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FOREWORD

By international standards, Helsinki is a pioneer in urban policy at least in one respect:
in the 1960s, the policy of social mixing was started here as a response to the unrest in
Siilitie, Herttoniemi. The idea was to use land allocation to scatter social housing among
the rest of the city structures. This policy has been consistently exercised for more than
half a century. In other western countries, the social mixing of residential areas did not
become a part of common discourse until much later as the issues of segregation started
to come to a head in a number of metropolitan areas.

In Finland, long-term monitoring of the impact of mixing policies has been regrettably
meagre. The doctoral thesis of Teemu Kemppainen, focusing on the questions of social
order, disorder and insecurity in Finnish suburban housing estates, does its best to re-
medy this shortage of information. When the materials contain not only the metropo-
litan area but a sample of estates from the entire country, they offer an opportunity to
build comparisons that enable the study of local meanings and consequences of vario-
us urban policy solutions. The results are not only up-to-date but also vitally important.

The cooperation between City of Helsinki Urban Facts and the Department of Social Re-
search in the University of Helsinki in the field of urban research has been a long, yet still
active and ongoing process. The publication of this study in the serial of the Urban Facts
can also be considered one of the results of this cooperation. In addition to its academic
value, the study is important also to those wondering what wise urban policy solutions
might look like in the current climate, not forgetting the international audience.

Helsinki, April 2017

Matti Kortteinen Katja Vilkama
Professor of Urban Sociology Research Director
University of Helsinki City of Helsinki Urban Facts

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT

5



ESIPUHE

Helsinki on kansainvélisesti vertaillen edelldkévija kaupunkipolitiikan alalla ainakin yh-
dessd suhteessa: tdilla kidynnistettiin 1960-luvulla alueellisen sosiaalisen sekoittamisen
politiikka vastauksena Herttoniemessa Siilitielld syntyneisiin levottomuuksiin. Ajatukse-
na oli kaavoituksen keinoin hajasijoittaa tuettu asuminen muun kaupunkirakenteen se-
kaan. Politiikkaa on sittemmin harjoitettu johdonmukaisesti yli puolen vuosisadan ajan.
Muualla ldnsimaissa keskustelu asuinalueiden sosiaalisesta sekoittamisesta yleistyi vas-
ta paljon myohemmin, segregaatio-ongelmien kirjistyessd monissa suurkaupungeissa.

Seurannat politiikan vaikuttavuudesta ovat meilld jaédneet harmillisen niukoiksi. Teemu
Kemppaisen viitoskirja, joka keskittyy sosiaalisen jdrjestyksen, epdjirjestyksen ja tur-
vattomuuden kysymyksiin suomalaisissa ldhidissd, paikkaa osin tdtd puutetta. Kun ai-
neistona on pddkaupunkiseudun lisdksi otos koko maan ldhiokannasta, aineisto tarjoaa
mahdollisuuden sellaisten vertailuasetelmien rakentamiseen, joiden avulla on mahdol-
lista padstd kiinni erilaisten kaupunkipoliittisten ratkaisujen paikallisiin merkityksiin ja
seurauksiin. Tulokset ovat paitsi ajankohtaisia myos tirkeita.

Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskuksen ja Helsingin yliopiston sosiaalitieteiden laitoksen
vélinen yhteistyd kaupunkitutkimuksen alalla yltda pitkélle ja jatkuu aktiivisena. Yhteis-
tyon yhtend tuloksena voidaan pitdd myd6s tdmén tutkimuksen julkaisemista tietokes-
kuksen sarjassa. Kyse on tutkimuksesta, jolla on akateemisen arvonsa lisdksi oma mer-
kityksensd my0s niiden silmissd, jotka pohtivat, millaisia ovat viisaat kaupunkipoliittiset
ratkaisut nykyisissd oloissa, kansainvilistd yleis6d unohtamatta.

Helsingissa huhtikuussa 2017

Matti Kortteinen Katja Vilkama
kaupunkisosiologian professori tutkimuspaillikko
Helsingin yliopisto Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus
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Insecure and restless neighbourhood
conditions lower the quality of life, imp-
ly health risks and may accelerate segre-
gation through selective migration. This
study examined subjective insecurity and
perceptions of social disorder—including
public drunkenness, vandalism, threaten-
ing behaviour and the like—in different
residential contexts. The focus was on Fin-
nish post-WWII housing estates built in
the 1960s and 1970s. Compared to other
kinds of neighbourhoods, these areas of-
ten suffer from a negative reputation re-
lated to poverty, insecurity and disorder.
However, the residents’ views are often at
odds with the negative public image.

There is a lack of reliable evidence on
where estates stand in comparison to oth-
er kinds of neighbourhoods. Furthermore,
the full diversity of estates has typically not
been addressed in prior studies. Empiri-
cally, the study relied on three sets of sur-
vey data that were combined with contex-
tual register data. The covered area varies
from Helsinki to the entire country while
the contextual units range from statistical
grids to city districts.

The key findings were the following:

1. The level of perceived social disorder
was only slightly higher in the estates
built in the 1960s and 1970s than in
other multi-storey neighbourhoods.
This small difference was due to so-
cio-economic disadvantage. As ex-

pected, the low-rise neighbourhoods
were considerably more peaceful than
the multi-storey ones.

2. Rental-dominated tenure structure
exposed the estate residents to higher
levels of perceived disorder because
rental estates are typically more dis-
advantaged. Social integration of the
estate community played no role in
terms of disorder. In contrast, the lev-
el of normative regulation partly ex-
plained why disadvantage is related
to disorder.

3. Atthedistrictlevel, disadvantage, dis-
order (from police registers), residing
in proximity to a metro or train sta-
tion and living in a social housing flat
exposed residents to subjective inse-
curity. Victimisation partly mediated
the association between disadvantage
and insecurity.

The study shed light on the diversity of es-
tates. From the point of view of social life,
estates markedly differ from each other.
Tenure structure has a decisive influence
on the socio-economic structure, which
implies differences in normative regula-
tion and social order. This is an important
finding in terms of tenure-mix policies.
Compared to rental-dominated neigh-
bourhoods, amore mixed tenure structure
implies a less disadvantaged and more
regulated local community, which paves
way for a more peaceful local social life.



Turvaton ja rauhaton naapurusto heiken-
tdd elamanlaatua, tuo mukanaan terve-
ysriskejd ja voi kiihdyttdd asuinalueiden
eriytymistd valikoivan muuttoliikkeen v&-
litykselld. Tama tutkimus tarkasteli sub-
jektiivisia turvattomuuden kokemuksia ja
sosiaalisen epdjérjestyksen (mm. julkinen
juopottelu, vandalismi, uhkaava kaytos)
havaintoja erilaisilla asuinalueilla. Tutki-
mus keskittyi erityisesti 1960- ja 1970-1u-
vuilla rakennettuihin 1dhi6ihin. Verrattu-
na muunlaisiin naapurustoihin 1ahi6t kér-
sivét tyypillisesti heikosta maineesta, joka
liittyy kOyhyyteen, turvattomuuteen ja so-
siaalisen jarjestyksen ongelmiin. Asukkai-
den kokemukset ovat kuitenkin usein téata
julkista mielikuvaa positiivisempia.

Luotettavaa tutkimusnaytt6d ldhi6iden
tilanteesta suhteessa muunlaisiin naapu-
rustoihin on niukalti. Aikaisemmat tut-
kimukset eivédt ole myodskddn riittdvasti
huomioineet 1dhiéiden koko kirjoa. Tama
tutkimus hyodynsi kolmea laajaa kysely-
aineistoa, joihin yhdistettiin kontekstuaa-
lista rekisteritietoa kuvaamaan asuinalu-
een ominaisuuksia. Tutkimusalue vaihteli
eri osajulkaisuissa Helsingistd koko maa-
han. Asuinkonteksti puolestaan muodos-
tettiin tilastoruuduista ja Helsingin perus-
piireista.

Tutkimuksen paatulokset
olivat seuraavat:

1. Sosiaalisen epdjirjestyksen taso oli
1960- ja 1970-luvuilla rakennetuis-
sa lahidissd vain hieman korkeampi

kuin muissa kerrostalonaapurustois-
sa. TAma pieni ero selittyi sosio-eko-
nomisella huono-osaisuudella. Ma-
talasti rakennetut naapurustot olivat
rauhallisempia kuin kerrostaloalueet.

2. Vuokravaltaiset 1dhiot olivat muita
rauhattomampia, mikd johtuu sosio-
ekonomisesta huono-osaisuudesta.
Lahion sosiaalisen integraation taso
ei ollut yhteydessi sosiaaliseen epa-
jarjestykseen. Sen sijaan erot norma-
tiivisessa sddntelyssd selittivét osin l-
hién huono-osaisuuden jasosiaalisen
epdjdrjestyksen suhdetta.

3. Tarkasteltaessa Helsingin peruspiire-
ja havaittiin, ettd sosio-ekonominen
huono-osaisuus, jarjestyshiiriot (po-
liisirekistereistd), asuminen metro-
tai juna-aseman ldheisyydessd sekd
kunnallinen vuokra-asunto kerrosta-
lossa altistivat koetulle turvattomuu-
delle. Uhrikokemukset selittivit osal-
taan huono-osaisuuden ja turvatto-
muuden suhdetta.

Tutkimustoilisdtietojaldhididen moninai-
suudesta. Lahi6t eroavat toisistaan merkit-
tdvéasti sosiaalisen eldmén osalta. Hallinta-
suhderakenteella on keskeinen vaikutus
sosio-ekonomiseen rakenteeseen, mista
seuraa erojanormatiivisessa sdéntelyssi ja
sosiaalisessa jdrjestyksessd. Timéa on olen-
nainen tulos sekoittamispolitiikan nako-
kulmasta. Verrattuna vuokravaltaisiin alu-
eisiin, sekoitetumman alueen vdestopohja
on tasapainoisempi, paikallinen sosiaali-
nen eldmi tehokkaammin sdénneltyd ja
yhteiselo siten rauhallisempaa.
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HRN High-rise neighbourhood

KNN knearest neighbours
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OLS Ordinary least squares

PSD Perceived social disorder

RA Research aim

SHE Suburban housing estate

SYKE Finnish Environment Institute
(Suomen ympéristokeskus)
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1 INTRODUCTION

This study is about the social life in dif-
ferent neighbourhoods. More specifical-
ly, the focus is on residents’ perceptions of
social disorder and their feelings of inse-
curity in the neighbourhood. Contextually,
the study especially pays attention to the
Finnish post-WWII housing estates (lihio)
built in the 1960s and 1970s.

Security and peacefulness rank high
among the characteristics desired for an
ideal Finnish neighbourhood (Kortteinen
et al. 2005; Koistinen & Tuorila 2008; Tu-
runen etal. 2010; Rasinkangas 2013; Vilka-
maetal. 2016). Insecurity and social disor-
der, such as public drunkenness, threaten-
ing behaviour and vandalism, deteriorate
the quality of everyday life. Stressful and
unsafe neighbourhoods have also been
found to have negative health implica-
tions (Chandola 2001; Steptoe & Feld-
man 2001; Kim 2008). Moreover, neigh-
bourhood problems generate intentions
to move elsewhere, which may imply se-
lective migration and increase segregation
(Kortteinen et al. 2005; Skifter Andersen
2008; Vilkama et al. 2013; see also Prak &
Priemus 1986).

The sociological understanding of
neighbourhood problems, such as social
disorder and insecurity, has been charac-
terised by a focus on socio-economic dis-
advantage and its spatial concentration.
The early urban sociology of the disorgan-
isation tradition paid attention to this is-
sue and indicated that the structural dis-
advantage of the neighbourhood is associ-
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ated with crime problems (Shaw & McKay
1942). Later, studies have examined how
social disorder is related to neighbour-
hood disadvantage (Sampson & Rauden-
bush 1999). Theoretically, the way the local
neighbourhood community is organised
has occupied a central part in this corpus
(e.g. Sampson & Groves 1989). Feelings of
insecurity and fear of crime constitute a
related study area that converged with dis-
organisation literature when the focus was
extended from individual-level determi-
nants of insecurity to the role of contextu-
al characteristics (Hale 1996). The present
study owes a lot to the disorganisation tra-
dition in terms of study designs and per-
spectives.

Spatial concentration of disadvantage
hasbeen considered a problem in contem-
porary Europe. Relatedly, there has been
vivid discussion on the possibilities of ten-
ure mix as a policy tool in this regard, and
mixing strategies are explicitly mentioned
by many European governments, includ-
ing Finland (see van Ham & Manley 2010).
In brief, tenure mix has been considered a
tool to introduce socio-economic mix in
the population profile and social interac-
tion across the socio-economic strata in
everyday life. The idea behind mixing so-
cial renting and private housing includes
various positive expectations: compared
to a rental mono-tenure neighbourhood,
a mixed tenure structure is expected to
create more balanced communities, im-
ply a mixed income structure, reduce in-



equalities and promote equal life chanc-
es, strengthen communities, reinforce
social capital, bolster social control and in-
crease social inclusion (Musterd & Ander-
sson 2005; Rowlands et al. 2006; Tunstall
& Felton 2006; Galster 2007; van Kempen
& Bolt 2009; Sautkina et al. 2012; Kintrea
2013). However, for instance, Rowlands et
al. (2006) believe that it is unclear to what
extent this really happens (see also Kin-
trea 2013).

Worries regarding spatially concentrat-
ed disadvantage has also been featured in
Finnish scholarly (Kyt6 2013; Vilkama et
al. 2013) and policy (Kiuru 2011; Viitanen
2014) discussions, and post-WWII subur-
ban housing estates are the most promi-
nent spatial symbols of this concern. Orig-
inally built to facilitate the late and rapid
urbanisation of the country (Hankonen
1994), these estates now tend to face the
consequences of de-industrialisation in
the form of relatively high and chronic
unemployment (Kortteinen et al. 1999;
Rasinkangas 2013). Whereas housing es-
tates did not in general differ markedly
from other neighbourhoods in socio-eco-
nomic terms before the severe recession
of the early 1990s, their later development
has typically been rather unfavourable;
thus, in contemporary Finland, estate
neighbourhoods are often more disadvan-
taged than other areas (Stjernberg 2015).
Tellingly, the Finnish term ‘1dhi6” has arel-
atively strong negative connotation. In a
similar vein, the public and scholarly dis-
course on suburban housing estates has
been rather problem-centred (YM 1985;
Seppadla et al. 1990; Roivainen 1999).

However, the residents’ personal expe-
riences are often at odds with the public
image (e.g. Broman et al. 2008). Areport by
the Finnish Ministry of Environment from
1985 puts this succinctly:

“Most of the time in their history |[...]
housing estates have been targets of public
criticism. Estate life has received a bad rep-
utation, and the general opinion seems to
be that there is something in estate life itself
that causes problems to the residents. How-
ever, residents themselves have claimed
they get along well and try to defend their
neighbourhoods.” (YM 1985, 20, engl. TK.)

But still, it seems that the problem dis-
course may be related to the real world.
Paralleling early 20th century concerns on
housing and morality (Ruonavaara 1996;
see also Waris (2016 [1934]), previous es-
tate studies have indicated that alcohol is
a central local problem factor. In his study
onapredominantlyrental suburban hous-
ing estate in Helsinki, Piirainen (1993)
finds that social problems are typically al-
cohol-related. In a similar vein, Seppdnen
(2001) reports that residents of the Liipola
estate in Lahti were annoyed by public al-
cohol use in the shopping mall (see also
Helve 1987; Kaaridinen 1987; Kokkonen
2002; Vilkama et al. 2016) and, more gen-
erally, framed the social problems of the
estate as problems of order (cf. Simpura &
Tigerstedt 1999). Disorder related to alco-
hol and drugs causes feelings of insecuri-
ty, atleast in some of the estates, and Bro-
man et al. (2008, 191) consider this one of
the key questions that need to be solved in
estate development work.
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Hence, we are facing the following situ-
ation: the image of housing estates is rath-
er negative, and many housing estates are
currently quite disadvantaged in socio-
economic terms. Disorder and insecuri-
ty, typically related to intoxication, may be
problems. But what is the scope of these
problems? Is the public image of them too
negative? What are the implications of the
weak socio-economic situation in terms
oflocal social life? Somewhat surprisingly,
thereisrelatively little reliable evidence on
these matters.

From a comparative point of view, Finn-
ish cities are fairly safe (Quality of life in
cities 2013), and deprivation is not con-
spicuous (van den Berg et al. 2006; Bro-
man et al. 2008). Hence, the extensive in-
ternational literature on neighbourhoods,
security and social disorder must be read
with caution. Even though socio-eco-
nomic neighbourhood differences have
increased during the last three decades
(Kortteinen et al. 1999; Kortteinen & Vaat-
tovaara 2000; Rasinkangas 2013), we can-
not directly assume that the findings from
quite different socio-historical urban con-
texts could directly be applied to Finnish
cities. In the literature on housing estates,
many of the earlier large-scale studies are
based on groups of estates chosen because
of their social problems (e.g. Power 1997;
Skifter-Andersen 2002; Tunstall & Coulter
2006; on the RESTATE project, see Dekker
& Van Kempen 2004). This problem-bias
implies that we do not have a balanced
view of estates. It is impossible to establish

where estates in general stand in relation
to other kinds of neighbourhoods in terms
of, say, social disorder. Furthermore, the
full social diversity of estate neighbour-
hoods has been neglected.

Aims of the study: an outline

This study contributes to the literature on
housing estates by analysing both an ex-
haustive set of estates in the Helsinki re-
gion (sub-studies I and IV) and using a
carefully designed stratified sample of es-
tates that covers their entire geographical
and social range in Finland (sub-study II).
By examining housing estate residents’ ex-
periences on social disorder, the study aims
to find out how estate neighbourhoods dif-
fer from other kinds of neighbourhoods in
this respect and what differentiates hous-
ing estates from each other. For example,
what is the role of the socio-economic dis-
advantage of the estate in this sense? Fur-
thermore, does local social interaction or
social control matter? Does tenure struc-
ture havearole to playin this picture in Fin-
land, which is considered a home-owning
society? A further aim is to study the deter-
minants of subjective insecurity in the neigh-
bourhood and examine how disadvantage
and disorder are related to it. From the point
of view of the methods, the topic of spatial
autocorrelation is explored. More specific
research aims are presented in section 6.
The study is based on three sets of data,



each of which combines survey data with
contextual register information.

The structure of this introductory chap-
ter is as follows. Section two presents the
key concepts of the study while section
three summarises the mostimportant pri-
or findings. The present study is positioned
in section four, and section five covers data,
variables and methods. The designs and
results of each sub-study are addressed in
section six. Section seven summarises the
main findings and discusses them.

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT
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This section introduces the conceptual
framework of the study. First, it presents a
conceptualisation of the neighbourhood
and continues with the social life in the
neighbourhood; this is approached by
looking at the concepts of integration and
normative regulation. Next, social disorder
and subjective insecurity are introduced,
followed by the concept of suburban hous-
ing estate. Finally, spatial autocorrelation
and its implications are discussed.

21 Neighbourhood

Perhaps surprisingly, the definition of a
neighbourhood is not always provided in
empirical neighbourhood studies. Neither
is there consensus on how to best define
it (e.g. Kubrin 2010). In this dissertation,
the terms neighbourhood and residential
context are used interchangeably (cf. Diez-
Roux 2007), referring to what in Finnish is
called asuinalue [lit. residential area]. As
Galster (2001) observes, various neigh-
bourhood definitions have been presented
in the literature, referring to physical and
symbolic boundaries, geographic proxim-
ity, inhabitation, institutions, public space,
networks and social interaction—or more
abstractly, to spatially patterned bundles
of attributes, which is Galster’s own defi-
nition. Sometimes, the term refers to place
or territory; while in other instances, it re-
fers to community or the people inhabiting
the place (Ibid; see also Diez-Roux 2001

& 2007; Chaix 2009.). Slightly modifying
Hallman'’s definition (1984, cited in Gal-
ster 2001), I define neighbourhood in this
study as a limited residential territory with-
in a larger urban area.

The definition is rather loose on pur-
pose, and its main functionis to provide an
umbrella concept for the operational solu-
tions made in the sub-studies. Conceptu-
ally, the definition can be further divided
into sub-concepts, following, for example,
Kearns and Parkinson (2001). For them,
the smallest neighbourhood level (home
area) refers to the immediate residential
context (five to ten minutes’ walk from
home; cf. sub-studies I and IV), and they
take its predominant function to be psy-
cho-social (e.g. relaxation, creation, iden-
tity and belonging; see also Lahdesmaki et
al. 2016). The next level (locality) encom-
passes a somewhat larger territory, for ex-
ample, a housing estate context extend-
ing beyond the range of the home area (cf.
sub-study II) with key functions related to
residential activities and social status (e.g.
aterritorial stigma). Finally, the urban dis-
trict marks a still larger region, shaping the
social and economic opportunities avail-
able (cf. sub-study III). This way, the resi-
dential context or neighbourhood may be
understood in a multi-layered or multi-
scaled fashion, depending on the purpose
of the study (see also Diez-Roux 2001 &
2007). Highly related to this study, Conley
et al. (2014) argue that residents consider
a relatively large area (distances over 150



meters) when asked about physical dis-
order. In a similar vein, Brunton-Smith &
Jackson (2012) suggest that the same ap-
plieswhen people assess their risk of crim-
inal victimisation.

2.2 Integration and regulation

What differentiates the neighbourhood
from many other sociologically pertinent
life contextsisits limited geographic scale.
Of course, limited is a relative term. The
nation-state sets life conditions in many
important respects, as do also larger geo-
graphical regions or administrative-politi-
cal constellations, such as the EU. Howev-
er, their physical size transcends the scope
of our immediate perceptions. Even mu-
nicipalities are often of such a scale that
one cannot easily walk around it in every-
day life or see its boundaries. In contrast,
the neighbourhood is a human-sized con-
text. This geographic feature has sociologi-
cally important implications. The number
of people inhabiting this life context is rel-
atively small, and even though one might
not be able to know all the co-residents in
an in-depth manner, it is often possible to
know alarge proportion ofthem, atleast by
their general appearance. Moreover, phys-
ical proximity introduces certain continu-
ity into the social life because one is likely
to encounter the same people repeated-
ly, which may be important regarding the
normative aspect of social life (see Axel-
rod 2000; Heiskala 2000; Kearns & Parkin-
son 2001).

Urbanisation and its meaning for local
social life did not escape scholarly atten-

tion. The modernisation of society paved
the way for the birth of sociology, and the
great classics of the discipline were all in-
terested in discovering the meaning and
implications of this major societal change.
In a similar fashion, urbanisation invoked
the attention of urban scholars. Most no-
tably, this happened in early 20th cen-
tury Chicago, which was undergoing re-
markable demographic, social and cultur-
al changes (Lilly et al. 2011). Combining
insights from geography and ecology,
Park (1925) outlines the idea that urban
growth has specific patterns, instead of be-
ing a random process. Burgess (1925), a
collaborator of Park, is the creator of the
well-known model of concentric circles,
which is used to describe and visualise ur-
ban change. The so-called zone or area in
transition, located next to the city centre,
gained his attention because of its dynam-
ic and problematic character—tellingly,
Burgess calls it the area of deterioration.
In this area, residential instability is cou-
pled with weak social control, resulting in
social disorganisation. More concretely,
the area is characterised by a host of social
problems, includingjuvenile delinquency,
crime, disorder, poverty, family problems
and the like. (Ibid; see also Hays 2008.)
Shaw and McKay (1942) continued
with Park and Burgess’ ideas and studied
the community-level variation of juvenile
crime rates in Chicago using register data
from 1900-1906, 1917-1923 and 1927-
1933. One of their main findings was that
there were clear and temporally stable spa-
tial patterns in crime, and that these were
related closely to deprivation. This obser-
vation ushered in an important develop-
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ment in criminological thought, challeng-
ing the earlier individualist conceptions.
Famously, Park and Burgess found that
certain structural neighbourhood charac-
teristics—poverty, residential instability
and racial or ethnic heterogeneity—were
associated with juvenile delinquency. The
theory they proposed to explain this asso-
ciation became one of the best-known so-
ciological theories to this day: the social
disorganisation theory. It links the struc-
tural neighbourhood problems to crime
prevalence through the neighbourhood’s
social organisation: structurally disadvan-
taged neighbourhood communities are
less organised, and especially, their capac-
ity to exert efficientinformal social control
is weak. As a consequence, there is more
room for deviant and criminal behaviour.
(Hays 2008; Kubrin 2010.)

In the history of the disorganisation tra-
dition, there has been debate on how to
best define a socially organised or disor-
ganised neighbourhood community, and
different formulations have been pro-
posed. The importance given to infor-
mal social control, local interaction and
the subcultural transmission of crimi-
nogenic values has varied (Kornhauser
1978; Sampson & Groves 1989; Sampson &
Raudenbush 1997; Kubrin & Weitzer 2003;
Hays 2008). For the purposes of the pres-
ent study;, it is enough to present a synthe-
sised, ideal-typical and inclusive version
that gathers the central elements of an or-
ganised neighbourhood community.

First, there is integration, the role of
which is highlighted in the systemic vari-
ant of the disorganisation theory (Kasarda
& Janowitz 1974; Sampson & Groves 1989;

see also Wikstrom & Dolmén 2001). In an
ideal organised neighbourhood commu-
nity, residents have superficial or weak
ties and at least some degree of deeper
or stronger ties. In brief, there is social in-
teraction in the neighbourhood. This may
amount to simply greeting in passing or
exchanging a few words. There is also in-
stitutional interaction in the form of dif-
ferent organisational or associational ac-
tivities (e.g. neighbourhood associations
or the boards of housing organisations).
With time, friendships may emerge, even
though a certain distance is often preferred
in the case of neighbours. (E.g. Halpern
2005.)

In addition to different aspects of inter-
action, the other defining characteristic of
an organised neighbourhood is normative
regulation, an aspect promoted by Korn-
hauser (1978). In an organised neighbour-
hood community, there is sufficient nor-
mative consensus on how to lead local so-
cial life, e.g. on how to behave in a public
space. Normative consensus facilitates the
generation of trust in the neighbourhood,
and together, they pave way for an effi-
cient, informal social control. For exam-
ple, janitors living in the neighbourhood
traditionally have an importantrole in this
respect. Piitulainen (2003, 102) tells about
life in an industrial estate in Raisio, where
the janitor ‘was always there and kept an
eye on what kids were doing. [...] He took
care that no-one was hanging out in stair-
cases’ (see also Kauppinen 2002). In the
contemporary urban sociology, these reg-
ulative aspects of neighbourhood organ-
isation are often referred to as collective



efficacy, a concept developed by Robert
Sampson and his colleagues (1997).

