub-regions overall.
The share of population with a foreign first language was generally greater in suburban housing
estates in growing than in stable or shrinking sub-regions in 2010, which also clearly reflects
the situation at the sub-regional level. It is noteworthy that while the effects of immigration
have been considerably greater in growing sub-regions than in shrinking sub-regions, only a
few Finnish sub-regions have relatively sizeable foreign language populations.
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Differences in age, household and language composition among estates located in different
locations have increased considerably between 1990 and 2010. While there only were minor
differences between suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in
1990, two decades later, differences in the age and household composition and in the share of
foreign-language speakers were significant. This shows that housing estates in different subregions have followed different lines of development. This differentiated development of
suburban housing estates corresponds to changes seen more broadly at the sub-regional level.
For instance, as there generally has been a significant decrease in population size along with a
notable ageing of the population in shrinking sub-regions overall, it seems evident that these
specific trends are also most apparent in housing estates located in shrinking sub-regions.
Suburban housing estates in the three sub-regions also differ in terms of certain features of their
housing stock, such as the share of housing that is occupied. When examining changes in the
occupancy rates of housing between 1990 and 2010, it is noteworthy that differences between
housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions were only minor in 1990. In 2010,
differences were clearly greater, and while occupancy rates have decreased in housing estates
in all three sub-regional types, this decrease has been most significant in shrinking sub-regions.
In this respect, suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions could be viewed as having
remained more popular than housing estates in shrinking sub-regions, which seems logical
when considering how different sub-regions have developed. For instance, as shrinking subregions have witnessed a decrease in population size, which could be related to a decreased
demand for housing in the sub-region more broadly, it therefore seems natural that suburban
housing estates in these types of locations also have higher shares of vacant housing than similar
areas in growing sub-regions. Population shrinkage and a decrease in the demand for housing
in a sub-region can be linked to changes on the labor market which in turn have an impact on
the demand for housing. These observations resonate with the idea that in a regional housing
market where there is a high demand for housing, even the least desirable estates will remain
relatively popular, while there is a greater probability of vacancies in housing estates located in
regions where the demand for housing is low.
Differences can also be identified in the housing tenure of suburban housing estates in these
three sub-regional types. In housing estates in growing sub-regions a higher share of the
population lived in owner-occupied housing than in stable and shrinking sub-regions in 2010.
In general, a significantly lower share of the population lived in owner-occupied housing in
suburban housing estates in all three sub-regional types than in the sub-regions at large. This
could be related to the lower socio-economic position of suburban housing estates and to the
proportionately higher shares of unemployment and the lower levels of income and education
generally seen in suburban housing estates.
The results also show that the socio-economic development of suburban housing estates differs
notably depending on the type of sub-region where an estate is located. In 2010, suburban
housing estates in shrinking sub-regions generally had a comparatively higher rate of
unemployment along with lower levels of income and education. In this respect, housing estates
resemble their wider sub-regions, as shrinking sub-regions generally had higher unemployment
rates as well as lower levels of income and education than housing estates in growing sub213
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regions. Unlike differences in age and household composition that only were marginal in 1990,
socio-economic differences were already considerable then. In 1990, suburban housing estates
in shrinking sub-regions had substantially higher rates of unemployment, along with noticeably
lower levels of income and education. This shows that suburban housing estates in shrinking
sub-regions were comparatively more disadvantaged than housing estates in growing subregions. In this regard, housing estates bore close resemblance to their wider sub-regions, as
shrinking sub-regions generally had clearly higher rates of unemployment and lower levels of
income and education than growing sub-regions in 1990. A common feature in suburban
housing estates in all three types of sub-regions is that their socio-economic development
between 1990 and 2010 has been unfavorable and that this development seems to clearly reflect
that of their wider sub-regions. However, socio-economic decline seems to have been underway
already during a longer time in housing estates in shrinking sub-regions, having begun already
before 1990, while a more considerable socio-economic change in housing estates in growing
sub-regions seems to have started only after the recession of the early 1990s. In this respect, the
degree of socio-economic change between 1990 and 2010, particularly in unemployment, has
been proportionately greater in housing estates in growing than in shrinking sub-regions.
However, it should be kept in mind that suburban housing estates do not always follow the more
general sub-regional trends. For instance, some estates in shrinking sub-regions have
comparatively lower levels of unemployment and higher levels of income than many estates in
growing sub-regions although estates in shrinking sub-regions are generally the most socioeconomically disadvantaged. On the other hand, there are also suburban housing estates in
growing sub-regions where the unemployment rate is higher and the income level lower than
in most estates in shrinking sub-regions. These examples therefore show that there are
significant differences also among estates in the same types of sub-regions, and that the
development of an estate does not automatically mirror the development of the wider region.
This evidently suggests that estate-level factors are also at play, and that differences in local
characteristics and circumstances are important determinants of how different estates develop.

4.3.3 Different housing estate types in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions
This part of the analysis takes a closer look at the geographical distribution of different types
of suburban housing estates in Finland and at their structural development over time in the three
different types of sub-regions. Whereas the previous part examined housing estates in different
sub-regional locations according to individual variables, next the interest is to uncover how
various demographic, socio-economic and housing characteristics were interrelated in different
regional contexts in 1990 and 2010.
Focus is on investigating what types of suburban housing estates were found in growing, stable
and shrinking sub-regions in 1990 and 2010 and uncovering what types of structural changes
have occurred over this span of time. This part relies on using the outputs of the typologies for
both these years presented in part 4.2.2. As typologies can be used as an aid for better
understanding the diversity of different types of neighborhoods and their characteristics (Vicino
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2008: 480), the purpose here is to further explore the diversity of suburban housing estates in
Finland and to establish a deeper understanding of how various socio-economic, demographic
and housing characteristics were interrelated in housing estates in different types of Finnish
regions.
In the following, the geographical distribution of the five different housing estate types that
were identified in the typologies for 1990 and 2010 (see part 4.2.2) is examined in each of the
three sub-regional types. Table 23 shows the number of housing estates that were categorized
into each of the five clusters in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in 1990, and the
corresponding numbers for 2010 are displayed in table 24.

Table 23. The number of different housing estate types in different types of sub-regions in 1990.
Growing
sub-regions

Stable
sub-regions

Shrinking
sub-regions

Total

Cluster 1: Relatively average socio-economic status in terms
of unemployment and income level but very low shares of
residents with tertiary education; very high shares of young
adults aged 18–29 and low shares of people aged 50 and over;
mainly renter-occupied housing and clearly the lowest
occupancy rates

7

4

5

16

Cluster 2: Relatively average socio-economic status in terms
of unemployment and income level but very low educational
levels; relatively average in terms of age, household and
language structure; predominantly owner-occupied housing
and the highest occupancy rates

140

39

27

206

59

33

63

155

62

2

2

66

63

49

48

160

331

127

145

603

Cluster 3: Slightly below average socio-economic status in
terms of unemployment rate and income but substantially
lower educational levels; clearly the oldest age structures and
smallest household structures with high shares of elderly
residents and single-person households and few families with
children; predominantly owner-occupied housing
Cluster 4: The highest socio-economic status among the
clusters, with the lowest unemployment rates and highest
income and educational levels; average age and household
composition but significantly higher shares of Swedishspeakers than in most estates; the highest shares of owneroccupancy, also the fewest multi-story apartment buildings
and the highest shares of detached and semi-attached housing
Cluster 5: The most socio-economically disadvantaged estates
with the lowest income and educational levels and the highest
unemployment rates; noticeably young population structures
with the highest shares of families with children and the
lowest shares of elderly residents; particularly high shares of
renter-occupied housing and high occupancy rates
Total

In growing sub-regions, clearly the most common housing estate type in 1990 was cluster 2,
composed of housing estates that were socio-economically relatively average in terms of
unemployment rate and income level, but where educational levels were considerably low
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compared to Finland overall. In addition, these estates were relatively average in terms of age,
household and language structure and characterized by a housing stock dominated by owneroccupied housing. In total 140 housing estates, or more than 40 percent of the estates in growing
sub-regions, were part of this cluster. In addition, three other housing estate types were
relatively common in growing sub-regions (clusters 3, 4 and 5), all including an approximately
similar number of estates. Slightly less than one-fifth of the housing estates (63 estates) in
growing sub-regions were part of cluster 5, characterized by the lowest socio-economic status,
the youngest age structure, consisting of comparatively high shares of families with children
and few elderly, and a housing stock consisting of particularly high shares of renter-occupied
housing. A similar number of estates (62) were grouped into cluster 4, distinguished by the
highest socio-economic status among all estate types, relatively high shares of Swedishspeakers, and a housing stock that was characterized by the highest shares of owner-occupancy
and that was least dominated by multi-story apartment buildings. It is somewhat striking that
almost all the estates in Finland that were part of the cluster with the highest socio-economic
status (cluster 4) were found in growing sub-regions, and only four of the 66 housing estates
that were grouped into this cluster were located in stable or shrinking sub-regions. Furthermore,
slightly less than one-fifth of the housing estates (59) in growing sub-regions were members of
cluster 3. These housing estates were identified in the typology as socio-economically slightly
below average, as having the oldest age structure and also high shares of owner-occupied
housing. The final cluster, cluster 1, composed of housing estates that were socio-economically
relatively average and had particularly high shares of young adults, included only 16 suburban
housing estates in the whole of Finland and seven of these estates were found in growing subregions.
In stable sub-regions, the most typical housing estate type in 1990 was cluster 5, characterized
by the lowest socio-economic status, the youngest age structure and particularly high shares of
renter-occupied housing. A total of 49 estates or almost 40 percent of all housing estates in
stable sub-regions were members of this cluster. The second most common housing estate type,
including 39 estates or 30 percent of the estates in stable sub-regions, was cluster 2 defined by
relatively average socio-economic status, average demographic characteristics, and clearly
dominated by owner-occupied housing. The third most common housing estate type was cluster
3, composed of 33 housing estates that were characterized as socio-economically slightly below
average, and had the oldest age structures. It is somewhat striking as well as high shares of
owner-occupied housing. The two remaining housing estate types (clusters 1 and 4) were highly
uncommon in stable sub-regions. It is particularly noteworthy that only two housing estates in
stable sub-regions were members of the cluster characterized by the highest socio-economic
status in 1990 (cluster 4), which in contrast was the second most common housing estate type
in growing sub-regions. In shrinking sub-regions, approximately 95 percent of all suburban
housing estates were part of one of three different clusters in 1990. Most housing estates (63)
were members of cluster 3, the second most common housing estate type was cluster 5 and the
third most typical housing estate type was cluster 2.
As highlighted above, in 1990 housing estates in growing sub-regions were clearly more diverse
than housing estates in stable and shrinking sub-regions in the sense that four different housing
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estate types were relatively common in growing sub-regions, whereas housing estates in stable
and shrinking sub-regions were predominantly members of three different housing estate types.
In contrast, stable and shrinking sub-regions mainly had housing estates that were either socioeconomically relatively average or disadvantaged. In shrinking sub-regions over three-quarters
of the housing estates were members of either cluster 3 or 5, meaning that the vast majority of
estates were either in a slightly below average or a clearly disadvantaged socio-economic
position, whereas the respective shares were approximately two-thirds in stable sub-regions and
one-third in growing sub-regions.
This clearly shows that socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates were clearly less
common in growing sub-regions than in the other two sub-regional types in 1990. Clear
differences between each of the three sub-regional types are also apparent when comparing
most common housing estate types in 1990. For example, the housing estate type that was the
most typical in growing sub-regions (cluster 2, composed of estates that were relatively average
both socio-economically demographically) was only the second most common in stable and the
third most common in shrinking sub-regions. In addition, the second most common housing
estate type in growing sub-regions (cluster 4, composed of estates with the highest socioeconomic status) was almost non-existent in the other sub-regional types. This shows that
housing estates with noticeably advantaged socio-economic profiles were almost exclusively
found in growing sub-regions.
In terms of demographic characteristics, it is also noteworthy that the most common housing
estate type in shrinking sub-regions in 1990 was cluster 3, characterized by clearly the oldest
age structure and the highest share of single-person households, whereas this was only the
fourth most frequent housing estate type in growing sub-regions. This illustrates that housing
estates in shrinking sub-regions were distinguished by clearly the oldest age structures in 1990,
which corresponds to the findings of the previous part (4.3.2) of the analysis.
Regarding housing tenure, most suburban housing estates in Finland were dominated by owneroccupancy in 1990 (see part 4.1.1), which is also reflected in the typology. Of the four main
housing estate types, only cluster 5 was composed of estates where renter-occupancy was
clearly the predominant form of tenure. This housing estate type was clearly more common in
stable and shrinking sub-regions than in growing sub-regions. This observation is in line with
the findings that housing estates in growing sub-regions were typically composed of owneroccupied housing, while estates in stable and shrinking sub-regions were clearly more often
predominantly renter-occupied (see table 22 in part 4.3.2). Also, a comparison of occupancy
rates in 1990 shows that there were no substantial differences between the four main housing
estate types in this regard, underlining that suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions did not considerably differ from each other in terms of the proportion of
the housing stock that was occupied or vacant.
All in all, comparing the geographical distribution of the different types of housing estates in
each of the sub-regional types shows that estates in growing sub-regions clearly differed from
the other two sub-regional types in terms of socio-economic and demographic characteristics,
whereas differences between stable and shrinking sub-regions were not particularly evident in
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this regard. In terms of housing tenure and occupancy rates, however, differences between
housing estates in the three different sub-regional types were clearly less noticeable in 1990.

Table 24. The number of different housing estate types in different types of sub-regions in 2010.

Cluster 1: Relatively low socio-economic status with
somewhat higher unemployment, relatively average income
levels and low educational levels compared to Finland
overall.; the second oldest age structures, high shares of
single-person households and lowest shares of residents with
a foreign first language; predominantly owner-occupancy
Cluster 2: The most socio-economically disadvantaged estates
with the lowest income and educational levels and the highest
unemployment rates; the oldest age structures and the highest
shares of single-person households; particularly high shares of
renter-occupied housing and relatively low occupancy rates
Cluster 3: The least disadvantaged cluster with slightly below
average socio-economic status with slightly higher
unemployment, relatively average income levels, but
noticeably lower educational levels compared to Finland
overall; relatively average age structures and considerably low
shares of foreign-language speakers; predominantly owneroccupied housing; relatively high shares of detached and
semi-attached housing
.
Cluster 4: Highly socio-economically disadvantaged, the
second lowest in level of income, level of education and
unemployment rate; clearly the highest shares of foreignlanguage speakers, comparatively young age structures,
among the highest shares of families with children and lowest
shares of elderly; predominantly renter-occupied housing;
highest occupancy rates.
Cluster 5: Estates with rather peculiar socio-economic profiles
with quite average unemployment rates, very low levels of
income, but relatively high educational levels; peculiar age
structures with particularly high shares of young adults aged
18–29; predominantly renter-occupied housing with
comparatively low occupancy rates
Total