Finally, the sub-cultural part of the the-
ory has received somewhat less attention
because of Kornhauser’s (1978) critical
contribution, but logically, in an organ-
ised community, a shared and temporally
stable value orientation builds up and re-
produces peaceful coexistence both with-
in the neighbourhood and in relation to
the wider urban structure and society (cf.
Whyte 1943; see also Matsueda 2012).

It should be noted that the disorgan-
isation tradition is by no means the only
theoretical view on neighbourhood social
life. At least three other approaches can
be found in the literature. In European ur-
ban sociology, a Durkheimian approach
has been used. Studies on French disad-
vantaged neighbourhoods (Paugam 2011;
Paugam et al. 2009) examine various phe-
nomena—including identity, stigma and
psychological well-being—from the per-
spective of social integration and norma-
tive regulation, built more or less explicitly
on Durkheim’s work. In addition to the dif-
ferentaspects ofintegration, Thorlindsson
and Bernburg (2004) examine regulation
by studying rule-following among adoles-
cents in the urban neighbourhoods of Ice-
land. However, neighbourhood studies of
this explicit orientation are relatively rare,
and Durkheim’s indirect influence can
be considered more important, his work
forming a part of the corpus that inspired
the Chicago tradition (Park 1925; Tierney
2010).

Also, social capital has found its way
into studies on neighbourhood life (e.g.
Henning & Lieberg 1996; Middleton et

al. 2005; Crawford 2006; Browning 2009).
This is not surprising, given that one of the
first contexts where the term was used in
its current meaning was in fact the classic
study by Jane Jacobs (1961) on safety in cit-
ies (see also Hanifan 1916; Farr 2004). The
real tsunami of social capital studies came
later, around the start of the millennium.
Halpern (2005) provides a useful concep-
tual introduction and distinguishes three
components of social capital: networks,
norms and sanctions. For example, neigh-
bours constitute a meso-level example ofa
network. Theoretically, a network is char-
acterised by its density (how many people
know each other) and closure (inter-com-
munity vs. intra-community links). Norms
refer to rules, values and expectations
characterising a network. As Halpern re-
marks, neighbourhood life is governed my
many unwritten social norms, e.g. helping
others if possible, avoiding disturbing be-
haviour and keeping propertyin good con-
dition. The third component, sanctions, in-
cludes not only formal (law) but also infor-
mal aspects. Neighbourhood life is made
possible by sanctioning behaviour with
respect to the constitutive norms. Disap-
proval of breaking the norms may be com-
municated in manyways, for example, by a
glance, words or gossiping, whereas praise
sanctions positively those deeds that are
favourable and norm-respecting.
Another central distinction is the one
between the different functions that so-
cial capital may have. Halpern (ibid.) se-
parates three functions: bonding, brid-
ging and linking. Of these, the first two are
well-known. Networks characterised by
bonding typically include family, close fri-
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ends and other closed communities. The
corresponding norms and sanctions can
be thought of as maintaining the closure
of the network. In an analogous manner,
networks of a more bridging orientation
are more open, as seen in the frequency
of the inter-community links. (See also van
Kempen & Bolt 2009.) Finally, the linking
function can be thought of as a special case
of bridging, in which links or bridges ex-
ist vertically between people with differ-
ent levels of power and resources. (Ibid.;
see also Putnam 2000; Szreter & Woolcock
2004.) For example, by creating links be-
tween estate residents and decision mak-
ers, estate projects may increase the link-
ing social capital of the estate communi-
ties (Broman et al. 2008). In urban studies,
especially the community-level bonding
and bridging capital—or strong and weak
ties—have received attention (Henning &
Lieberg 1996; Crawford 2006).

Finally, Kearns and Forrest (2000) de-
fine cohesive urban society in a rather
Durkheimian manner: the components of
a cohesive society all ‘fitin’ so that the so-
ciety ‘hangs together’ (ibid. 996), and the
conflicts between the different societal
goals and groups are minimal. Cohesion
is divided into various inter-linked sub-
concepts, including shared values, norms
and a culture of democratic participation;
social order and control; social solidarity
and equality; networks and social capital;
and territorial belonging and identity.

Nuanced differences notwithstanding,
all the presented frameworks share a dual
focus on structures and processes of social
integration (interaction, bonds, networks
and ties) and factors related to normative

regulation (informal social control, norms
and sanctions). As a result, the concep-
tual approach to local social life adopted
in this study follows this distinction. Fur-
thermore, the guiding idea of the disor-
ganisation tradition—the association of
contextual disadvantage with problems
of order—structures the entire study as an
empirical question posed to the data.

2.3 Social disorder

Social order, one of the core topics in so-
ciology, refers to the predictability and
peacefulness of social co-existence in the
everydaylife. In this dissertation, the terms
disorder, social disorder and neighbour-
hood disorder are used interchangeably,
referring to certain kinds of behaviours in
the residential context and the observable
physical traces they leave; another term
that is often used in the literature is inci-
vilities.' What are these behaviours? It is
easiest to begin from an empirical level. A
typical operationallist of disorder includes
public alcohol use or drunkenness, drug
use and trade, disturbing or threatening

1 Deviance is a related concept. Merton (1957) pro-
vides a classic account, based on the strain or disso-
nance between the socially prescribed ends and the
available means. In the Finnish context, Sipila (1982)
builds heavily on Merton in his study on deviant be-
haviour in youth. Conceptually, Sipila distinguishes
active from passive deviance. Active deviance refers
to intentional acts, e.g. theft, while passive devi-
ance is a state rather than active doing (e.g. devi-
ant behaviour related to mental disorders). As Sipila
observes, intoxicated behaviour — undoubtedly one
of the key components of disorder — is perhaps not
completely intentional. Sipild’s explanatory model of
deviance combines societal factors (e.g. living condi-
tions), community properties (social support, social
control, discrimination) and individual characteristics
(personality). (See also Kaéaridinen 1987)



behaviour, vandalism, litter, graffiti and
the like (Wilson & Kelling 1982; Skogan
1990, 51; Covington & Taylor 1991; Ross &
Mirowsky 1999; Sampson & Raudenbush
1999; Markovitz et al. 2001; Wikstrom &
Dolmén 2001; Skogan 2008; Latkin & Cur-
ry 2003; Sampson & Raudenbush 2004;
Franklin et al. 2008; Brunton-Smith et al.
2014; see also Vilkama et al. 2016). As seen
in the list, there are two components of
disorder: social and physical (e.g. Skogan
1990). However, they tend to be empirical-
ly associated (e.g. Ross & Mirowsky 1999;
Ross & Jang 2000; Franklin et al. 2008), and
in this study, they are theoretically con-
nected as different kinds of tangible mani-
festations (Sampson 2009) of the same un-
derlying process of disorder.

What unifies the events and signs con-
sidered as manifestations of disorder and
what constitutes a theoretical basis for the
concept in the first place is an assumption
that they are problematic, perceived typ-
ically as bothersome or unwanted, and
negatively impacting the community level
(e.g. Skogan 2008; see also Kddridinen 1987
on social problems). More theoretically,
disorder refers to a breaking of the norms
regulating social behaviour; to some ex-
tent, the norms defining order or civility
may well vary from one context to anoth-
er (Hunter 1978). The general sociologi-
cal significance of (dis)order is aptly sum-
marised by Wiles (2009, 76):

“[S]ocial order is a necessary precondi-
tion for the social interactions that con-
stitute social life. This is because interac-
tion is based on trust in the orderliness of
social exchange and so a certain degree of

predictability as to the outcome. Disorder
threatens the trust needed for interaction.
For human society to be possible, the nec-
essary degree of trust and so order must be
constructed and maintained.”

Here, disorder is seen as a problem be-
cause it undermines trust, which is nec-
essary for interaction, social exchange, the
predictability of social life and, in the end,
human society (see also Hunter 1978).
This assumption implies the existence of a
shared normative system in the context in
question, but thisis something that cannot
always be taken for granted. For example,
in a socially and culturally heterogeneous
neighbourhood, this system may not be
well established. Nevertheless, it has been
proposed that a neighbourhood free of
crime and disorder is something most of
the residents typically prefer (e.g. Samp-
son et al. 1997; Hipp 2010). Moreover, as
Sampson and Raudenbush (1999) remark,
the typical manifestations of disorder are
in fact (‘soft’) crimes or ordinance viola-
tions.

However, even though the term disor-
der seems to imply lack of order, the mat-
terismore nuanced. The standard concep-
tion of disorder assumes the perspective of
the middle-class or mainstream culture—
or civil public order, as Hunter (1978) calls
it—and regards sub-cultures as deviations
from it (cf. Becker 1963). The ethnographic
strain of the Chicago tradition (e.g. Whyte
1943; Suttles 1968; see also Hunter 1978;
Downes & Rock 2006) has described the
organisation of deviance and taken po-
sitions similar to Bergson’s theory of or-
der (1908; see also Lorand 1992); instead
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of conceiving a clear distinction between
order and disorder, one should rather look
for different forms of order that depend on
both the subject (e.g. a student of urban
life) and the object (e.g. a given form of so-
cial behaviour in the neighbourhood un-
der investigation). In other words, order
is not entirely objective or subjective, but
rather, it is something in between. From
this perspective, a given form of incivili-
ties may follow a clear set of rules, at least
for those subjects who know them or how
to look for them. For example, the social
interaction of a group of drunken people
in the shopping centre of a disadvantaged
housing estate presupposes a necessary
degree of predictability and, hence, order
within the group (e.g. Kédridinen 1987,
190).

Thus, when conceptualising ‘disorder;,
it may be fruitful to explicitly acknowl-
edge the potential existence of different
normative spheres in the neighbourhoods
that are possibly in conflict with each oth-
er (Markovitz et al. 2001; see also Coser
1956; Helve 1987; Heiskala 2000). Here,
power comes into play. Kddridinen (1985,
15) puts it aptly: when talking about social
problems and deviance, who defines the
norms? This important question directs
attention to the processes of power and
struggle in the social production of disor-
der, deviance and other similar categories.
Related to the conflict perspective, Kearns
and Forrest (2000, 998) provide an insight-
fulreading of social disorder as an alterna-
tive way to gain a sense of agency:

“At a micro-level, problems with social
order are manifest as issues of crime, inci-

vility and informal social control, not as
major issues of legitimacy and revolution.
Perhaps this is what happens when peo-
ple with no jobs and no hope do not have
the dull routines’ to fall back on - they
have no routines and only gain a sense of
utility, efficacy and power through engag-
ing in conflict with others, often over the
defence of territory.”

The relationship of disorder and crime
should be discussed as well. Echoing
Hunter (1978), Sampson and Raudenbush
(1999) connect disorder and more serious
crime with each other as parts of the same
underlying neighbourhood-level process.
This conceptualisation contrasts against
seeing disorder as a cause of crime, as the
broken windows theory implies (Wilson &
Kelling 1982). This is not just a scholastic
question of whether a and b are distinct or
not—or, to putit differently, which concep-
tual level to choose for the task at hand. It
also has significantimplications for empir-
ical sociological research because the dif-
ferentmanifestations of social disorder are
often easier to observe by residents, visi-
tors, potential offenders and, of course, re-
searchers than the less-frequent acts of vi-
olent crime. Hence, measuring these more
easily observable phenomena sheds light
on the more general criminogenic neigh-
bourhood-level process and directs atten-
tion to its determinants, e.g. lacking social
control. (Sampson & Raudenbush 1999;
see also Hunter 1978).

How to best measure disorder has been
a topic in recent theoretical discussions.
Those who defend survey measurement
consider residents to be experts on the is-



sues related to their neighbourhood, such
aslocal social life (e.g. Ross and Mirowsky,
1999; Hipp, 2007; see also Skogan 2008).
One reason for this is that residents have
a considerably longer observation frame
than outsider-observers. Additionally, it
can be argued that if one wants to under-
stand the residents’ experiences, living
conditions and decisionsregarding, for ex-
ample, whether to stay or move, their sub-
jective perceptions are important (Ross et
al.2001; Permentier etal. 2007; Hipp 2010).
However, individual psychological factors
such as perceptual dispositions may com-
plicate this approach. For example, those
residents who are more prone to feelings
of insecurity may also perceive and report
higher levels of neighbourhood disorder.
Systematic social observation, which re-
fers to rule-guided, replicable measure-
ment performed by trained observers, has
been proposed as an alternative approach
(Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999; see also
Covington & Taylor 1991). Using police
register data on the operations related to
disorder is another option that avoids this
specific problem (see sub-studyIII). More-
over, if the dataset is large enough, survey
data can be split to obtain independent
estimates on the outcome and predictors
(see sub-study II).

Finally, there is the issue of context-de-
pendence in perceptions of social disor-
der (Sampson 2009; Wikstrom 2009; Wiles
2009). According to Sampson (2009), the
evaluation of social disorder as a problem
depends on the social context, such as the
reputation of the neighbourhood and the
presence of groups associated with dan-
ger in the public imagination. Wikstrom

(2009) points out that taking into account
what one knows about the context, it may
be quiterational to interpret similar signals
of disorder in a context-dependent man-
ner. This discussion refers to the method
of measuring disorder by how much of a
problem it is to the respondent: in other
words, the measurement of social disorder
is evaluative. Conceptually, itis a different
matter to ask how much of a problem x is
to the respondent than to ask how much
she or he has perceived xin the neighbour-
hood (e.g. Friedrichs & Blasius 2003). To
which extent context-dependence applies
to amore descriptive measurement—such
as the one used in sub-studies I and II—is,
atthe moment, an open question both the-
oretically and empirically.

The indicator of perceived disorder
used in sub-studies I and II is presented
in section 4.2.

2.4  Subjective insecurity

Security can be considered an essential
component of well-being. For example, in
the pioneering Swedish tradition of wel-
fare research, security was regarded one
of the sub-concepts of vilfdrd—welfare
or the level of living—along with health,
economicresources, education and others
(Johansson 1979; Eriksson 1993). As such,
the conceptual domain of security is exten-
sive, and it can be used to denote many dif-
ferentkinds and levels of phenomena (e.g.
Niemeld 2000). In this study, insecurity re-
fers to subjective feelings of insecurity in the
residential context. Also, the related con-
cept of fear of crime is widely used in the
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literature (see Robert 2012); its usage has
been somewhat inconsistent, referring to
various conceptually different phenome-
na, including perceptions of victimisation
risks, crime concerns and emotions (Fer-
raro & Lagrange 1987). As Robert (2012)
observes, concern and fear are different
concepts, the former being more general
and abstract and less personal than emo-
tions (see also Lorenc et. al 2012).

The definition above makes an epis-
temic distinction between the objective
and subjective way of conceptualising se-
curity. The so-called fear-victimisation par-
adox illustrates this distinction. The para-
dox refers to the discrepancy between the
objective risks of victimisation and subjec-
tive concerns: those demographic groups
with a low objective risk of victimisation
(elderly, women) have often been found to
be more fearful or concerned about crime
than those groups with a high risk (young-
er people, men) (Furstenberg 1971; Garo-
falo 1981; Robert 2012; Pleysier & Cops
2016). Independent of the possible dis-
crepancy between objective risks and sub-
jective concerns, the domain of subjective
insecurity is important and interesting as
such. First, any feeling is real to the one
who is experiencing it. Also, the feeling of
insecurityis a problem to the one who feels
this emotion, whatever the calculated risk
of victimisation might be (Koskela 2009).
Moreover, the subjective becomes more
concrete through its consequences, as
stated in the so-called Thomas theorem: ‘If
men define situations as real, they are real
in their consequences’ (Thomas & Thom-
as 1928, cited in Bakker 2007). In concrete
terms, if a resident defines the situation of

her or his neighbourhood as insecure, the
way she or he uses the space may change.
For example, the use of certain parts of the
neighbourhood may be avoided at certain
times of the day. Theoretically, if a critical
number of potential guardians providing
informal social control end up not using
the space in a given time window, the po-
tential offenders gain more freedom, with
the consequence that the space becomes
more insecure in objective terms (cf. Co-
hen & Felson 1979; Wilson & Kelling 1982;
Sampson et al. 1997).

In prior studies, insecurity has been ap-
proached from individual and contextual
perspectives, the former including such
factors as vulnerability (physical, psycho-
logical or economic) and crime experience
(direct and indirect victimisation) (Hale
1996). The contextual determinants of in-
security are presented by Brunton-Smith &
Jackson (2012), who distinguish between
two complementary categories of relevant
socio-geographical mechanisms, both re-
lated to the perceptions of victimisation
risk. The first category is that of crime and
disorder, which should theoretically im-
pactsubjective insecurity through the per-
ceptions of victimisation risks; it is, how-
ever, possibly mediated by perceptions on
the ability of the local community to exert
efficient control over deviant behaviour
(see also Vilkama et al. 2016).

The second class refers to various social
and physical neighbourhood factors that
are distinct from crime but which ‘nev-
ertheless communicate to residents the
threat of victimisation” (Brunton-Smith &
Jackson 2012 p. 57). Different cues may be
interpreted as signals of neighbourhood



decline and problems of control mecha-
nisms, leading to worries about security
(see also McGarrell et al. 1997). As a clas-
sic example (see Shaw & McKay 1942),
rapid population change is considered to
hamper the formation of social ties and
damage the basis of social control in the
neighbourhood, which may lead to dis-
order, crime and heightened subjective
insecurity. Moreover, independent of its
eventual impact on the social organisa-
tion of the neighbourhood, population
change may be read by residents as sign
of the unfavourable social trajectory of the
neighbourhood, which then directly im-
pacts subjective perceptions and feelings
about security.

Fear of crime or insecurity related
to neighbourhood may also tell about
more general insecurities. This idea can
be found in different texts, ranging from
empirical research articles to sociologi-
cal diagnoses of late modernity (Garofa-
lo & Laub 1979; Hale 1996; Hollway & Jef-
ferson 1997; Bauman 2001; Jackson 2006;
Smolej & Kivivuori 2006; Aalbers & Rancati
2008; Brunton-Smith & Jackson 2012; Rob-
ert 2012; Pleysier & Cops 2016). Accord-
ing to Zygmunt Bauman (2001), late mo-
dernity is characterised by a general and
formless insecurity (Unsicherheit), stem-
ming from the weakening social security
system and increasing unpredictability of
the future. Bauman proposes that the in-
dividuals of late modernity often manage
this generalised insecurity by channelling
itinto a more concrete and easily conceiv-
able form, such as neighbourhood security
(see also Aalbers & Rancati 2008). In this
way, subjective neighbourhood insecurity

may function as a ‘sponge, absorbing ‘all
sorts of anxieties about related issues of
deteriorating moral fabric, from family to
community to society, as Jackson (2006,
261) puts it. In other words, fear of crime
may express also more general uncertain-
ties of life. In line with the idea of chan-
nelling, Smolej and Kivivuori (2006) inter-
pret their finding on the individual-level
association of unemployment and fear of
crime as stemming from a more general
economic insecurity. The increase of fears
and insecurities during an economic re-
cession further supports the idea (Sirén et
al. 2010).

For details about the indicator of inse-
curity used in sub-studies Il and IV, please
see section 4.2.

2.5 Suburban housing estate

Although the present study examines, in
general, the role that the residential con-
text has regarding perceptions of disorder
and feelings of insecurity, there is a spe-
cial focus on post-WWII suburban hous-
ing estates (lihié in Finnish). Therefore, it
is necessary to introduce the concept and
outline the concrete historical context of
the study. The definition adopted in this
studyis based on therecent work of Stjern-
berg (2015). A suburban housing estate is
defined here as a residential environment
dominated by prefabricated multi-storey
apartment blocks, located in the fringes
of the urban structure (see Uusitalo 1967;
YM 1985; Seppdli et al. 1990; Hurme 1991;
Hankonen 1995; Roivainen 1999; Seppén-
en 2001; Tanninen 2004; for more details
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on operationalisation, please see section
5.1). More specifically, this study focuses
on the Finnish post-WWII estates built in
the 1960s and 1970s, which can be seen as
constituting a category of their own, one
thatis distinct from earlier and subsequent
suburban developments (Stjernberg 2015;
see also Osara 1985; Seppéld et al 1990).

The present study was part of a larger
project funded by the Academy of Finland
(PREFARE, 2012-2015), which studied the
Finnish housing estates built in the 1960s
and 1970s. In Finland, the 1960s and 1970s
marked the heyday of estate construction;
it was driven by urbanisation and new
kinds of rationalised building techniques
and ideals. Furthermore, the estates built
in this era have received a relatively unfa-
vourable attention in the public discourse.
Hence, the estates of this period constitute
a distinct study subject. It should be high-
lighted that our operational approach is
based on the built environment, notin the
social disadvantage as the everyday un-
derstanding of ‘1dhi¢’ would have it. The
advantage of this is that we have not a pri-
orilimited our analysis to deprived neigh-
bourhoods, and as a consequence, we can
empirically study the social diversity of es-
tates.

Throughout Europe, the post-WWII de-
cades were characterised by the construc-
tion of new residential areas. The war pe-
riod not only saw massive destruction of
the older dwelling stock, but it also ham-
pered housing production. In addition,
some countries were undergoing urban-
isation, including Finland. Hence, there
was a pressing need for new dwellings,
which gave rise to new kinds of residential

environments. A typical post-WWII hous-
ing estate could be said to consist of large
apartment blocks separated by big open
spaces, built to spatially segregate the
functions of everyday life. Moreover, they
were characteristically built in peripheral
locations in relation to the existing urban
structure. (Dekker et al. 2005.)

The main characteristics of the histori-
cal background of Finnish estates can be
outlined with the extensive amount of lit-
erature on the subject (Kortteinen 1982;
Osara 1985; Viirkorpi 1985; YM 1985; Junt-
to 1990; Seppdli et al. 1990; Hurme 1991;
Piirainen 1993; Hankonen 1994; Ruon-
avaara 1996; Roivainen 1999; Seppén-
en 2001; Kokkonen 2002; Tanninen 2004;
Valkonen 2005; Stjernberg 2013; see also
Power 1997). In Finland, the construction
of suburban housing estates played a cen-
tral partin the modernisation of the coun-
try by facilitating the rapid urbanisation of
the 1960s and 1970s. During this period,
owner-occupation became the dominant
tenure form in cities. Architecturally, the
earliest Finnish estates had spacious lay-
outs and were designed to fit their natural
surroundings, but soon, a more econom-
ic-technical rationality became dominant,
with the result of dense square-based es-
tates. Even though the ideal of relative in-
dependence in employment and services
constitutes a part of the historical ideas of
estate-thinking, estates became typical-
ly rather poor in this respect, and heav-
ily dependent on the city. After the initial
optimism, the post-WWII estates gained
increasing criticism for the monotonicity
and unattractiveness of the living environ-
ment they offered. Different social prob-



lems were associated with estate life, in-
cludingrootlessness, isolation, loneliness,
weak normative regulation, restless youth
culture and social disorder. However, resi-
dents’ experiences did not always coincide
with the negative media representations.
Eventually, the planning principles and
practices turned from massive multi-sto-
rey buildings to low-rise neighbourhoods
in Finland and in Europe more generally
(Wassenberg et al. 2004). After the 1970s,
the mass construction of multi-storey sub-
urban housing estates diminished in Fin-
land.

Even though poor reputation, along
with moderate socio-economic decline,
has plagued many housing estates since at
least the 1970s, it was only from the 1990s
onward that they faced deeper structural
problems that were related to economic
restructuration, increasing inequality and
social segregation. In general, the Finn-
ish housing estates of the 1960s and the
1970s have developed rather unfavourably
since the early 1990s. For example, many
estates have a relatively high unemploy-
ment rate and low income and education
level. Nevertheless, housing estates should
not be considered a homogeneous mass
of neighbourhoods, and it seems that the
development of a given estate neighbour-
hood is quite dependent on the trajectory
of the wider urban region. For example,
the city regions with a diverse econom-
ic structure have fared better than those
with a one-sided manufacturing empha-
sis. Today, the diversity of estates is seen
in the fact that some of these neighbour-
hoods are relatively well-off. (Stjernberg
2015; see also Prak & Priemus 1986; Lanki-

nen 1994; Maury 1997; Lankinen 1998; Pe-
konen 1998; Vaattovaara 1998; Kortteinen
etal. 1999; Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2003;
Lankinen 2008; Antikainen 2010; Bontje &
Musterd 2012; Stjernberg 2013.)

The most recent development in the
housing estates of the bigger Finnish
city regions—especially in the capital re-
gion—is the increasing ethnic heteroge-
neity. During the last decades, the share
of foreign-language speakers started to in-
crease in many estates. The development
has been most prominent in the more dis-
advantaged eastern and north-eastern es-
tate neighbourhoods of the Helsinki re-
gion, many of which have become rather
heterogeneous ethnically, with an empha-
sison Russian, African and Middle Eastern
cultures. (Vilkama 2011; see also Lankin-
en 2008.)

26 Spatial autocorrelation

Spatial proximity—things being more or
less close to each other in space—is a cen-
tral characteristicin studies on neighbour-
hood life, both from theoretical and tech-
nical points of view. The theoretical as-
pects were already elaborated on above
(see section 2.1), and in this chapter, a
more technical perspective will be intro-
duced. Sub-study IV expands on this topic
inmore detail, and itis an attempt to incor-
porate a more spatial way to handle prox-
imity in a contextual survey analysis. This
way, it provides background for the visual-
isations and spatial regression model solu-
tions used in sub-study I. The use of mod-
ern spatial techniques has become easier
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because ofincreasing computation power.
Although they are more widely applied in
geography (e.g. Doran & Lees 2005) and
economics (e.g. Anselin et al. 1996), in so-
ciology, they are quite rare (however, see
Sampson 2012). Brunton-Smith and Jack-
son (2012) give a good example of using
advanced spatial methods in urban crim-
inology (see also Fornango 2012). The ap-
proach taken in this section is deliberately
non-formalist, inspired by the way Merlo
and his colleagues have introduced multi-
level models (e.g. Merlo et al. 2005). For ex-
ample, Anselin (2009), Elhorst (2010) and
Gibbons and Overman (2012) provide for-
mal notations for those seeking more in-
formation.