Growing
sub-regions

Stable
sub-regions

Shrinking
sub-regions

Total

110

49

44

203

17

23

67

107

80

19

18

117

94

27

14

135

30

9

2

41

331

127

145

603

Summing up, similarly as in 1990, suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions showed
more diversity also in 2010 compared with stable and particularly with shrinking sub-regions.
In socio-economic terms, three different housing estate types were commonplace in growing
sub-regions, namely estates with the highest socio-economic status or that were the least
disadvantaged (cluster 3), estates with a relatively low socio-economic status (cluster 1) and
estates that were socio-economically highly disadvantaged and also had the highest shares of
foreign-language speakers (cluster 4). In contrast, housing estates in shrinking sub-regions were
predominantly either members of the most socio-economically disadvantaged cluster that was
also characterized by the oldest age composition (cluster 2), or cluster 1, composed of housing
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estates with comparatively low socio-economic status and relatively old age structures. These
observations illustrate significant socio-economic differences between housing estates in the
three sub-regional types, and particularly between estates in growing and shrinking sub-regions.
For instance, cluster 3, characterized by the highest socio-economic status among all clusters
in 2010, was relatively commonplace in growing sub-regions, where approximately one-quarter
of all estates belonged to this cluster. In contrast, this housing estate type was almost nonexistent in shrinking sub-regions, where only two of a total of 145 housing estates were grouped
into this cluster.
These observations correspond to the findings discussed in the previous part of the analysis
(4.3.2), namely that suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions were typically in clearly
more advantaged socio-economic positions than estates in stable and particularly in shrinking
sub-regions, both in 1990 and 2010. At the same time, however, it should also be noted that
suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions were characterized by greater socio-economic
differences among the estates than in stable and shrinking sub-regions. Whereas growing subregions consisted of housing estates that were positioned at very different ends of the socioeconomic spectrum, housing estates in shrinking sub-regions were primarily more or less
disadvantaged, and estates with a high socio-economic standing were almost non-existent in
shrinking sub-regions. The substantial socio-economic differences among suburban housing
estates in growing sub-regions resonates with the empirical evidence from several studies
showing that socio-spatial differences have increased in the largest Finnish cities and urban
regions during the last couple of decades (Vilkama et al. 2014; Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015;
Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016; Kauppinen & Vaalavuo 2017). As segregation has increased
between different types of residential areas in general, this is also, quite logically, reflected in
greater differences among suburban housing estates that were constructed during the 1960s and
1970s. Although a general socio-economic decline can be detected in housing estates
throughout Finland, certain estates especially in growing sub-regions have not witnessed a
particularly severe socio-economic decline and remained characterized by relatively average
income levels and unemployment rates in 2010.
A comparison of the different types of housing estates that can be found in the growing, stable
and shrinking sub-regions of Finland reveals another significant difference that can be noted
among the housing estates that were socio-economically disadvantaged. This difference is
particularly evident when comparing socio-economically disadvantaged estates in growing and
shrinking sub-regions. In growing sub-regions, the vast majority of disadvantaged housing
estates (94 estates) were members of cluster 4, characterized by low socio-economic status and
by comparatively high shares of foreign-language speakers and young age structures.
Meanwhile, only relatively few estates (17 estates) in growing sub-regions were part of cluster
2, distinguished by the lowest socio-economic status, the oldest age structures of the population
and very few foreign-language speakers in 2010. The situation in shrinking sub-regions was
quite the opposite, as socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates were mainly
characterized by high shares of elderly residents (67 estates were members of cluster 2), while
only few disadvantaged estates had high shares of residents who spoke a foreign language as
their first language (14 estates were members of cluster 4). This underlines a clear connection
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between socio-economic disadvantage and immigration in housing estates in growing subregions, whereas disadvantage in shrinking sub-regions appears to be primarily related to a
substantial ageing of the population. This is in line with the findings addressed in the previous
part, showing that the role of immigration has been noticeably greater in influencing the
population composition of housing estates in growing sub-regions, whereas an ageing of the
population has been clearly more evident and immigration quite insignificant in housing estates
in shrinking sub-regions.
Demographic differences were also noticeable when comparing the geographical distribution
of the five different housing estates types in 2010. Firstly, as discussed in part 4.3.2, suburban
housing estates in shrinking sub-regions generally had the oldest age structures. This is also
reflected in the observation that more than three-quarters of the housing estates in shrinking
sub-regions were part of clusters 1 or 2, which were characterized by having particularly high
shares of elderly residents in the typology for 2010. In contrast, housing estates in growing subregions were clearly more often members of clusters 3, 4 and 5, which were characterized by
comparatively young age structures in 2010. Approximately 62 percent of the housing estates
in growing sub-regions were grouped into one of these three clusters, whereas the respective
share in shrinking sub-regions was around 23 percent. The clearly more profound ageing of the
population that can be noted in housing estates in shrinking sub-regions than in growing regions
can be considered expected, as shrinking regions generally tend to be characterized by
economic stagnation and by outmigration of people who are of working age (Kotilainen et al.
2015). In contrast, immigration has generally been of greater importance in growing subregions than in stable and shrinking sub-regions, which is also reflected in the observation that
approximately 28 percent of the estates in growing sub-regions were grouped into cluster 4,
characterized by the highest share of foreign-language speakers, whereas only roughly one
percent of the estates in shrinking sub-regions were members of this housing estate type.
In terms of housing tenure, suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions were in 2010
clearly more often composed of owner-occupied housing units than estates in stable and
particularly in shrinking sub-regions (see table 22 in part 4.3.2). This is also reflected in the
geographical distribution of the different housing estate types. In the typology for 2010, two of
the clusters (1 and 3) were characterized by a predominance of owner-occupied housing,
whereas the remaining three clusters were composed of housing estates that were dominated by
renter-occupied housing. The two clusters that were distinguished by owner-occupancy, and
either a high or above average socio-economic position (clusters 1 and 3), were clearly more
common in growing sub-regions, where approximately 57 percent of the estates were grouped
into these two clusters, as opposed to shrinking sub-regions, where the corresponding share was
42 percent. In contrast, clearly the most common housing estate type in shrinking sub-regions
was cluster 2, characterized by a primarily renter-occupied housing stock as well as the lowest
socio-economic status and the oldest population structure. These observations do not only
highlight clearly recognizable differences between the tenure structures of housing estates in
different sub-regional types, but also show that differences in tenure are connected to the
previously addressed socio-economic and demographic differences seen in housing estates in
different types of sub-regions. The findings suggest that suburban housing estates with high
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shares of renter-occupied dwellings have increasingly become inhabited by low socioeconomic groups, which could be interpreted as a sign of residualization, when rental units are
increasingly occupied by households with little choice on the housing market (e.g. Musterd &
Van Kempen 2007; Malpass 2008; Kovács & Herfert 2012)
Finally, the significantly lower occupancy rates in housing estates in shrinking sub-regions can
also be detected in the typology. Clusters 2 and 5 were characterized by significantly lower
occupancy rates than the rest of the three housing estate types in the typology for 2010, and
these housing estate types were clearly more common in shrinking sub-regions, where nearly
half of all estates were members of these two clusters, as opposed to growing sub-regions where
only approximately 14 percent belonged to these clusters. By far the most common housing
estate type in shrinking sub-regions was cluster 2, characterized by the lowest occupancy rates,
as well as by the lowest socio-economic status, the oldest age composition and the highest
shares of renter-occupancy. This shows that housing estates in shrinking sub-regions are
confronted by a multitude of challenges related to socio-economic disadvantage and
proportionately high shares of vacant housing, and in many of these estates an ageing of the
population structure has also been particularly profound. In relation to the share of housing that
was occupied, housing estates in stable sub-regions generally formed a middle ground in 2010,
as the share of housing that was occupied was generally lower than in growing sub-regions but
higher than in shrinking sub-regions. This marks a clear difference compared to the situation in
1990, when suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions did not
considerably differ from each other regarding the share of the housing stock that was occupied
or vacant.
Overall, a comparison of the geographical distribution of the five different housing estate types
in Finland in 1990 and in 2010 shows that differences between suburban housing estates have
become clearly more expressed during these two decades and that the contrasts between
housing estates in the three different sub-regional types have grown sharper. In 1990, housing
estates in growing estates differed considerably from the two other sub-regional types, whereas
the differences between estates in stable and shrinking sub-regions were not particularly
noticeable. In 2010, clearly greater differences between the housing estates in each of the three
sub-regional types were detectable, which seems to be in line with numerous studies that have
drawn attention to increased socio-spatial differences both between and within regions, cities
and different types of neighborhoods in Finland during the last few decades (see part 1.4).
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4.3.4 Suburban housing estates and various paths of development in growing,
stable and shrinking sub-regions
In this final part of the analysis, attention is placed on the development trajectories of suburban
housing estates in the three different sub-regional types. The focus is on identifying the main
paths of development that suburban housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking subregions have followed between 1990 and 2010. This part of the analysis is structured similarly
as part 4.2.3 but the focus here is on comparatively examining how the development trajectories
differ in different types of sub-regions. The purpose is to uncover how changes in socioeconomic, demographic and housing characteristics are interrelated, and how the five different
types of housing estates that were identified in the typology (see part 4.2.2) have developed
over a twenty-year timespan in different types of regional contexts.
Tables 25–27 show the cluster memberships of housing estates for 1990 and 2010 in growing,
stable and shrinking sub-regions, respectively, illustrating their various paths of change and
how different types of housing estates have developed in different regional contexts. A question
of central interest is to assess the degree to which these housing estates have undergone change,
on the one hand, and remained stable, on the other hand. The approach is similar as in part 4.2.3,
but the focus here is on comparing the development trajectories of housing estates in different
types of sub-regions.
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Cluster membership in 1990
Cluster 1:
Socio-economically average, high
shares of young adults, mainly
renter-occupancy
(n = 7)
Cluster 2:
Socio-economically and
demographically average, mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 140)
Cluster 3:
Socio-economically slightly
below average, old age structures,
mainly owner-occupancy
(n = 59)
Cluster 4:
High socio-economic status,
young age structures, mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 62)
Cluster 5:
Socio-economically
disadvantaged, young age
structures, mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 63)
2

7

0

8

67

29

12

1

223

0

12

35

9

22

2

40

3

2

49

0

Cluster membership in 2010
Cluster 2:
Cluster 3:
Cluster 4:
Socio-economically
Slightly below
Socio-economically
highly disadvantaged,
average sociohighly disadvantaged,
very old age
economic status,
noticeable shares of
structures, mainly
relatively average age
foreign-language
renter-occupancy
structures, mainly
speakers, young age
(n = 17)
owner-occupancy
structures, mainly
(n = 80)
renter-occupancy
(n = 94)

1

Cluster 1:
Relatively low socioeconomic status, very
old age structures,
mainly owneroccupancy
(n = 110)

2

12

12

0

4

Cluster 5:
Peculiar socioeconomic status, high
shares of young
adults, mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 30)

Table 25. Development trajectories for housing estates in growing sub-regions shown according to the number of estates that have transitioned
from one cluster to another between 1990 and 2010.
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Among the total of 331 suburban housing estates that were located in growing sub-regions,
clearly the most common housing estate type in 1990, including 140 estates, was cluster 2.
These estates were characterized by relatively average socio-economic and demographic
structures and a housing stock that was predominantly owner-occupied (table 25). The vast
majority of these particular housing estates (83%) transitioned into either cluster 1 or cluster 4
in the typology for 2010. Most of these estates transitioned into cluster 1 (67 estates) and
witnessed a noticeable, albeit not extreme socio-economic decline, saw a similar ageing of the
population as Finnish housing estates on average and remained mainly composed of owneroccupied housing. A total of 49 housing estates transitioned into cluster 4 and underwent a more
profound substantial socio-economic decline. These estates saw quite significant increases in
the share of foreign-language speakers and were transformed from being mainly composed of
owner-occupied housing in 1990 to being predominantly renter-occupied in 2010. These
development trajectories illustrate that the majority of housing estates in growing sub-regions
that were characterized by a relatively average socio-economic position in 1990 witnessed a
varying degree of socio-economic decline over the next two decades, along with noticeable
demographic changes and substantial changes in the tenure structure of the estates.
The second most frequent housing estate type in growing sub-regions in 1990 was cluster 5,
including a total of 63 estates, which were the most socio-economically disadvantaged, had the
youngest age structures and were most dominated by renter-occupied dwellings among all
housing estate types. The transitions show that more than three quarters of the housing estates
in growing sub-regions that were characterized by the lowest socio-economic position in 1990
were also grouped into one of the two most socio-economically disadvantaged clusters in 2010
(cluster 2 and 4). The clear majority of these estates were members of cluster 4 in 2010 (40
estates), which underlines the role of immigration in influencing the population composition of
socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates in growing sub-regions. Eight estates
transitioned into cluster 2 and, in contrast, witnessed a very substantial ageing of the population
structure along with socio-economic decline but did not see an increase in the share of foreignlanguage speakers. Distinctive for the most socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates
was that they were already in 1990 characterized by a vastly predominantly renter-occupied
housing stock, and these estates remained primarily composed of renter-occupied dwellings
also two decades later.
The third most common housing estate type in growing sub-regions in 1990 was cluster 4,
characterized by the highest socio-economic status, young age structures and relatively high
shares of Swedish-speakers, and the most predominantly owner-occupied housing stock among
the five housing estate types. This housing estate type included a total of 62 housing estates, an
almost identical number of estates as in the second most common housing estate cluster. It is
noteworthy that this estate type was almost exclusively found in growing sub-regions, where
62 of Finland’s total 66 estates that were members of the most socio-economically advantaged
cluster were found. The development trajectories of these estates show that severe socioeconomic decline was highly uncommon for the estates that had a high socio-economic standing
in 1990, as only three estates transitioned into cluster 4, characterized by the second lowest
socio-economic status, and not a single housing estate transitioned into cluster 2 that was made
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up of the most socio-economically disadvantaged estates in Finland in 2010. Characteristic for
these estates is also that they typically did not witness a particularly noticeable ageing of the
population. Most of these estates also remained dominated by owner-occupied housing (see
also table 22 in part 4.3.2).
The fourth most frequently found housing estate type in growing sub-regions in 1990 was
cluster 3, including 59 housing estates, and distinguished by slightly below average socioeconomic status, the oldest age structures and predominantly owner-occupied housing. Almost
half of these estates (29 estates) transitioned into cluster 1 in the typology for 2010, which refers
to a noticeable but not extreme socio-economic decline, a less significant ageing of the
population compared to Finnish housing estates on average and a continued predominance of
owner-occupancy. For these estates, which started off in a slightly lower than average socioeconomic position in 1990, significant socio-economic decline was uncommon in growing subregions. In terms of demographic development, it should be noted that these estates were
generally characterized by the oldest age structures among all housing estate types in 1990. For
many of these estates, the population structure has since then actually become younger, which
is illustrated by an increased share of young adults aged 18-29, which in several cases has also
been accompanied by a substantial increase in the share of renter-occupancy (see table 22 in
part 4.3.2.). This would imply that several of these housing estates in growing sub-regions have
seen an increase in relatively young home-renters simultaneously as the shares of elderly homeowners has dropped.
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Cluster membership in 1990
Cluster 1:
Socio-economically average, high
shares of young adults, mainly
renter-occupancy
(n = 4)
Cluster 2:
Socio-economically and
demographically average, mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 39)
Cluster 3:
Socio-economically slightly
below average, old age structures,
mainly owner-occupancy
(n = 33)
Cluster 4:
High socio-economic status,
young age structures, mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 2)
Cluster 5:
Socio-economically
disadvantaged, young age
structures, mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 49)
2

9

0

13

23

16

0

8

226

0

7

2

4

6

0

18

0

0

9

0

Cluster membership in 2010
Cluster 2:
Cluster 3:
Cluster 4:
Socio-economically
Slightly below
Socio-economically
highly disadvantaged,
average sociohighly disadvantaged,
very old age
economic status,
noticeable shares of
structures, mainly
relatively average age
foreign-language
renter-occupancy
structures, mainly
speakers, young age
(n = 23)
owner-occupancy
structures, mainly
(n = 19)
renter-occupancy
(n = 27)

2

Cluster 1:
Relatively low socioeconomic status, very
old age structures,
mainly owneroccupancy
(n = 49)

3

0

4

0

2

Cluster 5:
Peculiar socioeconomic status, high
shares of young
adults, mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 9)

Table 26. Development trajectories for housing estates in stable sub-regions shown according to the number of estates that have transitioned from
one cluster to another between 1990 and 2010.
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When shifting focus to the 127 suburban housing estates that were located in stable sub-regions,
the overwhelming majority of these estates (over 95 percent) were members of either cluster 2,
3 or 5 in the typology for 1990 (see table 26). Most of these estates (49 estates) were grouped
into cluster 5, characterized by the lowest socio-economic status, the youngest age structures
and particularly high shares of renter-occupied housing. The development trajectories for these
estates highlight that most housing estates in stable sub-regions that were socio-economically
disadvantaged in 1990 were even more disadvantaged twenty years later. Approximately twothirds of these estates (31 of 49 estates) transitioned into either cluster 2 or 4 in the typology for
2010 and witnessed further socio-economic decline that was accompanied by either a relatively
noticeable increase in the share of foreign-language speakers or a substantial ageing of the
population structure between 1990 and 2010. The rest of these estates typically witnessed less
severe decline but were nevertheless comparatively more disadvantaged in socio-economic
terms in 2010 than they had been two decades earlier.
The second most typical housing estates type in stable sub-regions in 1990 was cluster 2,
including a total of 39 housing estates that were distinguished by comparatively average socioeconomic and demographic structures when compared to Finland overall and high shares of
owner-occupied housing. More than half of these housing estates (23 estates) transitioned into
cluster 1, meaning that they witnessed relatively noticeable socio-economic decline along with
a fairly similar ageing of the population structure as Finnish housing estates on average, and
remained dominated by owner-occupied housing.
The third most commonly found housing estate type in stable sub-regions in 1990 was cluster
3, including a total of 33 housing estates that were recognized for being socio-economically
slightly below average, having the oldest age structures, and predominantly being composed of
owner-occupied dwellings. Approximately half of these specific housing estates (16 estates)
transitioned into cluster 1, referring to a noticeable decrease in socio-economic status,
substantial ageing of the population structure, and also to the housing stock remaining
predominantly owner-occupied despite a substantial drop in the share of owner-occupancy. The
rest of these estates primarily transitioned into cluster 2 and witnessed rather extreme socioeconomic decline, remained characterized by particularly high shares of elderly residents also
in 2010 and transitioned from being mainly owner-occupied in 1990 to primarily renteroccupied in 2010.
The two remaining housing estate types (cluster 1 and 4) were highly uncommon in stable subregions in 1990. What is particularly noteworthy is that cluster 4 in the typology for 1990,
characterized by the highest socio-economic status, was almost non-existent in stable subregions, and only included two estates, whereas this housing estates type was the third most
common housing estate in growing sub-regions, where 62 housing estates were members of this
cluster.
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Cluster membership in 1990
Cluster 1:
Socio-economically average, high
shares of young adults, mainly
renter-occupancy
(n = 5)
Cluster 2:
Socio-economically and
demographically average, mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 27)
Cluster 3:
Socio-economically slightly
below average, old age structures,
mainly owner-occupancy
(n = 63)
Cluster 4:
High socio-economic status,
young age structures, mainly
owner-occupancy
(n = 2)
Cluster 5:
Socio-economically
disadvantaged, young age
structures, mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 48)
3

31

0

31

14

24

1

4
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2

3

1

7

7

0

9

0

0

3

2

Cluster membership in 2010
Cluster 2:
Cluster 3:
Cluster 4:
Socio-economically
Slightly below
Socio-economically
highly disadvantaged,
average sociohighly disadvantaged,
very old age
economic status,
noticeable shares of
structures, mainly
relatively average age
foreign-language
renter-occupancy
structures, mainly
speakers, young age
(n = 67)
owner-occupancy
structures, mainly
(n = 18)
renter-occupancy
(n = 14)

1

Cluster 1:
Relatively low socioeconomic status, very
old age structures,
mainly owneroccupancy
(n = 44)

1

0

1

0

0

Cluster 5:
Peculiar socioeconomic status, high
shares of young
adults, mainly renteroccupancy
(n = 2)