Tobler’s oft-quoted first law of geogra-
phy is a convenient conceptual starting
point. According to it, ‘everything is relat-
ed to everything else, but near things are
more related than distant things’ (Tobler
1970, 236). The idea is naturally older than
this, and as Getis (2010) remarks, it can be
traced back to the works of the pioneers of
statistics, including Galton, Pearson, Gos-
set (a.k.a. Student) and Fischer. A more
formal way to express what Tobler’s law is
about can be found in the concept of spa-
tial (auto)correlation. Griffith (2003, 1) de-
fines spatial correlation as ‘self-correlation
of values of a given attribute arising from
their relative locations in geographic space!
The terms spatial correlation and spatial
autocorrelation are used interchangeably,
and thelatter only emphasises the fact that
in contrast to ordinary correlation, which
is about two variables and their covaria-
tion, spatial correlation is about one var-
iable and its spatial variation. Moran’s I

is the most established measure for spa-
tial correlation. It is calculated as an aver-
age correlation of the variable value (e.g.
self-rated health) of an observation (here:
respondent) and the mean value at her or
his neighbourhood. It can be seen as a cor-
relation measure, ranging from minus one
to one. A value of one expresses perfect
positive spatial autocorrelation (extreme
clustering) whereas a minus one indicates
a perfect negative autocorrelation. (Ward
& Gleditsch 2008; Fortin & Dale 2009; Ge-
tis 2010; Fornango 2012.)

In practise, near observations often
tend to be more similar than more distant
ones, and this applies also to survey stud-
ies of social life. Hence, proximity should
be taken seriously. There are two reasons
for this. First, in the case of anon-zero spa-
tial correlation, observations are depend-
ent on each other, which implies possible
problemsinregression modelling because
the basicassumptions of the ordinaryleast
squares (OLS) estimation are violated. One
of the well-known Gauss-Markov assump-
tionsis that the error terms are uncorrelat-
ed between observations. A spatially cor-
related outcome implies the possibility
that the errors are spatially correlated as
well (Berry 1993; Ward & Gleditsch 2008;
LeSage & Pace 2010). The second reason
is that proximity may contain substantial-
ly interesting information that could shed
light on the phenomenon under investiga-
tion. Visual explorations and the analysis
of spatially patterned unmeasured prop-
erties are two analytical lines opened by
spatial correlation.



It is true that in contextual analyses,
proximity is already taken into account
using the available contextual structure,
usually based on some kind of adminis-
trative tessellation. However, these analy-
ses are typically a-spatial in the sense that
the location of a given observation in the
contextual structure is very abstract. In the
end, it is reduced to the membership of a
given cluster. As Chauvin (2005) observes,
the real continuous space, implied by the
concept of spatial correlation, is not ana-
lysed in a satisfactory way using basic mul-
ti-level models. Regression models that
take space into account in a more flexible
way may provide important opportunities
in this respect.

Spatial regression models (e.g. Anse-
lin 2009) were used in sub-studies I and
IV, but before introducing their logic in
more detail, an operational conceptual-
isation of a neighbourhood must be pre-
sented. This section refers to neighbour-
hood understood in a spatial sense, not to
the contextual unit of analysis (e.g. a statis-
tical grid or a housing estate). Spatially de-
fined, aneighbourhood is operationalised
here using information on the geograph-
ical location of observations. In our case,
we had coordinate information on the lo-
cation of the building that the respondent
lived in, which we were able to utilise in
a way that strictly respected information
security. Hence, the units of analysis were
points. In other applications, they could
be irregular areas (e.g. municipalities or
districts) or regular areas (e.g. statistical
grids). There are several possibilities for
defining a neighbourhood for the obser-
vation i, including a fixed number of near-

est neighbours and a fixed distance radi-
us. Naturally, the number and distance
can be varied to best answer the task at
hand (cf. the modifiable areal unit prob-
lem, MAUP). Moreover, a neighbourhood
can be categorical (iandj either are neigh-
bours or they are not), or it may be a de-
creasing function of distance. Understood
from this perspective, a neighbourhood is
technically unique for each observation,
even though the neighbourhoods of adja-
cent observations naturally overlap con-
siderably. (Ward & Gleditsch 2008; Dubin
2009; Fornango 2012.)

Figure 1 explicates the reasoning be-
hind spatial regression based on the gen-
eral spatial effects model (Manski 1993;
see also Elhorst 2010). The model spec-
ifies three different spatial effects corre-
sponding to the three components of the
regression model: the outcome, the pre-
dictors and the error term (e.g. Fox 2009).
First, the error term of the regression mod-
el may be spatially correlated. In concrete
terms, location carries information about
the unmeasured (or at least un-modelled)
spatially patterned factors. These may con-
found the OLS estimation by affecting the
outcome (arrow E1) and the predictor(s)
(arrow E2). This is solved using the spatial
errormodel, in which the mean level of the
error term in the neighbourhood isinclud-
ed in the model; this should render the er-
ror term more random, yielding more reli-
able estimates.

Second, the outcome may be of a diffu-
sive or contagious nature, whereby its lev-
el in the neighbourhood may impact the
outcome of observation i residing in the
neighbourhood. Social behaviour and dif-
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ferent diseases are examples of such con-
tagious processes. These kinds of phenom-
ena can be modelled using the spatial lag
model. If the neighbourhood level of the
outcome impacts the outcome (arrow L1)
and the predictor(s) (arrow L2), the OLS
estimates are possibly confounded by this
spatial process. The spatial lag model ac-
counts for this confounding by including
the mean level of the outcome in the mod-
el, along with other predictors. (Anselin

2007; Ward & Gleditsch 2008; Fornango
2012; see also Galster 2007.)

Moreover, the level of a given predictor
in the neighbourhood mayimpact the out-
come (see figure 1) (Anselin 2007; Ward &
Gleditsch 2008; Fornango 2012). There are
solutions to this case as well (see Elhorst
2010), but in practise, the spatial lag and
error models are the most commonlyused
approaches.

I Figure 1. The idea of spatial confounding visualised
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3 PRIOR FINDINGS

Thissectionsummarises prior findings that
arerelevant to the study. First, an overview
of the post-WWII literature is presented,
followed by the key findings on the impli-
cations and determinants of disorder and
subjective insecurity.

31  Suburban housing estates

The research literature on European
post-WWII housing estates covers a wide
range of topics, including urban planning
(Hurme 1991; Hankonen 1994), culture
and lifestyles (Kortteinen 1982; Sulkunen
et al. 1985), migration flows (Friedrichs
1991; Andersson & Brama 2004), popula-
tion changes (Kdhrik & Tammaru 2010),
social exclusion (Taylor 1998; Seppin-
en 2001), neighbourhood regeneration
(Hall 1997; Brama 2013), stigma (Brattpak
& Hansen 2004), demolition (Belmes-
sous et al. 2005), residents’ stories (Kok-
konen 2002) and media representations
(Roivainen 1999; Kearns et al. 2013). In
general, the literature has been charac-
teristically problem-oriented: for exam-
ple, Prak and Priemus (1986) theorise spi-
rals of housing decline (Prak & Priemus
1986), while Tunstall and Coulter (2006)
and Wassenberg (2013) document the
trajectories of problematic estate neigh-
bourhoods. Inher seminal study on twenty
European ‘problem estates, Power (1997)
comes up with a model of a vicious circle,
where physical design and conditions in-
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voked problems of renting, and eventually,
apartments were more and more rented
by disadvantaged households. Local social
life was characterised byisolation, unease,
problems of parental supervision, insecu-
rity and disorder. Finally, people ‘either
withdraw, try to move or give up’ (p. 102).

Drawing heavily on Newman'’s (1973)
work on defensible space, Coleman (1985)
studies modernist housing estates in the
UK and examines how the different physi-
cal design features of the building are as-
sociated with various physical indicators
of disorder, such as litter, graffiti, van-
dalism and excrements. The design vari-
ables indicated size (e.g. dwellings per
block, storeys per block), circulation (dif-
ferent route types), entrance features and
the immediate surroundings. Based on a
wide number of descriptive bivariate anal-
yses, Coleman concludes that the physi-
cal design is strongly associated with dis-
order: for example, the number of storeys
and dwellings per block were associated
with a higher prevalence of different disor-
der measures. However, there are several
weaknesses in the study, as observed by,
Smith (1986) and Spicker (1987). It is en-
tirely bivariate, key associations are rela-
tively weak and there is no convincing ex-
amination of the role of other factors, e.g.
SOCio-economic ones.

For the present study, prior finding on
estate residents’ experiences and percep-
tions are of central importance. Qualitative
case studies have touched on stigma (Hast-



ings 2004), interaction and collective iden-
tity (Boyce 2006) and subjective factors of
safety (Lindgren & Nielsen 2011). Survey
studies on a small number of estates have
examined mental health (Hopton & Hunt
1996), participation (Dekker 2007), hous-
ing satisfaction (Kovacs & Herfert 2012;
Kabisch & Grossman 2013) and different
aspects of social cohesion (Dekker & Bolt
2005; Van Beckhoven & Van Kempen 2006;
Dekker & Filipovic 2009). Survey studies
based on a larger number of estates have
analysed such topics as moving intentions
(Musterd & van Kempen 2007), housing
satisfaction (Dekker & Van Kempen 2009;
Dekker et al. 2011), tenure, networks, rep-
utation (Musterd 2009) and public space
(Sendietal.2009). Most of the recent large-
scale studies stem from the RESTATE proj-
ect, which focused on thirty post-WWII
housing estates across Europe, selected
in a non-random fashion based on prob-
lems (safety, unemployment, physical de-
cay, stigmatisation and the like) (Musterd
etal. 2009; van Gent 2009). Dekker and Van
Kempen (2004) report that the physical
structure typically found in estates com-
bined with vacant properties and the lack
of meeting places for the youth tends to
create disorder and crime issues. Highly
relevant for the present study, Skifter An-
dersen (2002) examines a large number of
Danish housing estates, which were cho-
sen as targets for policy support because of
different kinds of problems. He finds that
large size, urbanisation, a low level of so-
cial activities, poor quality of the physical
environment and socio-economic disad-
vantage of the estate were all related to dis-
order, as measured in surveys. It is, how-

ever, unclear how estate was operationally
defined and how the estates were chosen.

Finally, the study by Kaaridinen (1987)
is presented, concentrating on findings
that are the most relevant for the pres-
ent study. Combining register, survey
and qualitative data, the study examines
the variation of different social problems
across 87 sub-districts of Helsinki. Theft
crimes and violence were found to be as-
sociated with unemployment and low ed-
ucation level of the sub-district while ju-
venile delinquency was related to low ed-
ucation and the share of social housing in
the area. Moreover, the study analysed in
more detail two housing estates that were
socio-economically similar but different
in terms of social problems and physical
environment. The neighbourhood charac-
terised by taller buildings, fragmented ur-
ban structure and poorly defined spaces,
weaker social integration, control and lo-
cal identity as well as internal segregation
was also the one where problems of social
disorder were more common.

3.2 Disorder and insecurity:
implications

There is ample evidence indicating that
disorder generates subjective insecurity.
Both disorder as perceived by respondents
(Taylor & Hale 1986; Covington & Taylor
1991; Perkins & Taylor 1996; McGarrell
et al. 1997; Ross & Jang 2000; Wikstrom &
Dolmén 2001; Wyant 2008; see also Klein-
hans & Bolt 2012) and disorder as meas-
ured by research staff (Covington & Taylor
1991; Perkins & Taylor 1996; Miles 2008;
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Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011; see also
Doran & Lees 2005) have been found to
be associated with insecurity. Lindgren
and Nilsen (2011) provide specification
on these results: studying three Swedish
housing estates, they found that disorderly
behaviour was considered less threaten-
ing when performed by people who were
known to the residents (see also Vilkama
etal. 2016).

It has also been found that stressful
neighbourhood conditions, including dis-
order, are related to different health prob-
lems (Kim 2008; see also Latkin & Curry
2003; Miles 2008; Ross & Mirowsky 2001;
Steptoe & Feldman 2011; Kuipers et al.
2012; cf. Ruijsbroek et al. 2016). Moreover,
there is evidence that perceptions of dis-
order shape moving intentions (Korttein-
en et al. 2005; Skifter-Andersen 2008) and
moving behaviour (Vilkama et al. 2013),
possibly in demographically and socio-
economically selective ways (Varady &
Schulman 2007; Skifter-Andersen 2008); as
a consequence, neighbourhood disorder
may increase segregation by shaping the
flows of residential mobility. Also, a nega-
tive association with trust and integration
has been documented (Ross & Jang 2000).
Finally, there is longitudinal evidence on
the matter, which deepens the cross-sec-
tional results presented above. In their ad-
vanced longitudinal study, Steenbeek and
Hipp (2011) examined 71 neighbourhoods
in Utrecht by using a ten-year dataset. The
results of their ecological analysis indicate
a dynamic process, where disorder weak-
ens social control and residential stability,
which then leads to more severe disorder
(see also Kurtenbach 2016).

Cross-sectional studies have found that
subjective insecurity is negatively associ-
ated with health (Chandola 2001; Ross &
Mirowsky 2001; Green et al. 2002; Staf-
ford et al. 2007; Morrall et al 2010; see also
Whitley & Prince 2005; Jackson & Stafford
2009; Ruijsbroek et al. 2016). Itis also relat-
ed to moving intentions (Kortteinen et al.
2005). Furthermore, insecurity has been
found to co-vary with physical and social
activities (Stafford et al. 2007; Lorenc et al.
2012), which may happen through avoid-
ance behaviour (Reid et al. 1998; Rader et
al. 2007; Doran & Burgess 2011). In their
highly relevant qualitative study on six
Dutch neighbourhoods, Kleinhans and
Bolt (2012) found that the seriousness of
perceived disorder shapes subjective in-
security, which may weaken willingness to
engage in informal social control.

In sum, disorder and insecurity have
been found to be related to various aspects
ofwell-being butalso to moving intentions
and neighbourhood organisation. Next,
the determinants of disorder and insecu-
ritywill be addressed, focusing on the eco-
logical and contextual points of view. Also,
the evidence on victimisation experiences
and subjective insecurity—a topic exam-
ined in sub-study III—will be explored.

3.3 Disorder and insecurity:
determinants

In the research literature, key determi-
nants of disorder include neighbourhood
disadvantage, different aspects of physical
environment, as well as normative regu-
lation and other facets of neighbourhood



organisation. The framework of social dis-
organisation suggests that contextual dis-
advantage causes problems of order while
neighbourhood organisation should curb
it. Measuring disorder with systematic so-
cial observation in Chicago (see section
2.3), Sampson and Raudenbush (1999)
find that concentrated disadvantage, but
also immigrant concentration, and mixed
land use (i.e. residential and commercial)
were related to higher disorder whereas
collective efficacy, that is, social cohe-
sion coupled with informal social control,
showed the opposite pattern. In their sur-
vey study on Stockholm and Gévleborg,
Wikstrom and Dolmén (2001) find that
social integration curbs disorder direct-
ly and through informal social control. A
case study from Finland aligns with the
findings regarding normative regulation:
inhis study on a predominantly rental sub-
urban housing estates in Helsinki, Piirain-
en (1993) finds that disorder, typically al-
cohol-related unrest, was concentrated in
a couple of houses where social control
was inefficient (see also Kddridinen 1987).
Also, amore recent Finnish study corrobo-
rates the results of Sampson et al. in terms
of disadvantage: with survey data from
Helsinki region, Kortteinen et al. (2005)
create an indicator that combined aspects
of disorder and subjective insecurity: they
found that higher values of the disorder-
insecurity index were predicted by a low
income level of the neighbourhood, social
housing tenure and residing in an urban
environment with taller buildings (see also
Kortteinen et al. 2001; Kad4ridinen 1987).
In a similar vein, Ceccato and Hain-
ing (2005) used police data to measure

vandalism—one aspect of disorder—and
found that district-level disadvantage was
a significant predictor. Related to these
findings, Kearns and Mason (2007) find
that the proportion of social renting pre-
dicts perceptions of disorder or ‘neigh-
bourhood problems’ in a relatively line-
ar fashion. On the other hand, Kullberg
et al. (2009) provide evidence that is con-
sistent with the finding of Kortteinen et al.
(2005) regarding the role of physical envi-
ronment. Studying a medium-sized Swed-
ish urban municipality, they find that liv-
ing in a multi-storey house was associat-
ed with perceived social disorder; also,
a low perceived reputation of the neigh-
bourhood was associated with disorder.
Finally, there is Nordic evidence that the
degree of urbanisation—population den-
sity—of the community is positively asso-
ciated with social disorder (Wikstrom &
Dolmén 2001).

With their longitudinal study, Marko-
vitz et al. (2001) extend in an important
way the cross-sectional evidence base in-
troduced above. In their ecological analy-
sis of 151 neighbourhoods, based on three
waves of the British Crime Survey, the au-
thors find evidence on a feedbackrelation-
ship, in which decreasing neighbourhood
cohesion? increases crime and disorder,
with the consequence of higher insecu-
rity and a negative impact back to cohe-
sion. Also, the findings of Skifter Ander-
sen (2002) and Dekker and Van Kempen

2 Social cohesion was indicated by a sum variable
combining “(1) the percent who went to a club or
committee meeting in the last week; (2) the percent
who said that “neighbors mostly help each other”;
and (3) the percent who reported being “very satis-
fied” with living in the area.” (ibid. 302)
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(2004), introduced above, shed light on the
determinants of disorder. (See also Cagney
etal. 2009.)

Because estate neighbourhoods tend to
be more disadvantaged than other neigh-
bourhoods (Maury 1997; Kortteinen et al.
2001), it is reasonable to study them com-
paratively from the point of view of disor-
der (sub-study I). Sub-study II attempts to
shed light on the association of disadvan-
tage and disorder from the perspectives of
tenure structure, local social integration
and normative regulation. From the liter-
ature, the roles of tenure structure and in-
tegration are not totally clear. For example,
using Swedish data, Musterd and Anders-
son (2005) find thathousing mix, including
amixofhouse and tenure types, isrelative-
ly weakly associated to socio-economic
mixing. Hence, it is interesting to empir-
ically examine the association of tenure
structure, disadvantage and disorder. On
the other hand, neighbourhood disadvan-
tage can undermine solidarities and ush-
er in internal distinctions, corroding inte-
gration (Paugam 2011). Theoretically, inte-
gration may foster informal social control
and, as a consequence, curb social disor-
der (Wikstrom & Dolmén 2001). Hence,
weak integration could invoke problems
of order. However, disadvantage may con-
stitute a basis for local collective identity,
social support and strong social relation-
ships between neighbours (Boyce 2006),
which could bolster collective efficacy.

The determinants of subjective inse-
curity can be divided into individual and
contextual factors. Because of the design of
sub-study III, the focus here will be on the
latter group, except for victimisation expe-

riences, which will be addressed as well.
Following Brunton-Smith and Jackson
(2012), two related lines of investigation
are of special relevance. The first stems
from the classic disorganisation frame.
Crime and disorder in the neighbourhood
can be thought to impact victimisation risk,
which then translates into subjective inse-
curity. However, there is only weak and in-
consistent evidence on the impact of con-
textual crime level on insecurity (see also
Hale 1996; Wyant 2008; Lorenc et al. 2012;
cf. Markovitz et al. 2001; Brunton-Smith
& Jackson 2012, 68). This finding has di-
rected attention to disorder as a potential
determinant of insecurity, being a more
visible and wider cluster of signals on
neighbourhood conditions compared to
official crime statistics (Brunton-Smith &
Jackson 2012). Empirical evidence on the
association of disorder with insecurity is
extensive (ibid; Hale 1996; see section 3.2
above). Nonetheless, Brunton-Smith and
Jackson (2012) call for further studies on
objectively measured disorder on subjec-
tive insecurity because a large part of the
prior literature is based on survey meas-
ures, leaving the possibility of individu-
al-level confounding. Second, there may
be other contextual factors, both physical
and social, that are read as signs of neigh-
bourhood decline and are associated with
the threat of victimisation (Brunton-Smith
& Jackson 2012; see also Garofalo & Laub
1979). In addition to disorder, empirical
studies have identified numerous other
contextual predictors ofinsecurity, includ-
ing urbanity, population density, ethnic
diversity, residential instability, socio-eco-
nomic disadvantage, large youth popula-



tions and social organisation (ibid; Hale
1996; see also Kddridinen 2002; Kortteinen
et al. 2005; Kullberg et al. 2011; Wikstrom
& Dolmén 2001).

Also, more micro-level contextual fea-
tures are important. At a physical mi-
cro-level, factors providing opportuni-
ties for concealment, causing visual limi-
tations and blocking escape options have
been found to be related to subjective in-
security; for example, poor lighting cou-
pled with tunnels or bushes may be prob-
lematic in terms of security (Nasar et al.
1993; Blobaum & Hunecke 2005; Lindgren
& Nilsen 2012; Loukaitou-Sideris 2012; see
also Pain 2000; Uittenbogaard 2014; Vilka-
ma etal. 2016). Also, metro and railway sta-
tions are places where both fear and crime
appear. Uittenbogaard (2014) finds that in
Stockholm, the hotspots of urban crime
are situated close to the underground sta-
tions; the majority of the offenses were
comprised of different forms of disorder,
such asintoxication, fights and vandalism.
Cozens etal. (2003) find in their study from
the UK that stations and their immediate
access routes were often considered un-
safe, especially by women; better light-
ing and other measures enhancing visi-
bility, video surveillance, cleanliness and
more staff were the most typical suggest-
edimprovements (see also Valentine 1990;
Loukaitou-Sideris 2012). It is not surpris-
ing then that problems of insecurity have
been found to limit the use of public trans-
port (Masoumi & Fastenmeier 2016). Im-
portantly for the present study, Delbosc
and Currie (2012) call for further advanced
quantitative studies on public transport
and subjective insecurity.

The immediate residential context, re-
ferring to the house of the respondent—
and in practise, also to the nearby hous-
es because housing structure tends to be
clustered—is another relevant micro-con-
textual factor. Building height is a central
feature that distinguishes among different
kinds of micro-contexts. There are Finnish
studies thathave documented the associa-
tion of heightened insecurity with residing
in a context with taller buildings (Heiska-
nen 2002; Kairidinen 2002; Kortteinen
et al. 2005). However, findings from oth-
er contexts provide mainly mixed or op-
posite evidence (Gifford 2007; Rollwagen
2016; see also Pain 2000). The physical en-
vironment may also function symbolically.
For example, an untidy environment may
be read as a sign of weak social control or
organisation. This is nicely illustrated in a
recent Finnish study (Vilkama et al. 2016,
60; engl. TK), citing a 37-year old woman
living in Helsinki:

“[...] if there’s a general mess I feel there’s
anti-social behaviour in that neighbour-
hood and also people who abuse intoxi-
cants. And then there are too few people
who really want to keep the neighbour-
hood in order.”

Finally, there is victimisation to consider.
According to the oft-cited review of Hale
(1996), the evidence on the relationship of
personal criminal victimisation and fear of
crime is inconsistent (see also Farrall et al.
2007). Winkel (1998) finds support for the
hypothesis that when compared to non-
victims, victims typically estimate the risk
of (re)victimisation higher, but they con-
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sider its negative impact lower; these can-
cel each other out in the total judgment
of subjective insecurity. However, for ex-
ample, Brunton-Smith and Sturgis (2011),
Gaineyetal. (2011) and Smolej and Kivivu-
ori (2006) have found that those with per-
sonal victimisation experiences on aver-
agereport higher insecurity. The evidence
on indirect victimisation—hearing about
or witnessing someone else being victim-
ised—is stronger (Hale 1996; e.g. Smolej
& Kivivuori 2005). A recent and highly rel-
evant study was made by Sirén (2015) on
violent victimisation in Finnish urban ar-
eas. Corroborating with the disorganisa-
tion theory, the study indicates that con-
textual disadvantage significantly predicts
victimisation risk, even though the impact
is quite small.

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT
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4 PRESENT STUDY: CONTRIBUTIONS
AND MAIN CHARACTERISTICS

From the point of view of the present study,
there are certain limitations in the prior lit-
erature. Most of the prior large-scale pro-
jects (Power 1997; Skifter-Andersen 2002;
Tunstall & Coulter 2006; on the RESTATE
project, see Dekker & Van Kempen 2004)
focus on estates considered problemat-
ic, which easily distorts the general image
and reputation of estate neighbourhoods.
On the other hand, studies on disorder do
not completely exhaust the question on
the role of different kinds of neighbour-
hood contexts. For example, they do not
adequately shed light on perceived social
disorder in the suburban housing estates
compared to other kinds of residential
contexts. Thus, the extent to which post-
WWII suburban housing estates, often as-
sociated with different social problems
in the public discourse, do in general dif-
fer from other kinds of neighbourhoods
in terms of disorder is an open question.
By focusing on this question, sub-study I
provides new knowledge on the contex-
tual determinants of disorder and also ex-
tends the literature on post-WWII housing
estates as residential contexts of everyday
life. Moreover, sub-study IV explores the
possibilities of spatial analysis, still rarely
used in urban sociology, for the purposes
of sub-study I.

Because of the problem-based choice
of estates, the current literature also falls
short of elucidating the diversity of sub-

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT

urban housing estates from the perspec-
tive of disorder. On the other hand, Kubrin
(2010, 831) calls for further research on the
disorganisation theory with survey indi-
cators instead of police or court data (as
some neighbourhoods may be ‘over-po-
liced’), with better neighbourhood defi-
nitions and a focus on forces beyond the
neighbourhood’s community. Sub-study
IT addresses these issues with the help of
a large cluster sample covering extensive-
ly the entire social and geographical vari-
ety of estates in the country. Moreover, it
uses survey indicators for disorder, focus-
es on neighbourhoods that are distinct be-
cause of their design and provides hence
a fairly robust neighbourhood definition.
It also examines the role of tenure policy
in shaping the local social life. The study
deepens the literature on post-WWII es-
tates, not only because of the diversity of
the estates studied, but because of the va-
riety of points of views used, including so-
cial, physical, regional and policy aspects
(see Kearns & Mason 2007).

In addition, there is a call (Brun-
ton-Smith & Jackson 2012) for further
studies on the association of contextual
disorder and subjective insecurity meas-
ured independently. On the other hand,
the evidence on the role of victimisation is
inconsistent. Furthermore, thereisadocu-
mented need for further advanced quanti-
tative studies on public transportand sub-



jective insecurity (Delbosc & Currie 2012).
Sub-study Il addresses these issues with a
measure of disorder based on the contex-
tual data on relevant police operations. It
examines other contextual featuresin a di-
verse way, including disadvantage, urban-
ity, immediate residential context and the
proximity of train and metro stations. Pri-
or studies have rarely taken into account
all these characteristics at the same time.
Moreover, the study updates the Finnish
literature on the socio-spatial inequal-
ities of urban insecurity and elucidates
the everyday life of residents in suburban
housing estates, typically located in prox-
imity to underground and train stations.
Table 1 presents the main character-
istics of the sub-studies. They differ from
each otherin many respects. There is, first,
variation in the geographic scale of analy-
sis because contextual units vary from rel-

Table 1.

atively small statistical grids (sub-studies I
and IV) to fairly large districts (sub-study
I0).