Table 27. Development trajectories for housing estates in shrinking sub-regions shown according to the number of estates that have transitioned
from one cluster to another between 1990 and 2010.
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A total of 145 suburban housing estates were located in shrinking sub-regions, of which 95
percent were categorized into the same three housing estate types as in stable sub-regions,
namely clusters 2, 3 or 5 in the typology for 1990 (table 27). The most common housing estate
type was cluster 3, including 63 housing estates that could be described as socio-economically
slightly below average, having the oldest age structures and predominantly consisting of owneroccupied housing. Nearly half of these housing estates (31 estates) transitioned into cluster 2 in
the typology for 2010 and underwent a very substantial socio-economic decline. The rest of
these estates primarily transitioned into cluster 1 (24 estates) and witnessed noticeable but less
severe socio-economic decline.
The second most frequent housing estate type in shrinking sub-regions in 1990 was cluster 5,
composed of 48 housing estates that were among the most socio-economically disadvantaged,
had the youngest population structures and were to a great extent composed of renter-occupied
housing. Most of these estates transitioned into cluster 2 in the typology for 2010 (31 estates),
indicating profound socio-economic decline along with a substantial ageing of the population
and also a vast dominance of renter-occupied housing. Another noticeable development in these
estates is also a rather substantial decrease in housing occupancy rates, underlining that these
declining estates have also seen an increase in the share of vacant housing units. The second
most common transition, involving 9 housing estates, was into cluster 4, referring to substantial
socio-economic decline, a significant increase in the share of foreign-language speakers, and a
continued predominance of renter-occupancy in the housing stock. These two transitions were
clearly the dominant development trajectories for highly disadvantaged housing estates in
shrinking sub-regions, showing that the vast majority of estates that started off in a
disadvantaged socio-economic position in 1990 have been subject to further decline, and these
estates were typically in even more disadvantaged positions in 2010. These observations also
highlight a clear difference between the development of disadvantaged housing estates in
growing and shrinking sub-regions. In growing sub-regions, socio-economic decline in housing
estates has primarily been accompanied by an increase in the share of foreign-language
speakers, and not by a particularly noticeable increase in the share of elderly residents. In
contrast, in shrinking sub-regions, socio-economic decline and an ageing of the population are
the most typical parallel developments, whereas the role of immigration has in most cases been
of only minor importance.
The third most frequently found housing estate type in shrinking sub-regions was cluster 2,
which in 1990 included 27 housing estates that were in relatively average socio-economic
positions, had relatively average demographic profiles and mainly consisted of owner-occupied
dwellings. Roughly half of these housing estates (14 estates) transitioned into cluster 1 and
witnessed a relatively noticeable socio-economic decline and an ageing of the population that
was on par with the general development of housing estates in Finland. Similarly, as in stable
sub-region, the two remaining housing estate types (cluster 1 and 4) were also highly
uncommon in shrinking sub-regions in 1990. Most interestingly, only two of the total 145
housing estates that were located in shrinking sub-regions were part of the most socioeconomically advantaged cluster, which underlines that estates that had a noticeably high socioeconomic standing were highly uncommon in shrinking sub-regions already in 1990.
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All in all, the previously discussed main paths of development underline that several parallel
changes have taken place in Finnish suburban housing estates and that these changes have had
noticeably different effects in different regional contexts. As already discussed in part 4.2.3,
despite highly evident changes, there are also certain signs of stability that can be seen in the
development trajectories of suburban housing estates. In all three types of sub-regions, stability
in socio-economic status can be noted especially among the estates that were in a noticeably
disadvantaged socio-economic position in 1990, as these estates were typically among the most
disadvantaged estates also in 2010. Also, housing estates that were characterized by a relatively
high socio-economic position in 1990 were in most cases also among the most socioeconomically advantaged in 2010. It is noteworthy, that housing estates that had a distinctively
high socio-economic position in 1990 were almost exclusively located in growing sub-regions,
and these types of estates were almost non-existent in stable and shrinking sub-regions. A
tendency of this type of socio-economic stability resonates with the findings of several previous
studies concerning neighborhood change over time (e.g. Sampson & Morenoff 2006; Sampson
2012: 104; Wei & Knox 2014). The previously discussed development trajectories clearly
indicate that the socio-economic status of a housing estate seems to persist over time, and that
the starting point of an estate seems to be an important determinant for its future development
in all three types of sub-regions.
At the same time, socio-economic changes are highly evident despite certain persistence in
socio-economic status, and the vast majority of Finnish housing estates have undergone a
varying degree of socio-economic decline. The general development seen in growing, stable
and shrinking sub-regions alike is that most housing estates that were relatively average in
socio-economic terms have seen a rather noticeable socio-economic decline between 1990 and
2010. Nevertheless, extreme socio-economic transitions from highest to lowest socio-economic
status, or vice versa, were uncommon in all three sub-regional types, involving only 22 estates
in the whole of Finland. Possible explanations for the scarcity of extreme socio-economic
transition could be that the physical environment and housing stock of a neighborhood typically
tend to remain relatively unchanged over time, and the reputation of a neighborhood and how
it is viewed by the public is often quite long-lasting (see e.g. Power 1997; Hastings & Dean
2000; Zwiers et al. 2016). From this perspective, it could be considered expected that the socioeconomic profile of housing estates typically remains relatively similar over time.
Summing up, this part of the analysis highlights that while socio-economic changes have been
accompanied by various demographic changes, different types of parallel developments have
occurred in housing estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions. While an ageing of
the population structure and a shrinking of the average household size are closely related
developments seen in housing estates throughout Finland, these changes were most evident in
shrinking sub-regions and the least noticeable in growing sub-regions. In contrast, an increased
share of the population with a foreign first language has been most clearly noticeable in housing
estates in growing sub-regions but less so in stable and shrinking sub-regions. Housing estates
with high shares of foreign-language speakers generally have comparatively young age
structures, whereas estates with particularly high shares of elderly residents typically have low
shares of foreign language-speakers, which would indicate that a substantial ageing of the
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population and immigration are contrary developments that are manifested differently in
different sub-regional locations.
In housing estates located in growing sub-regions, socio-economic decline has typically been
accompanied by an increased share of foreign-language speakers. This observation could be
related to the findings of previous studies that have shown that socio-economic and ethnic
segregation have become increasingly connected in Finland’s major cities and urban regions
(Vilkama 2011; Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016; Kauppinen & Vaalavuo 2017). As many of the
major urban regions in Finland are ones that are growing, the tendency that many socioeconomically declining housing estates in growing sub-regions also have witnessed sharp
increases in the share of foreign-language speakers would seem to mirror this development
where socio-economic and ethnic segregation are becoming more closely intertwined. In
contrast, socio-economic decline in housing estates in shrinking sub-regions has usually
occurred along with a substantial ageing of the population, and the role of immigration has in
many cases been almost non-existent. It seems logical that the nature of socio-economic decline
is different in shrinking than in growing sub-regions, as suburban housing estates in shrinking
regions are located in regions that are characterized by decreasing populations due to
outmigration and a substantial ageing of the population structure, and by economic
disinvestment that has resulted in a decrease in jobs and in high structural unemployment. In
contrast, housing estates that have maintained a comparatively high socio-economic standing
throughout the whole period of analysis have generally also witnessed less substantial
demographic changes than estates that have been subject to socio-economic decline. For
instance, the housing estates in growing sub-regions that retained their high socio-economic
standing only witnessed relatively minor changes in age and language structure.
There is also an apparent link between a housing estate’s socio-economic and demographic
profile and its housing characteristics, which can be noted in the different paths of development
in all three sub-regional types. There is a clear tendency that estates with a high socio-economic
standing are typically dominated by owner-occupied housing, whereas disadvantaged estates
are primarily characterized by renter-occupied dwellings. This resonates with the wellestablished notion that the socio-economic status of a neighborhood is related to its tenure
structure (e.g. Hamnet 1987; Suttor 2015). Nevertheless, the findings of this study show that a
common trend seen in housing estates throughout Finland is an increase in the share of renteroccupancy and a decrease in the share of owner-occupancy. These types of tenure changes have
been most evident in housing estates that have witnessed socio-economic decline, where typical
parallel developments in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions alike involve noticeable
increases in the share of renter-occupied housing. In some cases, the tenure structure of an estate
shifted from being predominantly owner-occupied in 1990 to be primarily renter-occupied in
2010. The changes seen in housing estates suggests that the socio-economic status of an estate
has become increasingly linked to their tenure structure, which corresponds with the more
general development identified in Finnish urban regions (e.g. Saikkonen et al. 2018). On the
other hand, significant increases in the share of renter-occupancy are not only apparent in
estates that have witnessed socio-economic decline, but also in estates where the age structure
of the population has become younger between 1990 and 2010. These types of estates are
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primarily located in growing sub-regions, and this line of development could be considered
expected, as younger age groups more commonly reside in renter-occupied housing compared
to older age groups (Statistics Finland 2015b).
Finally, a decrease in occupancy rates, indicating an increase in the share of housing that is
vacant, is another typical development concerning the housing attributes of Finnish suburban
housing estates. The most substantial increases in the share of vacant housing can be seen in
housing estates that have been the most affected by socio-economic decline along with a
substantial ageing of the population. The housing estates that have been subject to these types
of parallel changes can mainly be found in shrinking sub-regions, which could be considered
expected due to the fact that the demand for housing has presumably dropped in these types of
regions where outmigration has been substantial. Overall, the findings strongly suggest that the
way that suburban housing have developed during the last few decades is closely connected to
that of their wider regional context.
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5. Conclusions
This PhD study has focused on a specific type of concrete suburbia that has been high on the
research and policy agenda in Finland, and in other European countries, for already several
decades. In Finland, suburban housing estates have been widely addressed in the public debate
almost since their construction, and questions concerning these types of neighborhoods have
remained topical ever since. Nevertheless, the development of suburban housing estates at the
national level and particularly in locations outside of the major urban regions have remained
understudied and there has been little research-based understanding regarding these types of
areas and their development during recent decades. As questions concerning suburban housing
estates are of high relevance for vast parts of Finland, the aim of this study has been to contribute
to filling these gaps of knowledge. In Europe, there is a vast body of research regarding the
development of postwar housing estates in various European countries and cities. However, the
Finnish perspective concerning socio-economic and demographic changes in housing estates
has been not been particularly noticeable in these scholarly debates.
The main research question addressed in this study was how have 1960s and 1970s suburban
housing estates developed socio-economically and demographically in Finland overall and in
different sub-regional locations between 1990 and 2010? (see part 1.5). Based on the empirical
analysis, the most central research findings can be condensed into the following four key points.
First, the research findings show that Finnish suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s
and 1970s were in general terms relatively average neighborhoods in 1990. Despite a certain
degree of differences among housing estates already then, neighborhoods of this type were in
most cases not characterized by socio-economic disadvantage and most housing estates were
also relatively average in terms of their demographic structure compared both to the country at
large and to their wider regions. This observation is notable, as previous studies have suggested
that suburban housing estates in Finland were set into decline already soon after their
construction. From this perspective, the problem-centered public discourse concerning these
types of neighborhoods that has been underway in Finland since the late 1970s has in the light
of the research findings been somewhat misleading.
Secondly, the research findings illustrate that socio-economic decline has been properly
underway in Finnish housing estates only since the early 1990s, but since then these types of
neighborhoods have generally witnessed noticeable socio-economic decline along with
profound demographic changes. From this perspective, the findings suggest that suburban
housing estates have only after 1990 become characterized by deeper structural problems. The
development of suburban housing estates has evidently been highly differentiated during the
last few decades, meaning that socio-economic and demographic differences have increased
substantially among housing estates in Finland. Even though differences among these estates
were to a certain extent noticeable already in 1990, they were still modest compared to the
proportionately much greater differences that were evident two decades later.
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Thirdly, in the light of the developments that can be seen in suburban housing estates since
1990, it appears that the attractiveness of these types of neighborhoods has gradually decreased
over time. Besides the socio-economic and demographic changes that have occurred in
suburban housing estates during the last few decades, changes in housing tenure and a decrease
in occupancy rates also indicate that the popularity of suburban housing estates dating from the
1960s and 1970s has decreased. This would suggest a relative depreciation of postwar housing
estates compared to other types of urban and suburban neighborhoods.
Fourthly, the research findings suggest that the development of suburban housing estates is
closely linked to broader societal changes and particularly to the development of their wider
regions. The geographical location of an estate seems to be a highly important determinant for
the development and relative position of an estate. While Finnish housing estates have
witnessed a general decline since 1990, based on the analysis, the structural nature of decline
has taken different forms in different types of regional contexts and Finnish housing estates
seem to have followed two main and distinctively different types of decline. Overall, the decline
of suburban housing estates seems to be related to both the internal characteristics of the estates
but also to broader structural changes that are manifested differently in different places.
Next, the previously outlined four main research findings are discussed in greater depth in parts
5.1–5.4, followed by presenting the concluding remarks and final reflections concerning this
PhD study in part 5.5.

5.1 Suburban housing estates – average neighborhoods in 1990
The empirical findings of this study show that Finnish suburban housing estates that were built
during the 1960s and 1970s were in most cases relatively average neighborhoods in 1990, both
when compared to Finland in general and to the wider regions of the estates. Although the
approximately six hundred housing estates that were studied in the analysis were far from
homogeneous in 1990, and there were undoubtedly clear differences among these estates,
suburban housing estates were generally not characterized by socio-economic disadvantage,
and most of these estates were relatively average neighborhoods also in terms of their
demographic structure.
The socio-economic position and development of suburban housing estates was examined
according to three indicators, namely unemployment rate, level of income and level of
education. In socio-economic terms, the findings of the study show that even though
educational levels were generally comparatively low in suburban housing estates already in
1990, these types of neighborhoods were in most cases not characterized by high unemployment
nor by low levels of income. Instead, the findings demonstrate that most Finnish housing estates
had an unemployment rate that was relatively similar or slightly higher compared to the country
at large and to the average unemployment rates of their respective regions. In addition, most
estates had clearly lower shares of low-income earners among the population and were
characteristically middle-income neighborhoods in 1990. All in all, while housing estates
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typically had comparatively low educational levels with high shares of people with only basic
level education and few with tertiary degrees, the relatively average income levels and
unemployment rates suggest that the population in these estates were generally not in noticeably
disadvantaged positions on the labor market in the early 1990s.
The demographic structure of these estates was analyzed according to age, household and
language structure of the population. The findings show that most Finnish housing estates had
comparatively young age structures in 1990, and while there were fewer families with children
living in these estates than in Finland and in Finnish sub-regions on average, there were also
substantially lower shares of elderly residents aged 65 and over in these estates. While it seems
that an ageing of the population structure has gradually been underway in these estates since
their construction in the 1960s and 1970s (Lankinen 1985, 1994), most of these estates did not
yet have a particularly old age structure in 1990. The findings also underline that the effects of
immigration had been almost non-existent in Finnish housing estates; nearly all estates had
virtually no residents who had a foreign first language at that time.
The previously outlined findings should be considered in relation to the general perceptions of
suburban housing estates in the early 1990s. The history of suburban housing estates in Finland
shows that these types of areas became perceived negatively already soon after their
construction (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985; Salastie et al. 1987; Ilmonen 1994;
Roivainen 1999; Saarikangas 2002; Saarikangas 2016). After initially having been symbols of
social progress and a modern society in the 1950s and early 1960s, by the end of the 1970s the
public opinion had largely turned against these estates. For one, negative media coverage of
suburban housing estates fueled a problem-centered negative public discourse concerning these
types of neighborhoods, and instead of being associated with progress and modernity, they soon
became perceived as problem-ridden areas that housed “rootless” people who had recently
migrated from rural Finland (Ilmonen 1994; Roivainen 1999, Saarikangas 2002). By the mid1980s, housing estates throughout Finland had become associated with social problems,
unattractive physical environments and poor levels of service, and due to these perceptions,
many estates suffered from social stigmatization and were in weak positions on the housing
market (Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985). Housing estates also soon received policy
attention, and as a response to these problems and negative perceptions, the first area-based
regeneration initiatives were launched in certain estates already in the 1980s. These initiatives
included various aims related to design, spatial and physical measures, as well as social
measures targeting social, cultural and health services, with the overarching aim of revitalizing
these suburban neighborhoods that were increasingly viewed as problematic (Lähiöiden
kehittämisen ongelmia 1985; Tanninen 2006).
The empirical findings of this study, however, do not correspond to the prevalent perceptions
of suburban housing estates in the early 1990s, but instead indicate that most Finnish housing
estates were in many ways relatively average and ordinary neighborhoods in terms of their
population structure. From this perspective, the highly negative discourse concerning these
types of neighborhoods could, based on the empirical analysis be considered unwarranted and
misleading.
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The findings of this study should be viewed in relation to previous empirical research
concerning the development and position of Finnish housing estates before the 1990s. There
have only been relatively few prior studies focusing on the long-term socio-economic and
demographic development of suburban housing estates in Finland. Two of these studies by
Lankinen (1985, 1994) focused on housing estates in Helsinki and its wider region and
examined what kind of socio-economic and demographic changes had occurred in the estates
since the mid-1960s, while a subsequent study, also by Lankinen (1998), examined the
development of 36 housing estates in different parts of Finland between 1980 and 1995. In the
Helsinki region, suburban housing estates were not socio-economically disadvantaged in the
early 1990s, although a minor decline in the socio-economic status of housing estates was
identified, along with an emerging socio-spatial divide among estates that had been underway
since the mid-1960s (Lankinen 1985). Parallel demographic developments in these estates,
identified by Lankinen, also included a decrease in total population, along with population
ageing and a shrinking number of families with children. Lankinen (1998) identified that in
certain parts of Finland, suburban housing estates underwent noticeable socio-economic decline
already earlier than in the Helsinki capital region. For example, his study found that in cities
such as Pori and Rauma, which had large manufacturing sectors, certain housing estates already
witnessed a significant increase in unemployment during the 1980s due to processes of
deindustrialization in these cities, highlighting that socio-economic disparities among housing
estates in different parts of Finland were noticeable already before the 1990s.
In accordance with the previous observations, the findings of this present research also show
that socio-economic differences were somewhat evident among Finnish suburban housing
estates already in 1990, particularly when comparing housing estates in growing and shrinking
regions. At the same time, however, the empirical findings of this study challenge the
established perceptions of housing estates and their socio-economic position in the early 1990s.
While a certain degree of differentiation was undoubtedly evident, the analysis suggests that
the vast majority of the 603 housing estates examined in this research were socio-economically
relatively average neighborhoods at that point in time, and based on the typology, only around
one-fourth of these estates were noticeably disadvantaged in terms of having high
unemployment, low levels of income and low educational levels in 1990. In contrast, around
three-quarters of these estates were either highly or relatively disadvantaged socioeconomically in 2010. The research findings thereby suggest that it is only since the 1990s that
Finnish suburban housing estates more broadly have become affected by deeper structural
problems.
When placed in a wider European context, the development timeline of Finnish housing estates
would seem somewhat different compared to similar neighborhoods in many other parts of
Western Europe, where postwar housing estates for instance in the UK, Ireland, the Netherlands
and France became troubled by deep structural problems already considerably earlier, in some
case already during the 1960s and 1970s (Wassenberg 2013; Kallin & Slater 2014; Monclús &
Díez Medina 2016; Lelévrier & Melic 2018). In contrast to these examples, this research
illustrates that Finnish postwar housing estates became subject to severe socio-economic
decline a few decades. Characteristic of the situation in Finland is also that the most noticeably
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disadvantaged housing estates in 1990 were primarily located in shrinking sub-regions, while
housing estates in growing sub-regions were typically average neighborhoods in terms of
income level and unemployment levels. In other words, the most disadvantaged Finnish
housing estates were found in certain small and medium-sized towns facing decline or in rural
areas. Meanwhile, most of the estates in large Finnish cities were typically average
neighborhoods regarding income and unemployment levels. In contrast, in many other parts of
Western Europe, many postwar estates located on the outskirts of major cities became subject
to decline already soon after their construction, seemingly in connection with emerging socioeconomic segregation between different types of neighborhoods within the cities. In Finland,
however, urban segregation was not an issue before 1990, and the decline of housing estates in
certain parts of the country prior to this point in time appears closely related to the observation
that certain cities and regions that were highly dependent on manufacturing activities became
affected by structural economic changes already during the 1980s. In these cases, economic
restructuring had harsh effects on the local and regional labor markets, and the findings suggest
that these affects were particularly hard-felt in suburban housing estates that originally had been
built during the 1960s and 1970s for people working in the booming manufacturing industries
of the time. This suggests that the decline that was particularly noticeable in certain housing
estates was not primarily related to the estates per se, but rather to a decline of their wider region
that set its stamp on these types of neighborhoods.
For suburban housing estates in Finland more generally, the early 1990s appear to have been a
turning point after which these types of neighborhoods have undergone more profound changes
and also followed noticeably different paths of development. In the following, focus is placed
on the various socio-economic and demographic changes that Finnish suburban housing
following the year 1990.

5.2. Suburban housing estates and diverging paths of development
This study shows that after having been both socio-economically and demographically
relatively average neighborhoods in 1990, Finnish suburban housing estates dating from the
1960s and 1970s have since then generally witnessed noticeable socio-economic decline along
with several significant demographic changes. A concentration of socio-economic disadvantage
and a skewed population structure have been central reasons for policy action and regeneration
initiatives in these types of neighborhoods during the last few decades (Lähiöistä
kaupunginosiksi 2008). However, based on the research findings, it is only since the 1990s that
these types of neighborhoods have become affected by deeper structural problems. Since 1990,
housing estates in Finland have followed highly diverging paths of development, and socioeconomic and demographic differences among estates have increased substantially. A sharper
socio-spatial divide among suburban housing estates is clearly recognizably, both in the
increased disparities between housing estates in different parts of the country but differentiation
has also increased among housing estates in similar regional settings and in the same regions.
Next, in part 5.2.1, the general socio-economic decline seen in suburban housing estates is
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discussed, followed in part 5.2.2 by a discussion of the demographic changes that have occurred
in parallel.

5.2.1 Socio-economic decline in suburban housing estates
Finnish suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s have evidently undergone
profound socio-economic changes between 1990 and 2010. Socio-economic changes in housing
estates were addressed in the analysis according to three measures, namely unemployment rate,
income level and educational level, and these different indicators all tell a story of socioeconomic decline relative to the country at large and compared to the wider regions where the
estates are located.
Compared to Finland overall, the substantial increase in unemployment along with relative
decreases in income and educational levels all illustrate that Finnish housing estates have
increasingly become socio-economically disadvantaged. While suburban housing estates
generally had slightly higher rates of unemployment and fewer low-income earners than the
country at large in 1990, this research shows that they had considerably higher rates of
unemployment and higher shares of low-income earners in 2010. In parallel, an unfavorable
development can also be seen in terms of level of education. While suburban housing estates
typically showed comparatively lower levels of education already in 1990, two decades later
educational levels were even lower in comparison to the whole country. The findings illustrate
that these housing estates were generally clearly more disadvantaged in 2010 than in 1990 also
in their own regional contexts, and socio-economic decline can be noticed according to all three
socio-economic measures. In addition to decline according to these individual variables, the
analysis also shows a closer connection between a housing estate’s unemployment rate, income
level and educational level since 1990. This means that, for instance, the most socioeconomically disadvantaged housing estates in Finland have an increasingly low ranking on all
these indicators, and in the estates where socio-economic decline has been the most apparent,
substantial increases in unemployment has typically been accompanied by noticeable relative
decreases in both income and educational level.
The findings of this study resonate with previous studies that have identified that suburban
housing estates in different parts of Finland were severely affected by the economic recession
of the early 1990s and that most estates typically underwent an unfavorable socio-economic
development during the years that followed (Lankinen 1994, 1998, 1999). In Finland, there
have been few comprehensive empirical studies concerning the socio-economic development
of housing estates in Finland following the late 1990s, and there has been little empirical
evidence of how housing estates have developed since. The analysis of this study demonstrates
that socio-economic decline, triggered by the economic recession in the 1990s, has continued
during the 2000s. Although the most significant socio-economic changes occurred during and
in the aftermath of the recession, the findings demonstrate that suburban housing estates have
become even more disadvantaged in socio-economic terms during the 2000s, both compared to
the country overall and compared to their respective sub-regions. As the time following the
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recession of the early 1990s has been characterized by increasing socio-economic division both
between and within Finnish cities and regions (e.g. Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015; Hirvonen
& Puustinen 2016; Kurvinen & Sorri 2016; Kauppinen & Vaalavuo 2017; Saikkonen et al.
2018), the development of suburban housing estates seems logically in line with these broader
developments, and should be viewed in the light of this general tendency of increased sociospatial differentiation.
Postwar housing estates have been high on the research agenda in Europe already for a few
decades, and previous studies have identified that these types of neighborhoods in various parts
of the continent share many similarities in terms of their socio-economic and demographic
characteristics and development, despite the fact that there are in some cases also quite
substantial differences between estates in different countries, regions and cities (see e.g. Murie
et al. 2003; Turkington et al. 2004; Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Rowlands et al. 2009; Kovács
& Herfert 2012; Glasze 2012; Hess et al. 2018). In broad terms, the findings of this study show
that the socio-economic decline of Finnish suburban housing estates corresponds to the general
situation in Western Europe, where postwar housing estates are increasingly disadvantaged in
terms of income level, educational level and unemployment rate (see e.g. Dekker & Van
Kempen 2004).
The socio-economic decline of suburban housing estates in Finland, and increased socio-spatial
differentiation more generally, should be considered in relation to economic restructuring that
has been accompanied by changes on the labor market. Many scholars have drawn parallels
between structural changes in the global economic system and between increasing inequalities
and socio-spatial differences (e.g. Sassen 1991; Wilson 1987; Hamnett 1994), which have also
been associated with the problematic development of housing estates in Europe (e.g.
Wassenberg 2013; Wassenberg et al. 2004; Murie et al. 2003). In these studies, global economic
restructuring has been linked to greater income inequality between occupational groups, which
is reflected within society at large, and to greater socio-economic differentiation between cities
and regions, as well as within cities and regions and between neighborhoods.
A significant increase in unemployment after 1990 is the single most important socio-economic
change that can be seen in Finnish suburban housing estates. This change should be viewed in
connection to the more general development in Finland following the recession of the early
1990s, when unemployment increased significantly and has remained at clearly higher levels
than before the recession ever since. In Western Europe, an increase in unemployment,
particularly among manual workers, has been linked to deindustrialization (e.g. Murie et al.
2003; Bolt 2018). As traditional forms of manufacturing have increasingly been shifted to
countries where labor costs are lower, and as production has become more capital-intensive and
less dependent on manual work, this has been related to increased unemployment particularly
among those who previously have been employed in manufacturing. In Finland as in other
countries, this type of labor market restructuring has been most severe in cities and regions that
have been highly dependent on manufacturing industries, where the effects of
deindustrialization have resulted in diminished employment opportunities and consequently in
outmigration (Kotilainen et al. 2015).
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Economic restructuring during recent decades tends to have had a particularly negative effect
on the employment opportunities of people with low levels of education. According to Wilson
(1987), there is a greater need for a highly educated workforce in the post-industrial society
than in societies based on manufacturing, and a mismatch on the job market emerges when
people are not sufficiently educated and qualified to meet the requirements of the post-industrial
labor market. In Finland, economic growth following the recession of the early 1990s has been
closely related to the emergence of industries that require a highly skilled and educated
workforce, such as ICT, while the number of manufacturing jobs, and more generally the
employment possibilities for those with lower levels of education, has decreased in the
meantime (Myrskylä 2017). In Finland, unemployment more than doubled between 1990 and
2010, and the findings of this analysis demonstrate that an even sharper rise in unemployment
occurred in many suburban housing estates.
Higher rates of unemployment in Finland are at least partly structural, caused by a mismatch
between supply and demand in the job market (e.g. Obstbaum & Tuomala 2015). People with
low levels of education are more likely to face greater difficulties in finding employment due
to the previously described changes in the labor market. For suburban housing estates, where
people generally had significantly lower levels of education already in 1990, it seems that these
labor market changes that have occurred during the last few decades have been particularly
problematic. The sharp increase in unemployment in suburban housing estates could be
considered an indication of residents in suburban housing estates having been particularly
vulnerable to these labor market changes and having faced difficulties in adapting to new
occupational structures. From this perspective, the research findings suggest that the effects of
labor market restructuring have had particularly negative effects on the employment
opportunities for many who live in suburban housing estates. This would appear to be the case
especially in suburban housing estates located in certain shrinking sub-regions where the effects
of economic restructuring appear to have been especially harsh (see also part 5.4). Nevertheless,
the findings indicate that labor market changes have had a profound effect on housing estates
throughout Finland, also in the most prosperous and growing sub-regions, as a noticeable socioeconomic decline of suburban housing is evident both nationally and in very different regional
contexts.
Noticeable increases in unemployment seen in Finnish suburban housing estates corresponds
to the general trend in Europe, where labor market participation is declining in postwar housing
estates (Musterd & van Kempen 2005). One central reason for a drop in labor market
participation would appear to be that most postwar housing estates in Europe were originally
constructed to house people who were working in manufacturing industries, who typically had
low levels of education (Dekker & Van Kempen 2004). From this perspective, it would seem
as though the historical legacies of postwar housing estates play an important role in explaining
why the effects of economic and labor market restructuring have been particularly severe in
these types of neighborhoods during recent decades.
In addition to structural economic changes, urban scholars have emphasized the role of various
political developments, and particularly changes in welfare state arrangements, that may also
influence socio-economic changes in housing estates (see e.g. Wassenberg 2004: 19). In
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Finland, the role of the welfare state should be considered, as the welfare state and its
redistributive mechanisms have been considered central in explaining the low levels of
inequality and poverty that were characteristic of Finland and the other Nordic countries until
the 1990s (see e.g. Fritzell et al. 2012). However, a general trend seen in many traditionally
strong welfare states in Europe during the last few decades is a decline in welfare activities
provided by the state along with the emergence of a new liberal philosophy and policies aimed
at reducing state spending (see e.g. van Kempen 2007; Pareliussen et al. 2018). While cutbacks
have been carried out in all Nordic countries, their effects have been considered comparatively
greater in Finland (Rasinkangas 2013: 17). For instance, although the Nordic countries still are
among the countries that have the lowest levels of income inequality in the world, income
differences have increased significantly in all five Nordic countries since the mid-1990s
(Fritzell et al. 2012; Aaberge 2018). Pareliussen et al. (2018) note that while declining
redistribution has been a general trend across OECD countries since the mid-1990s, Finland is
among the countries where the level of redistribution has decreased the most, which
consequently has been an important driver of income inequality. Fritzell et al. (2012) identified
that the risk of poverty among elderly people is higher in Finland than in the other Nordic
countries and even higher than in the EU-17 countries on average, and the risk of poverty is
particularly high in many parts of Eastern and Northern Finland (see State of the Nordic Region
2018: 179). From this perspective, it should be considered that changes in welfare state
arrangements are likely to magnify the effects of the previously discussed structural economic
changes that can be detected in suburban housing estates.
As a restructuring of welfare states has generally meant decreased support for those with low
levels of income and those who are dependent on the state, it is more likely that households that
have the least choice are increasingly forced to settle for the least desirable segments of the
housing market (see e.g. van Kempen 2007). According to Strandell (2017), peripherally
located multi-story housing blocks generally belong to the least sought-after category of
housing in Finland, and the findings of this study suggest that the attractiveness of these types
of neighborhoods has decreased over time (see 5.2.3). In case the least attractive dwellings are
spatially concentrated in certain specific areas within the city, this will generally result in an
increased concentration of low-income households in areas where the least expensive housing
can be found (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 48), which in Finland increasingly seems to be housing
estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s.
The concept of socio-tenure segregation has been used to describe the connection between
segregation according to housing tenure and socio-economic status (see e.g. Hamnet 1987;
Murie & Musterd 1996; Suttor 2015). In societies where homeownership dominates, and renteroccupied dwellings are generally inhabited by people with lower incomes, such as in Finland,
the spatial patterns of low- and moderate-income households are strongly shaped by the
geography of rental housing (Suttor 2015). Findings from Finland’s major city regions show
that the relationship between socio-economic status and housing tenure has become
increasingly connected (Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016: 99–100), and the present research
illustrates that this relationship has become clearer than before also in suburban housing estates.
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In Finland, the city of Helsinki has applied a policy of tenure mixing since the mid-1960s with
the intention of preventing the emergence of the type of segregation described above. This
practice was long considered effective and credited with the evening out of socio-economic
differences within the city until the early 1990s (see e.g. Varady & Schulman 2007). An
indication of the effectiveness of this policy is that postwar housing estates in the Helsinki
region were not particularly disadvantaged in terms of socio-economic status compared to the
city region overall before the 1990s recession (e.g. Lankinen 1985, 1994; Stjernberg 2017).
However, as socio-economic differences have become substantially greater since the early
1990s, despite tenure mixing continuing until the current day, the effectiveness of this policy
has been questioned (e.g. Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015). On the other hand, support for tenure
mixing can be found in Kemppainen’s (2017) study, showing that housing estates with a more
mixed tenure structure were socio-economically more balanced and showed lower incidences
of social disorder and insecurity compared to estates with higher shares of renter-occupied
dwellings. It should, however, be noted that tenure mixing policies have not been extensively
carried out by most Finnish municipalities. For example, the city of Turku in Southwestern
Finland has not systematically applied tenure mixing (Rasinkangas 2013: 27), and studies have
shown that the city has become more socio-economically and ethnically segregated during the
2000s compared to Helsinki for instance (Kauppinen & Vaalavuo 2017). This would suggest at
least a certain degree of effectiveness of tenure mixing policies in preventing the emergence of
socio-spatial differences between neighborhoods.
The unfavorable socio-economic development seen in many housing estates should also be
considered in relation to selective migration. In Andersson’s (2006: 794) view, for instance,
large housing estates could be regarded as areas where the gentrification process is reversed. A
general tendency in many housing estates across Europe is that middle-income households that
have previously lived in an area have increasingly been replaced by low-income households
over time, resulting in a shift in the income profile of an area. The research data used in this
study does not allow examining to which extent changes in socio-economic and demographic
variables have occurred due to residential mobility, which possibly may have altered the
population composition. It is thereby not possible to determine, for instance, to which degree a
decrease in income level and an increase in unemployment in an area is related to an influx of
people who, for instance are unemployed and have low levels of income, or to which degree
the level of income has decreased and unemployment increased among the population who have
lived in an estate already during a longer period. In Finland, research from the Helsinki
metropolitan region has shown that selective migration is an important driver of segregation
and a feature that has had a negative effect on the position of postwar housing estates (see e.g.
Vilkama 2011; Vilkama et al. 2013), and findings from Turku also point in the same direction
(Rasinkangas 2013). As selective migration evidently is an important force influencing the
socio-spatial patterning of urban regions and neighborhoods, its role in reshaping the population
structure of suburban housing estates should be considered as important, particularly in regions
where socio-economic differentiation is substantial and where there is extensive residential
mobility between neighborhoods.

242

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
The socio-economic changes that have been discussed in this part show that suburban housing
estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s have generally become more disadvantaged in Finland.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that not all housing estates have undergone severe decline, and
some estates, particularly in growing sub-regions, fare relatively well compared to the national
average and compared to their wider sub-regions according to the different socio-economic
indicators. The analysis shows that suburban housing estates have undergone a highly
differentiated development between 1990 and 2010, meaning that different estates are
increasingly placed at different ends of the socio-economic spectrum. This is the case especially
in growing sub-regions where both relatively advantaged and highly disadvantaged estates can
be found. In contrast, housing estates in shrinking sub-regions are mainly either in highly or
relatively disadvantaged socio-economic positions, and estates with a relatively high socioeconomic standing are almost non-existent in these types of regions. The clearly detectable
socio-economic differences between suburban housing estates in different regional contexts is
further discussed in part 5.4, where focus is placed on the development of housing estates in
relation to their wider sub-regions.
Another noteworthy feature that can be seen in the socio-economic development of suburban
housing estates in Finland is that, despite housing estates being subject to substantial socioeconomic changes during the last few decades, there are also certain signs of stability that can
be seen in their long-term development. This resonates with previous studies that have
identified that change and stability are not mutually exclusive tendencies in the way that
neighborhoods develop (Sampson & Morenoff 2006; Sampson 2012; Wei & Knox 2014). The
analysis shows that stability can be detected in the sense that most estates were in a relatively
similar socio-economic position in 2010 as they had been twenty years earlier, showing that
socio-economic status seems to persist over time. This is most evidently the case for estates that
were highly disadvantaged in 1990, which typically were among the most socio-economically
disadvantaged and even more disadvantaged in 2010. Also, most estates that had a
comparatively high socio-economic standing in 1990 typically remained relatively advantaged
two decades later. This suggests that the development of suburban housing estates is to a certain
degree path dependent and that the socio-economic starting point of an estate is a central
determinant of its future development. This type of stability could be related to the notion that
as the physical qualities of neighborhoods typically change slowly over time, this usually means
that also the socio-economic status of neighborhoods changes rather slowly (e.g. Wei & Knox
2014; Zwiers et al. 2016). From this perspective, these tendencies of socio-economic stability
could be related to the observation that the housing stock and physical characteristics of Finnish
suburban housing estates have typically remained relatively constant since 1990 (see parts 4.1.1
and 5.2.3 for further discussion).
Nevertheless, despite the signs of stability discussed previously, most estates have undergone
a varying degree of socio-economic decline during the last few decades. Particularly many
estates that were part of the socio-economic middle ground witnessed either a relatively or
highly noticeable socio-economic decline between 1990 and 2010. This indicates that middleclass estates have been particularly prone to undergo change. Extreme socio-economic
transitions, however, where an estate would have transitioned from clearly disadvantaged to
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advantaged, or vice versa, are highly uncommon. It should also be considered that socioeconomic changes can be detected also in housing estates that were characterized by relatively
similar socio-economic profiles in 1990 as in 2010. For instance, while the estates that were
among the most socio-economically disadvantaged in 1990 typically were among the most
disadvantaged estates also twenty years later, these estates generally witnessed further decline
in terms of income level, educational level and unemployment rate during these two decades.
As already touched upon in this part, suburban housing estates have not only undergone
noticeable socio-economic changes but also various demographic changes that should be
considered closely when interpreting the previously discussed socio-economic changes. The
focus of attention in the following is on the various demographic changes that have occurred in
the meantime, and how these changes appear to be linked with the socio-economic changes
discussed in this part.