Also, the target areas vary, covering Hel-
sinki in sub-study III, the Helsinki region
in sub-studies I and IV, and Finnish sub-
urban housing estates built in the 1960s
and 1970s in sub-study II. The main con-
tribution areas vary as well. As seen above,
sub-studies I and II fill gaps in the litera-
ture on disorder and disorganisation, sub-
studyIll addresses the discussions of inse-
curity and fear of crime and sub-study IV
is a method contribution in the field of ur-
ban studies. In addition, sub-studies I and
II contribute to the tradition ofhousing es-
tate studies whereas sub-study III partic-
ipates also in more general discussion of
Finnish urban studies. In a similar vein,
sub-study IV takes part in the literature on
social science methods.

Main characteristics of the four sub-studies.

Focus Perceived Perceived social ~ Subjective Spatial autocorre-
social disorder  disorder insecurity lation in regression
analysis
Contextual unit: Statistical grid: ~ Suburban hou- District (peruspiiri):  Statistical grid: 250 m;
geographical 250 m; n=4134 sing estate (one or several kilometers; n=4134
scale; n more grids): n=33
250 m +; n=70
Target area Helsinki region Finnish suburban  Helsinki Helsinki region

(14 municipali-
ties) + Lohja
1970s

*Disorder and
disorganisation

Main contribution

areas organisation

*Housing estates °Housing estates

*Spatial analysis
in urban studies

housing estates
of the 1960s and

*Disorder and dis-

(14 municipalities) +
Lohja

°Insecurity / fear of
crime in context ban studies

*Finnish urban stud- *Social science meth-
ies ods

~Spatial analysis in ur-
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5 DATA, VARIABLES AND METHODS

51 Data

The empirical analyses of this dissertation
were based on three survey data sets and
corresponding contextual register data,
resulting in hierarchical data structures.
Table 2 briefly presents the data used in
the sub-studies.

Sub-studies I and IV were based on Kat-
umetro survey, collected in 2012 within the
framework of the Helsinki Metropolitan
Region Urban Research Program (2016).
The target area of the survey consisted of
the following municipalities in southern
Finland: Helsinki, Espoo, Hyvink&i, Jarv-
enpiad, Kauniainen, Kerava, Kirkkonummi,
Lahti, Lohja, Méntséld, Nurmijirvi, Por-
nainen, Sipoo, Tuusula, Vantaa and Vihti.
In the analyses, the data from Lahti were
excluded because they constitute techni-
cally an island distinct from the rest of the
data. The survey targeted 25-74-year-old
Finnish or Swedish-speaking residents of

Table 2. Data used in the sub-studies.

these municipalities. The sampling was
largely based on statistical grids, obtained
from the Grid Database (Statistics Finland
2009), which includes socio-demograph-
ic and housing data about the grid. Grids
of 250 m x 250 m were used in this disser-
tation because the other options (1 km x
1 km or 5 km x 5 km) were considered too
large. The 2009 database version was used.

The sampling design was a dual-frame
stratified sample (Laaksonen et al. 2015).
The first frame consisted of low- and
high-income statistical grids with the aim
of obtaining more analytical power to both
ends of the income spectrum. The low-in-
come grids were those belonging to the
lowest income quintile (median tax in-
come of households: 32100 EUR or less)
while the high-income grids were those of
the highest quintile (73200 EUR or more).
Lahti and Lohja were not included in the
first frame. From both income-based stra-
ta, a random sample of 6000 was drawn.
The second sampling frame, partly over-

Target population n of the analysis
(response rate)

| &IV Katumetro Survey; Grid 25-74 years; Finnish or Swedish- 9254 (36 %)
Database speaking; 16 municipalities of
Southern Finland
Il PREFARE Survey; Grid 25-74 years; Finnish-speaking; 7603 (39 %)

Database

cluster sample of 71 estates from

the entire country

1] Helsinki Security Survey;
District statistics (Alue-
sarjat) & Helsinki Police

15-74 years; Finnish or Swedish-
speaking; Helsinki

3481 (65 %)
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lapping with the first one, covered the en-
tire study area and was stratified by mu-
nicipality; a random sample of 15000 was
drawn. Hence, the size of the total gross
sample was 27000. The response rate was
36 per cent, which called for careful analy-
sis of unitnon-response. We examined the
patterns of unitnon-response in our meth-
od article, which was published in Survey
Research Methods (Laaksonen et al. 2015):
mostimportantly, men, individuals with a
lower income and younger persons were
less likely to respond than others. We took
the determinants of unit non-response
into account by incorporating response
propensities in the survey weights (ibid.).

Sub-study II utilised data that was spe-
cifically collected for its purposes. Finan-
cially, data collection took place within the
framework of the PREFARE project (2012-
2015), which was funded by the Academy
of Finland. The aim of the data collection
was to obtain information from the Finn-
ish-speaking residents of the entire coun-
try’s suburban housing estates built in the
1960s and 1970s. Because a large part of
the existing empirical literature on post-
WWII estates is empirically built on case
studies or groups of estates chosen on the
basis of different problems, we wanted to
use a different approach and examine the
entire variety of different kinds of hous-
ing estates usingrandom sampling design.
Mats Stjernberg, an urban geographerwith
whom I worked with on the PREFARE pro-
ject, took care of the GIS work necessary
for the sample construction. In what fol-
lows, I present the collection of the data
in more detail, because the design of the
sample architecture and management of

the data-collection process was an impor-
tant part of my PHD work.

The operational definition of subur-
ban housing estates built in the 1960s and
1970s was based on the following criteria
(Stjernberg 2015):

a) location outside of the main centres of
Finnish cities;

b) at least half of the total population
lives in multi-storey apartment build
ings constructed during the 1960s
and 1970s; and

c) at least five of these specific buildings
within close range (a maximum
distance of 250 metres) of each other.

Additionally, alower limit of 300 residents
was set to the population size of the hous-
ing estate. This was because we wanted to
capture a certain degree of urbanity and,
moreover, a sufficient sample size. In total,
there are 318 such estates in the country.
(Cf. Osara 1985; Seppili et al. 1990).
Using GIS tools and the Building and
Dwelling Register of Population Register
Centre, Stjernberg (2015) identified build-
ing clusters where atleast five multi-storey
buildings builtin the 1960s and 1970s were
located within a range of 250 metres from
each other. The corresponding statistical
grids of the Grid Database were aggregat-
ed to construct socio-demographic data
structure that matched our estate defi-
nition (Stjernberg 2015). Because of the
abstract size and shape of the grids, the
merge of grid data to the clusters based on
housing data was necessarily imperfect:
some parts of the estates could be left out
while some parts of the neighbouring are-



as could be included. However, there were
no pre-existing ready-made data struc-
tures for this purpose, and the grids pro-
vided a feasible way to add data on social
and economic composition to the data of
Building and Dwelling Register. Moreo-
ver, centre areas were identified following
the approach of the Finnish Environmen-
tal Institute (SYKE), based on population
density, service diversity and employment
within services and retail (Stjernberg 2014
& 2015). By definition, these could not be
estate grids.

Our sampling design was a stratified
two-stage cluster sample. The aim of the
stratification was to ensure that the sam-
ple would sufficiently cover differentkinds
of estates; it was based on the level of un-
employment in the estate and population
size of the corresponding municipality. In
addition, five well-known disadvantaged
estates were chosen for the purposes of
enabling possible in-depth mixed-meth-
ods case studies in the future; following
a standard sampling practice, each con-
stituted a stratum of its own, which de-
flated their weights correspondingly. Sev-
enty-one clusters (estates) were sampled
out of the 318 clusters. The 25-74-year-old
Finnish-speaking residents, who dwelled
in the multi-storey buildings built in the
1960s and 1970s, were targeted. The size
of target population in these 71 estates
was 51028, of which we draw a random
sample of 19844. The data collection took
place in 2013, with a response rate of 39
per cent. The multivariate logistic non-re-
sponse model showed that male gender,
young age, low education, lowincome and
rental tenure predict lower response pro-

pensity (cf. Laaksonen et al. 2015). The fi-
nal weights account for varying inclusion
probabilities at both levels and response
propensities at the individual level. There
were, on average, 109 respondents per es-
tate, with a standard deviation of 59 (range:
14-298). The estate with only 14 respond-
ents was excluded from the analyses be-
cause of its small n at the level-1. The other
70 estates had a minimum of 35 respond-
ents per estate.

Finally, sub-study III was based on the
Security Survey of the City of Helsinki,
2009, (Helsingin turvallisuuskysely) and
register information on the districts (pe-
ruspiiri) of Helsinki (Aluesarjat; Helsinki
Police). The survey was stratified by dis-
tricts and targeted residents of Helsinki
aged 15 to 74 years, with Finnish or Swed-
ish as their mother tongue. The gross sam-
ple size was 5508, and the response rate
was 65 per cent. The less densely popu-
lated district of Ostersundom was left out
of the analysis because we wanted to con-
centrate on the more urban part of the city.
Post-stratification weights accounted for
the sampling design and non-response.

5.2 Variables

This section presents the outcomes, con-
textual socio-economic measures, varia-
bles on social integration and normative
regulation and other contextual predictors
used in the empirical analyses of this dis-
sertation.
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5.2.1

Outcomes

Table 3 presents the outcomes of the four sub-studies.

Table 3.

Outcome variables of the sub-studies.

Perceived social disorder:
“Have you perceived the following problems
in your residential area?”

1) Uncleanness or vandalism

2) Public drunkenness

3) Disturbances by neighbours

4) Drug use or trade

5) Trouble-making or threatening behaviour
6) Thefts or damages

Response options: no, a little, somewhat, a
lot

Perceived social disorder:
“Have you perceived the following problems
in your residential area?”

1) Uncleanness or litter

2) Public drunkenness

3) Vandalism or smear

4) Disturbances by neighbours

5) Drug use or trade

6) Trouble-making or threatening behaviour
7) Thefts or damages

8) Poorly managed buildings or yards
Response options: no, a little, somewhat, a
lot

Subjective insecurity:

“How safe do you feel walking alone in

your residential area at Friday and Saturday
nights?”

Response options: safe, fairly safe, fairly un-
safe, unsafe, | do not dare go out, | do no go
out at nights, | don’t know

Self-rated health:

“How good is your health nowadays?”
Response options: very good, fairly good,
average, fairly poor, poor

Subjective insecurity:

“How safe do you feel walking alone in your
residential area at weekend night?”
Response options: safe, fairly safe, fairly un-
safe, unsafe, | do not dare go out in those
hours, | do no go out at night

Katumetro
Factor score Survey (2012)
Eigenvalue: 3.53
Mean-imputation for item-non-response
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.86
Intra-class correlation (grids): 0.33
Moran’s | (knn=10): 0.35
For factor matrix, please see table Al in
Appendix
PREFARE
Factor score Survey (2013)
Eigenvalue: 4.28
Mean-imputation for item-non-response
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.88
Intra-class correlation (estates): 0.21
For factor matrix, please see table A2 in
Appendix
Dichotomised variable: g:ﬁ:?ﬁ;
fairly unsafe, unsafe, | do not dare go out Survey
(2009)

= unsafe (1)
other options = reference (0)

I do no go out at night was recoded as Katumetro

missing Survey (2012)

Original variables were used as such



Sub-studies I and II constitute a pair of
studies on perceptions of social disorder.
The outcome measures were construct-
ed using survey items on how much one
has perceived different kinds of problems
in the residential area, including pub-
lic drunkenness, vandalism and trouble-
making (see section 2.3). The items are
fairly concrete, and their face validity ap-
pears reasonable. In terms of content va-
lidity, the items cover quite well the scope
of what is typically considered disturbing
behaviourin the residential area, and both
social and physical aspects are included.
The constructvalidity of the measurement
is supported by the results of the sub-stud-
ies. (See Carmines & Zeller 1979; Alkula et
al. 1999.) Moreover, in sub-study II, we ex-
amined the relationship of perceived dis-
order with other related phenomena, in-
cluding affective neighbourhood attach-
ment, assessment of the reputation of the
neighbourhood, subjective insecurity,
victimisation experiences, and self-rated
health; also, these results support the con-
struct validity of the measurement.

In both sub-studies, exploratory fac-
tor analysis was performed to extract the
latent individual-level dimension of per-
ceptions of social disorder. The rationale
for using factor analysis is theoretical. It
is assumed that the data-generating pro-
cess has a spatial pattern. In some neigh-
bourhoods, the structural and social char-
acteristics give more room to the kinds of
behaviour called social disorder than in
others. As a consequence, the probabili-
ties of observing different instances of dis-
order are associated with each other. Fac-
tor analysis expresses in a numeric form

the latent individual-level perspective to
this spatially patterned latent social pro-
cess (cf. Tabachnick & Fidell 2013). More-
over, sum or factor score variables provide
better content validity compared to using
single items because a larger conceptu-
al field can be covered (e.g. Carmines &
Zeller 1979; Alkula etal. 1999; Buckingham
& Saunders 2004).

Inboth cases, there was clearly only one
dominant factor, and the internal consist-
encies of the sets ofitems were high: Cron-
bach’s alphas were 0.86 (sub-study I) and
0.88 (sub-study II) (Carmines & Zeller
1979; see also Cortina 1993 and Vehkal-
ahti 2000). These are of a similar magni-
tude asin Cagney etal. (2009), who also ex-
amines a descriptive (i.e. non-evaluative)
measurement of disorder. Naturally, there
isindividual variation in the perceptions of
social disorder, but the decomposition of
variance showed that respondents living
in the same contextual unit largely con-
sidered the same residential area: for sur-
vey data, the intra-class correlations—the
share of between-areas variance of the to-
tal variance (Laaksonen 2010)—are rath-
er high, namely 33 per cent in sub-study I,
and 21 per cent in sub-study II. For com-
parison, Cagney et al. (2009) obtain the
values of 0.11 and 0.33 in their two data-
sets.

In the case of sub-study I, we could as-
sess the inter-subjective agreement also
with more flexible methods, by calculating
the average correlation between respond-
ent’s factor score and the score in the re-
spondent’s spatial neighbourhood (see
section 2.6). In other words, we estimated
the spatial autocorrelation of the percep-
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tions of social disorder, for which purpose
Moran’s [ is a suitable tool (Ward & Gled-
itsch 2008; Getis 2010; Fornango 2012). Us-
ing the tools of spatial analysis, we defined
whatwe could call a spatial neighbourhood
by taking the ten nearest neighbouring re-
spondents for each respondent. With this
definition, Moran'’s I for perceived social
disorder was 0.345 (theoretical range for
Moran'’s I is from -1 to 1). This means that
neighbouring respondents tend to give
similar kind of responses to the items on
social disorder, with the average correla-
tion of 0.345 between the responses of an
individual respondent and the mean level
in her or his spatial neighbourhood.

In sub-studies III and 1V, subjective in-
security in the residential area was stud-
ied. The surveyitem asked how safe the re-
spondent feels walking alone in her or his
residential area late at a weekend night (cf.
Ferraro & Lagrange 1987; Hale 1996; Far-
rall et al. 1997). The advantage of this for-
mulation is that it specifies explicitly the
situation: where, when and with whom
are well-defined, as suggested by Farrall
et al. (1997). It refers to actual situations,
in aretrospective and generalising way, as
distinguished from hypothetical formula-
tions (e.g. how safe wouldyou feel). Ferra-
ro and Lagrange (1987) consider this kind
of item problematic because it does not
clearly refer to crime and because it leaves
the definition of residential area to the re-
spondent. They also argue that it deals with
too rare of instances and that it does not
adequately distinguish risk assessment
from emotions, but their argumentation
israther unclear at these points and seems

to confound actual and hypothetical for-
mulations (ibid. p. 76-77).

In general, it is well-known that sin-
gle-item measurements often suffer from
problems of reliability, and there is no
reason to suppose that our measurement
would be an exception. The key implica-
tion of a weakened reliability would be a
loss of statistical power because random
noise blurs the real information content of
the measurement. However, the results are
reasonable and fairly strong, suggesting
that problems of reliability should not be
serious; the results also support the con-
struct validity of the measurement (Car-
mines & Zeller 1979; Alkula et al. 1999).

In sub-study III, the options fairly un-
safe, unsafe, and I do not dare go out were
combined to construct a binary varia-
ble because the response scale is some-
what far from being a pure interval scale.
However, for the purposes of the method
study (sub-study IV), continuous usage
was adopted because the spatial models
demonstrated in the article were not yet
well-developed for binary outcomes.

Sub-study IV investigated not only
feelings of insecurity, but also self-rated
health. The usual approach with self-rat-
ed health is to dichotomise the scale to in-
dicate good or poor self-rated health (e.g.
Kawachi et al. 1999; Lyytikdinen & Kemp-
painen 2016). However, in sub-study IV,
the item was used as a continuous meas-
urement to examine and demonstrate how
spatial models work.



5.2.2 Contextual
socioeconomic measures

Contextual socio-economic variables were
featured in all sub-studies while the avail-
able possibilities of operationalisation
varied depending on the data sources. In
sub-studies I, II and IV, the Grid Database
was used while in sub-study II1, socio-eco-
nomic statistics on the districts of Helsin-
ki (peruspiiri) were obtained from Alue-
sarjat. In sub-study I, the socio-econom-
ic disadvantage of the context (grid) was
approached using four variables: tenure
type, educational structure, income level
and unemployment. The usage of four sep-
arate socio-economic variables was possi-
blein theregression models because there
were no signs of problematic collinearity.
In sub-study II, collinearity problems of the
contextual socio-economic variables ap-
peared early in the process, which is why
we chose a latent variable approach (on
factor ecology, see e.g. Sweetser 1965a &
1965b; see also Kéddridinen 1987). Factor
analysis was performed for the education,
income and unemployment of the hous-
ing estate.

Next, the variables are presented in
more detail for sub-studies IlIand IV (pub-
lished in Finnish) to make their rationale
available also to English-speakingreaders.

Sub-study III concentrated on feelings
of insecurity in Helsinki, with districts (pe-
ruspiiri) as the contextual unit. The latent
variable approach was used to extract the
empirical patterns of the 25 variables re-
garding the socio-economic, demograph-
ic and physical properties of the districts.
The information in this set of variables

could efficiently be expressed in terms of
two principal components: a socio-eco-
nomic dimension and urbanity (cf. Sweet-
ser 1965a & 1965b). The variables loading
on the socio-economic dimension were
the following (in the order of descending
absolute value of the loading):

. Social assistance receivers (% of popu-
lation)

« Upper secondary school attendance (%
of 16-18-year-old population)

. Tertiary degree (% of 25-64-year-old
population)

« Only basic education (% of 25-64-year-
old population)

« Unemployment rate

« Apartments built with state-subsidised
loans (ARAVA; % of all apartments)

. Speakers of foreign languages (% of pop-
ulation)

« Employment rate

« Income (EUR / residents over 15 years
of age)

« Youth unemployment

« Income (EUR / household-dwelling
unit)

« Child welfare customers (lastensuojelu;
per 1000 residents aged 10-17 years)

« Occupancy rate (asumisvdljyys;
square-metres per resident)

The focus of sub-study IV was on meth-
ods. Consistent with the overall design
of the dissertation, contextual socio-eco-
nomic disadvantage was included in the
analysis. Operationally, it was approached
with a factor analysis of the following grid
variables: highest education (basic, voca-
tional, upper secondary, lower tertiary,
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higher tertiary; per cent of population);
the mean and median gross individual
income; low-, middle- and high-income
earners (cut-offs: 14000 EUR/year and
24000 EUR/year); employed and unem-
ployed (per cent of population). The score
of the dominant factor was extracted, and
the grids were classified into three equal
groups based on the factor score.

5.2.3 Integration and
normative regulation

The social aspects of the residential con-
text were examined in sub-study II. In line
with the synthesis on different approach-
es to the neighbourhood’s social life pre-
sented in section 2.2, we conceptualised
two central dimensions of it: neighbour-
hood integration and normative regula-
tion. In the PREFARE survey, integration
was operationalised in terms of local, so-
cial face-to-face interaction, with the fol-
lowing items (five-point scale from never
to daily):

. How often the respondent talks with
neighbours?

« ...mabkes visits in the neighbourhood?

. ..gives help to or receives help from
neighbours?

.« ...co-operates with neighbours in the
matters of their house or environment?

. ...meets neighbours in associational ac-
tivities?

Normative regulation was measured by a
slightly modified version of the collective
efficacy measures, as defined by Sampson
et al. (1997). Collective efficacy is com-

posed of two sub-concepts: social cohe-
sion indicates trust, normative consensus
and neighbourhood spirit while informal
social control measures the expectations
that neighbours would intervene in vari-
ous hypothetical problem situations (see
also Covington & Taylor 1991). We meas-
ured social cohesion with the following
items (five-point Likert-type scale from
total agreement to total disagreement):

« People are willing to help each other in
the neighbourhood.

« This is a close-knit neighbourhood (in
Finnish: hyvd yhteishenki).

« People in this neighbourhood can be
trusted.

« People in this neighbourhood generally
don’t get along with each other.

« Peoplein this neighbourhood have sim-
ilar values.

The items on informal social control were
somewhat modified for the purposes and
context of the study. The items ask the re-
spondent to estimate the probability that
the people in their neighbourhood would
intervene in the following situations (five-
point scale from very improbable to very
probable):

« Youth skipping school and hanging out
in the neighbourhood

« Someone spray-painting graffiti or van-
dalising a local building

. Youth behaving inappropriately to-
wards an adult

« A fightin front of their house

« Drunken disturbance (new item)

« Disturbing noise at night in a local
apartment (new item)



In an individual-level factor analysis, each
of these three dimensions was clearly sep-
arate. For further technical details on these
measures, please see the methods section
in sub-study II.

5.2.4 QOther contextual variables

Table 4 presents the other contextual pre-
dictors used in different sub-studies, in-
cluding indicators on built environment,
demographic structure, regional develop-
ment, residential instability, tenure struc-
ture, urbanity and urban structure. Data
were obtained from multiple sources, as
indicated in table 4.

Table 4. Other contextual predictors.

Footnote: Data sources

BD: Building and Dwelling Register (Rak-
ennus- ja huoneistorekisteri)

DS: District statistics (Aluesarjat)

FE: Finnish Environmental Institute

GD: Grid Database (Ruututietokanta)
HP: Helsinki Police

MS: Stjernberg, Mats

PF: PREFARE survey

Contextual property Operationalisation (Sub-study number) [Data source]

Built environment

* Housing estate 1960s or 1970s / other high-rise / low-rise (l) [BD, FE, GD]

¢ Housing estate 1960s or 1970s / other (IV) [BD, FE, GD]
¢ Average number of storeys (Il) [BD]
e Proximity to train or metro station (Ill) [manual]

Demographic structure

e Factor score variables on age and household structure (I, [I) [GD]

e Population density, logarithm (I) [GD]
¢ Population size, logarithm (1) [GD]

Regional development
Residential instability

Social disorder
(1) [HP]

Tenure structure

¢ Growing / stable / shrinking regions (1) [MS]
*Respondents having lived in the estate for less than one year, % (l1) [PF]

*Number of police operations (intoxicated person, disturbing behaviour, violence)

eQwner-occupied apartments, % of all (I) [GD]

* Rental apartments (incl. private, social, right-of-occupancy), % of all (Il) [GD]
e Social rental apartments, % of rental (I1) [PF]

Urbanity

Urban structure

eFactor score variable tapping residential mobility, demographic composition,
built environment (I11) [DS]

»Helsinki Metropolitan Area / bigger cities / medium-sized cities / other (l1) [FE]

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT
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5.3 Statistical methods

Factor and principal components analy-
ses (Tabachnik & Fidell 2013; Vehkalahti
2008) were used for constructing empiri-
cal indicators of the key variables, includ-
ing the outcome variable of sub-studies I
and II and the socio-economic contextu-
al variables. In some cases, the usage was
driven by a priori designed measurement
schemes; while in others, the rationale was
exploratory data reduction. Adjusted as-
sociations of the outcome with predictors
were obtained by different types of regres-
sion analyses, including linear, mixed lin-
ear (Hox2010), logistic (Menard 2002) and
spatial regression models (Anselin 2007).
Sampling design and non-response were
taken into account in regression analyses
by adjusted weights and regression proce-
dures thatincorporate sampling structures
(Laaksonen et. al 2015). Sub-study II was
based on a cluster sample data: weights
were constructed for both levels, and they
were used within the regression procedure
mixed in Stata (Stata 2015; Stata 2016). Ro-
bustness of the coefficients of nested logis-
tic models was examined, with the help of
Outi Sirni6, using the KHB solution (Karl-
son et al. 2012); also, linear probability
models were used for this purpose.

The method contribution of sub-studies
I and IV relates to the use of spatial tech-
niques in visualisation and regression
models. Information on the coordinates of
respondents’ houses was used to construct
aneighbour network. The information was
used in away that strictly secured the infor-
mation security of the respondents. A suffi-
cientdegree ofrandom noise was added to

the coordinates to displace them from the
original location. Furthermore, visualisa-
tions portray the neighbourhood averages,
which in spatial analysis implies that the
response of the respondent is not includ-
ed in the corresponding point. Because
of the high geographic variation of popu-
lation density, a fixed number of neigh-
bourswas used as the analytic approach in
neighbourhood construction (Fornango
2012). In sub-study IV, different numbers
of nearest neighbours were used, ranging
from 50 to 400. The lower limit was chosen
atthe pointwhere clear spatial trends were
no longer visually detected; the upper lim-
it was determined by computing power
available. In sub-study I, the high reliabil-
ity of the outcome measure enabled even
smaller neighbourhood size (ten nearest
neighbours), yielding more resolution to
the analysis.

To quantify the impression given by the
visual exploration, we also calculated the
extent of spatial autocorrelation in the out-
come. Furthermore, because spatial au-
tocorrelation of the residuals is possibly
problematic in a regression analysis, we
estimated also the basic spatial regres-
sion models, namely spatial lag and error
models (see section 2.6). Lagrange multi-
plier test series were used to compare er-
ror and lag models. (Anselin 2007; Fornan-
g02012.)
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6 MAINRESULTS

The key findings of this dissertation are
summarised in this section. Below, figures
2,4and 7 schematically present the ration-
ale of each of the first three sub-studies.
Contextual and individual-level concepts
are distinguished by symbols C and I, cor-
respondingly. The titles of the sub-sections
are modified from the original publication
titles to better suit this context.

I Figure 2.

Key comparisons

Neighbourhood type (C):

Suburban housing estates
of the 1960s and 1970s

Mechanism

6.1

Perceived social disorder in residen-
tial context:suburban housing estates
compared to other kinds of neighbour-
hoods (sub-study I)

Sub-study I aimed at discovering the posi-
tion of estate neighbourhoods compared to
other kinds of residential areas by using per-
ceived social disorder as the outcome meas-

Sub-study I: perceived social disorder in residential context.