5.2.2 Demographic changes in suburban housing estates
Besides socio-economic decline, this study illustrates that suburban housing estates in Finland
have also undergone significant demographic changes since 1990. This can be seen in their age,
household and language composition, along with a significant decrease in population size
between 1990 and 2010. More specifically, the analysis shows that a substantial increase in the
share of elderly residents and single-person households as well as a decrease in population size
are clearly noticeable general lines of development in Finnish suburban housing estates. Also,
in some estates, an increase in the share of people with a foreign first language is apparent,
underlining that immigration has increasingly come to play a role in shaping the population
composition of certain housing estates.
Two closely related demographic developments that have occurred in suburban housing estates
in Finland are an ageing of the population structure and a shrinking of household size. After
1990, the sharp increase in single-person households, on the one hand, along with a decrease in
households with three persons or more, on the other hand, has occurred in parallel with a
substantial increase in elderly residents and a decrease in the number of children and young
adults. The findings of this study show that estates that have particularly high shares of singleperson households also tend to have substantial shares of elderly residents, suggesting that
single-person households living in suburban housing estates are increasingly elderly residents
who live alone. The close relationship between these two changes is also exemplified by the
observation that an ageing of the population has been most expressed in the estates where
household size has decreased the most. These two demographic changes are also connected to
a third clearly recognizable trend in Finnish housing estates, namely a decrease in population
size. As there were significantly more households that were composed of a single person in
2010 than in 1990, when larger households were more common, this is logically also reflected
in the decreased total number of people who live in an estate.
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The previously mentioned demographic changes are ones that appear to have been ongoing in
Finnish suburban housing estates already during several decades. For instance, previous studies
by Lankinen (1985, 1994) show that an ageing of the population, a decrease in household size,
along with a shrinking of population size, have been underway in suburban housing estates
since the 1970s, i.e. more or less since the time of their construction. This research illustrates
that these specific changes have continued during the 1990s and 2000s, and in this regard, the
demographic development of Finnish suburban housing estates resonates with the long-term
development of postwar housing estates elsewhere in Europe.
Throughout Europe, housing estates were typically constructed for family households during
the postwar decades, and a common trend in many postwar housing estates is that the original
population of the estates is ageing and that many estates have become characterized by
proportionately high shares of elderly residents (Dekker & van Kempen 2004: 41). An ageing
of the population of these postwar neighborhoods could be considered logical, as most
European countries are generally characterized by ageing population structures (Andersson &
Musterd 2005: 137). Also in Finland, an ageing of the population and a shrinking of household
size have been clearly detectable trends in the country overall during the last few decades,
meaning that the developments seen in housing estates mirror the more general demographic
developments in society at large. Nevertheless, the analysis shows that these changes have been
substantially greater in suburban housing estates than in Finland on average.
It seems probable that the substantial increase in the share of elderly residents that has occurred
generally in Finnish suburban housing estates is due to an ageing of the population that has
lived in these areas already during a long period of time, in some cases possibly since the areas
were constructed. This line of development could be related to the neighborhood life cycle
theories that stress a close relationship between the ageing of a neighborhood’s population and
its housing stock (see e.g. Wiesel 2012). From this perspective, it could be considered logical
that the population structure and the housing stock of suburban housing estates have undergone
parallel processes of ageing, meaning that as the estates and their housing stock have gradually
grown older, so have the populations that live in these estates. It could be assumed that this line
of development has been the most pronounced in the estates where there has been little
population turnover, whereby it is more likely that there are more people living in the estates
who have inhabited these neighborhoods for a long time, possibly for several decades.
The research findings show that an ageing of the population structure along with a decreasing
average household size and total population are clearly recognizable trends in suburban housing
estates throughout Finland, but not all estates have been equally affected by these specific
changes. These developments are most evident in housing estates located in shrinking subregions, which could be considered expected, as these regions are losing population due to
outmigration of younger age groups and a natural ageing of the original population. In this
regard, the development of suburban housing estates in shrinking sub-regions in Finland
resonates with observations from shrinking regions elsewhere in Europe. For example, in the
eastern parts of Germany, where many cities and regions have been characterized by massive
out-migration and population decline during the last few decades, many postwar housing estates
have witnessed a significant ageing of the population structure, along with a shrinking of
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household size and massive population decline (Kabisch & Grossmann 2013). Several scholars
have argued that developments that occur locally in neighborhoods are strongly influenced by
the broader development of their wider regions (Murie et al. 2003; van Kempen 2007), and
these demographic changes that have occurred in postwar housing estates in the shrinking
regions of Finland exemplify that developments occurring at the wider city and regional level
are also reflected more locally in different residential districts.
In contrast, an ageing of the population is clearly less pronounced in sub-regions that are
witnessing population growth, and growing sub-regions are generally characterized by
substantially younger population structures than shrinking sub-regions. Similarly, the findings
of the analysis show that housing estates in growing sub-regions also have substantially younger
populations, and processes of ageing have been clearly less evident in these estates than in ones
located in shrinking sub-regions. The findings could be interpreted so that housing estates in
growing sub-regions have attracted more new residents than estates in shrinking sub-regions,
which in turn seems to have counterbalanced an ageing of the original population. This
observation could be considered logical as there is generally a higher demand for housing in
growing than in shrinking sub-regions, meaning that neighborhoods of all types are more likely
to attract new residents (Dekker et al. 2005; Kovács & Herfert 2012). Particularly in a growing
city region such as the Helsinki metropolitan region, which could be considered the most highdemand regional housing market in Finland, an ageing of the population has been clearly less
substantial than in Finnish housing estates on average (Stjernberg 2017).
Additionally, the findings show that an ageing of the population structure has typically been
less noticeable in housing estates that have seen a substantial increase in the share of foreignlanguage speakers, and estates of this type are primarily located in growing sub-regions. In
contrast, an ageing of the population structure has been the most expressed in the housing
estates where the role of immigration has been little, which would suggest that ageing and
immigration are, in a way, opposite demographic developments, as immigration seems to have
had a counterbalancing effect on an ageing of the population structure in suburban housing
estates. This development is related to the fact that people with foreign backgrounds are
generally of a younger age than the general population in Finland (Immigrants in the Population
2018). These observations seem to correspond to the situation in for example Sweden (SCB
2018b), Norway (Brattbakk & Hansen 2004), the UK and the Netherlands (Musterd & van
Kempen 2005), where many postwar housing estates that are characterized by high shares of
residents with immigrant backgrounds also have relatively young population structures. This
suggests that immigrant households often have gradually replaced the original population of
the estates, and this development tends to be further amplified by selective migration
(Andersson 2006).
Overall though, the analysis shows that an ageing of the population is the single most important
demographic change that has altered the household composition and demographic profile of
Finnish suburban housing estates during the last few decades. This appears to be the main
reason explaining a decrease in total population and a shrinking of household size that can be
identified in parallel. Meanwhile, it should also be considered that changes in household
composition may possibly also be related to broader socio-cultural trends, such as increased
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individualism and a differentiation of lifestyles, which have been closely linked with the
increased number of small households seen generally in Europe (Wassenberg et al. 2004: 24–
25). A general tendency, not only in Finland but overall in Europe, and even at the global scale,
is a shrinking of average household size (Population Facts 2017). These types of general sociocultural changes that have occurred during the last few decades may thereby have magnified
the effects of a natural ageing of the population in Finnish housing estates.
As already mentioned, the role of immigration is another demographic change that can be
identified in Finnish suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2010. Nevertheless, it should
be noted that although immigration has affected the population composition of some estates, in
most cases its impact has been little or almost non-existent, and the share of foreign-language
speakers remained very low in most suburban housing estates in Finland in 2010. Most of the
estates that have witnessed substantial increases in the share of foreign-language speakers are
found in growing sub-regions, where the magnitude of immigration has overall been greater
than in shrinking sub-regions. Previous studies have shown that the effects of immigration have
been particularly pronounced in certain housing estates located in the major urban regions of
Finland, such as in Helsinki (Stjernberg 2017) and Turku (Rasinkangas 2014).
Nevertheless, although immigration has only played a minor role in influencing the population
composition of most suburban housing estates in Finland, its role has been more pivotal in
postwar housing estates in the neighboring Nordic countries and in many other parts of Western
Europe, where immigration could be considered the single most important demographic
development during recent decades (Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Brattbakk & Hansen 2004;
Wassenberg et al. 2004). For immigrants, who often tend to be in disadvantaged positions on
the housing market (Murie et al. 2003: 41) and often face discrimination (Søholt 2011;
Dhalmann 2011), this has in many European cities meant settling in postwar housing estates
where housing is affordable and where social ties are already established (see e.g. van Kempen
& Priemus 1999). The analysis shows that suburban housing estates in Finland that have high
shares of foreign-language speakers are typically dominated by high shares of renter-occupied
housing, indicating that migrants generally reside in estates where housing is most affordable
and accessible. The data used in this research does not allow distinguishing the share of socialrented dwellings in each housing estate. However, as previous studies have identified that
housing estates with high shares of residents with immigrant backgrounds are predominantly
composed on social-rented dwellings in the Helsinki and Turku regions (Rasinkangas 2014;
Stjernberg 2017), this is likely to the be the case in Finnish suburban housing estates more
generally.
As immigration has been considerably lesser in Finland compared to all other Nordic countries
(e.g. Heleniak 2018), its role has thereby, understandably, also been much more limited in
influencing the development of suburban housing estates in the Finnish case. The findings,
however, show that immigration has become increasingly important during the 2000s, and this
development can be expected to continue during the years to come, as immigration shows a
gradually increasing trend in Finland (Statistics Finland 2017). As migration flows are directed
particularly towards the biggest cities and main urban regions, the effects of immigration will
presumably be the most noticeable in housing estates located in these types of regional settings.
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Demographic changes that have occurred in suburban housing between 1990 and 2010 and the
socio-economic changes discussed in the previous part (5.2.1) should not be viewed in isolation
from each other. As discussed in the previous part, the three variables used for examining the
socio-economic position and development of the estates, i.e. unemployment, level of education
and income level, are closely related. More specifically, high rates of unemployment can be
related to low levels of education and income, as people with a lower degree of education are
more likely to be unemployed in the post-industrial labor market and consequently to have
lower incomes (e.g. Wilson 1987; Hamnett 1994a.). The close link between these socioeconomic attributes is illustrated by the observation that the most disadvantaged housing estates
in Finland perform low on all socio-economic indicators, relating to income level, educational
level and occupational attainment. The various demographic changes that have occurred in
suburban housing estates since 1990, concerning age, household and language structure of the
population, should also be considered in relation to the general socio-economic decline that can
be noted in these estates.
Socio-economic changes may to a certain extent be related to an ageing of the population, as
elderly people generally have a lower level of income and education than adults in the younger
age groups (Statistics Finland 2012, 2013b). The fact that suburban housing estates have
increasingly become populated by elderly residents who are retired may thereby partly explain
an unfavorable development of income and levels of education compared to the country and
Finnish sub-regions at large. This notion is supported by the research findings showing that the
most socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates in Finland, particularly in shrinking
sub-regions, are ones where socio-economic decline has been accompanied by a substantial
ageing of the population structure. However, an ageing of the population could be considered
less strongly related to an increase in unemployment, as unemployment rate is measured among
the working-age population, excluding people who are retired. Furthermore, socio-economic
changes in some suburban housing estates also seem to be linked to an increase in the share of
people who have a foreign language as their first language. The analysis shows that many socioeconomically disadvantaged estates, particularly in growing sub-regions, are ones where the
effects of immigration have been relatively noticeable. This can be understood in the light of
statistics showing that the foreign-language population in Finland is generally socioeconomically more disadvantaged than the overall population in terms of income and
educational level and employment 16 (Myrskylä & Pyykkönen 2014). However, as the impact
of immigration has been minimal in most suburban housing estates its possible role in
explaining socio-economic changes is in most cases limited, particularly as the estates that have
witnessed the most severe decline have been little-affected by immigration, but instead by a
substantial ageing of the population structure.
Overall, the findings underline the importance of not viewing changes in socio-economic
characteristics in isolation from demographic changes when observing how suburban housing
estates have developed between 1990 and 2010 as these appear to be closely intertwined.
16
It should be noted that Finnish statistics do not sufficiently include degrees that have been obtained in a foreign
country whereby these statistics do not necessarily reflect their actual level of education (Myrskylä & Pyykkönen
2014).
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Additionally, it is also crucial to consider these socio-economic and demographic changes in
relation to characteristics of the housing stock, as certain attributes of the housing stock of a
neighborhood, such as tenure structure, are central determinants of who lives in the
neighborhood. The focus of attention in the next part is on the features of the housing stock and
what types of changes can be seen in housing characteristics in parallel with the previously
discussed socio-economic and demographic changes. Together these parallel changes would
suggest that the attractiveness of suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s has
decreased since the early 1990s.

5.3. Characteristics of the housing stock and the decreased attractiveness of
suburban housing estates
Based on the developments that can be seen in suburban housing estates since 1990, it seems
that the attractiveness of these types of neighborhoods has gradually decreased. Besides the
socio-economic and demographic changes that have taken place in these estates during the last
few decades, which would suggest a relative depreciation of these types of neighborhoods, the
analysis also illustrates that certain changes have occurred in the housing stock of these estates
between 1990 and 2010. While the number of buildings and housing units has largely remained
the same along with housing type, indicating that there has neither been any widespread new
construction nor demolition of housing, two noteworthy changes can be detected. Firstly, there
have been certain changes in the tenure structure of the housing stock, and secondly, there has
been a decrease in the share of occupied housing. Together with previously discussed socioeconomic and demographic changes, these developments tell a story of decline.
The first notable change since the year 1990 can be seen in housing tenure. More specifically,
there has been a decrease in the share of households that live in owner-occupied housing in
suburban housing estates as well as an increase in the number of households that live in renteroccupied housing. There has also been a slight increase in the share of housing with another
form of tenure, which for instance includes housing units that are rented out to a relative at
lower than market price (Asunnot ja asuinolot 2018). As there generally has been little change
in the number and type of housing units between 1990 and 2010, it appears that these changes
in tenure mainly have taken place in the existing housing stock. In this respect, an increase in
renter-occupancy is presumably linked to an increased share of privately owned housing that
has been rented out to other households. One possible explanation may be related to an ageing
of the population. For instance, people who have inherited an apartment from a relative may
have chosen to rent out these dwellings, particularly in locations where selling is more difficult
than renting out. All in all, the analysis shows that considerably fewer households owned the
housing unit in which they lived in 2010 than in 1990, which could be regarded as a sign of
general depreciation of suburban housing estates in Finland. When an area becomes perceived
as less attractive and is set into decline, this will typically result in a decrease in housing prices,
and it may become more difficult to sell housing located in specific areas (see e.g. Wassenberg
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2013: 137). In such a situation it might be that people increasingly choose to rent out their
privately-owned apartments, which could explain a decrease in owner-occupancy.
The previously described changes in tenure composition should be considered in relation to the
various socio-economic changes that have occurred during the last few decades. While the
analysis shows that housing tenure and the socio-economic characteristics of households that
live in an area were closely interrelated already in 1990, this relation was even more expressed
in 2010. In other words, the most socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates in Finland
have distinctively become characterized by high shares of renter-occupancy, whereas estates
with a relatively high socio-economic standing tend to be predominantly owner-occupied. This
line of development seen in suburban housing estates corresponds with the more general
development in Finland, where socio-economic status and housing tenure have become
increasingly interlinked. Especially in the major urban regions, the general trend shows that
low-income households more frequently reside in renter-occupied housing than before, and the
share of owner-occupancy has decreased among those with low incomes (Saikkonen et al.
2018). Particularly social rented housing is a tenure form that is often associated with low socioeconomic status both in Finland and in many other countries in Europe (Malpass 2008; Van
Gent 2009), and in Finland, low-income households, people who are unemployed and those
with low educational levels are generally overrepresented in the social rental stock (Hirvonen
et al. 2014). While the research data does not allow assessing to which degree households that
live in a rented dwelling live in social rented housing, in the city of Helsinki, housing estates
with high shares of social rented housing are generally the most disadvantaged in socioeconomic terms (Stjernberg 2017), whereby a similar situation is likely to apply also elsewhere
in the country. The concept of socio-tenure segregation has been used to describe the
relationship between segregation according to housing tenure and socio-economic status (see
e.g. Hamnet 1987; Murie & Musterd 1996; Suttor 2015), and the analysis illustrates that these
two dimensions have become increasingly related features in Finnish suburban housing estates.
From this perspective, the general socio-economic decline that has occurred in suburban
housing estates in Finland since 1990 corresponds with the tenure changes that can be seen in
the meantime. As the shares of low-income households and people who are unemployed have
increased in Finnish housing estates, i.e. households that can be considered to be in
disadvantaged positions on the housing market, it seems logical that fewer households live in
owner-occupied dwellings and more households live in renter-occupied dwellings in these
specific neighborhoods.
In addition, the research findings also demonstrate a close link between tenure composition and
certain demographic attributes in suburban housing estates. Firstly, as discussed in part 5.2.2,
housing estates with high shares of foreign-language speakers tend to be dominated by renteroccupied dwellings. This could be considered expected as people with immigrant backgrounds
are generally disadvantaged on the housing market, and therefore more likely to settle in areas
where housing is affordable and easiest to access (Murie et al. 2003). Additionally, the analysis
also demonstrates a link between tenure structure and the age structure of the population living
in an estate. Namely, housing estates with high shares of renter-occupied dwellings tend to have
younger population structures than estates where the housing stock is predominantly owner250
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occupied. This observation that can be noted in suburban housing estates corresponds to the
general situation in Finland, where people who are under 35 years of age more often reside in
renter-occupied housing compared to older age groups who more frequently inhabit owneroccupied dwellings (Statistics Finland 2015b). More generally, younger age groups seem be in
increasingly disadvantaged positions on the housing market, which could be attributed to an
unfavorable development of income among people younger than 35 compared to the general
population in Finland. For instance, the average disposable incomes of people under age 35 has
only increased marginally since 1990, whereas the average incomes of older age groups have
increased quite substantially (Kinnunen & Mäki-Fränti 2016). This would appear to be one
reason for why it has become increasingly difficult for younger age groups to purchase a home
and why young adults increasingly reside in rented apartments, also in suburban housing
estates.
The second notable change in terms of housing is related to the share of the housing stock that
is occupied, or conversely that is vacant. Since 1990, there has been a decrease in occupancy
rates, meaning that a greater share of the housing stock was vacant in Finnish suburban housing
estates in 2010 than two decades earlier. Similarly, as the changes in tenure discussed
previously, this change could also be interpreted as a decrease in the attractiveness of suburban
housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s. This observation is in line with the previously
discussed changes that can be noted in certain changes in the population composition of these
estates between 1990 and 2010, which also point at a decreased popularity of these specific
neighborhoods. A substantial increase in unemployment and in the share of low-income
households as well as a significant ageing of the population structure can all be regarded as
indications of suburban housing estates having become less popular since 1990. All in all, these
socio-economic and demographic changes along with a decrease in the share of housing that is
occupied and changes in tenure could all be viewed as indications of a relative depreciation of
suburban housing estates over time, where changes in the population composition and socioeconomic characteristics are closely related to a downgrading of the housing stock (see e.g.
Prak & Priemus 1986).
Although shrinking occupancy rates can be detected in the country at large and in all three subregional types, there are noticeable differences between housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions in this regard. A decrease in occupancy rates has been clearly the most
noticeable in housing estates located in shrinking sub-regions, which could be considered
expected when considering the wider development of different types of sub-regions. As
shrinking sub-regions have decreasing populations, by definition, and where there consequently
also is less demand for housing, suburban housing estates in these types of locations quite
expectedly have higher shares of vacant housing than similar areas in growing sub-regions. In
contrast, for instance in the Helsinki metropolitan region, where demand for housing is high,
occupancy rates in suburban housing estates have only decreased slightly between 1990 and
2010 (Stjernberg 2017). These findings resonate with the notion that in high-demand regional
housing markets even the least attractive estates will remain relatively popular, whereas there
is a greater likelihood of vacancies in housing estates located in low-demand regions (Murie et
al. 2003; Dekker et al. 2005; Kovács & Herfert 2012).
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The previously mentioned changes seen in the housing stock, namely changes in tenure
structure and a decrease in the share of housing that is occupied, in parallel with the socioeconomic and demographic changes discussed earlier, would indicate that housing estates have
become considered less attractive places to live. As illustrated in the historical outlook on
suburban housing estates in Finland (part 1.2), at the time of their construction during the 1960s
and 1970s, these types of areas offered relatively modern and spacious living, but eventually
became criticized on various grounds already relatively soon after their construction. In this
respect, suburban housing estates generally became perceived as somewhat unattractive already
much earlier than 1990, in some cases already during the 1970s (e.g. Kortteinen 1982; Ilmonen
1994; Roivainen 1999). Features of the built environment and housing stock may be of
importance for understanding why many suburban housing estates seem to be developing
unfavorably. Characteristics related to their design and to the quality of the dwellings may be
important, as postwar housing estates are generally not considered to meet housing preferences
in Finland (Koistinen & Tuorila 2008; Strandell 2017) nor in Europe more generally
(Wassenberg 2013). As many suburban housing estates in Finland were built in a time when
architectural quality often was a secondary priority and already soon after their construction
became subject to criticism, the initial quality and reputation of an area could be considered an
important determinant of their future development (see also Wassenberg 2013; Bolt 2018).
While this study has not specifically examined the physical condition that Finnish suburban
housing estates currently are in, previous research findings have drawn attention to various
problems that are related to their physical qualities (see part 1.3). Already in the mid-1980s
(Lähiöiden kehittämisen ongelmia 1985), housing estates were considered of poor quality
regarding their built environment, and often portrayed as monotonous and dysfunctional in the
media (e.g. Roivainen 1999). Many suburban housing estates have either undergone or will
need to undergo substantial physical redevelopment during the years to come (e.g. Dhima
2014). These regeneration initiatives do not merely involve measures concerning physical
repair and redevelopment, but past policy initiatives have also more generally aimed to enhance
the vitality of the areas and their livability (Seppänen 2001; Karjalainen 2004; Pitkänen et al.
2012). One problem that many estates are confronted with is a weak level of services, which
can be regarded as both a cause and an effect of a decline of housing estates. Services that were
envisioned in the planning of suburban housing estates in Finland were in many cases never
realized, and the services that existed before the recession of the early 1990 have deteriorated
even further (Halme et al. 2001). As many estates are witnessing decreases in population, along
with the other discussed socio-economic and demographic changes, it becomes increasingly
difficult to maintain the already meager level of services and amenities that many estates have.
Consequently, a central point in the revitalization of suburban housing estates in Finland is
related to improving the level of services (e.g. Tutkitusti parempi lähiö 2016).
The changed position of suburban housing estates may be related to more general changes that
have occurred in the demand for housing. Many scholars have argued that the demand for
housing in Europe has become increasingly differentiated along with changes in lifestyles and
household structures (see e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 47). As different households have different
types of housing preferences depending on, for instance, their age, household size, lifestyle and
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cultural and ethnic background, greater diversity in household structures and increased cultural
diversity could thereby be linked to ever more varied housing needs and preferences. The
analysis shows that the general changes in age and household composition in Finland during
the last few decades have been particularly profound in suburban housing estates. These
changes may be related to certain features of the housing stock. For instance, as a vast share of
the housing units in Finnish suburban housing estates are two-room apartments, it would seem
likely that fewer families with children find these to be adequate for their needs, particularly as
housing standards have improved and the supply of housing has become more diverse during
recent decades. Meanwhile, different households also have different possibilities in fulfilling
their preferences depending on, for example, their socio-economic position and other resources
(e.g. Murie et al. 2003: 41). Increased socio-economic differentiation, also seen in Finland,
could thereby be related to greater differences in the way that people are able to fulfill their
housing preferences. This means that while some households may have increased choice on the
housing market, others, particularly households with a lower level of income, those who are
unemployed, or migrants who often tend to be in disadvantaged positions on the housing
market, will have lesser choice in meeting their preferences and needs, and are relegated to the
least expensive and least attractive neighborhoods.
Changes in housing demand, however, should not be viewed in isolation from changes that
have occurred in the supply of housing. While preferences and the demand for housing have
become increasingly varied, housing supply has also become more diverse. In Finland,
standards of living have improved considerably since the 1960s and 1970s when the
construction of suburban housing estates was at its height. While a decline of housing estates
may to a certain extent be related to various characteristics of the estates, discussed in the
following, it may also be related to an increased popularity of other types of areas. As suburban
housing estates generally seem to have become less attractive, their relative decline may thereby
also be related to the construction of newer housing elsewhere (see e.g. Van Beckhoven et al.
2009; Van Gent 2009; Wassenberg 2013). Following various criticisms that were directed at
suburban housing estates already during the end of the 1970s in Finland, the construction of
these types of areas decreased significantly and new housing was increasingly built in the form
of single-family homes, often in suburban locations outside of the central city (Tanninen 2006).
The parallel increase in the diversity of housing supply and more households having greater
choice on the housing market may therefore have negatively affected the position of 1960s and
1970s housing estates. As a result, it seems that Finnish suburban housing estates have been
subjective to a relative depreciation over the decades, as these postwar estates have faced
increasing difficulties in competing with newer neighborhoods that attract middle- and highincome residents (Bolt 2018).
In more recent times, there are some indications of a trend where centrally located urban
environments have become increasingly sought-after places to live in Finland (Strandell 2017a,
2017b). While urban living environments appear to have become more popular, on one hand,
and detached single-family homes in suburban environments generally are considered to
correspond to the Finnish ideal of desired living, on the other hand (e.g. Strandell 2010), this
line of development may be problematic for suburban housing estates that consist of multi-story
253

DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY A77
apartment blocks and that are located outside of the urban centers. The research literature
suggests that prefabricated apartment blocks in non-urban environments have not been
particularly sought-after places to live in Finland since the late 1970s, and more recent surveys
show that the attractiveness of these types of neighborhoods has decreased even further during
the 2000s (Strandell 2017). From this point of view, it seems that suburban housing estates fail
to correspond to the preferences of people seeking an urban living environment, while also not
meeting the preferences of those whose preferred form of living would be a single-family home
in a suburban location. This would suggest that the attractiveness of these postwar housing
estates has decreased compared to both other types of urban and suburban neighborhoods.
While suburban housing estates were regarded as areas that generally did not meet housing
preferences already several decades ago, it seems that housing estates dating from the 1960s
and 1970s are now viewed as even more outdated and less in line with contemporary
preferences, as both housing demand and supply have become much more diverse. The socioeconomic development of suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2010, showing a
downward trend, along with parallel demographic changes would seem to support this claim.
Subjective interpretations of an area may also be an important determinant influencing the
development of a housing estate. The way that an area is viewed by the public and by its
residents may be related to both the physical features of its built environment and housing stock,
but also to more subjective perceptions of an area, which are not necessarily directly related to
the actual physical qualities or characteristics of the neighborhood. In general, as suburban
housing estates in Finland are often associated with various negative connotations, or at least
not particularly positive ones, this may be a feature that has negatively affected the position of
these types of areas collectively. For instance, in the Helsinki region, residential mobility
patterns have been found to be strongly influenced by perceived differences of the social
environment and qualities of the built environment of different neighborhoods. Among the key
reasons for moving out of socio-economically disadvantaged areas identified by Vilkama et al.
(2016) were perceptions of an area’s social environment, ethnic composition, reputation,
architecture and suitability for raising children. The general perceptions of housing estates
therefore seem to be an important driving force influencing their development.
Nevertheless, as there are considerable differences among suburban housing estates in Finland,
it is evident that not all housing estates are perceived in the same way and that some estates
have a worse reputation than others, and obviously that some estates, particularly in growing
sub-regions, are considered attractive places to live. However, if an estate is regarded as
unattractive, unsafe or is associated with social problems, these could all be considered features
that may have a further negative effect on its position and development. This could be related
to the process of residualization, which has been used for describing the decline of certain
specific neighborhoods. Residualization refers to a narrowing down of the social rented sector,
which means that a growing number of low-income households reside in the least expensive
segments of the housing market, which may result in low-income households becoming
increasingly concentrated in certain parts of the city (Van Beckhoven et al. 2009: 37). This may
lead to people increasingly deciding to move out of an area when they no longer consider it to
be a desirable place to live, which in turn may set the area into further decline and lead to a
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deeper concentration of poverty and social stigmatization. The role of selective migration is
thereby central in the residualization debate (Andersson 2006).
Hastings & Dean (2000) and Power (1997) have argued that it may be difficult for a housing
estate to get rid of a stigma once it has developed, and an increasingly negative image may lead
to a situation where higher income groups move out of an estate and gradually become replaced
by low-income residents and those with little choice (Taylor 1998). Also in Finland, negative
connotations became attached to many housing estates already soon after their construction,
which is likely to have affected their development during the last few decades. It should also
be considered that changes that have occurred in the socio-economic profile of suburban
housing estates between 1990 and 2010 may have had a further negative effect on their position
and development. In this respect, a low socio-economic ranking of an estate may further fuel
negative public perceptions of an area in the future. The findings from the analysis would seem
to support this claim, as housing estates that were among the most socio-economically
disadvantaged in 2010 were in most cases relatively disadvantaged already in 1990, and often
suffered from negative reputations already earlier than this (see. e.g. Lankinen 1985). In this
respect, the socio-economic status of an estate generally seems to persist over time, which
corresponds to the notion of path-dependency, emphasized in numerous studies concerning
neighborhood change (Prak & Priemus 1986; Wassenberg 2013; Zwiers et al. 2016). These
studies have argued that the initial quality of the dwellings and the reputation of a neighborhood
has a strong influence on its later development (see also Bolt 2018), and this perspective would
seem well-fitting for the long-term development of suburban housing estates in Finland.
While suburban housing estates that were built during the 1960s and 1970s appear to have
become less sough-after places to live in Finland during the last few decades, it is important to
consider the noticeable disparities between housing estates in different types of regional
locations. There are substantial differences in socio-economic, demographic and housing
characteristics between housing estates in different types of regions, and the findings suggest
that the development of an estate is strongly influenced by where in Finland it is located. The
focus of attention in the next part is more specifically on the connection between the
development of suburban housing estates and that of their wider sub-regions.

5.4. The development of suburban housing estates and their wider sub-regions
This study has drawn close attention to the position and development of suburban housing
estates located in different types of sub-regions in Finland, showing that there are considerable
differences between estates depending on the regional context of an estate. The findings suggest
that the development of these estates is closely connected to broader societal changes and
especially to the development of their wider regions. In this regard, the geographical location
of an estate, and particularly where in Finland it is located, seems to be a highly important
determinant for their development and relative position. While Finnish housing estates have
witnessed a general decline since 1990, based on the analysis, the structural nature of decline
has taken different forms in different types of regional contexts.
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The classification of Finnish sub-regions into three types based on their population
development between 1990 and 2010 has provided a way to examine how sub-regions in
Finland overall differ from each other in terms of their demographic and socio-economic
profiles and development as well as how suburban housing estates in growing, stable and
shrinking sub-regions differ in demographic and socio-economic terms and in relation to their
housing stock. This classification, which is based on a relative change in population size, shows
that there are relatively few sub-regions in Finland where the size of the population has grown,
or even remained stable between 1990 and 2010. Most Finnish sub-regions and municipalities
are in fact ones where the population is shrinking (see 4.3.1). This illustrates that Finland is
undergoing an unbalanced territorial development, which in turn also is reflected in suburban
housing estates located in different parts of the country. Finland is still undergoing urbanization
in the sense that only a few of the main urban regions are experiencing population growth, while
sparsely populated rural areas as well as certain sub-regions that have traditionally been reliant
on manufacturing are often witnessing a marked decrease in population (see e.g. Aro
2016).Compared to the other Nordic countries, for instance, an unbalanced population
development within the country and between municipalities is clearly more expressed in
Finland (see e.g. State of the Nordic Region 2018).
Many scholars have linked the heightened gap between growing and shrinking cities and
regions to changes in the global economic system. While relatively few urban regions flourish,
many peripheral localities are shrinking, which seems to be the case in Europe in general, but
particularly so in Finland. While a decrease in population size, resulting from both outmigration
and low rates of natural growth, may be the most evident indicator for measuring shrinkage, the
concept of shrinkage refers to the interplay of several factors related to demographic change
and economic decline (Bontje & Musterd 2012). This study confirms that shrinking sub-regions
are not merely ones where the population has decreased in size between 1990 and 2010, but an
ageing of the population is also typically clearly evident in these types of sub-regions along
with higher rates of unemployment and lower levels of income and education (see 4.3.1). These
characteristics could be viewed as indications of declining regional labor markets in these
specific sub-regions. Growing sub-regions, which are clearly fewer in number, have in contrast
witnessed a growth in population size and they are also comparatively more advantaged in the
sense that their populations are younger and have higher levels of education, income and
occupational attainment.
As previously highlighted in part 5.2.1, structural economic changes, which in turn are reflected
in the labor market, could be considered important for explaining the unfavorable socioeconomic development of suburban housing estates in Finland in general. Based on the analysis,
which shows that different sub-regions in Finland are undergoing greatly different lines of
development, the effects of economic restructuring appear to have been very different in
different types of sub-regions. For instance, Sassen (2006) has noted that many traditional
manufacturing centers have lost functions and have been set into decline due to economic
restructuring. This would seem to be the case in Finland also, as growing sub-regions are
primarily city-regions with comparatively large populations and diverse economic structures,
while the economic structure is typically more one-sided in shrinking sub-regions (see e.g.
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Antikainen 2010; Aro 2016; Vartiainen 2016). From this perspective, growing sub-regions have
generally been less affected by deindustrialization as they traditionally have been less
dependent on manufacturing activities. In contrast, the role of deindustrialization and labor
market restructuring has been a greater determinant of decline in certain shrinking sub-regions
where a decrease in manufacturing jobs has been particularly profound (Kotilainen et al. 2015;
Aro 2016). Overall, it is evident that the effects of economic restructuring and thereby also its
effects on the regional labor markets are different in different geographical locations. As these
changes take different forms in different sub-regions, it could be considered expected that they
also have varying impacts on suburban housing estates in differing locations, and specifically
that housing estates in shrinking sub-regions are most negatively affected.
The regional labor market is undoubtedly a factor that affects the population development of
different sub-regions. The fact that some sub-regions are growing while others are witnessing
population shrinkage could be viewed as an indication of distinct differences in the
characteristics of sub-regional labor markets. Certain sub-regions, particularly the major urban
regions in Finland, have witnessed population growth between 1990 and 2010, which indicates
that these sub-regions have comparatively strong and diverse labor markets that attract people,
and particularly those with higher levels of education. Many of these growing urban regions in
Finland are ones where universities and colleges are located (Statistics Finland 2008, 2015.).
Most Finnish sub-regions have, however, witnessed a decrease in population, which could in
turn be viewed as an indication of weaker labor market opportunities in these specific subregions. As already discussed previously, Wilson (1987) has argued that a mismatch may
emerge on the labor market between supply and demand in a situation where people are not
sufficiently educated and qualified to meet the requirements of the post-industrial labor market
(see part 2.2.4). According to Wilson (1987), a double mismatch may emerge if the same people
who are in a weak position on the labor market also live in areas where the supply of jobs that
they would be qualified for has significantly been reduced (see also Burgers & Musterd 2002:
404). From this perspective, it would seem as though people with a low level of education and
who live in suburban housing estates in shrinking sub-regions are confronted with this type of
situation, particularly if labor market opportunities are limited, or have decreased due to
economic restructuring.
In addition to differences in regional labor market characteristics, the relationship between
housing supply and demand in different sub-regions should also be considered closely when
interpreting differences between suburban housing estates in different parts of Finland. For
instance, in growing sub-regions it is likely that the demand for housing will meet or possibly
even exceed supply, while the situation in shrinking sub-regions may be the opposite, and
housing supply may be much greater than the demand. This is the situation in Finland, where
the share of housing that is occupied is generally greater in growing sub-regions than in stable
and shrinking ones (see part 4.3.1). The analysis shows considerable differences in occupancy
rates also between housing estates in the different types of sub-regions, meaning that there are
generally fewer vacant apartments in suburban housing estates in growing sub-regions than in
stable or shrinking sub-regions. These observations seem to correspond with an argument
presented by Dekker et al. (2005: 8), according to which the share of housing that is occupied
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in a housing estate can be connected to the relation between housing supply and demand in a
geographical area. For instance, if a housing estate is located in a region where the demand for
housing exceeds supply, choice will be limited, and even less attractive areas will remain
relatively popular. Similarly, if the supply of housing is higher than the demand, there is a
greater likelihood of a higher share of vacancies, particularly in the least desired areas. It
therefore seems logical that housing estates in Finland’s shrinking sub-regions usually have
more vacant apartments than estates in growing sub-regions due to an overall lower demand for
housing in these types of sub-regions.
It should also be considered that the housing supply and demand within a region is subject to
change and may also be affected by various external influences. Demographic changes could
be regarded as particularly important in this respect as these may greatly affect the demand for
housing. For instance, in shrinking sub-regions witnessing population loss, a large outmigration
will cause an oversupply of housing, which in turn may have a negative effect on the position
of the least popular housing estates (see e.g. Wassenberg 2013). This seems to be the case in
sub-regions witnessing population shrinkage in Finland where suburban housing estates have
comparatively more vacant housing units than in growing sub-regions. Also changes in the
supply of housing may affect the position and development of suburban housing estates, such
as the construction of newer and more attractive forms of housing in a sub-region (see e.g. Van
Beckhoven et al. 2009; Van Gent 2009; Wassenberg 2013). Following the peak years of housing
estate construction in Finland, there was a decline in the construction of these types of areas in
the late 1970s. As the focus of housing production increasingly shifted towards the construction
of other types of housing, particularly single-family homes and more low-rise housing (see part
1.2), this may be a factor that has contributed to the relative decline of suburban housing estates
consisting of prefabricated 1960s and 1970s apartment blocks.
As discussed in the previous sections, both sub-regional labor and housing markets seem to
closely reflect population developments and housing demand in the sub-region. While some
sub-regions have witnessed population growth due to their more attractive labor markets and
have younger populations who generally also have higher levels of income and degrees of
education, most Finnish sub-regions could be characterized conversely. It therefore seems
logical that socio-economic and demographic differences are substantial also among suburban
housing estates that are in different sub-regions.
The analysis strongly suggests that the development of the wider sub-region is an important
determinant for how housing estates develop. First, the demographic development of suburban
housing estates is generally in line with the broader development of their respective sub regions.
For instance, housing estates located in sub-regions that are characterized by population
shrinkage and a substantial ageing of the population structure have quite expectedly been most
affected by these specific developments. In contrast, as there generally has been a greater influx
of international migrants in growing than in shrinking sub-regions, this is also logically
reflected at the housing estate level in the comparatively higher shares of residents with a
foreign first language. Second, socio-economic changes that have occurred in suburban housing
estates corresponds to the development of their wider sub-regions. Unsurprisingly, the most
socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates in Finland are found in sub-regions that are
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witnessing population shrinkage and are characterized by declining regional job markets and
high unemployment (e.g. State of the Nordic Region 2018). On the other hand, housing estates
in growing sub-regions have also witnessed socio-economic decline and undergone a highly
differentiated development, which resonates with the notion that Finland’s major urban regions
have become increasingly divided into advantaged and disadvantaged areas (e.g. Kortteinen &
Vaattovaara 2015; Hirvonen & Puustinen 2016; Saikkonen et al. 2018). Third, there are
differences between housing estates in different types of sub-regions in certain aspects of their
housing stock. For example, housing estates in shrinking sub-regions are characterized by
higher shares of vacant dwellings than estates in growing sub-regions, which could be
considered logical as there has presumably been a decrease in the demand for housing due to
population shrinkage in these types of sub-regions.
This study shows that suburban housing estates have undergone a general decline since the
early 1990s, and that this decline has a socio-economic, demographic and housing dimension
where these three dimensions are closely interlinked. The comparative analysis of housing
estates in growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions suggests that although housing estates in
all three types of sub-regions have witnessed decline, there are different processes explaining
decline in different regional contexts in Finland. This is most evident when comparing socioeconomically disadvantaged housing estates in growing sub-regions and in shrinking subregions, as they are generally characterized by noticeably different demographic profiles.
Disadvantaged housing estates in growing sub-regions were in 2010 generally characterized by
comparatively high shares of foreign-language speakers and young age structures, whereas
disadvantaged estates in shrinking sub-regions typically had very high shares of elderly and
very few residents with immigrant backgrounds. This illustrates a closer connection between
socio-economic disadvantage and immigration in growing sub-regions, while disadvantage in
housing estates in shrinking sub-regions has primarily been accompanied by an ageing of the
population structure. Another difference is that socio-economically disadvantaged housing
estates in shrinking sub-regions tend to have comparatively high shares of vacant apartments,
which on the other hand is not equally noticeable in disadvantaged estates in growing subregions.
The previously outlined examples suggest that the structural nature of socio-economic decline
is clearly different in different types of regional contexts. Based on the analysis, it seems that
Finnish suburban housing estates have followed two main and distinctively different types of
decline between 1990 and 2010. In the first type of decline, which is typical for disadvantaged
estates in growing sub-regions, socio-economic decline is linked to immigration but not
noticeably to population ageing. In the second type, most common in shrinking sub-regions,
even more substantial socio-economic decline is connected to significant population ageing,
but not to immigration, and also to noticeable increases in the share of vacant housing, which
again is not a typical feature for the first type of decline.
The first type of decline, seen mainly in growing sub-regions, should be considered in relation
to prior research that has drawn attention to increased socio-economic segregation in Finland’s
major urban regions and to the closer connection between socio-economic and ethnic
segregation (e.g. Vilkama 2011; Rasinkangas 2013; Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 2015; Hirvonen
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& Puustinen 2016; Kauppinen & Vaalavuo 2017; Saikkonen et al. 2018). As selective migration
has been recognized as a central driver of segregation in Finland’s major urban regions
(Vilkama 2011; Vilkama et al. 2013; Rasinkangas 2013), it is likely to be an important
determinant in explaining the decline of housing estates, especially in growing sub-regions.
Different housing estates are perceived very differently, and as public perceptions of different
neighborhoods centrally influence how people move within cities, by consciously choosing
certain areas while rejecting others, this may lead to a self-perpetuating downward development
of certain neighborhoods. Despite differentiation having increased substantially since the early
1990s, it should be noticed that most estates that were socio-economically disadvantaged in
1990, were even substantially more disadvantaged in 2010. This could be viewed as an
indication of the persistent nature of the socio-economic status of neighborhoods, meaning that
as the physical characteristics and perceptions of neighborhoods usually tend to change rather
slowly, so does the socio-economic profile of an area (Zwiers et al. 2016). This would seem to
resonate with the notion that, problematic areas often have a false start, which in some cases
may mean that these neighborhoods have already been set into a state of decline soon after
being built (Wassenberg 2013: 18).
The second type of decline, typical for socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates in
shrinking sub-regions, indicates that these estates have followed a line of development that
closely resembles that of their wider sub-regions. As shrinking cities and regions tend to be
characterized by the combined effects of economic stagnation and population decline (Bontje
& Musterd 2012), it seems logical that the structural nature of decline in these types of regions
is somewhat different than in growing sub-regions. Against this backdrop, it could be
considered expected that Finland’s most socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates are
found in shrinking sub-regions where structural economic changes have been the most severe,
especially as the least attractive neighborhoods tend to be most vulnerable in locations
characterized by population decrease and economic decline (Brattbakk & Hansen 2004: 320).
Quite expectedly, disadvantaged housing estates in shrinking sub-regions have typically been
characterized by a substantial decrease in population size, population ageing and an absence of
immigration, which is logically in line with the more general development of shrinking subregions overall. It seems likely that these estates in shrinking sub-regions have attracted fewer
new residents than estates in growing sub-regions, and presumably that an ageing and decrease
of the original population has not been counterbalanced by new households that have moved
into the neighborhoods in the same way as would appear to be the case in many estates located
in growing sub-regions. Unsurprisingly, disadvantaged housing estates in shrinking sub-regions
also have comparatively high shares of vacancies as the demand for housing in these regions is
presumably low due to population shrinkage.
When placing the two previously discussed types of decline into a wider Europe perspective,
based on the existing research literature, the first type of decline seems more common than the
second type in other parts of the Nordic region and Western Europe. In the first type of decline,
which is typical for disadvantaged housing estates in the major Finnish urban regions such as
Helsinki, Tampere and Turku, an unfavorable socio-economic development has been coupled
with an increase in residents with immigrant backgrounds, and these estates are typically
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characterized by high shares of renter-occupied housing. Similarly, studies have shown that for
instance many Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, Dutch, British and French postwar estates are
neighborhoods where socio-economic disadvantage and ethnic minorities increasingly
coincide. For immigrants, who often are disadvantaged on the housing market (Murie et al.
2003: 41) and may be subject to discrimination (2011; Dhalmann 2011), this has in many
European cities meant moving into neighborhoods where housing is affordable and easiest to
access, such as into postwar housing estates. The development of these neighborhoods is in
many cases also impacted by selective migration, which may cause a spiral of decline in the
least attractive housing estates (e.g. Andersson & Bråmå 2006; Vilkama 2011; Rasinkangas
2013). Despite similar tendencies, it should however be noted that the magnitude of
immigration has been substantially lesser in the Finnish estates compared to, for instance,
neighboring Sweden, even in the cases where the role of immigration has been the most
noticeable. For example, of approximately six hundred estates that were analyzed in this study,
only three estates had a higher than 30 percent share of foreign-language speakers in 2010,
whereas there are numerous estates in Sweden where the share of residents with a foreign
background is more than twice as high as this figure (SCB 2018b).
The second type of decline, where socio-economic deprivation has been accompanied by
substantial population decrease, ageing of the population structure, but minimal effects of
immigration, and an increase in vacant dwellings, has been less documented in the research
literature. Nevertheless, this type of decline would seem to resonate with observations from
Eastern Germany, where massive out-migration and population decline in many regions has led
to a situation where many postwar housing estates have become characterized by rapidly ageing
and shrinking population structures and high shares of empty dwellings (Kabisch & Grossmann
2013). Although the East German case could be considered an extreme example of massive
structural changes that occurred suddenly after the reunification of the country, and resulted in
a substantial decrease in housing demand, the findings nevertheless suggest that there are
certain parallels with these estates and suburban housing estates in Finland’s shrinking subregions. In other words, the decline of these estates seems to be driven by similar structural
developments, where the decline of the wider region is manifested at housing estate level in a
similar way. Although this type of decline is not uniquely Finnish, it nevertheless seems to
differ from what has been reported from other Nordic and Western European countries. For
example, many socio-economically disadvantaged housing estates in Sweden have not
witnessed a substantial ageing of the population nor population decrease, and many estates even
in smaller Swedish cities have witnessed noticeable increases in population size during the last
two decades, largely due to an influx of international migrants (SCB 2018a). Similarly, findings
from for instance Norway, the UK and the Netherlands show that many disadvantaged postwar
estates that are characterized by high shares of residents with immigrant backgrounds also have
relatively young age structures, indicating that immigrant households have gradually replaced
the original population of the estates (Musterd & van Kempen 2005; Brattbakk & Hansen
2004).
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5.5. Concluding remarks
This research has analyzed the development of Finnish suburban housing estates between 1990
and 2010 through a comparative approach where the development of roughly six hundred
housing estates has been studied from a multitude of perspective in relation to Finland overall
and in relation to the wider regions of the estates. The analysis of changes that can be seen in
these estates has been closely linked to the broader question of socio-spatial differentiation and
how emerging social and spatial inequalities are manifested in these types of neighborhoods.
The research findings clearly demonstrate that the development of suburban housing estates is
connected to the wider society that they are part of. However, while economic restructuring, an
ageing of the population, immigration and a greater complexity in household structures are
general societal developments that can be seen in the whole of Finland, these various
developments take noticeably different forms in different places. Hence, understanding the
development of suburban housing estates in Finland and in different parts of the country
requires paying attention to different national, regional and city level developments along with
the more local conditions of the neighborhoods, which in combination are pivotal in
determining local outcomes. This corresponds to the well-established notion in neighborhood
research, where the development of neighborhoods is seen to be influenced by a multitude of
features and processes occurring on different levels of the society that the neighborhoods are
part of, but also internally within the neighborhoods (e.g. Prak & Priemus 1986; Grigsby et al.
1987; Murie et al. 2003; Wassenberg et al. 2004; Dekker et al. 2005; Van Kempen 2007;
Sampson 2012).
When framing the development of Finnish suburban housing estates into a wider European
perspective, there are both similarities and differences compared to postwar housing estates in
other European countries. In general terms, the long-term development of Finnish housing
estates bears resemblance with the development of postwar housing estates elsewhere on the
continent (e.g. Musterd & van Kempen 2005). In Finland and in other countries, these types of
neighborhoods were typically built for working class families in the 1960s and 1970s, and as a
general trend, many estates have become characterized by proportionately high shares of elderly
residents, while the share of families with children has dropped significantly (Dekker & van
Kempen 2004). The socio-economic decline of Finnish suburban housing estates also
corresponds to the general situation in Western Europe, where postwar housing estates have
become increasingly disadvantaged in terms of income level, educational level and
unemployment rate (see e.g. Dekker & Van Kempen 2004). These socio-economic changes
suggest, among other things, that residents in these types of neighborhoods have been
particularly vulnerable to structural changes on the labor market, and that these effects may be
further amplified by changes in welfare state arrangements.
At the same time, there are certain differences that seem to set Finnish postwar housing estates
apart from their counterparts in many other parts of Western Europe. This study shows that
these types of neighborhoods in Finland were in most cases relatively average neighborhoods
in socio-economic and demographic terms until the early 1990s, whereas postwar housing
estates in many other countries and cities on the continent fell into severe decline already in
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some cases a few decades earlier. Since 1990, however, substantial socio-economic decline has
been highly noticeable in Finnish postwar housing estates but the development of these types
of neighborhoods has also been highly differentiated. This resonates with the situation more
generally in Europe, where postwar housing estates, despite sharing a certain common history
and having many similarities, nevertheless are a relatively diverse group of areas that have
followed a wide range of different trajectories of change, even within the same countries and
cities (Murie et al. 2003; Turkington et al. 2004; Rowlands et al. 2009; Hess et al. 2018).
Another noticeable difference that sets Finnish estates apart from, for instance, many Swedish,
Norwegian, Danish, Dutch, British and French postwar estates, is the lesser importance of
immigration. Whereas immigration has been perhaps the most important demographic
development in postwar housing estates in many parts of Northern and Western Europe, in
Finland international migration has not been a major driver of change in most estates. Instead,
a substantial population ageing has been the most significant demographic trend in Finnish
estates. Ageing and decreasing populations in many estates could be considered a challenge
from the perspective of maintaining adequate services in many neighborhoods, where the level
of services has typically decreased drastically over the decades (Halme et al. 2001). From this
perspective, attracting families with children, for instance by constructing new housing in these
neighborhoods, could help revitalize and enhance the usually modest level of services in such
estates. On the other hand, it is possible that ageing populations may also have a potentially
positive effect on the social cohesion in an area. For instance, while many estates in their early
history were criticized for being neighborhoods that were populated by “rootless” people who
had recently moved into these newly built areas, today many estates are inhabited by people
who have lived in these neighborhoods for decades, which may positively contribute to
enhancing cohesion among residents (see e.g. Wallin 2014).
As this study has focused on the long-term socio-economic and demographic development of
suburban housing estates in Finland it should also be considered what the future may hold for
these types of areas. These housing estates have evidently undergone a general decline since
1990 but they are far from homogenous and have followed highly different paths where both
socio-economic and demographic differences have increased considerably. Based on their
development during the last few decades it seems likely that this differentiated development
will continue during the years to come, especially as the general trend seems to be a divergence
rather than a convergence of socio-spatial differences in Finland. As the development of
housing estates and neighborhoods in general appear to be characterized by path-dependency,
where the socio-economic profile of an estate typically seems to persist over time, it could be
assumed that most estates will continue to develop along similar trajectories as they have during
the last few decades. From this perspective, it seems likely that estates with a relatively high
socio-economic standing, which are primarily located in growing sub-regions, will in most
cases retain their relatively advantaged position, whereas most disadvantaged estates are likely
to remain disadvantaged and possibly be subject to further decline.
Suburban housing estates are currently high on the political agenda, as a great number of estates
have been targeted by various projects aiming at their regeneration over the years and many
more currently require physical redevelopment, which can be both extensive and expensive. As
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the future prospects among suburban housing estates appear to vary considerably, it seems clear
that also the potential for regeneration and revival differs greatly from one estate to another.
For instance, redevelopment may not be a viable option for housing estates located in subregions where there is plenty of vacant housing and property values are low due to population
shrinkage. It seems likely that many housing estates especially in cities and regions with
decreasing populations will be confronted with a question concerning demolition or
refurbishment. A demolition of housing blocks in certain postwar estates is a trend that has been
underway in many parts of Europe already during several decades. For instance, in the
Netherlands, in the case of the Bijlmermeer housing estate in Amsterdam, some of the massive
modernist housing blocks were demolished to make way for other types of housing, with the
objective of attracting more middle-class households and diversifying the population structure
(Wassenberg 2013). Demolition has also been used in East German estates as a solution to the
high vacancy rates that caused risks of insolvency for many housing enterprises and
cooperatives (Kabisch & Grossmann 2013: 233–234). In Finland, demolition of housing in
postwar estates has so far not been a widespread practice, although there have been some cases
where multi-story housing blocks in certain housing estates have been demolished instead of
refurbished, such as in the Jakomäki and Mikkola neighborhoods in the Helsinki Capital Region
(HS 2014; YLE 2015). In these two cases (see figures 77 and 78), both estates are situated in a
growing high-demand regional housing market, and the demolished buildings have been
replaced by newly constructed housing. However, particularly for housing estates that are
situated in regions where population shrinkage is profound and where refurbishment may not
be economically feasible, it remains to be seen whether demolition becomes a more common
solution in the future. Indications that this may become the case can already be seen for instance
in the towns of Savonlinna and Kemijärvi where the municipality has resorted to a demolition
of housing blocks in response to a high number of vacant dwellings in the social rented housing
stock (YLE 2015a, 2018).
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Figure 77. Demolition of housing blocks in Jakomäki, Helsinki in 2015 (Mats Stjernberg).