Outcome

Vs. Socio-economic
1) Other high-rise disadvantage (C)

Perceived social
disorder (l)

P

neighbourhoods

2) Low-rise
neighbourhoods

Control variables

Immediate context: building type & tenure (1)
Demographic structure & population density (C)

Age, gender, education, main activity,
i household type, subjective economic situation (I)

Footnote: C=contextual variable, I=individual-level variable

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT



ure. The study design was built around two
comparisons: suburban housing estates
built in the 1960s and 1970s were com-
pared to other high-rise neighbourhoods
and to low-rise neighbourhoods (figure 2).

. The first research aim was to study
whether suburban housing estates dif-
fer from other high-rise neighbour-
hoods and low-rise neighbourhoods in
terms of perceived social disorder. (RA
1.1)

. The second research aim was to study
the role of socio-economic disadvan-
tage of the neighbourhood in this re-
gard: to what extent does it contribute
to the differences mentioned in RA1.1?
(RA1.2)

Figure 3 portrays the levels of the factor
score measure of perceived social disor-
der (PSD) in the three types of neighbour-
hoods. As seen in the figure, the level of
PSD is highest in estate neighbourhoods,
with a mean value of 0.54. This differs in
a statistically significant way (5 per cent
level) from the mean of PSD in other high-
rise neighbourhoods (0.42) and low-rise
neighbourhoods (-0.39). Clearly, the main
dividing line runs between high- and low-
rise neighbourhoods. Even though statisti-
cally significant, the practical meaning of
difference between estates and other high-
rise neighbourhoods should not be exag-
gerated. As an answer to the first research
aim, suburban housing estate residents do
perceive somewhat more social disorder
than those living in other high-rise neigh-
bourhoods and clearly more than the resi-
dents of low-rise neighbourhoods. (RA 1.1)

Figure 3. The mean factor scores of
perceived social disorder (PSD)
in suburban housing estates
built in the 1960s and 1970s,
other high-rise neighbourhoods
and low-rise neighbourhoods.
95 per cent confidence
intervals.

PSD

T

0.2

0.0

-0.2

-0.6

Estate High-rise Low-rise

The second research aim of the study was
to elucidate the role of socio-economic
disadvantage of the neighbourhood: to
what extent does it contribute to the dif-
ferences observed above?

To be able to answer to this question,
we controlled for various individual-lev-
el factors to equalise the composition-
al differences of the respondents in the
three kinds of neighbourhoods. We also
controlled for the immediate residential
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context (respondent’s building and ten-
ure type) and the demographic charac-
teristics of the grid. Concerning the differ-
ence in PSD between suburban housing
estates and other high-rise neighbour-
hoods, these adjustments had virtually
no impact on the bivariate difference. In-
troducing the contextual socio-economic
grid variables (tenure, education, income
and unemployment) attenuates the differ-
ence to a non-significant level, the differ-
ence being 0.072, with a p-value of 0.062.

On the other hand, before including
the contextual socio-economic grid var-
iables, the adjusted difference between
estates and low-rise neighbourhoods was
considerably lower than the bivariate one
(0.306 vs. 0.831). Most of this attenuation
was because of the immediate residential
context: those living in low-rise neigh-
bourhoods typically live in owner-occu-
pied detached or terrace houses, which
constitutes a micro-contextual factor pro-
tecting the residents from disorder. Over
half of the remaining difference between
estates and low-rise neighbourhoods was
explained by incorporating the grid-lev-
el socio-economic characteristics into the
model.

In sum: the socio-economic disadvan-
tage of the neighbourhood explains the dif-
ferencein perceived social disorder between
estate and other high-rise neighbourhoods,
and it substantially contributes to the dif-
ference between estate and low-rise neigh-
bourhoods. (RA 1.2)

6.2 Tenure structure, socio-
economic disadvantage
and local social life as
determinants of social
disorder: elucidating
the differences between
estates (sub-study Il)

Sub-study II focused on factors that differ-
entiate estates from each other in terms of
perceived disorder. The design of the study
is presented in figure 4.

The first research aim was to study the
association of tenure structure of the es-
tate with perceived social disorder and to
quantify the mediating role of socio-eco-
nomic disadvantage in this association.
(RA2.1)

The second aim was to elucidate in
more detail the association between the
socio-economic disadvantage of the es-
tate and perceived social disorder: more
specifically, we studied the role that local
social life, conceptualised in terms of so-
cial integration and normative regulation,
plays in this relationship. (RA 2.2)



I Figure 4. Sub-study II: tenure structure, socio-economic disadvantage and local social life as

determinants of social disorder.

Key predictor

Mechanism

Outcome

Socio-economic
disadvantage (C)

Tenure (C)

Social
integration (C)

Perceived social
disorder (1)
Normative

regulation (C)

Control variables

i Age, gender, education, income, occupational

?
[ Tenure (1) ]

Modifier

: status, time one has lived in the neighbourhood,

i household type, building height (1)

Population, age structure, residential instability,

i average number of storeys, urban structure,

regional development (C)

Footnote: C=contextual variable, I=individual-level variable

Concerning RA 2.1, the question of inter-
est was the association of tenure struc-
ture with socio-economic disadvantage.
As seen in section 3.3, it has been sug-
gested that tenure structure does not al-
ways very strongly predict the social struc-
ture of the neighbourhood. Theoretically,
if rental-dominated estates do not differ
socio-economically from estates with a
more mixed tenure structure, it might be
the case that the relationships implied in

RA 2.1 are more complex than what ap-
pears to be at first sight.

Using register and survey data on 70
Finnish suburban housing estates built in
the 1960s and 1970s from the entire coun-
try, we first studied the relationship be-
tween tenure and socio-economic struc-
ture in a descriptive way (figure 5).

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT
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I Figure 5. Socio-economic characteristics of the estates and tenure structure.

Proportion, %

100
90
80
70
60
50
40

30

Rental/
all apartments

Social rental/
rental apartments

Low income

=== _Unemployed

Tertiary education

0 T T T T T T T T
| I 1 v v Vi VIl VI

IX X

Share of rental apartments in estate (deciles)

The estates were first classified into ten de-
ciles based on the share of rental apart-
ments, including private rental, social
housing and right-of-occupancy (asum-
isoikeus) apartments. In the first decile,
the share of rental apartments was 22 per
cent, while in the tenth it was 90 per cent.
Income and unemployment levels varied
quite consistently with tenure structure
(cf. Musterd & Andersson 2005).

Portraying perceived social disorder
and the indicators of local social life—so-
cial interaction, social cohesion and infor-
mal social control—by these same deciles
of estates (figure 6), a general pattern be-
comes clear: as rental proportion increas-
es, so does thelevel of perceived social dis-
order while social cohesion and informal
social control decrease. In contrast, social
interaction does not seem to vary linearly
in relation to tenure structure.

3 Low income: gross individual income per year less than 14 000 EUR; tertiary education per population aged 18

years or more; unemployment per total population.

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT



Figure 6. Social characteristics of the estates and tenure structure.
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Next, linear random intercept models
were used to provide answers to the re-
search aims of the study. In line with the
descriptive results (figure 6), it was found
that tenure structure strongly predicts
perceived social disorder, even after fairly
stringent adjustments at both levels of the
model were made (see figure 4), excluding
socio-economic disadvantage. In addition
to the overall share of rental apartments,
also the proportion of social housing of all
rental apartments matters. Including the
estate-level disadvantage completely at-
tenuates the predictive power of tenure
variables. Hence, the more rental apart-
ments and especially social housing apart-
ments there are in the estate, the more resi-

dents tend to perceive social disorder in the
neighbourhood. Furthermore, the results
imply that this is completely because of cor-
responding differences in socio-economic
disadvantage: rental tenure structure is as-
sociated with a higher disadvantage, which
is then translated to perceptions of social
disorder. (RA 2.1)

A further step related to RA 2.1 was to
analyse how different aspects of the tenure
structure interact. We examined whether
the social housing tenure of the resident
modifiesthe association of estate-level dis-
advantage and the outcome. Two hypoth-
eses were outlined. First, social housing
buildings may function as relatively sta-
ble hotspots of social disorder (cf. Piirai-
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nen 1993), independent of, or immune to,
the socio-economic situation of the sur-
rounding neighbourhood. This is what we
called the immunity hypothesis. On the
other hand, it might be the case that there
isnothing special about social housing es-
tates in this respect. As a result, we found
that estate disadvantage is more strongly
connected to perceived social disorder for
those who live in social housing compared
to those living in owner-occupied apart-
ments. Thus, in contrast to the immunity
hypothesis, the overall disadvantage of the
neighbourhood matters more—not less—
in social housing environment.

RA 2.2 was an attempt to understand
the classic association of contextual dis-
advantage and problems of order based
on a theoretical synthesis on local social
life, which identified integration and regu-
lation as its key dimensions. We first divid-
ed respondents randomly into two equal
sub-data. We calculated the estate-lev-
el indicators of local social life from one
sub-data and merged these results to the
other subset, with which we then estimat-
ed the models. This way, we were able to
avoid the possibly problematic individ-
ual-level confounding between the out-
come and the measures of local social life
(see section 2.3). According to our analy-
ses, the level of social interaction does not
play any role regarding perceptions of so-
cial disorder; hence, it was omitted from
the final model. In contrast, both high so-
cial cohesion (i.e. normative consensus)
and high informal social control were as-
sociated with lower values of disorder per-
ceptions. They also somewhat mediated the
effect of socio-economic disadvantage, the

coefficient of which was reduced from 0.25
to 0.18, with the introduction of these two
variables measuring normative regulation
in the neighbourhood. (RA 2.2)

6.3 Subjective insecurity in
aresidential context: a
study on the districts of
Helsinki (sub-study Ill)

Sub-studyIIIfocused on the feeling ofinse-
curity in the residential context. The study
continued along the lines established in
sub-studies I and II and examined the im-
plications of neighbourhood disorder and
other contextual predictors in terms of sub-
Jective insecurity. In contrast to sub-stud-
ies I and II, social disorder was measured
using police register data. This avoided the
problem of individual level confounding
between perceptions of disorder and sub-
jective insecurity (see section 3.3). Other
contextual district-level factors included
socio-economic disadvantage, urbanity,
and proximity of a train and metro station.
In addition, theimmediate context wasin-
corporated in the analysis through a varia-
ble combining information aboutbuilding
and tenure type of the respondent (indi-
vidual-level variable).

In the analysis, the different contextual
factors were adjusted with each other and
with the standard individual-level char-
acteristics (figure 7). The mechanism be-
tween contextual factors and subjective
insecurity was approached by analysing
the possible mediating role of violent vic-
timisation and witnessing violence. The
research aims here were somewhat refor-



mulated from the original formulations for
the purposes of the overall logic of the dis-
sertation.

. The first research aim was to examine
the association of the different contex-
tual properties with the feeling of inse-
curity (RA 3.1)

. The second aim was to examine to what
extent violent victimisation and wit-
nessing violence in the residential sur-
roundings mediate contextual associa-
tions. (RA 3.2)

All the included contextual predictors
were found to be associated with subjec-
tive insecurity, even in amodel that adjust-
ed them with each other and controlled for
individual socio-demographic character-
istics. We found that socio-economic disad-
vantage, a high level of social disorder as
measured by police operations, proximity

to a metro or train station and residing in
asocial housing block of flats were associat-
ed with higher odds of subjective insecurity.
In practice, high urbanity also was a signif-
icant predictor of subjective insecurity, with
a p-value of 0.053. (RA 3.1)

In the final model with mediators, we
found that both violent victimisation and
witnessing violence were associated with
higher odds of subjective insecurity. In line
with prior literature, witnessing violence
was a stronger predictor than personal
victimisation. These variables strongly at-
tenuated the predictive power of urbanity
and socio-economic disadvantage, imply-
ing that a possible mechanism was found.
In the cases of the other contextual varia-
bles, attenuation was moderate (proximi-
ty to a train or metro station) or weak (so-
cial housing block of flat, social disorder),
which suggests that they operate mainly via
other mechanisms. (RA 3.2)

I Figure 7. Sub-study IIl: subjective insecurity in residential context.

Key predictors Mechanism Outcome
Socio-economic

disadvantage (C)

Urbanity (C) Violent Feeling of

Social disorder (C)
Train or metro station (C)

| victimisation (l)
Seeing violence (1)

insecurity (1)

Building & tenure (I)

Age*gender (1)
i Education (1)

Control variables

Unemployment (I)

Footnote: C=contextual variable, I=individual-level variable
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The behaviour of nested logistic regression
estimates—a topic discussed vividly some
years ago in quantitative sociology—was
examined runninglinear probability mod-
els and using the so-called KHB macro in
Stata. Nothing problematic was found.
Another check is worth mentioning here.
Originally, we estimated design-based
one-levellogisticmodels. As anewrobust-
ness check, I re-estimated them as logistic
mixed models, which led to same substan-
tial interpretations.

6.4 Spatial analysis of
survey data: technical
observations (sub-study IV)

Sub-study 1V is different from the other
three because it focused on methods in-
stead of substance. It canbe seen asa tech-
nical preparation for sub-study I as it elab-
orates on the possibilities and limitations
of spatial methods in survey analysis. It is
introduced here in some length because it
may be of interest to scholars who do not
read Finnish. There are also some impor-
tant extensions to the original study. The
research aims of the study can be formu-
lated as follows:

. Thefirstaim ofthe study was to examine
the operationalisation of spatial neigh-
bourhoods, spatial autocorrelation of
the outcome and possibilities in visual-
isation. (RA 4.1)

. 'The second aim was to study the possi-
bilities of spatial lag and error models
and compare them with OLS and de-
sign-based models. (RA 4.2)

In this study, neighbourhood operational-
isations were examined varying the num-
ber of nearest neighbours. Because of a
large variability in population density in
the study area, the solution of a fixed num-
ber appeared more satisfactory than that
of fixed distance. A disadvantage is that
the geographic neighbourhood size var-
ies considerably.

Two different outcomes—self-rated
health and subjective insecurity—were
used to demonstrate and test the tech-
niques with phenomena with different
degrees of spatiality. The scale of self-rat-
ed health varied from very bad (1) to very
good (5). Subjective insecurity was meas-
ured by asking: How safe do you feel walk-
ing alone in your residential area late on
a weekend night? The response options
ranged from I dare not go out at those hours
(1) to safe (5). Against the standard usage,
both were treated here as continuous var-
iables because the spatial regression mod-
els in question did not easily accommo-
date binary outcomes at the time when the
study was done. Hence, the variables were
considered to approximate truly continu-
ous measures.

First, the neighbourhood mean of the
outcome variable was calculated for each
observation, which is a procedure that ex-
tracts the spatial trend and dispenses with
individual a-spatial variation (cf. Brun-
ton-Smith et al. 2014). Figure 8 displays
the spatial trend of self-rated health using
four different neighbourhood sizes while
figure 9 shows the same for subjective in-
security. Because of space limitations,
the original visualisations in the study
portrayed the trends for only one neigh-



bourhood size (50 nearest neighbours).
Furthermore, the original colouring was
somewhat problematic and failed to em-
phasise the spatial difference of self-rated
health and subjective insecurity. In what
follows, this part of the research process
is explicated in more detail, and the orig-
inal publication is expanded on. Hence,
all four neighbourhood sizes are present-
ed, and spatial lag values are categorised
into three equal groups for the purposes
of visual clarity.

A few words about information securi-
ty are necessary here. Background maps
were omitted as unnecessary in the con-
text of a method text and to maximise the
information security of the respondents.
Furthermore, each point was displaced
randomly (jitter) from its original location.
It should also be observed that the lag val-
ue of observation i excludes her or his own
value. (Figure A1 in the appendix provides
amap of the same study region for readers
who are less familiar with the study area.)

With smaller neighbourhood sizes, the
between-neighbourhood differences in
the mean level of self-rated health were
larger than with larger neighbourhoods
(figure 8). On the other hand, a clearer
spatial trend appeared with larger neigh-
bourhoods, pointing towards an east-
west gradient in the unadjusted levels of
self-rated health over the Helsinki region
(see knn=400).

Turning to subjective insecurity (fig-
ure 9), it has a clearly stronger spatial pat-
tern than self-rated health and considera-
blylarger between-neighbourhood differ-
ences. Already with small neighbourhood
sizes, one can detect clear spatial trends:
with local knowledge, it is easy to see that
the train and metro lines mark the areas
with higher levels of insecurity. The be-
tween-neighbourhood differences are
fairly large and remain substantial, even
with the largest neighbourhood size.

Moran’s I provides a statistical way to
express the core information content of
the visualisations (see also section 2.6). As
seen in figure 10, spatial autocorrelation
decreases when neighbourhood size in-
creases. This is easily understandable be-
cause larger neighbourhoodsinduce more
variation and exposure to different kinds
of socio-environmental conditions. In the
case of the ten nearest neighbours, the ge-
ographicsize of the neighbourhood is fair-
ly small; in this case, the analytical neigh-
bourhood probably coincides relatively
well with the real-world neighbourhood.
Moreover, figure 10 supports the obser-
vation made above: in descriptive analy-
sis, self-rated health is clearly a less spatial
phenomenon than subjective insecurity.
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I Figure 8. Spatial trend (neighbourhood mean) of self-rated health with four different
neighbourhood sizes. Red indicates lower self-rated health. (knn: knearest

neighbours; R, spplot) *
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I Figure 9. Spatial trend (neighbourhood mean) of subjective insecurity with four different
neighbourhood sizes. Red indicates higher insecurity. (knn: k nearest neighbours;

R, spplot)
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I Figure 10.  Spatial autocorrelation (Moran's /) of self-rated health and subjective insecurity
for four different neighbourhood sizes (k nearest neighbours).
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Summing up the findings related to RA 4.1,
different scales provide different sketches
of the underlying phenomenon. Hotspots
are better identified with a relatively small
scale. In a similar fashion, larger trends can
be revealed with a larger scale size. Visual
explorations and examination of Moran’s
I with different scales enable one to make
an informed choice for the purposes of fur-
ther analysis, for example, regression mod-
elling. Here, the solution of using the 50
nearest neighbours appeared a relatively
functional one, giving a good visual sense
of spatial trend and fairly strong values of
autocorrelation. It also performed best in
the models, as measured by Akaike’s infor-
mation criterion. In sum, the neighbour-
hood scale matters.
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In terms of RA 4.2, a simplistic contextual
model was constructed for both outcomes
to examine and demonstrate the possibili-
ties of the spatial models in a survey anal-
ysis. The model included two grid-lev-
el contextual predictors (housing estate
and socio-economic disadvantage) and
several individual-level variables. The full
model was estimated for both outcomes
in four ways: a simple OLS estimation; a
design-based estimation taking into ac-
countthe sampling design and the non-re-
sponse-adjusted weights; the spatial lag
model; and the spatial error model. Here,
the focus was only on OLS vs. spatial mod-
els.

The logic of analysis follows Anselin
(2007) and Fornango (2012). The spatial



autocorrelation of the residuals of the full
OLS model was calculated for both out-
comes. In the case of self-rated health, the
residuals showed no spatial autocorrela-
tion. In other words, the autocorrelation of
the outcome was explained when predic-
tors were introduced to the model. Hence,
spatial models were notnecessary, and or-
dinary solutions could be used: natural-
ly, estimating spatial lag and error models
produced virtually identical estimates to
those of OLS.

In contrast, subjective insecurity was
a different case. The residuals of the full
OLS model were spatially autocorrelat-
ed, which violates the assumptions of an
OLS estimation: The Moran'’s I for the re-
siduals was 0.057. As a consequence, the
a-spatial OLS estimates may be unrelia-
ble. This is where the rationale of this sub-
study stems from: in the case of more spa-
tial phenomena—such as neighbourhood
insecurity and perceptions of social disor-
der—standard solutions may be problem-
atic. It was found that the estimates for the
contextual variables were clearly different
in spatial models compared to OLS esti-
mates. As a rule, the estimates were sub-
stantially smaller in both spatial models.

Concerning RA 4.2, the conclusion is that
in the case of spatially patterned phenom-
ena, care should be taken to examine and
address the spatial autocorrelation of the
phenomenon by regression diagnostics, in-
cluding checks for spatial autocorrelation.

Finally, the original article was some-
what extended by comparing linear mixed
models with the corresponding spa-
tial models. I estimated mixed models in
two ways: first, with respondents nested
in grids and, second, with respondents
nested in postal zones. The former suffers
from the scarcity of level-1 units because
over half of the respondents were the only
ones in their grids. Concerning self-rat-
ed health, both mixed models gave prac-
tically the same results for the contextual
variables, as did OLS and the spatial mod-
els. In the case of insecurity, the mixed
grid model yielded rather similar results
as OLS, probably because the number of
level-2 units was very large and the data
were sparse atlevel 1. In contrast, the post-
al zone mixed model—avoiding the men-
tioned data problems—gave estimates
that were very close to those of the spatial
error model, that is, clearly smaller coeftfi-
cients than OLS.
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7 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

71 Summary of the main findings

This study examined disorder and inse-
curity in a residential context. More spe-
cifically, it addressed the contextual de-
terminants of perceived social disorder
and subjective insecurity in the contem-
porary Finland. The focus was especially
on post-WWII suburban housing estates.
Moreover, spatial correlation and its impli-
cations were addressed in depth. Empiri-
cally, the study approached this topic us-
ing three datasets, combining survey data
and contextual register data that targeted,
respectively, the city of Helsinki, the region
of Helsinki and Finnish suburban housing
estates built in the 1960s and 1970s.
Sub-study I addressed the limitations of
prior studies by comparing the level of per-
ceived social disorder in suburban hous-
ing estates with that in other multi-sto-
rey neighbourhoods and low-rise neigh-
bourhoods. Survey and register data from
the Helsinki region were used, with sta-
tistical grids (250 m x 250 m) serving as
contextual units. The study showed that
estate residents perceive, on average,
clearly more disorder than those living in
low-rise neighbourhoods and somewhat
more than the residents of other kinds of
multi-storey areas. Moreover, the small
difference in perceived disorder between
estates and other multi-storey neighbour-
hoods was completely because of contex-
tual differences in socio-economic dis-
advantage. Also, a substantial part of the
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difference between estates and low-rise
neighbourhoods was found to stem from
contextual disadvantage.

Sub-study II contributed to the litera-
ture by examining the diversity of estate
neighbourhoods. It also responded to the
call for further studies on social disorgan-
isation by using a survey measure on dis-
order, building on a robust neighbour-
hood definition and taking into account
extra-community determinants. The study
examined how tenure structure, disadvan-
tage, integration and normative regulation
were related to perceived social disorder.
The study was based on survey and reg-
ister data from 70 Finnish estates, aggre-
gated from statistical grids (250 m x 250
m). First, it was found that a rental-based
tenure structure is associated with a high-
er level of perceived disorder—an asso-
ciation that was completely mediated by
contextual social disadvantage. In other
words, the impact of tenure runs through
disadvantage. Furthermore, individu-
al-level tenure was found to modify the re-
lationship of disadvantage and disorder:
for those living in social housing, the es-
tate-level disadvantage matters even more
when compared to those in owner-occu-
pied settings. Second, integration of the
neighbourhood had no impact on disor-
der. In contrast, normative regulation, ap-
proached using the measures of collective
efficacy (Sampson etal. 1997), was a strong
predictor of perceived disorder, and it also



partly mediated the relationship of disad-
vantage and perceived disorder.

Sub-study III provided evidence on
the association of disorder and insecuri-
ty by using independent measurements
of these concepts, elucidating the role of
victimisation and addressing the topic of
public transport. Survey and register data
on Helsinki was used, with districts (perus-
piiri) as contextual units. The study found
that disadvantage, disorder (as measured
using specified police operations), resid-
ing close to a train or metro station and liv-
ing in a social housing block of flats were
significant independent determinants of
subjective insecurity; also, the level of ur-
banity was borderline significant. Direct
and indirect victimisation considerably
explained the association of disadvantage
and urbanity with insecurity.

Finally, sub-study 1V examined spatial
autocorrelation, and it can be considered
a method-technical preparation for sub-
study I, in which spatial techniques were
used in visualisation and regression mod-
els. The study showed that visualisations
with different neighbourhood definitions
elucidate the different aspects of the phe-
nomenon at hand and help in choosing
an optimal definition for spatial models,
which maybe useful in the cases where the
residuals are correlated in space.

12  Theoretical core:
disadvantage—
disorder—insecurity

What binds the three first sub-studies to-
gether is a theoretical pathway from dis-

advantage to disorder, and further, from
disorder to insecurity. This is a perspec-
tive indebted to classic urban sociolo-
gy and criminology. As remarked earlier,
the Chicago tradition of social disorgan-
isation focused on the role of neighbour-
hood context as a plausible determinant of
crime (Shaw & McKay 1942). In the early
1980s, disorder gained attention as a pos-
sible cause of crime in the debated broken
windows theory (Wilson & Kelling 1982).
More recently still, crime and disorder
have been conceptualised as parallel out-
comes influenced by the same contextu-
al factors (Sampson & Raudenbush 1999).
Studies on fear of crime—or subjective in-
security—converged with the disorganisa-
tion tradition when the initial interest in
the individual-level determinants waned
and the role of residential context gained
more attention (Hale 1996). The theoreti-
cal core of the present study is located pre-
cisely in this juncture.

Whatdo the findings from the first three
sub-studies look like from this perspec-
tive?

First, contextual disadvantage was
found to predict perceived disorder, which
is a well-established finding (e.g. Samp-
son & Raudenbush 1999, Kortteinen et al.
2001, Ceccato & Haining 2005). This study
provided further survey evidence on this
matter, contributing to the literature on
disorganisation: police or court data might
be confounded by, say, more active polic-
ing of disadvantaged neighbourhoods,
which could produce a spurious relation-
ship between disadvantage and disorder
(Kubrin 2010; see also Kadridinen 1987).
To what extent is this result subject to the
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possible contextual bias in perceptions of
disorder (section 2.3; Sampson 2009)? Is it
the case that the same objective phenom-
ena are perceived in a different way in dif-
ferent neighbourhoods? The original bias
thesis of Sampson (2009) was formulated
from the point of view of normative judg-
ments: for instance, how much of a prob-
lem litter, graffiti or public drunkenness is
to residents depends on the social context.
Now, we cannot directly extrapolate this
argument to the question examined in this
study concerning a description of the ex-
tent the respondent has perceived these
phenomena. Although it is possible that,
for instance, graffiti can be seen as some-
thing exciting in gentrifying neighbour-
hoods and justbanally untidy in disadvan-
taged areas, it is not likely that the same
logic directly applies to simply perceiv-
ing it. In future studies, it would be possi-
ble to study this topic in a straightforward
manner using systematic observation by
trained staff and comparing the results
with survey findings, following Sampson
and Raudenbush (2004).

Second, neighbourhood organisation
partially mediates the relationship of dis-
advantage and disorder. It was found that
contextual normative regulation, meas-
ured independently from the outcome,
predicts perceived disorder, and this is in
line with previous case findings (Piirainen
1993), with the classic disorganisation the-
ory and with its contemporary reformula-
tion in terms of collective efficacy (Samp-
son & Raudenbush 1999). However, regu-
lation only partly mediated the assumed
impact of disadvantage on perceived dis-
order. This means that there is something

else in disadvantage, either not captured
by our measures of regulation or not cov-
ered by the theoretical core of the study
that generates social disorder. To under-
stand this, we should focus not only on the
control side of disorder (Wikstrém 2010).
As mentioned above, a possible way to
cope with disadvantaged and excluded
positions is to search for ‘a sense of utility,
efficacy and power through engaging in
conflictwith others, often over the defence
of territory’ (Kearns & Forrest 2000, 998).
A contextual measure of disadvantage may
at least partly indicate these attempts to
gain a sense of agency, belong to a peer
group or rebel against the mainstream
norms of a society—a society possibly ex-
perienced as hostile, indifferent and deny-
ing inclusion and protection. In different
terms, this situation may be thought ofasa
reciprocal denial of recognition (Honneth
1995; Paugam 2008).

Another interesting finding was that
neighbourhood integration was not clear-
ly associated with disadvantage or disor-
der (cf. Vilkama et al. 2016). Theoretical-
ly, this finding indicates there should be
more of a focus on the contents of inter-
action instead of their formal characteris-
tics, such as density. Could it be that, be-
cause of its contents, interaction is more
efficientinregulating thelocal social order
in the more advantaged neighbourhoods?
Or does the normative aspect of local so-
cial life emerge completely independent
oflocal social interaction? In sum, the dis-
advantage-disorder link is not yet total-
ly clear, and future studies might be able
to elucidate the interpretations and ques-
tions outlined above. A practical implica-



tionis thatneighbourhood initiatives aim-
ing at fostering local interaction might not
necessarilylead toimprovements in social
order. Naturally, theresultis only a general
trend based on the 70 estates in the sam-
ple. Whathappensin a given estate after an
initiative is always a far more complicated
matter than this and is impossible to pre-
dict completely.

Third, disorder, as measured using po-
lice data, was found to predict insecuri-
ty (see Brunton-Smith & Jackson 2012).
Also, thisis inline with prior findings, both
those measuring disorder as perceived by
respondents (e.g. Ross & Jang 2000; Wyant
2008) and the studies where disorder was
measured by trained staff (e.g. Miles 2008;
Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011). Interest-
ingly, after adjusting for disorder, contex-
tual disadvantage still had a clear rela-
tionship with insecurity. Neither did oth-
er adjustments completely account for
this impact, leaving us in a similar situa-
tion as above. However, victimisation ex-
periences did somewhat mediate the dis-
advantage-insecurity association, which
is in line with Sirén’s (2015) findings on
the higher victimisation risk in more dis-
advantaged neighbourhoods. An inter-
pretation for the residual impact of dis-
advantage can be made with the concept
of channelling (section 2.4). For example,
unemployment might cause subjective in-
security or fear of crime as a reflection of
the more general economic and social in-
securities related to it. This is how Smolej
and Kivivuori (2005) interpret their find-
ing that unemployed people are more
likely express worries about violent victi-
misation. However, we did not find sup-

port for this result: even the bivariate as-
sociation of unemployment with insecu-
rity was found to be non-significant. This
may be because of different variable struc-
tures and because Smolej and Kivivuoriin-
cluded disability pension with unemploy-
ment, which might partly explain the dis-
sonance. For now, it is enough to say that
evidence on unemployment and insecu-
rity is mixed.

This study showed a slightly differ-
ent perspective on channelling. As seen
above, disorder isnot the onlymechanism
through which contextual disadvantage
generates insecurity. Living in a disadvan-
taged neighbourhood means that one is
likely to encounter fellow residents who
have ended up in more or less disadvan-
taged life courses. This observation mayre-
mind anyone of the fundamental vulnera-
bility of late modern life. Confronting bad
fortune, poverty and misery—especially
near home, the private haven in the Finn-
ish housing culture (Ruonavaara 1996),
which is deeply associated with safety (An-
dersson et al. 2007)—may trigger uncom-
fortable thoughts: “What if I lose my job?
Maybe I'd get depressed, start quarrelling
with my family...drink too much...lose my
home..! Hence, a disadvantaged neigh-
bourhood may be seen as place where
symbols of vulnerability are omnipresent
(cf. Vilkama et al. 2016, 66). In brief, dis-
advantaged neighbours may signify of the
ultimate fragility oflife. If this suggestion is
avalid interpretation, this kind of formless
unease mightthen be channelled, as away
of coping, into a worry over safety in the
neighbourhood, which follows Bauman'’s
thoughts (2001; see also Albers & Rancati
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2008). This is something that future stud-
ies could approach with qualitative tools.

1.3  Suburban housing estates
as residential contexts

A novel key finding of this study was that
the housing estates built in the 1960s and
1970s do not dramatically differ from oth-
er urban multi-storey neighbourhoods in
terms of disorder. The small, statistical-
ly significant difference was so small that
it should not be exaggerated. The differ-
ence between estates and low-rise areas
was clearly more visible, and it stems from
contextual differences in socio-econom-
ic, demographic and physical structure.
All in all, the main dividing line in terms
of disorder was the one between low-
rise neighbourhoods and others, not be-
tween estates and others. This finding im-
plies that the physical environment clearly
matters. For example, those living in tall-
er buildings reported more disorder than
others (see sub-study I, appendix table 2).
This result is in line with earlier findings
(Coleman 1985; Kadridinen 1987; Korttei-
nen et al. 2001; Kullberg et al. 2009). How-
ever, the result should be interpreted cau-
tiously. For example, Coleman does not
adequately address anything other than
physical determinants and relies only on
a bivariate analysis, which is why she fails
to reliably approach the question on the
role of different contextual characteristics.
As Skifter Andersen (2002) observes in his
multivariate analysis, both physical and so-
cial contextual factors are relevant in terms
of disorder.

It is possible to sketch a model on the
meaning of these results from the perspec-
tive of housing markets. Low-rise living in
the Helsinki region is relatively expen-
sive and offers spacious apartments, pri-
vate yards for children to play on, priva-
cy, symbolic status value and peaceful liv-
ing conditions. High-rise living in central
urban areas offers lots of different servic-
es for an urban lifestyle, including trendy
restaurants, bars suitable for upper mid-
dle-class taste, elite culture with museums
and classical music, and urbanist status
value—as a part of the deal, one gets a cer-
tain level of disorder. Moreover, the way
this disorder is perceived as a problem is
possibly cushioned by the socio-econom-
ic status of the area (Sampson 2009). From
this perspective, the situation of housing
estates appears somewhat poor. Their ser-
vice supply s typically weaker than in cen-
tral areas, and their status value is often
lower compared to other types of neigh-
bourhoods. There is less room and priva-
cy than in low-rise areas. But still, there
is the urban, or rather, suburban disorder.
This model would suggest a rather pessi-
mist vision concerning the future of these
housing estates.

However, the model is too simplistic. In
line with the early planning visions and the
Finnish anti-urbanistic home ideology,
estate neighbourhoods typically provide
good access to forests and parks (YM 1985;
Ruonavaara 1996; Broman et al. 2008),
which many people consider valuable.
Functioning transport connections, for
instance the metro in Helsinki, make the
notions of peripheral location and weak
service supply quiterelative. Moreover, the



path of a given estate is not determined
by its position in the local housing mar-
kets but likely depends also on more mac-
ro-level factors, such as regional develop-
ment, as Stjernberg (2015) observes. One
thing seems quite clear: it is not reasona-
ble to think of housing estates as a homo-
geneous and problematic group of neigh-
bourhoods (see also Lankinen 1998; Bro-
man et al. 2015). On average, they are not
substantially more restless or problemat-
ic than other urban multi-storey neigh-
bourhoods. Hence, it is more fruitful to di-
rect attention to the diversity of the estates.
From a policy perspective, the diversity of
estates implies that one should be quite
careful when applying research evidence
when planning how to develop a given es-
tate. First, case-based evidence is not nec-
essarily easily generalised to other kinds of
cases. Second, statistical evidence from a
larger number of estates may not describe
adequately the conditions and processes
of one specific case (cf. Kddridinen 1985).

74 Diverse estates and
tenure structure

Sub-study Il examined a group of seventy
Finnish post-WWII estates and document-
ed awide variation in tenure structure, so-
cio-economic factors and indicators of lo-
cal social life (see also Lankinen 1998; St-
jernberg 2015). The unique contribution
of the study was to describe the social life
in these neighbourhoods with data that
cover the entire range of different estates,
which was possible because of the careful-
ly designed two-stage random sampling

scheme. It responded to an important
scholarly discussion on the blind spots of
the disorganisation tradition. Studies on
social disorganisation are sometimes criti-
cised for neglecting macro-level processes
and forces (e.g. Kubrin 2010). For exam-
ple, housing policy is a macro force that
may have a decisive impact on local life
(e.g. Dekker et al. 2005). While examining
the diversity of housing estates, the pres-
entstudy addressed thisline of criticism by
empirically accounting for the variation in
the tenure structure, which is atleast partly
attributable to policy decisions. For exam-
ple, the city of Helsinki adopted a policy of
tenure mixing after youth unrestin an ear-
ly social-housing estate (Helsingin Sano-
mat 2014; Pulma 2000; Schulman 2000),
but not all cities have done the same. This
creates interesting within-country varia-
tionin animportant extra-community fac-
tor. Moreover, the wider urban context was
taken into account as well in sub-study II,
as suggested by Kearns and Mason (2007).

The study design in sub-study Il yielded
results with an important message related
to tenure policy. Some background is first
necessary because the meaning of hous-
ing tenure is rather dependent on context
(Ruonavaara 1993; Andersson et al. 2007).
Finland is considered a home-owning so-
ciety (Ruonavaara 1987; Juntto 1990), a
characterisation supported by up-to-date
statistics; according to these statistics,
around two-thirds of apartments are cur-
rently owner-occupied (Statistics Finland
2013). Historically, detached owner-oc-
cupied housing has had a highly valued
ideological position (Ruonavaara 1987;
Ruonavaara 1996; Andersson et al. 2007).
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The rental market is dualised into a rela-
tively unregulated private market and a
means-tested social housing with a nega-
tive ‘welfare housing’ image (Andersson et
al. 2007). Here, the contrast between own-
er-occupiers and social housing tenants
canbeseen asaninstance of amore gener-
al division in the domain of consumption
(or reproduction) between ‘those who are
[...] in a position to enjoy market access to
good quality services and those (the in-
creasingly marginalized minority) who are
not’ (Saunder’s 1984, 213; see also Kadridi-
nen 1985).

As seen above, sub-study II found that
tenure structure is related to the income
structure and unemployment level of the
estate, and as a consequence, it is strongly
associated with the local social life in terms
of perceived disorder and normative regu-
lation. Hence, itis still true what Seppéld et
al. (1990) observed almost thirty years ago:
rental-dominated estates need special at-
tention. According to this study, there is
strong evidence for tenure-mix policies.
Not only the present study, but basically
all studies documenting the association of
local disadvantage with different problem-
atic outcomes—including the entire dis-
organisation tradition—are evidence for
policies that in some way mitigate disad-
vantage in general and its spatial concen-
tration (cf. Kintrea 2013). Admittedly, this
is not the only relevant point of view in the
matter, and, for instance, service supply,
social interaction across classes, reputa-
tion, social capital and the equality of life
chances of the disadvantaged individuals
are important perspectives as well. Butthe
evidence on these matters is mostly quite

mixed (e.g. Ostendorf et al. 2001; Musterd
etal.2003; Galster etal. 2008; Kintrea 2013;
for a recent review, see Sautkina 2012).
Moreover, it is obvious that tenure poli-
cy alone is not sufficient enough to create
balanced and sustainable neighbourhood
communities (Rowlands et al. 2006). But
still, the clear association of tenure struc-
ture and social disorder cannotbe neglect-
ed when the evidence base of tenure mixis
discussed. Five specifying remarks should
be made.

First, there seems to some confusion
in the literature as to how to understand
tenure mixing and tenure structure. For
example, Mason and Kearns (2007, 661)
conclude that ‘the level of social renting is
a more important influence upon neigh-
bourhood conditions than the degree of
tenure mixing, the latter referring to an
index on the degree to which owner-oc-
cupation, social renting and private rent-
ing are equally present. True, it is possible
to measure these features independent-
ly. However, the meaning of tenure mixing
cannotbereduced to such anarrowindex,
and findings like this should not be taken
to mean that tenure mixing does not have
any impact. Tenure mixing can be consid-
ered an attempt to avoid problematic lev-
els of concentrated disadvantage that are
often related to high proportions of social
housing. If tenure mixing lowers the share
of social renting and, hence, the concen-
tration of disadvantage, it impacts on the
structural conditions of local social life.

Second, when discussing the positive
and negative impacts of tenure mix, one
should always explicate the perspective. In
the case of this study and the evidence it



provided, the perspective was that of mo-
no-tenure social housing estates. Com-
pared to this kind of tenure basis, a mixed
structure is beneficial in terms of disorder.
Naturally, the situation looks quite differ-
ent from the opposite perspective, that of
mono-tenure owner-occupied neighbour-
hoods. Furthermore, the point of view of
the entire urban area maybe considered as
well. In the case of threshold effects in the
relationship of disadvantage and disorder
there may be possible net gains available.
On the other hand, the situation may re-
mind a zero-sum game, in which a fixed
amount of disorder is present one way or
another. In the case of a zero-sum game,
there may be value-based grounds of
choosing a more equal distribution. (Gal-
ster 2007; see also Kearns & Mason 2007.)
These topics would merit attention in the
future. For instance, the question of possi-
ble threshold impactsis of very high policy
relevance: if there is a certain optimal lev-
el of tenure mix, this information might be
used in planning new areas and develop-
ing old ones. Sub-study II (the manuscript
version) did already examine non-linear-
ities in two ways: using a squared term
for the rental share and testing a dummy
for the tenth decile, with negative results
found. However, possible threshold im-
pacts could be perhaps better approached
in the future using more advanced tools,
such as threshold models (Hansen 2000)
or kink regression (Card et al. 2012).
Third, whatis therole of timing? The ev-
idence from this study comes from a situ-
ation where the tenure variation is a long-
term outcome, at least partly dictated by
choices made at the time when a given

estate was built whereas the tenure-mix
discussion often refers to cases where re-
pair attempts are made afterwards (Osten-
dorfetal. 2001). In other words, the tenure
variation present in our data stems from
a preventive approach, which is different
fromreactive mixing. In fact, the European
discussion on tenure mixing differs from
the Finnish case in two ways: not only the
timing (preventive versus reactive), but
also the rationale (social order versus so-
cial mobility, life chances and the like) are
different. As a consequence, there is not
necessarily any stark contrast between this
study and the extensive literature on ten-
ure mixing: it is just that the perspectives
are different. Hence, care should be tak-
en when comparing different findings on
tenure mix.

Fourth, the conversion of owner-occu-
pied apartments into private rental ones is
a factor that may drastically moderate the
outcome in terms of tenure mix (e.g. Row-
lands et al. 2006), making the work of plan-
ners even more complicated—after all, it
is well-known that contingency and un-
expected consequences are unavoidable
in social action.

Finally, a critical reader might think that
this study blames the disadvantaged for
causing trouble to others (‘negative exter-
nalities; as Galster 2007 puts it). However,
this line of critique would miss the mark
by assuming that the negative popular im-
age of social housing informs the reason-
ing in this piece of urban research. What
mechanisms produce disadvantage in the
first place is an important question, but it
is conceptually independent of the analy-
ses in this study, which is focused on the
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social and spatial implications of disad-
vantage. For instance, a critical structural
perspective to disadvantage and its spatial
patterns is perfectly compatible with the
perspective of the study.

15 Methodological
considerations

Continuing with more methodological
perspectives, the residential classifica-
tion of sub-study I will be discussed first.
This dissertation was a part of a larger pro-
ject focusing on the Finnish housing es-
tates builtin the 1960s and 1970s. As men-
tioned earlier, this focus had a twofold jus-
tification. First, these neighbourhoods are
rather distinct in terms of the built envi-
ronment, and differ clearly from the ear-
lier and later suburban areas. Second, the
typically negative estate discourse targets
most often these neighbourhoods. There
is a price to be paid in this demarcation:
both the earlier (e.g. early Herttoniemi)
and later (e.g. Meri-Rastila) estate neigh-
bourhoods are not covered. As a conse-
quence, the class ‘other high-rise neigh-
bourhoods’ is rather heterogeneous, be-
cause it includes not only the centre and
sub-centres, but also these other estate
neighbourhoods. It would have been pos-
sible to make a more nuanced categorisa-
tion, but I wanted to retain certain parsi-
mony. In the future, studies could exam-
ine the merits and problems of different
classifications.

Next, if housing estate is taken to be a
category of built environment, the results
imply that it is not justified to speak of

them as a socially homogeneous catego-
ry. Housing estates, sharing certain defin-
ing characteristics, differ markedly in so-
cial and socio-economic terms. This may
be somewhat at odds with the everyday
understanding of the term ‘1dhi6,; the se-
mantic field of which includes connota-
tions of disadvantage. But not even the
physical environment is completely fixed.
Old buildings may be demolished or com-
pletely renovated, and new and different
kinds of buildings may be constructed.
New and massive shopping centres may
be built, which happened in Puotinhar-
ju-Itdkeskus. Transport connections may
change drastically (e.g. the extension of the
metro in Helsinki, probably taking place
in the coming months). All these possible
changes may lead to a categorical change:
aneighbourhood once considered a hous-
ing estate becomes somethingelse, atleast
from a scholarly perspective and at the lev-
el of the structural conditions of everyday
life—popular images and conceptions
may of course follow a different logic. For
example, will Tesoma in Tampere still be a
housing estate once the new centre opens
in the fall 2017 and extends the range of
available services? As the built environ-
ment changes, it may be necessary to crit-
ically evaluate the usefulness of old con-
cepts and, if needed, update them.

One ofthe limitations of the study stems
from the way the target populations of the
surveys (Katumetro & PREFARE) were de-
fined. Basically, both exclude those resi-
dents who speakforeignlanguages as their
mother tongue. In the case of PREFARE,
I, along with the directors of the project,
was involved in making this decision, and



the reasoning was mainly financial: given
the budget frame, we decided to opt for
this definition instead of extending the
target population. Because of this choice,
the results tell about the experiences of the
speakers of national languages, which is
obviously only part of the picture in those
neighbourhoods where cultural diversity
is wider.

This study was based on cross-section-
al analyses, which implies certain well-
known limitations. First, reverse causal-
ity can be at play. Prior studies (Marko-
vitz et al. 2001; Steenbeek & Hipp 2011;
Kleinhans & Bolt 2012; see also Wikstrom
& Dolmén 2001) indicate that there may
be positive feedback processes at play be-
tween cohesion, disorder, social control
andinsecurity. If thisis true, causality runs
both ways, and a cross-sectional analysis
might not give optimal estimates for the
real causal impact. For example, insecu-
rity might, in the long run, impact disor-
der because of its effect on how people use
the space (cf. sub-study III). On the oth-
er hand, disorder may weaken the will-
ingness to exercise social control, for ex-
ample, through heightened insecurity (cf.
sub-study IT).° Quite naturally, such com-
plex and completely plausible dynamics
are impossible to model with cross-sec-
tional data. However, the signs of the es-
timates are still likely be correct, which is
what really matters. This is because in the

5 Moreover, the association of disadvantage and ten-
ure may in some cases have reciprocal components:
for example, the conversion of owneroccupied apart-
ment into private rental may depend on the neigh-
bourhood disadvantage. However, most of the vari-
ation in rental proportion is due to variation in social
housing, which is likely to be a rather exogenous fac-
tor.

case of reciprocal causality, there is causal-
ity also in those directions that were exam-
ined in this study. The theoretical frame-
work needs further refinement to account
for reciprocal impacts, and also, the em-
pirical work should attempt the same, but
itis costly in terms of resources. Thisis one
ofthe directions that future studies should
explore: financing institutions should give
a high priority to efforts that aim to gather
longitudinal data for the purposes of better
understanding the development of differ-
ent neighbourhoods.

Also, omitted variables may distort the
results, and indeed, there is now a po-
tentially important omitted variable in
sub-studies I and II. Ethnic heterogeneity,
a key component of the original disorgan-
isation theory, was not addressed in them.
This was simply because of the lack of suit-
abledata at that time. However, the results
of sub-study III can be used for assessing
the impact of this lack. In the principal
component analysis (see section 5.2.2)
of the district variables, the share of for-
eign-language-speaking residents corre-
lates strongly with socio-economic disad-
vantage. In theory, this could be the case
also in sub-studies I and II: the correlation
ofthese two variables might be so high that
their impact cannot be empirically distin-
guished because of collinearity. In this
case, one would have to incorporate the
cultural dimension into the disadvantage
variable, which is not that far-fetched the-
oretically speaking. Belonging to an eth-
nic minority often implies a vulnerable
position in the host society. Moreover, the
results would not change because of the
inclusion of this information. This is not

83



84

likely, though. Sub-study III examined
only Helsinki, which is very different from
the rest of the country in terms of cultural
composition. Sub-studies I and II address
a wider area, including smaller, more ru-
ral and, thus, more mono-cultural settings
where different patterns might exist. There
might be such grids where disadvantage
is high and the cultural diversity low. On
this basis, it can be assumed that the eth-
nic-cultural dimension could be distin-
guished and incorporated in the analyses
of sub-studies I and II, given that the data
on it were available. It is possible that the
result concerning the additional impact of
living in the Helsinki region (see sub-study
IT) already reflects this dimension to some
extent: relatively large cultural distance
combined with spatial proximity may im-
ply that foreign ways of behaving are con-
sidered uncomfortable, which may be re-
flected in the perceptions of disorder (cf.
Merry 1981).

Space and neighbourhood were im-
portant concepts for the study, and it took
considerable effort to find satisfactory
ways to approach them analytically, es-
pecially in the case of sub-study I, where
an entire, continuous and correlated area
was studied, and where the data structure,
sparse at the individual level, posed prob-
lems for a mixed-model approach. True, a
mixed-model approach avoids two impor-
tant problems. First, the results for contex-
tual variables are more reliable (and con-
servative) than with the standard one-lev-
el solutions. Moreover, there is no need to
retreat to ecological analysis, which can
solve the first problem but also easily leads
to the intellectual quicksand of ecological

fallacy (e.g. Hox 2010). Nevertheless, the
problem with a mixed-model approach
is that it typically loses the real space (cf.
Chauvin 2005). This happens because the
location of the unit of observation is re-
duced to an a-spatial categorical variable
that tells only which abstract cluster it be-
longs to. With this approach, the possibil-
ities of analysis depend on the available
contextual classification. However, the
phenomena of interest may show differ-
ent spatial patterns and remain undiscov-
ered—or at least, poorly identified—with
these tools. For example, the neighbour-
ing clusters (e.g. adjacent postal zones)
may be more similar with each other than
with more distant ones (cf. Tobler’s law).
On the other hand, there may be impor-
tant within-class differences: in the same
postal zone, there may be quite different
micro-neighbourhoods. This problem
pushed for a search for other methods that
were developed in economics and
geography.

Our data had coordinate information
on the location of the respondents, which
opened new possibilities, but also called
for extremely stringent reflection and care
in terms of information security. A spa-
tial regression analysis was not problem-
atic in this sense because the only differ-
ence compared to traditional regression
was that each respondent was associated
with a certain number of the nearest re-
spondents to account for spatial autocor-
relation. Visualisation was a different and
a more sensitive matter, and information
security was taken very seriously with the
following measures. First, each respond-
ent was somewhat displaced from the real



location. Second, what was visualised in
the point of a given respondent was the
mean value of the variable of the k nearest
neighbours, excluding her or his own val-
ue. Third, in the extrapolated visualisation
of sub-study I, a full surface was graphed
using interpolation, which concealed the
individual points completely.

The exploration of the possibilities of
spatial methods in the survey analysis
can be considered a genuine contribu-
tion because the solutions examined are
still very rare in the relevant literature.
However, there was one specific problem
in the way spatiality was approached in
this study. Typically, spatial analyses are
one-level ecological studies where spaceis
incorporated simply with a certain spatial
neighbourhood definition. Now, the start-
ing point was already more complicated,
being a hierarchical two-level model. Iwas
not able to solve this in a completely satis-
factory way. A two-level model already in-
cludes contextual variables and a contex-
tual cluster structure. In addition, an ex-
plicitly spatial neighbourhood, defined for
the level-1 units based on proximity, was
used. In sub-study II, I originally estimat-
ed simple contextual OLS models, models
with the true sampling design, and spa-
tial models. For this summary, I estimat-
ed also linear mixed models. Now, the first
three ways do not, technically speaking,
address the contextual structure, in which
some variables are defined for grids, not
for the individuals. On the other hand,
the multi-level solution does not account
for anything other than the cluster struc-
ture. It was later that I learned of studies
combining these two approaches (Wyant

2008; Brunton-Smith & Jackson 2012; Park
& Kim 2014). This direction seems to be a
very promising a path for future studies be-
causeitisable to account for the hierarchi-
cal structure of the data, as well as the spa-
tial dependency of adjacent level-2 units.
However, it may have problems with ad-
dressing the within-cluster micro-neigh-
bourhood differences.

Final, a more general methodological
consideration seems necessary here. This
study provided new findings, but many
parts of it may be considered replications
of past studies. I would like to argue that
the value ofreplication should notbe over-
looked (see Pashler & Wagenmakers 2012
on the replication crisis in psychology).
There are several reasons for this. First,
in social sciences, contexts differ from
one setting to another. In natural scienc-
es, laboratories are more or less similar
everywhere by their very definition. The
case is very different in social sciences,
which are often interested exactly in the
cross-context variation. For example, the
Anglo-phone countries still dominate the
urban studies field, but they are not a neu-
tral or a universal context. Thus, findings
from different settings are extremely im-
portant because they help in assessing the
degree of context-dependence of the phe-
nomenon in question. Second, different
measures may provide different results for
the same conceptual-theoretical designs.
Replication with different measurements
enables an assessment of how robust the
findings are. Third, in observational stud-
ies, which are typicalin the social sciences,
analytical designs are crucial and depend
on the possibilities provided by the data. It
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is well-known that missing an important
variable may distort the picture consider-
ably, especially in cross-sectional studies.
Fourth, publication bias tends to distort
meta-analytical conclusions because null
findings do not make their way to publica-
tion as often as they should (see Rosenthal
1979). In sum, replication should be val-
ued more for purely epistemic reasons. To
be effective, the value of replication should
be incorporated into the incentive struc-
tures and publication practices of research
making.