Figure 78. Housing blocks awaiting demolition in Mikkola, Vantaa in 2015 (Mats Stjernberg).
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For some housing estates in Finland the future would seem to be considerably brighter than for
others. As highlighted in the previous examples, the future appears quite challenging for
housing estates located in the parts of Finland undergoing shrinkage. On the other hand, in
growing sub-regions, where the demand for housing often is greater than the supply, brighter
futures for certain suburban housing estates can be expected, as even the least attractive
neighborhoods are more likely to be relatively sought-after than in low-demand markets. An
asset for certain postwar housing estates in Helsinki for instance is that they still offer
comparatively affordable housing in an otherwise expensive regional housing market. From
this perspective, it can be expected that the popularity of some housing estates will increase in
the years to come, especially as the rising housing prices in the inner-city are already out of
reach for many households. The future prospects of an estate are evidently also related to
attributes of the estate itself, such as its location and how well the estate is connected to the
surrounding urban structure, qualities of the built environment, tenure structure, population
composition and public perceptions of the area, to name a few. In this regard, the substantial
diversity among suburban housing estates is central to consider. For instance, housing estates
that are more centrally located or have certain architectural qualities that make them more
attractive are likely to have more potential than estates that are peripherally located and where
the built environment is perceived as less appealing. For example, the early housing estates of
the 1950s, that often were built closer to the urban centers, have in some cases increasingly
become incorporated into the expanding urban realm and generally seem to be considered more
attractive than many of the more massive and peripheral 1970s estates. Even though housing
estates in growing sub-regions on average appear to have more potential than estates in
shrinking sub-regions, it should be kept in mind that most estates in Finland, even in the most
prosperous urban regions, have witnessed substantial socio-economic decline since the early
1990s. As Finland’s major urban regions have become increasingly segregated during the last
few decades, many 1960s and 1970s housing estates have become more unfavorably placed
than they were a few decades ago. As the socio-economic status generally tends to persist over
time, it seems probable that disadvantaged estates, in most cases, will remain disadvantaged
also in the years to come.
The research design used in this study has helped provide an empirically based understanding
of the development of 1960s and 1970s suburban housing in Finland at large and in different
types of regional contexts between the years 1990 and 2010. Nevertheless, a few
methodological considerations should be addressed, also from the perspective of potential
future research within the field. Firstly, this study has focused on suburban housing estates
dating from the 1960s and 1970s whereas some previous studies (e.g. Seppälä et al. 1990) have
also examined estates dating from the 1950s and 1980s. The decision to focus on housing estates
from the 1960s and 1970s was due to the fact that this was the main period of housing estate
construction in Finland and the notion that academic and policy debates concerning these types
of neighborhoods both in Finland and elsewhere in Europe seem to be centered particularly
around estates from this time and age (e.g. Tutkitusti parempi lähiö 2016). It is possible that
including estates that were built during the 1950s would have yielded somewhat different
results, as housing estates from this era are still at present often viewed as more attractive living
environments than estates built during the following two decades. On the other hand, the
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construction of suburban housing estates during the 1950s was limited to a few of the major
cities, and 1950s estates are considerably fewer in number than the estates built during the next
two decades. While the construction of housing estates did to a certain degree persist into the
1980s, following the severe criticism directed at housing estates during the end of the 1970s,
the construction of housing estates eventually decreased sharply (see part 1.2). By focusing on
estates that originate from the 1960s and 1970s, this means that the vast majority of Finnish
postwar housing estates are included in the analysis and particularly the era of housing estates
that are currently highest on the political agenda in Finland. Nevertheless, focusing on estates
built outside of the period that has been under investigation in this study could be increasingly
relevant for future studies, for instance as certain housing estates with high shares of social
housing constructed during the 1990s have been reported to be confronted with social problems
and suffer from stigmatization (HS 2018).
Secondly, an important methodological question and prerequisite for conducting this study was
how to define, identify and locate housing estates for the empirical analysis within the whole
Finnish territory. This was a necessary starting point as there is no universal definition of what
a housing estate is neither in the Finnish nor in the international research literature. There is
also no ready-made data available for analyzing the development of these estates and not even
a generally agreed upon understanding of where Finland’s housing estates are located. The GISbased approach developed for this study differs considerably from how suburban housing
estates have been selected for analysis in previous studies. For instance, in prior studies
conducted by Lankinen (1998, 1999), groups of experts handpicked areas that they considered
to be suburban housing estates. It is worth noting that despite the highly different approach used
in this research, most of the estates identified by the expert groups and analyzed in the
aforementioned studies were also identified with the GIS-based approach of this research.
Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that using a different selection approach and criteria
may possibly have yielded a somewhat different selection of areas and also to a certain extent
impacted the results of the analysis (see part 3). While the approach developed for this study
has been used for studying suburban housing estates dating from the 1960s and 1970s, it should
also be considered that a similar type of approach could be used for studying other types of
areas and, in case of sufficient data availability, could also be applied in other territorial
contexts. Using detailed geographical data offers many advantages for neighborhood research,
where one is the possibility of defining the units of analysis in a more flexible way than by
using data related to larger neighborhood boundaries. As certain housing estates are rather large
spatial entities that may consist of different types of micro-areas within the same administrative
neighborhood, an advantage with more detailed statistical data is the possibility to examine
these internal differences that may be concealed or less evident even at the neighborhood level.
Thirdly, some aspects concerning the research data used for the analysis should be considered.
In this study, the analysis has relied on data from three different points in time (1990, 2000 and
2010). While these datasets allow examining changes that have occurred between ten-year or
twenty-year intervals, they do not reveal what types of changes have occurred during a shorter
time span. For instance, while the analysis shows that unemployment increased significantly in
suburban housing estates between 1990 and 2000, previous studies have shown that the sharpest
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spike in unemployment in Finland occurred during a time span of a few years, between 1991
and 1994 (see Lankinen 1998). Data from shorter time intervals would therefore provide more
detailed information on when the most considerable changes have occurred and how linear the
development of housing estates has been. Although the sharp increase in unemployment during
the first half of the 1990s is related to the severe economic recession, other changes in suburban
housing estates, for instance in age and household composition, appear to have occurred more
evenly and gradually over a longer period. Changes in language structure, namely an increase
in the share of foreign-language speakers, has primarily occurred during the 2000s, illustrating
that Finnish housing estates are characterized by a late immigration compared to the
neighboring Scandinavian countries for instance.
It should also be considered that the research data used in this study does not reveal to which
degree the various changes that can be seen in suburban housing estates have occurred among
the group of people who have lived in an estate already during a longer period of time, or to
which extent these changes are related to residential mobility and changes in the residents of an
area. As numerous studies have identified selective migration as an important driver of change
in different types of neighborhoods, it is presumably also important for explaining some of the
changes identified in suburban housing estates in this study. Identifying to which degree this is
the case would require the use of mobility data that would allow comparing characteristics of
the households that have moved in and out of an area. The use of other types of data could also
provide valuable insight on changes that have occurred in suburban housing estates and what
these mean for people living in the estates. For instance, while an increase in unemployment
and relative decrease in income level could be viewed as signs of socio-economic decline, it is
uncertain what these types of changes may imply for the social conditions of an estate. Other
types of measures of health and wellbeing could provide a deeper understanding of the
implications of these structural changes in housing estates in different parts of Finland. Also,
survey data concerning subjective interpretations of the residents who live in these types of
areas could, for instance, help provide a deeper understanding of the social conditions of
suburban housing in addition to the statistical indicators used in this study. One example is a
study by Kemppainen et al. (2017), focusing on tenure structure and perceived social disorder
in 70 suburban housing estates, which was part of the same PREFARE research project that the
present PhD also is part of (see also Kemppainen 2017). The aforementioned study relied on
survey data that was collected from 70 housing estates in different parts of Finland, using the
same research data as this research, and thereby provides a complementary perspective on the
social conditions of some of the estates that this research has focused on (see part 1.4).
Fourthly, the development of suburban housing estates in different types of regional contexts
was analyzed according to a classification where Finland’s 70 sub-regions were divided into
three different types, namely growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions. It is evident that a
classification of this type conceals certain differences between individual sub-regions and
provides a rather general outlook on socio-spatial differences at the sub-regional level in
Finland. While this study has not paid close attention to the specificities of individual regions,
sub-regions, cities or towns, these are nevertheless plentiful, and they could be potentially
important for explaining the development of suburban housing estates in different locations.
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For instance, sub-regions are rather broad spatial entities, typically consisting of different
municipalities, whereby different housing estates within the same sub-region may be located at
significantly different geographical locations. Paying closer attention to differences in location,
for example, by more closely examining differences between housing estates located within the
same sub-regions, could provide a more detailed outlook on the heterogeneity of suburban
housing estates in Finland. For instance, in the Helsinki metropolitan region there are noticeable
differences between housing estates located in different municipalities within the wider region
as well as within the same municipalities (Stjernberg 2017). As the location of an estate
undoubtedly is an important determinant for its development, laying greater emphasis on
location and how an estate is connected to the surrounding city could be a valuable addition for
future research.
While suburban housing estates have been highly debated by academic researchers,
policymakers, urban planners and the media during recent decades, it seems likely that these
types of neighborhoods will remain high on the agenda also in the years to come. While this
study has yielded empirical evidence concerning the development of housing estates over a
two-decade time span, between 1990 and 2010, uncovering what types of changes have
occurred since 2010 would be interesting for future analysis, particularly as the latest economic
recession that started around 2008 appears to have had a negative effect on many housing
estates. Although the effects were less dramatic than during the recession of the early 1990s,
findings from the Helsinki metropolitan region show that suburban housing estates generally
witnessed a noticeable increase in unemployment rate and a decrease in relative income level
between 2010 and 2013 (Stjernberg 2017: 62). The effects of immigration were also apparent
during this time span, as the share of foreign-language speakers increased quite noticeably in
certain estates in the region. Overall, it seems evident that postwar housing estates will be
confronted with a multitude of changes also during the years to come, especially as Finland and
many parts of the country are witnessing ongoing economic restructuring, increasing income
inequality and greater uncertainty on the labor market. At the same time, housing estates have
been and will continue to be affected by various demographic changes. As housing estates are
evidently in a constant state of change, it could be expected that these types of neighborhoods
will remain an important object of study both in Finland and elsewhere in Europe also in the
years to come. Due to these dynamics, conducting statistical follow-ups of the development of
housing estates seems important for monitoring both short-term and long-term changes in these
neighborhoods.
This study shows that suburban housing estates are far from homogenous and that there are
considerable differences between estates located in different parts of Finland. Finland is
undergoing an unbalanced development, where different regions within the country are
developing in highly different ways, and the changes seen in housing estates clearly reflect the
wider development of their regions, although not automatically. It seems evident that the
specificities of the town, city or sub-region where an estate is located are important
determinants of how different estates develop. Conducting case studies focusing on suburban
housing estates in specific regions could, for instance, help provide a more detailed
understanding of estates in different types of locations. For instance, in a separate research
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report, closely linked to this PhD research, the same research data was used for examining
socio-economic and demographic changes in 1960 and 1970s suburban housing in the Helsinki
metropolitan region (Stjernberg 2017), also drawing attention to certain context-specific
features that tend to be disguised in more general levels of analysis. More in-depth research on
housing estates in other types of regions would surely also provide a more nuanced
understanding of the structural changes that have occurred in specific places. For instance, as
economic restructuring seems to have had a profound effect on the development of suburban
housing estates in Finland during the last couple of decades, and as the effects of economic
restructuring differ considerably between different sub-regions and cities, valuable insight
could be gained from examining the effects of deindustrialization more closely, for example in
certain cities or regions where a decline in manufacturing activities has been particularly severe.
Also examining changes that have occurred in sectors of employment in suburban housing
estates and in their wider sub-regions would be a possible point of departure for examining how
the socio-economic decline of suburban housing estates may be related to labor market
restructuring.
This PhD study has addressed a specific category of neighborhoods that have been widely
addressed in the political, public and scholarly debate in Finland and in other European
countries already during several decades. At the same time, there has been little empiricallybased knowledge concerning the structural development of these types of neighborhoods in
Finland overall and in different parts of the country during the last few decades. Against this
backdrop, this study has analyzed the development of suburban housing estates that were
constructed during the 1960s and 1970s and the findings illustrate that these estates have
witnessed a noticeable general decline since the early 1990s. This decline consists of a socioeconomic, demographic and housing dimension, and these three dimensions are closely
connected, but in different ways in different housing estates and in different parts of Finland.
The research findings suggest that this decline has been structural, as many estates that were hit
hard by the recession in the beginning of the 1990s have been characterized by a persistence of
high unemployment ever since. When considering the future prospects of the most
disadvantaged housing estates, this observation seems alarming. It should be noted that decline,
although evident in most Finnish housing estates, is not manifested in all the estates, underlining
that this category of housing is far from homogenous and that the development trajectories of
these estates are highly diverse. Overall though, based on the changes identified in this study,
it seems apparent that public concerns related to this distinct type of concrete suburbia are in
many ways valid, and from the perspective of Finnish urban and housing policy, suburban
housing estates would appear to be one of the most central challenges during the years to come.
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94.1 %

2 to 3
n = 35
22.0 %
19.8 %
32.1 %
15.7 %
8.9 %
99.1 %
0.3 %
0.4 %
44.4 %
6.3 %
14.1 %
18.4 %
5.4 %
61.8 %
34.4 %
3.8 %
96.5 %
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9.5 %
19.4 %
18.3 %
21.9 %
29.5 %
97.3 %
0.3 %
2.3 %
35.3 %
11.8 %
21.4 %
10.1 %
13.8 %
50.6 %
36.8 %
11.4 %
89.5 %

3 to 1
n = 69
12.5 %
17.6 %
25.6 %
19.0 %
23.6 %
99.2 %
0.4 %
0.2 %
50.3 %
6.8 %
17.4 %
14.2 %
6.6 %
67.1 %
25.4 %
6.9 %
93.6 %
10.2 %
16.6 %
18.0 %
22.1 %
33.4 %
96.5 %
0.0 %
2.9 %
47.6 %
6.0 %
30.6 %
6.2 %
22.7 %
37.5 %
49.3 %
10.1 %
87.1 %

3 to 2
n = 47
15.0 %
18.6 %
23.4 %
16.7 %
26.7 %
99.7 %
0.0 %
0.0 %
56.3 %
4.2 %
26.0 %
8.7 %
10.6 %
51.6 %
40.4 %
6.5 %
92.9 %
14.0 %
18.3 %
22.6 %
21.5 %
23.6 %
95.2 %
0.6 %
3.1 %
33.1 %
12.1 %
20.4 %
14.1 %
12.5 %
50.7 %
35.4 %
11.7 %
90.9 %

3 to 3
n = 20
15.0 %
17.9 %
25.7 %
18.6 %
22.0 %
98.8 %
0.4 %
0.2 %
51.8 %
7.1 %
19.5 %
15.8 %
6.6 %
68.8 %
22.4 %
7.4 %
93.4 %
7.7 %
36.4 %
19.5 %
16.3 %
16.0 %
95.4 %
0.3 %
3.1 %
22.1 %
23.4 %
33.3 %
10.5 %
14.6 %
35.5 %
52.3 %
10.7 %
88.2 %

3 to 5
n = 17
11.2 %
22.7 %
26.7 %
17.8 %
17.1 %
99.0 %
0.3 %
0.5 %
41.8 %
10.2 %
17.6 %
16.8 %
8.0 %
61.8 %
29.0 %
9.0 %
91.8 %
17.7 %
19.8 %
24.3 %
22.3 %
13.7 %
87.2 %
0.5 %
11.6 %
39.7 %
7.0 %
30.5 %
7.1 %
23.6 %
25.6 %
68.4 %
4.6 %
93.3 %

5 to 4
n = 67
25.9 %
25.5 %
31.8 %
9.9 %
6.1 %
98.6 %
0.3 %
0.5 %
48.8 %
2.7 %
17.2 %
11.5 %
10.6 %
24.8 %
74.4 %
1.6 %
97.0 %
15.0 %
18.1 %
20.8 %
23.4 %
22.1 %
94.6 %
0.0 %
5.4 %
44.0 %
4.8 %
36.0 %
4.7 %
29.8 %
23.4 %
67.1 %
7.3 %
85.0 %

5 to 2
n = 52
23.3 %
24.3 %
28.5 %
12.5 %
11.0 %
99.5 %
0.1 %
0.2 %
49.7 %
2.3 %
23.1 %
8.5 %
13.4 %
26.7 %
70.7 %
2.5 %
95.7 %
19.9 %
16.7 %
26.1 %
22.2 %
14.1 %
96.3 %
0.3 %
3.6 %
34.0 %
9.7 %
23.2 %
11.4 %
18.7 %
38.6 %
50.7 %
8.8 %
91.8 %

5 to 3
n = 22
25.5 %
22.8 %
31.1 %
12.9 %
7.9 %
99.6 %
0.0 %
0.3 %
45.9 %
4.3 %
17.5 %
14.9 %
8.3 %
34.0 %
61.7 %
3.5 %
95.8 %

Finland
23.0 %
16.8 %
31.1 %
15.7 %
13.5 %
93.5 %
5.9 %
0.5 %
47.2 %
18.8 %
20.0 %
20.0 %
5.7 %
71.3 %
25.8 %
2.9 %
Ζ
20.2 %
15.1 %
25.7 %
21.6 %
17.5 %
90.4 %
5.4 %
4.2 %
30.0 %
29.1 %
20.0 %
20.0 %
10.3 %
65.5 %
30.4 %
4.1 %
Ζ

All estates
n = 603
20.0 %
20.7 %
30.1 %
15.1 %
11.7 %
99.1 %
0.4 %
0.4 %
47.2 %
5.6 %
16.3 %
15.0 %
6.7 %
55.8 %
39.6 %
4.0 %
95.6 %
14.5 %
18.6 %
22.6 %
22.0 %
20.8 %
93.6 %
0.4 %
4.8 %
35.7 %
10.3 %
22.8 %
10.2 %
16.2 %
45.0 %
44.8 %
8.5 %
91.7 %

Annex table 1. The median values of various variables for 1990 and 2010 for housing estates that have undergone different lines of development,
according to their cluster memberships in the typology for 1990 and 2010.
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Annex table 2 presents the main transitions between different housing estate types according to the estates’ cluster membership in the typology for
1990 and the typology for 2010. The table shows the median values for various key demographic, socio-economic and housing characteristics for
the different housing estate types for both years, and how the estates fared compared to the median values for all 603 housing estates in Finland
and the national averages for the whole country in both 1990 and 2010. It should be noted that this table only shows the main transitions for
housing estates that were part of the four main housing estate types identified in the typology for 1990 (clusters 2–5). The least common housing
estate type (cluster 1 in 1990) is not included in the figure, as this cluster only included 16 housing estates in the whole of Finland, and the transitions
of these estates do not represent particularly common development trajectories for suburban housing estates in Finland. The table includes the
transitions between clusters from 1990 to 2010 that involve at least 10 housing estates, as these are the most typical paths of development that
Finnish housing estates have followed. Subsequently, the table displays the 13 most common transitions from one cluster to another. The vast
majority of the 1960s and 1970s suburban housing estates that are focus of this study, in total 560 of 603 estates (or approximately 93 percent),
have followed one of the alternative paths of development outlined in the table.
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Annex table 2. Median values of variables related to the population characteristics and housing
stock of three sub-regional types (growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions) in 1990 and 2010.
Median values of various variables related to the population characteristics and the housing stock of
growing, stable and shrinking sub-regions in 1990 and 2010
1990

Age composition
Age 0–17
Age 18–29
Age 30–49
Age 50–64
Age 65–
Size of households
One person
Two persons
Three persons
Four persons or more
Population by first language
Other
Level of education¹
Tertiary education
Level of education of employed
population²
Only basic level education
Tertiary education
Income level³
Low income
High income

2010

Growing
subregions
(n = 15)

Stable
subregions
(n = 13)

Shrinking
subregions
(n = 42)

Growing
subregions
(n = 15)

Stable
subregions
(n = 13)

Shrinking
subregions
(n = 42)

23.1%
17.0%
31.2%
14.8%
13.7%

22.1%
15.7%
30.0%
16.1%
15.3%

23.0%
15.3%
28.8%
16.8%
15.6%

20.6%
16.7%
26.3%
21.2%
16.7%

19.8%
13.5%
23.9%
23.0%
19.7%

18.4%
11.5%
21.7%
25.1%
22.4%

31.0%
29.1%
16.2%
23.4%

30.6%
29.3%
16.4%
23.0%

28.6%
28.5%
16.7%
25.8%

41.0%
33.2%
11.6%
14.8%

40.2%
33.8%
11.1%
15.0%

40.2%
34.1%
11.6%
14.1%

0.4%

0.3%

0.1%

3.3%

1.9%

1.4%

8.3%

5.8%

4.4%

17.2%

13.4%

9.5%

34.1%
27.0%

37.2%
21.5%

38.1%
18.7%

14.2%
40.6%

15.2%
34.2%

16.5%
28.4%

16.9%
20.2%

20.3%
16.0%

22.8%
14.4%

18.9%
19.2%

21.8%
15.7%

23.5%
13.2%

4.9%

5.9%

8.2%

10.1%

12.5%

12.2%

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

62.9%
32.7%
0.9%
89.6%

74.3%
23.1%
0.0%
88.4%

73.2%
23.4%
0.0%
85.9%

Unemployment
Unemployment rate
Tenure
Share in owner-occupied housing
Share in rented housing
Share in right-of-occupancy housing
Share of housing occupied (2014)

1 Level of education among people aged 18 and over. (People with only basic level education have at most nine years of education,
with leaving certificates from primary schools, middle schools and comprehensive schools. People with higher education have
either lower or higher tertiary education.)
2 Level of education among people who are employed. Figures from 1990 include the employed population aged 15–74 while
figures from 2010 include people aged 18–74.
3 Low income includes people who belong to income deciles 1–2 (a maximum annual income of EUR 6 039 in 1990 and EUR
10 879 in 2010). High income includes people who belong to income deciles 9–10 (a minimum annual income of EUR 20 431
in 1990 and EUR 27 892 in 2010).
4 Unemployment rate in the age group 18–74.
5 Share of housing tenure among households (the share of households that live in owner-occupied housing, rented housing, rightof-occupancy housing and housing with another or unknown tenure form).
Data sources: statistics for sub-regions derived from Statistics Finland’s StatFin database.
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