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT



TIVISTELMA

Taustaa

Tama tutkimus tarkastelee sosiaalista eld-
mad erilaisilla asuinalueilla asukkaiden
tuntemusten ja havaintojen ndkékulmas-
ta. Tutkimus keskittyy asukkaiden omil-
la asuinalueillaan havaitsemaan sosiaa-
liseen epdjdrjestykseen - kuten julkinen
juopottely, ilkivalta ja uhkaava kéytos - ja
heidédn sielld kokemaansa turvattomuu-
teen. Erityisend kiinnostuksen kohteena
ovat suomalaiset 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla
rakennetut ldhiot. Tutkimus on osa Suo-
men Akatemian rahoittamaa PREFARE-
hanketta (2012-2015). Tass4 tiivistelmassa
esitellddn tutkimuksen tausta, tutkimus-
kysymykset, aineisto ja menetelmit sekd
keskeisimmaét tulokset ja niiden merkitys.

Asuinalueen turvallisuutta ja rauhalli-
suutta arvostetaan suomalaisessa asumis-
kulttuurissa varsin paljon. Aikaisemman
tutkimuskirjallisuuden mukaan asuinalu-
een turvattomuus ja sosiaalinen epdjérjes-
tys voivat heikentdd asukkaiden terveyttd
ja hyvinvointia seka lisdtd asuinalueiden
vilisid sosio-ekonomisia eroja valikoivan
muuttoliikkeen kautta. Kaupunkisosiolo-
gisen kirjallisuuden klassikoihin kuulu-
va sosiaalisen disorganisaation teoria on
asuinalueen sosiaalisen jarjestyksen tutki-
muksessa edelleen keskeinen ndkdkulma.
Teorian mukaan asuinalueen rakenteelli-

set piirteet, kuten koyhyys, asukasvaihtu-
vuus ja etnis-kulttuurinen moninaisuus,
heikentédvét naapurustoyhteison kykya pi-
tdd ylla paikallista jarjestystd, mikd ndkyy
lopultarikollisuutena ja myos lievempéanad
sosiaalisena epdjdrjestyksena.

Huono-osaisuuden alueellisen kasau-
tumisen teema on ollut ndkyvasti esilla ny-
kyaikaisessa eurooppalaisessa asumis- ja
kaupunkikeskustelussa. Erityisesti asun-
tojen hallintasuhteiden sekoittamiseen
tdhtddvan politiikan (fenure mix) toimi-
vuudesta on kdyty vilkasta keskustelua.
Sekoittamispolitiikan on uskottu tuotta-
van monenlaisia suotuisia tuloksia muun
muassa alueen sosio-ekonomisen koos-
tumuksen, paikallisen vuorovaikutuksen,
mahdollisuuksien tasa-arvon ja palvelu-
tarjonnan suhteen. Tyypillisesti tutkimus-
ndyton katsotaan kuitenkin olevan puut-
teellista tai ristiriitaista. Alan tutkijoiden
parissa onkin vakiintunut varsin kriittinen
nidkokulma sekoittamisen hyotyjen suh-
teen.

Toisen maailmansodan jédlkeen raken-
netut kerrostaloldhiot ovat eurooppalai-
sen ja my6s suomalaisen segregaatio- ja
sekoittamiskeskustelun ytimessd. Suo-
messa 1dhiot, jotka alkujaan rakennettiin
kaupungistuvan yhteiskunnan tarpeita
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ajatellen, ovat nykydan verrattain korkean
ja pysyviltd nédyttavin ty6ttomyyden alu-
eita. Vaikka 1dhi6iden sosio-ekonomises-
sa kehityksessd on eroja, pdilinja nayttaa
olevan suhteellinen huono-osaistuminen
verrattuna muihin alueisiin. Niinpa onkin
paikallaan tarkastella, mitd tdma tarkoit-
taa lahioiden paikallisen sosiaalisen eld-
méan kannalta. Kuten tiedetdan, 1dhioi-
den maine on tyypillisesti varsin heikko ja
my6s tutkimuskirjallisuus on padosin on-
gelmakeskeistd. Erityisesti alkoholiin liit-
tyvd hdiritsevaksi koettu kdyttdytyminen
nousee esiin ongelmana useissa raporteis-
sa. Toisaalta ldhididen asukkaat viihtyvét
asuinalueillaan pddasiassa varsin hyvin.
Kun tutkimuskirjallisuus perustuu tyypil-
lisesti joko yksittdisten ldhididen tai on-
gelmalliseksi tiedetyn 1dhiéjoukon ana-
lyysiin, emme saa muodostettua luotet-
tavaa kokonaiskuvaa siitd, mika ldhioiden
sosiaalisen eldmaén tilanne on verrattuna
muunlaisiin alueisiin. Késilld oleva tutki-
mus tarttuu tdhdn haasteeseen.

Tutkimuskysymykset

Tutkimus selvittdd, eroavatko 1960- ja
1970-luvuilla rakennetut suomalaiset 13-
hiot muista asuinalueista sosiaalisen epid-
jarjestyksen suhteen. Lisdksi se tarkas-
telee, miké rooli asuinalueen sosio-eko-
nomisella huono-osaisuudella on tidssd
vertailuasetelmassa. Tutkimuksessa sel-
vitetddn myos ldhididen vilistéd vaihtelua
sosiaalisessa epdjdrjestyksessd. Erityises-
ti tarkastellaan, mikd merkitys asuntojen
hallintasuhderakenteella on 1dhién sosi-
aalisen eldmin kannalta. Entd mité pai-

kallisen naapuriyhteison sosiologiset piir-
teet, kuten vuorovaikutus tai epamuodol-
linen sosiaalinen kontrolli merkitsevit
paikallisen sosiaalisen jdrjestyksen né-
kokulmasta? Tutkimus tarttuu myos ky-
symykseen asuinalueen ominaisuuksien
yhteydestd asukkaiden turvattomuuden
kokemuksiin. Menetelmillisend teemana
tutkimuksessa on spatiaalinen autokorre-
laatio, joka viittaa tutkittavan ilmion alu-
eelliseen jakautumiseen ja mittaa, missd
madrin maantieteellisesti ldhekkiiset ha-
vainnot ovat keskendin samankaltaisia.

Aineisto ja menetelmat

Tutkimus koostuu neljastd artikkelimuo-
toisesta osajulkaisusta. Aineistojen osalta
se perustuu kolmeen laajaan kyselyaineis-
toon, joihin kuhunkin on liitetty soveltu-
vaa rekisteritietoa asuinalueen sosiaali-
sista, vdestollisistd ja fyysisistd piirteista.
Osajulkaisut I ja IV kdyttdvat vuonna 2012
kerdttyd Katumetro-ohjelman rahoitta-
maa kyselyd, joka suunnattiin Helsingin
seudun ja Lahden 25-74-vuotiaille suo-
men- tai ruotsinkielisille asukkaille. Kyse-
lyn brutto-otoskoko oli 27000 ja vastaus-
osuus 36 %. Asuinaluetta koskeva rekiste-
ritieto tuotiin tilastoruuduille (250 m x 250
m) vuoden 2009 Ruututietokannasta. Osa-
julkaisu II varten koottiin erillinen kyse-
ly- ja rekisteriaineisto PREFARE-projektin
puitteissa. Kysely kohdennettiin suoma-
laisten 1960- ja 1970-luvulla rakennettu-
jenldhididen 25-74-vuotiaille suomenkie-
lisille asukkaille. Kysely kerdttiin vuonna
2013, sen brutto-otos oli kooltaan 19844 ja
vastausosuus oli 39 %. Ldhio6itd koskevare-



kisteriaineisto koottiin vuoden 2009 Ruu-
tutietokannasta kdyttdmalld edelld mainit-
tuja tilastoruutuja ja rekisteritietoja kysei-
sind vuosina rakennetuista kerrostaloista.
Osajulkaisu III perustuu Helsingin turval-
lisuuskyselyyn vuodelta 2009, johon liitet-
tiin peruspiireittdin rekisteritietoa (Alue-
sarjat ja poliisirekisterit). Brutto-otos oli
kooltaan 5508 ja vastausosuus oli 65 %.
Kaikkien aineistojen tapauksessa kéytet-
tiin painomuuttujia, jotka ottivat huomi-
oon otanta-asetelman lisdksi myos vas-
tauskadon rakenteellisia piirteita.
Tutkimuksessa kaytetty 1dhion ope-
rationaalinen maééritelmd on kaupun-
kimaantieteilija Mats Stjernbergin mer-
kittavan vditoskirjatutkimuksen tulosta.
1960- ja 1970-luvulla rakennetuksi ldhiok-
simadriteltiin sellainen keskusta-alueiden
ulkopuolella sijaitseva tilastoruutu, jonka
asukkaista viahintddn puolet asuu kyseisi-
nd vuosina rakennetuissa kerrostaloissa.
Keskusta-alueet médriteltiin Suomen ym-
péristokeskuksen keskustarajaustydkalun
avulla. Osajulkaisussa II 1dhion médéritel-
malle oli kaksi lisdehtoa: vdhintddn viiden
mainitun kerrostalon sijaitseminen enin-
tddn 250 metrin etdisyydelld toisistaan ja
vdhintddn 300 asukkaan minimikoko.
Tutkimuksen fokus vaihteli eri osajul-
kaisuissa seuraavasti. Osajulkaisuissa I ja
IT tutkittiin vastaajan havaitsemaa sosiaa-
lista epdjdrjestystd, jota mitattiin faktoroi-
malla aihepiirid késittelevia kyselyosioita
(mm. miten paljon vastaaja on havainnut
julkistajuopottelua, vandalismia, uhkaava
kdytostd ja huumeiden kayttod tai kaup-
paa). Osajulkaisussa III tarkasteltiin koet-
tua turvattomuutta omalla asuinalueella
yksin viikonloppuiltana liikuttaessa. Osa-

julkaisussa IV oli turvattomuuskysymyk-
sen lisdksi tarkastelussa koettu terveys.
Aluetason selittdvistd muuttujista keskei-
simpid olivat sosio-ekonomiset tekijét, joi-
ta kisiteltiin joko yksittdisind muuttujina
(osajulkaisu I) tai faktoripistemuuttujina
(muut osajulkaisut).
Analyysimenetelmind kéytettiin fak-
tori- ja pddkomponenttianalyysien lisdk-
si erilaisia regressiomenetelmii (lineaa-
rinen malli, lineaarinen sekamalli, logis-
tinen malli ja spatiaaliset ekonometriset
mallit). Kyselyaineiston karttavisualisoin-
neissa kéytettiin erilaisia k1dhimméan naa-
purin verkostoja. Spatiaalista korrelaatio-
ta arvioitiin visuaalisen tarkastelun lisdksi
Moranin I'n avulla. Lagrange-kerrointen
testisarjaa kéytettiin verrattaessa erilaisten
spatiaalisten mallien soveltuvuutta.

Keskeiset tulokset

Ensimmadisessd osajulkaisussa tarkastel-
tiin, eroavatko 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla ra-
kennetut 1dhiot muista kerrostaloalueista
tai pientaloalueista asukkaiden havaitse-
man sosiaalisen epdjarjestyksen suhteen.
Lisdksi selvitettiin, missda madrin asuinalu-
een sosio-ekonominen huono-osaisuus
selittdd mahdollisia eroja erilaisten alu-
eiden vililld. Tutkimuksen kohdealue oli
Helsingin seutu. Vastaajan tilastoruutu oli
madritetty joko mainitun aikakauden 13-
hioksi, muuksi kerrostaloalueeksi tai pien-
taloalueeksi. Tulosten mukaan ldhidissd
havaittiin eniten sosiaalista epdjdrjestystd
japientaloalueilla taas vihiten. Muilla ker-
rostaloalueilla epéjarjestyksen taso oli ti-
lastollisesti merkitsevasti matalampi kuin
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ldhidissd, mutta kiytdnnossi ero oli kui-
tenkin hyvin pieni. Voidaankin sanoa, ettd
keskeinen jakolinja sosiaalisen epdjirjes-
tyksen suhteen kulkee pientalo- ja kerros-
taloalueiden vililld. Lahioiden ja muiden
kerrostaloalueiden vilinen ero johtuu sii-
td, ettd 1ahiot ovat tyypillisesti jokseenkin
huono-osaisempia viestérakenteeltaan.
Toisessa osajulkaisussa kiytettiin 71
1dhion ryvédsotosaineistoa, joka edustaa
Suomen 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla rakennet-
tuja 1dhio6itd. Tutkimuksen tarkoitukse-
na oli selvittdd, mitka tekijit erottavat 14-
higitd toisistaan sosiaalisen epdjdrjestyk-
sen esiintymisessa. Erityisesti kiinnitettiin
huomiota 1dhion hallintasuhderakenteen
ja epdjdrjestyksen yhteyteen, jota voidaan
pitdd keskeisend teemana sekoittamis-
politiikan toimivuutta arvioitaessa. Kes-
keinen kysymys on, missd méérin vuok-
ravaltaisuus on yhteydessa sosiaaliseen
epdjdrjestykseen ja mitkd tekijat ovat mah-
dollisen yhteyden taustalla: erityisesti so-
sio-ekonominen huono-osaisuus ja pai-
kallisen sosiaalisen yhteisén luonne ovat
tdssd suhteessa kiinnostavia.
Ensimmadinen pddhavainto oli, ettd
vuokravaltaisuuden kasvaessa myos ha-
vainnot sosiaalisesta epdjdrjestyksestd li-
sddntyivit. Erityisesti julkisen vuokra-asu-
misen osuus oli keskeinen tekijd epdjar-
jestyksen taustalla. Kun analyysimalliin
lisdttiin 1dhion sosio-ekonominen raken-
ne, hallintasuhteen oma selitysvoima hi-
visi. Tima on tulkittavissa niin, ettd asuin-
alueen hallintasuhderakenne vaikuttaa
sen sosio-ekonomiseen rakenteeseen ja
alueellisesti kasaantunut huono-osaisuus
puolestaan lisdd sosiaalisen epdjdrjestyk-
sen esiintymistd. Seuraavaksi tarkastel-

tiin, missd méarin 1dhién asukasyhteison
ominaisuudet toimivat valittdvina tekijoi-
nd huono-osaisuuden ja epédjdrjestyksen
valilld. Kaupunkitutkimuksen kirjallisuu-
dessa voidaan erottaa kaksi keskeistd ka-
sitettd, joilla naapurustoyhteis6d voidaan
sosiologisesti luonnehtia: ndma ovat vuo-
rovaikutus ja sosiaalinen kontrollj, tai teo-
reettisemmin ilmaistuna integraatio ja re-
gulaatio. Havaitsimme ettd paikallisen
vuorovaikutuksen tasolla ei ole tdssé suh-
teessa merkitystd. Se ei nimittdin selitd
sitd, miksi huono-osaisuus on yhteydessa
korkeampaan epéjarjestykseen. Sen sijaan
sosiaalinen kontrolli ja normeja koskeva
yksimielisyys selittdvit osan tdstd yhtey-
destd. Huono-osaisemmilla alueilla yh-
teiseloa ohjaavien normien suhteen ol-
laan tyypillisesti vihemmaén yksimielisid ja
paikallinen epdmuodollinen sosiaalinen
kontrolli on muita alueita heikompi, mika
luo otollisen pohjan sosiaalisen epijarjes-
tyksen eri muodoille.

Kolmas osajulkaisu keskittyi koettuun
turvattomuuteen Helsingin eri asuinalu-
eilla. Tutkimuksessa tarkasteltiin koetun
turvattomuuden vaihtelua peruspiirien
vililld ja selvitettiin, mitkd peruspiirien
ominaisuudet ovat yhteydessd turvatto-
muuden kokemuksiin. Lisdksi tutkittiin,
missd mddrin koetun turvattomuuden
alue-erot pohjautuvat vikivallan uhriksi
joutumiseen tai védkivallan ndkemiseen.
Tutkimusaineistona kéytettiin Helsingin
turvallisuuskyselyd vuodelta 2009. Tutki-
muksessa havaittiin, ettd peruspiirin so-
sio-ekonominen huono-osaisuus, korkea
sosiaalisten hiirididen taso (mitattuna
héirivaiheisilla poliisitehtavilld), asumi-
nen metro- tai juna-aseman ldheisyydes-



sd ja kunnallinen vuokra-asunto kerrosta-
lossa olivat kaikki itsendisesti yhteydessd
korkeampaan koetun turvattomuuden ris-
kiin. My6s peruspiirin kaupunkimaisuus
oli kdytdnnossd merkitseva turvattomuu-
den riskitekijd. Peruspiirin sosio-ekono-
minen huono-osaisuus ja kaupunkimai-
suus altistavat suuremmalle vékivaltako-
kemusten riskille, mikad osaltaan selittaa
ndiden tekijoiden yhteyttd koettuun tur-
vattomuuteen.

Neljas osajulkaisu oli luonteeltaan me-
toditekninen ja keskittyi sijaintitiedon
tarjoamiin mahdollisuuksiin kyselytutki-
mubksessa. Tavoitteena oli tutkia erilaisia
spatiaalisia eli sijaintipohjaisia naapurus-
tomaddritelmid, tutkittavan ilmion spatiaa-
lista autokorrelaatiota sekd visualisoinnin
mahdollisuuksia. Lisdksi tarkasteltiin spa-
tiaalisten ekonometristen mallien kéytt6d
tavanomaisempien regressiomallien rin-
nalla, mikd on nykyaikaisessa kaupunki-
sosiologiassa vield verrattain harvinais-
ta. Tutkimuksessa kéytettiin Katumetro-
ohjelman rahoittamaa kyselyd Helsingin
seudulta ja siind tarkasteltiin koetun tur-
vattomuuden ja koetun terveyden spati-
aalisuutta. Vertailtaessa erilaisia tapoja
madrittdd vastaajalle lahimpien vastaajien
muodostama naapurusto, havaittiin ettd
erikokoiset médritykset tuottavat erilaisia
vedoksia tutkittavan ilmion alueellisesta
luonteesta. Pistemdiset hot-spot-alueet
pystytddn tunnistamaan paremmin pie-
nemmilld naapurustomaddrityksilld, kun
taas laajemmat trendit saadaan kuvattua
osuvasti suuremmilla naapurustoilla. Vi-
suaaliset tarkastelut ja spatiaalisen auto-
korrelaation mittaaminen Moranin I:11d
tarjoavat mahdollisuuden optimaalisen

naapurustovalinnan kéytt66n regressio-
mallinnuksessa. Kun tarkasteltiin rinnan
tavanomaisia regressiomalleja ja sijain-
nin huomioivia spatiaalisia ekonometri-
sia perusmalleja, havaittiin ettd spatiaa-
lisesti korreloituneen ilmién tapauksessa
on syyta olla erityisen huolellinen regres-
siodiagnostiikan suhteen: tarkistuksiin on
hyvi sisdllyttdd mahdollisuuksien mukaan
vastemuuttujan ja residuaalien spatiaali-
sen autokorrelaation analyyseja.

Pohdintaa tulosten merkityksesta

Teoreettisia huomioita

Sosiaalisen disorganisaation perinne kiin-
nitti alun perin huomiota asuinalueen ra-
kenteellisten piirteiden ja rikollisuuden
yhteyteen. Myohemmin kiinnostus laa-
jeni rikollisuuden lisdksi lievempé&én so-
siaaliseen epdjdrjestykseen tai sosiaali-
siin hédiridihin. Rikkindisten ikkunoiden
teoriassa epdjdrjestystd ldhestyttiin aluk-
si rikollisuuden mahdollisena osasyyna.
My6hemmin sitd on alettu pitdd kovem-
malle rikollisuudelle rinnakkaisena, sa-
mojen kontekstitekijoiden muovaamana
ilmiond. Rikollisuuden pelon ja koetun
turvattomuuden tutkimus ldhti puoles-
taan liikkeelle pitkalti yksilétason analyy-
sind, mutta kun se myohemmin keskittyi
myo6s asuinalueen ominaisuuksiin, se 13-
hestyi sosiaalisen disorganisaation perin-
nettd. Késilld oleva tutkimus, joka tarkas-
telee asuinalueen huono-osaisuuden, so-
siaalisen epdjdrjestyksen ja asukkaiden
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kokeman turvattomuuden vilisid yhteyk-
sid, sijoittuu juuri tdhan tutkimusalueiden
ristedmaan. Tarkastellaan aluksi, mit4 tut-
kimuksen tulokset merkitsevit tdstd teo-
reettisesta ndkdkulmasta késin.
Tutkimuksessa havaittiin ettd naapu-
ruston sosiaalinen luonne selittdd osit-
tain sitd, miksi huono-osaisilla alueilla
esiintyy usein enemmain sosiaalista epé-
jarjestystd kuin parempiosaisilla alueil-
la. Huono-osaisten alueiden asukkaat
ovat tyypillisesti vihemmaén yksimielisid
asuinalueella vallitsevista normeista. Li-
sidksi epdmuodollinen sosiaalinen kont-
rolli on néilld alueilla monissa tapauksissa
heikompi. Yhdessd ndma tekijat selittdvat
osan huono-osaisuuden ja epédjarjestyk-
senyhteydestd, mutta suuri osa yhteydesta
vilittyy kuitenkin mitd ilmeisimmin jolla-
kin muulla tavalla. Teoreettisesti on mah-
dollista, ettd kyse on syrjdytymiseen liitty-
viastd vaihtoehtoisesta toimijuudesta, joka
nojautuu vertaisryhmédn kuulumisen ja
valtavirtayhteiskuntaa vastaan kapinoin-
nin logiikkaan ja néyttaytyy keskiluok-
kaisten normien ndkokulmasta arvioitu-
na "hdiriond” tai "epdjarjestyksend”
Tutkimuksen tulos, jonka mukaan
asuinalueen sosiaalisen vuorovaikutuksen
taso ei ole yhteydessi sosiaaliseen epdjar-
jestykseen, oli jokseenkin yllattava. Olisi
nimittdin teoreettisesti mahdollista, etta
naapurusto, jossa asukkaiden vililld on
runsaasti vuorovaikutusta, tarjoaisi mah-
dollisuuden yhteisten normien, padmaa-
rien ja keinojen médrittelyyn ja siten myos
tehokkaaseen sosiaaliseen kontrolliin ja
sosiaalisten hidirididen sanktiointiin. Ndin
ei kuitenkaan néytd olevan. Kyse voi olla
osin siitd, ettd hyvdosaisilla alueilla vuo-

rovaikutus vélittda erilaista sisédltod kuin
huono-osaisilla, jolloin ratkaisevampaa
olisikin mistd keskustellaan kuin se, mi-
ten paljon ollaan vuorovaikutuksessa. On
my6s mahdollista, ettd naapurustoelimén
normatiivinen puoli (normit, sanktiot, so-
siaalinen jarjestys) on suhteellisen riippu-
maton varsinaisesta vuorovaikutuksesta.

Myo6s huono-osaisuuden ja turvatto-
muuden yhteys kaipaa pohdintaa. Erds
tutkimuksen tuloksista oli, ettd asuinalu-
een huono-osaisuus on itsendinen koet-
tuun turvattomuuteen liittyva tekijd vie-
14 senkin jilkeen, kun otetaan huomioon
sosiaalisten hiirididen taso. Toisin sa-
noen alueen huono-osaisuus néyttiaa he-
rattdvan turvattomuutta muutenkin kuin
varsinaisen sosiaalisen epijdrjestyksen
kautta. Tatd teemaa voildhestyd kehittele-
malld Zygmunt Baumanin ajatusta moni-
ulotteisesta turvattomuudesta. Asuminen
huono-osaisella alueella tekee asukkaille
ndkyviksi myohdismodernin yhteiskun-
nan ja elimédnpolkujen epdavarmuuden
ja haurauden, mikd saattaa kdynnistda
epamukavia ajatuksia omankin aseman
ja eldmdnpolun helposti murenevasta
luonteesta, olipa oma sosio-ekonominen
asema mikd tahansa. Ndin herdava epa-
varmuus ja ahdistus voidaan kanavoida
helpommin hallittavaan ja konkreettiseen
muotoon, esimerkiksi huoleksi oman naa-
puruston turvallisuudesta. Tdtd samoin
kuin edelld mainittuja avoimia teemoja
olisi mahdollista ldhestyd tarkemmin jat-
kotutkimuksissa.



Metodologisia ndkdkohtia

Seuraavaksi esitdn tidrkeimpid kriittisid
metodologisia huomioita tutkimuksessa
tehtyjen ratkaisujen suhteen. Ensinnékin,
tutkimus keskittyy 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla
rakennettuihin 1dhi6ihin, mikéd on perus-
teltua ndiden alueiden fyysisen rakenteen
ja heikohkon maineen vuoksi. Valinnan
hinta on, ettd sekd aiemmat ettd myohem-
maétldhiotyyliset alueetjadvathuomion ul-
kopuolelle. Toiseksi, "1dhi¢” ei ole véltta-
mittd asuinalueen pysyva kuvaus, vaan se
voi muuttua esimerkiksi palvelurakenteen
joskus radikaalinkin muuttumisen myd-
td. Esimerkiksi massiivisen ostoskeskuk-
sen rakentaminen l§hion laheisyyteen voi
muuttaa tosiasiallista palvelutarjontaa
huomattavasti, jolloin alue voi muuttua
pikemminkin aluekeskuksen osaksi. Kol-
manneksi, kdytetyt kyselyaineistot jatta-
vitperusjoukon ulkopuolelle ne asukkaat,
jotka eivédt puhu kotimaisia kielid, mikd on
luonnollisesti heikkous niiden alueiden
osalta, joissa etnis-kulttuurinen moninai-
suus on suurempaa. Tutkimus siis valai-
see ainoastaan kotimaisen kielten puhu-
jien kokemusmaailmaa, mikéa voi poiketa
huomattavasti eri kulttuuritaustoista tu-
levien maahanmuuttajien kokemuksista.
Neljanneksi, aineistot mahdollistivat vain
poikkileikkausanalyysin, mikéd tunnetusti
heikentdd mahdollisuutta kausaalipdétte-
lyyn. Viidenneksi, osajulkaisuissa I ja IT ei
pystytty analysoimaan asuinalueen etnis-
kulttuurista luonnetta, koska sitd koskevaa
tietoa ei tuolloin ollut Ruututietokannassa
tarjolla. Tama on harmillista, silld kyseessa
on teoreettisesti keskeinen muuttuja dis-
organisaatioteoriassa. Ndiden rajoitusten

tiedostaminen auttaa arvioimaan tutki-
mustulosten soveltuvuusaluetta ja merki-

tysta.

Lahiot asuinalueina

Yksi tutkimuksen merkittdvistd uusista
tuloksista oli, ettd 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla
rakennetut 1dhiot eivit kdytdnnossd juu-
ri eroa muista kerrostaloalueista sosiaali-
sen epdjdrjestyksen esiintymisessd. Sen si-
jaan matalasti rakennetut alueet ovat mer-
kittdvasti rauhallisempia, mikd on tietysti
odotettua. Erddssd mielessd tulos on ldhi-
oiden tulevan kehityksen ndkdkulmasta
epdedullinen. Pientaloalueilla asuminen
tarjoaa rauhaa, tilaa ja varallisuuteen liit-
tyvdn statuksen. Toisaalta kantakaupun-
kityyppinen asuminen mahdollista tren-
dikkddsti urbaanin eldméntavan runsai-
ne palveluineen, joskin hintana on usein
tietty kaupunkimainen sosiaalisten héiri-
Oiden ldsndolo. Téastd ndkokulmasta kat-
sottunaldhididen tilanne néyttdad heikolta:
palvelutaso on tyypillisesti heikohko, sta-
tusarvo varsin matala, mutta pientaloalu-
eiden rauhan sijaan kuvioon kuuluvatkin
sosiaaliset hairiot.

Ndin arvioiden ldhididen tuleva asun-
tomarkkinakehitys ndyttad heikolta. Nako-
kulma on kuitenkin liian kapea. Lahiois-
sd on tavallisesti hyva padsy ldhiluontoon,
mitd monet pitdvét arvokkaana piirteend
asuinalueessa. Toisaalta toimiva joukko-
liikenne voi parantaa tosiasiassa saavu-
tettavaa palvelutasoa huomattavasti. Li-
sdksi asuinalueen kehittyminen riippuu
my0s laajemmista alueellisista kehitys-
kuluista. Niinpd onkin ldhes mahdoton-
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ta antaayleispdtevdd ennustetta ldhioiden
kehityksestd. Yksi asia ndyttdd joka tapa-
uksessa selviltd: 1dhioistd ei voida mie-
lekkddsti puhua yhtendisend ryhmaéna ja
usein onkin kiinnostavampaa kiinnittda
huomio niiden moninaisuuteen. Kéaytidn-
nossd tdima tarkoittaa ettd tutkimusndyton
soveltamisen suhteen on oltava erityisen
varovainen. Yksittdisiin tapauksiin perus-
tuva ndytto ei valttdmattd kanna erilaisiin
tapauksiin asti. Toisaalta tilastollisesti vah-
va néytto yleisistd yhteyksistd ei aina suo-
raan sovellu tietyn yksittdisen alueen ke-
hittdmiseen.

Hallintasuhteiden sekoittaminen
ja sosiaalinen jarjestys

Viitoskirjani toinen osajulkaisu tarkasteli
paikallista sosiaalista elamé&a 1dhioissa 70
ldhion muodostaman aineiston pohjalta.
Tutkimuksen 1dhiot oli valittu kdyttdmalla
sellaista ositettua otantatekniikkaa, jonka
ansiosta tutkimusalueet yhdessa edusta-
vat merkittdviltd osin suomalaisten ldhi-
0iden moninaista joukkoa. Tdssad mieles-
sd tutkimus tdydentdd aiempaa ldhiokir-
jallisuutta, joka on valtaosin keskittynyt
ongelmallisiin alueisiin. Tutkimus myd&s
tarttui erdisiin aiemmin tunnistettuihin
katvealueisiin disorganisaatiotutkimuk-
sessa, kuten esimerkiksi asuntopolitiikan
merkitykseen. Osajulkaisu II keskittyi tar-
kastelemaan hallintasuhderakenteen suh-
detta paikalliseen sosiaaliseen eldimaién.
Tutkimuksen tuloksien asuntopoliittinen
merkitys on huomattava. Hallintasuhtei-
den sekoittamiseen perustuva asuntopo-
litiikka (tenure mix) on ollut nakyvéssa

asemassa eurooppalaisessa asumistutki-
muksen keskustelussa ja pddosin siihen
on suhtauduttu kriittisesti. Vallitseva né-
kemys on, ettd aiemman tutkimuksen
tuottama ndytto on ristiriitaista. Nahdak-
seni timd ndkemys perustuu kuitenkin lii-
an yksipuoliseen tulkintaan sekoittamis-
politiikan toteuttamisesta ja logiikasta.
Tutkimusndyton arvioinnissa on nimit-
tdin jatetty liian vdhille huomiolle disor-
ganisaatioperinteen tuottama yksiselittei-
nen tulos alueellisesti kasautuneen huo-
no-osaisuuden ja sosiaalisen jarjestyksen
ongelmien suhteesta, jonka myos kasilld
oleva viitoskirjatutkimus on osoittanut.
Lyhyesti sanottuna yksipuolisen huono-
osainen asukaspohja tuottaa helposti sel-
laisen paikallisen sosiaalisen elamén, jota
pidetddn rauhattomana. Huono-osaisuu-
den alueellista kasautumista ehkdisevien
tailievittdvien toimien puolesta on siis var-
sin vahvaa tutkimusnaytt64.

Eras keskeinen ero edella esitellyn na-
kokulman ja eurooppalaisen sekoittamis-
keskustelun valilld on ajoituksessa. Esi-
merkiksi Helsingin kaupungin harjoittama
sekoittamispolitiikka on ollut pitkalti en-
naltaehkaisevaa, kun taas eurooppalainen
tenure mix -keskustelu liikkuu enimmak-
seen korjaavan, jalkikdteen tapahtuvan se-
koittamisen aihepiirissa. Asuntopolitiikan
konteksteina nama tilanteet ovat tieten-
kin huomattavan erilaisia. Lisaksi sekoit-
tamispolitiikan hyddyn arviointi on valt-
tdmatta nakokulmasidonnaista. Yksipuo-
lisesti hyvdosaisen alueen nidkokulmasta
tarkasteltuna sekoittaminen saattaa mer-
kita tilanteen suhteellista huonontumis-
ta. Toisaalta jos arvioinnin pohjaksi ote-
taan koko kaupunkirakenne - mika onkin



varsin luonteva laht6kohta asuntopolitiik-
kaa arvioitaessa - kysymys mutkistuu en-
tisestddn ja keskioon asettuu hallintasuh-
derakenteen ja sosiaalisen jarjestyksen
suhteen muoto. Jos suhde on kutakuinkin
lineaarinen (mitd enemman vuokra-asu-
mista sitd enemman huono-osaisuutta ja
myos sosiaalisia hairioitd), kyse on kay-
tannossa nollasummapelistd, jossa on lo-
pulta vakiomdaara sosiaalista epéjarjestys-
td. Asuntopoliittisesti kysymys on talloin
siitd, miten paikallinen sosiaalinen jarjes-
tys halutaan hyvinvointiresurssina jakaa.
Tama on asia, joka on ratkaistava lopulta
oikeudenmukaisuusargumentaatiolla. On
kuitenkin olemassa myos se vaihtoehto,

ettd hallintasuhteen ja sosiaalisen jarjes-
tyksen suhde ei ole lineaarinen, mika avaa
ainakin teoreettisesti oven kokonaistason
tehokkuuteen perustuvalle logiikalle. Jos
suhteessa nimittdin on paikannettavis-
sa kynnys tai taite, olisi olemassa ainakin
yksi optimaalinen kaupunkialueen hallin-
tasuhdejakauma, jolla voitaisiin minimoi-
da esiintyva sosiaalinen epéajarjestys. Ta-
man ratkaisun normatiivinen toivottavuus
on tietenkin poliittinen kysymys, mutta
sen mahdollisuuden osoittaminen on tut-
kimuksen asia. Talla hetkelld kysymys on
vield avoin, mutta siihen tartutaan piak-
koin jatkotutkimuksissa.
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Table Al:  Factor loadings for perceived
social disorder (sub-study I).

o

Trouble-making or threatening 805
behaviour

Public drunkenness 187
Drug use or trade J14
Uncleanness or vandalism 714
Thefts or damages .659
Disturbances by neighbours 581

Table A2:  Factor loadings for perceived
social disorder (sub-study Il).

e |Loading |

Vandalism or smear 181
Public drunkenness 749
Trouble-making or threatening 735
behavior )
Uncleanness or litter 692
Thefts or damages .686
Drug use or trade 622
Poorly managed buildings or 614
yards

Disturbances by neighbours .580
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I Figure A1: The Helsinki region.
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Map portrays information related to sub-study I, namely the spatial trend (neighbour-
hood mean / spatial lag) of perceived social disorder. For more details, please see the
original article. Map: Perttu Saarsalmi.
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Deindustrialisation has severely hit Finnish suburban housing estates of the 1960s and 1970s,
and socio-economic differences between neighbourhoods have increased. The social disorgan-
isation theory suggests that neighbourhood disadvantage is a risk factor for problems related to
social order. This article compares perceptions of social disorder in suburban housing estates
compared to other kinds of neighbourhood. Perceived social disorder appears to be most com-
mon in the suburban housing estates built in the 1960s and 1970s, somewhat less common in
other high-rise neighbourhoods, and clearly least common in low-rise areas. Neighbourhood
disadvantage predicts perceived social disorder, which partly explains these differences.
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Introduction

Concern over segregation and selective migration has ap-
peared in Finnish scholarly (Kyto 2013; Vilkama et al. 2013)
and policy (Kiuru 2011; Hallituksen esitys 2014; Viitanen
2014) discussions. The spatial crux of the concern is pal-
pable, focusing on the post-war suburban housing estates.
Indeed, in colloquial Finnish, the suburban housing estates
(‘1dhio’) of the 1960s and 1970s connote a variety of social
problems. Originally built to facilitate the late and rapid
industrialisation and urbanisation of the country (Hanko-
nen 1994), these estates now face the consequences of de-
industrialisation in the form of high and chronic unemploy-
ment (Kortteinen et al. 1999; Rasinkangas 2013).

Evidence from other countries suggests that problems in
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, often related to social or-
der, may be detrimental in several respects, fostering mis-
trust, alienation (Ross et al. 2001) and fear (Covington &
Taylor 1991; Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011), and affecting
health (Latkin & Curry 2003; Kim 2008; Steptoe & Feld-
man 2001). Even though there has been an increase in socio-
economic neighbourhood differences in Finland during the
last three decades (Kortteinen et al. 1999; Kortteinen & Vaat-
tovaara 2000; Rasinkangas 2013), it cannot be assumed that
the findings pertaining to rather different socio-historical ur-
ban contexts would apply to Finnish cities — yet. In an in-
ternational comparison, Finnish cities can be considered rel-
atively safe (e.g. European Commission 2013). Signs of de-
privation are hardly noticeable in the disadvantaged neigh-
bourhoods of Helsinki, compared to corresponding neigh-
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bourhoods in other European countries (van den Berg et al.
2006). However, there are socio-economic differences be-
tween neighbourhoods in terms of peacefulness and security
(e.g. Kemppainen et al. 2014), aspects that significantly af-
fect the quality of everyday life (Turunen et al. 2010) and
rank high among the properties of the ideal neighbourhood in
Finnish culture (Kortteinen et al. 2005; Koistinen & Tuorila
2008; Rasinkangas 2013).

What will happen in the future, if differentiation persists,
remains to be seen. To the extent that neighbourhood dis-
order is associated with social disadvantage (e.g.Kortteinen
et al. 2001; Kortteinen et al. 2005; Dekker & Van Kempen
2004; Ceccato & Haining 2005), a downward spiral or feed-
back loop may emerge. Local problems of order are likely
to direct moving behaviour (Kortteinen et al. 2005; Vilkama
et al. 2013), possibly in a selective, i.e. socioeconomically
unbalanced manner (Varady & Schulman 2007; Andersen
2008; cf. Pinkster 2014; Pinkster et al. 2014). Personal expe-
rience of disorder is not necessary because social status and
order are communicated in the neighbourhood’s reputation,
which may affect migration outflow (Permentier et al. 2009)
and inflow (Permentier 2013; Clark & Rivers 2013). Given
that selective migration can aggravate neighbourhood disad-
vantage (Andersson & Brama 2004), problems of order may
get worse, and the spiral is theoretically completed.

Thus, social order is the key to understanding the future of
suburban housing estates and, more generally, the differenti-
ation dynamics in the capital region of a Nordic welfare state
in the process of de-industrialisation. The aim in this study
is to shed light on this topic via an empirical examination
of perceived social disorder in the Helsinki region, and the
comparison of suburban housing estates with other kinds of
neighbourhood. The research questions are:

1) Do suburban housing estates differ from other kinds of
residential contexts in perceived social disorder?

2) If they do, does socio-economic disadvantage of the
neighbourhood explain the difference?
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Background and concepts

Suburban housing estate. According to Hurme (1991, 7,
177), ‘1éhi6” has come to refer to residential areas quite dis-
tinct from rest of the city structure, dependent on the em-
ployment and service supply of the city and of public trans-
port. Hankonen (1994, 19) and Roivainen (1999, 11) include
multi-storey housing in their definitions, whereas Stjernberg
(2013a) adds the post Second World War period of construc-
tion; the English term he chooses for ‘1dhio’ is sub-urban
housing estate.

Suburban housing estates constituted a crucial component
in the modernisation of Finland. The period from the late
1950s to the mid-1970s was the era of intensifying urbanisa-
tion in the country to which the planned structural change, or
modernisation, towards an open, growing and efficient econ-
omy was closely connected. The creation of these estates
facilitated the migration of people from rural to urban set-
tings, which was considered beneficial for economic growth.
The early estates, tailored to the natural surroundings in a
relatively spacious way, soon gave way to the demands of
economic-technical rationality and practices, which resulted
in the dense, square-based layout of the so-called compact
estates. The notion of relative independence in terms of em-
ployment and services, which is present in the historical roots
of housing-estate thinking, never became reality in Finland.
The mass construction of suburban housing estates started to
decrease after the 1970s, and planning ideals and practices
began to change. As a consequence, the estates of the 1960s
and 1970s form a category of their own, distinct from sub-
sequent suburban development. (Juntto 1990; Hurme 1991;
Hankonen 1994; Kokkonen 2002; Valkonen 2005; Stjern-
berg 2013a.) Early depictions of suburban housing estates
were characterised by optimism, opportunities and promises
(Roivainen 1999, 130), but quite soon they gave way to more
negative views. The youth unrest at Siilitie — an early and rel-
atively large social-housing estate in Helsinki — in the early
1960s proved to be of central importance for the later de-
velopment of the region: the solution of the city’s policy-
makers was to avoid building large neighbourhoods with pre-
dominantly public rental housing in order to create a more
balanced tenure structure (Helsingin Sanomat 2014; Pulma
2000; Schulman 2000). As a result, social-housing estates
are rare and the proportion of mixed-tenure neighbourhoods
is rather large in Helsinki.

Despite the policy of tenure mixing, social problems
gained a prominent place in the discussion on suburban hous-
ing estates. Specific topics included rootlessness, isolation,
the poor quality of the built environment, social disorder, and
the lack of normative regulation (Kortteinen 1982; Piirainen
1993), followed later by segregation (Seppénen 2001). This
is congruent with the international discussion on post-war
estates, concisely summarised by Dekker et al. (2011): these
estates are often depicted in terms of problematic design, ex-
cessive uniformity and disproportionate physical scale. Ac-
cording to proponents of architectural determinism, charac-
teristics such as these pave the way for poor social control
(Jacobs 1961; Newman 1973).
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The recession of the early 1990s and the related eco-
nomic restructuration, in other words de-industrialisation,
severely affected the majority of suburban housing estates
in the Helsinki region, high unemployment being one con-
sequence. The education-intensive, ICT-led upswing of the
later 1990s was less beneficial to neighbourhoods in which
the educational level was low, as was typical of many sub-
urban housing estates. (Vaattovaara 1998; Kortteinen et al.
1999; Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2003; Stjernberg 2013b; see
also Pekonen 1998.) This resulted in increased social seg-
regation, predominantly on a small spatial scale: as a con-
sequence of the tenure-mixing policy, socio-economic disad-
vantage was concentrated in relatively small areas (Vaatto-
vaara 1998). However, there were also inequalities in depri-
vation on a larger spatial scale, and most notably, a concen-
tration of multidimensional social deprivation along the re-
gion’s metro and railway lines, including the suburban hous-
ing estates in the Eastern parts of Helsinki (Maury 1997).
Somewhat later, an increasing trend towards ethnic differ-
entiation was observed. The proportion of foreign-language
speakers started increasing after the turn of the millennium.
This was especially prominent in the more disadvantaged
Eastern and North-Eastern estate neighbourhoods, many of
which had become fairly mixed in terms of ethnic composi-
tion with an emphasis on Russian, African and Middle East-
ern cultures (Vilkama 2011).

Social disorganisation and social disorder. Our aim in
this study is to find out what the socio-spatial development
of the last three decades outlined above means in terms of
social life in the suburban housing estates of the Helsinki
region. Is there something tangible behind the talk of prob-
lems and the negative connotations attached to the estates
of the 1960s and 1970s? As mentioned above, these neigh-
bourhoods have become more disadvantaged since the early
1990s. According to social disorganisation theory, the roots
of which can be traced to Shaw and McKay’s (1942) work
on juvenile delinquency in urban areas, it is reasonable to ask
if there is an association between social disadvantage of the
estates and problems of social order (for useful and concise
historical reviews of social disorganisation, see e.g. Piirainen
1993; Hays 2008).

As Warner (2007) observes, social disorganisation theory
continues to be a fertile research framework. It is typically
used to explain what associates different kinds of social prob-
lems with structural disadvantage of neighbourhoods. The
exact form of structural disadvantage may vary from one
context to another. Ethnic heterogeneity - part of the original
triad which also includes poverty and residential instability -
was virtually unknown in Finland for a long time, but may
turn out to be more relevant in the 21st century. The latest
and fairly well established version of the idea of social dis-
organisation, proposed by Sampson et al. (1997), highlights
the role of collective efficacy — in other words informal so-
cial control and social cohesion — as a mechanism that could
explain why neighbourhood disadvantage gives rise to social
ills such as social disorder.



PERCEIVED SOCIAL DISORDER

The concept of social disorder — like the related concepts
of incivility, non-normal appearance, social disturbance and
urban unease — refers in urban studies to the breaching of
norms regulating behaviour in urban space. These breaches
are typically perceived as disturbing, threatening or bother-
some (Goffman 1971; Covington & Taylor 1991; Ross &
Mirowsky 1999; Innes 2004; Hipp 2007; Bottoms 2009;
Wiles 2009; Brunton-Smith et al. 2014). Wiles (2009, 76)
explicates the theoretical and practical significance of disor-
der in a way that merits a longer quotation:

“[S]ocial order is a necessary precondition for the social
interactions that constitute social life. This is because inter-
action is based on trust in the orderliness of social exchange
and so a certain degree of predictability as to the outcome.
Disorder threatens the trust needed for interaction. For hu-
man society to be possible, the necessary degree of trust and
so order must be constructed and maintained.”

The tangible manifestations (Sampson 2009) or clues
(Covington & Taylor 1991) of social disorder comprise so-
cial (e.g. youths hanging around, public drinking, drugs,
violence) and physical (e.g. litter, graffiti) aspects and in-
clude norm-breaking acts and the traces they leave behind,
both minor and major, whether criminal or not (see also
Ross & Mirovsky 1999; Bottoms 2009). We used survey
data in this study to measure these manifestations. Ross &
Mirowsky (1999) and Hipp (2007) defend survey measure-
ment, and consider residents to be experts on the social life of
their neighbourhood. They are possibly in a better position
to assess the level of social disorder than researchers who
have a fairly limited time-span in their systematic measure-
ment scheme. The perceptions of residents living in the same
neighbourhood may vary individually, but they are likely to
correlate strongly because they refer to the same place. In
addition, to the extent that survey and outsider measures dif-
fer, it could be argued that what matters for the unfolding of
social life is exactly how residents perceive their neighbour-
hood — they are, after all, the ones who live in it, are exposed
to it, stay there (loyalty), try to change things through action
(voice), take the exit option (Ross et al. 2001; Permentier
et al. 2007; Hipp 2010) or “just live there” (disaffiliation)
(Pinkster 2014).

The issue of context-dependence in perceptions of social
disorder has gained considerable recent scholarly attention
(Sampson 2009; Wikstrom 2009; Wiles 2009). According
to Sampson (2009), the evaluation of social disorder as a
problem depends not only on its concrete manifestations but
also on the social context, such as the reputation of the area
and the presence of stigmatised groups that are associated
with danger in the public imagination. Wickstrom (2009)
emphasises the rational side of the issue: it may be rational
to interpret similar signals of disorder in a context-dependent
manner, taking into account what one knows about the con-
text. Sampson refers in this discussion to what he calls the
dominant method of measuring disorder by how much of a
problem it is to the respondent: in other words, the measure-
ment of social disorder is evaluative. The extent to which
the discussion of context-dependence applies to a descriptive
measurement has attracted less attention. In simple terms,
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it is a conceptually different matter to ask how much of a
problem x is to the respondent than to ask how much (s)he
has perceived x in the neighbourhood (e.g. Friedrichs & Bla-
sius 2003). We explicitly take this theoretical distinction into
account in our study in using a descriptive measure of social
disorder.

The contribution of the study with regard to Finnish and
European literature. Social disorder has featured in Finnish
social-scientific studies on suburban housing estates (e.g.
Kortteinen 1982; Sulkunen et al. 1985; Kiéridinen 1987,
Piirainen 1993). Piirainen (1993) found in his case study of
a predominantly rental suburban housing estate in Helsinki
that social disturbances — typically alcohol-related unrest —
were concentrated in a couple of houses, where the regula-
tion of social life was inefficient. A more recent case study on
an estate in Lahti reports that disorder around the shopping
mall is perceived as a problem and criticised by the residents
(Seppdnen 2001; see also Seppanen 2012). Finally, a recent
study on spatial regression (Kemppainen 2014) suggests that
residents on suburban housing estates in the Helsinki region
may be exposed to feelings of insecurity. Given our research
aims, this corpus suffers from two limitations. The first is that
the early studies from the 1980s and 1990s do not provide
sufficient insight into the contemporary situation in suburban
housing estates, characterised by heavier social disadvantage
and increased ethnic heterogeneity. Second, one limitation
of case studies is the difficulty in establishing reliable com-
parative findings.

Turning our attention to contemporary European studies
we note that insecurity is considered one of the problems
in housing estates across Europe. It has been attributed to
the availability of vacant properties, cultural differences, the
habit of young people to hang around in public and semi-
public spaces, and alcohol and drug problems (Dekker & Van
Kempen 2004). This finding from the RESTATE project is
of significance to our study: it indicates a need to examine
the question of social order in housing estates in more detail,
particularly given the lack of comparative information in re-
lation to other kinds of neighbourhood. Beyond the context
of housing estates, there is a considerable amount of both
Finnish and European evidence of an association between
contextual social factors and different aspects of social or-
der. Kortteinen et al. (2001) found in their study on Helsinki
that socio-economic deprivation in the neighbourhood was
associated with violent crime. This is in line with the results
of Finnish studies on the determinants of feelings of inse-
curity, which also implies social disorder (Kaéridinen 2002;
Kemppainen et al. 2014). It was reported in a recent Swedish
study on a medium-sized urban municipality (Kullberg et al.
2011) that positive social ties and informal social control pro-
moted perceived residential safety. Another study conducted
in the same municipality found that living in a multi-storey
house and in a neighbourhood with low perceived reputation
were associated with perceived social disorder (Kullberg et
al. 2009). Ceccato and Haining (2005), using data from
Malmo, found that district-level (‘delomrade’) disadvantage
predicted vandalism. It was also found in an older Swedish
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study using data from the early 1990s (Lindstrom et al. 2003)
that neighbourhood-level social capital, measured in terms
of electoral participation, predicted feelings of insecurity in
Malmo.

On the basis of these empirical findings and the devel-
opments outlined in the background section, it seems rea-
sonable to expect suburban housing estates of the 1960s and
1970s to have higher levels of disorder than other residential
contexts because they are, on average, more disadvantaged
than other neighbourhoods. Hence, we aim in this study to
contribute to the Finnish literature on housing estates, and
also more generally to European urban sociology, by exam-
ining perceptions of social disorder in different residential
contexts, comparing suburban housing estates of the 1960s
and 1970s to other kinds of neighbourhoods in the Helsinki
region.

Data and methods

A large survey data set with register-based contextual
data. The data consist of survey data and contextual-level
register data. The survey data (project Katumetro) were col-
lected in 2012 via a postal and web-based questionnaire and
cover the Helsinki region extensively. The Helsinki region
in this study refers to the capital city of Finland and the
surrounding municipalities of Espoo, Kauniainen, Hyvinka,
Jarvenpid, Kerava, Kirkkonummi, Lohja, Mintsdld, Nurmi-
jérvi, Pornainen, Sipoo, Tuusula, Vantaa and Vihti. The sur-
vey targeted 25- to 74-year-old residents of the region, with
either Finnish or Swedish as their mother tongue. The size
of the target population is well above 600,000 and the gross
sample size is 26,000. (Laaksonen et al. 2015.) !

The sampling design oversamples high- and low-income
areas, which is convenient for the study at hand given that
suburban housing estates tend to be less affluent than other
neighbourhoods. The response rate was 36 per cent. The
male gender, a lower income and a younger age were as-
sociated with a lower response propensity. The weight-
ing scheme accounts for the sampling design and the non-
response incidence. For further details on the survey de-
sign, non-response and weighting, please see Laaksonen et
al. (2015).

We obtained the contextual register data from the Grid
Database (“Ruututietokanta”, version 2009), a database ag-
gregated to statistical grids by Statistics Finland. It provides
information on the demographic, socio-economic and hous-
ing structure of the respective grids (Statistics Finland 2014).
We used grids of 250 m x 250 m in this analysis.

Design-based regression with sensitivity checks for auto-
correlation. We constructed a two-level dataset, with indi-
viduals nested in grids. The upper-level units, or grids, con-
stitute a continuous and correlated structure and do not form
a sample from a population of grids. In addition, most obser-
vations are alone in their grids. For these reasons we did not
choose multilevel modelling as the primary method. Instead,
we relied on design-based regression analysis, performed
in the R environment, using the ’survey’ package (Lumley
2015). This enabled us to take into account non-response,
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the stratification of the sampling design and the varying in-
clusion probabilities. We checked the effect of natural clus-
tering by means of a multilevel model with grids specified as
clusters, and used spatial econometric tools to assess spatial
autocorrelation (e.g. Anselin 2009).

Spatial analysis. First, to give an overview of perceived
social disorder in its concrete context we visualise and de-
scribe its spatial distribution. It has been suggested recently
that the collective component of perceived social disorder
should be disentangled from individual variation (Brunton-
Smith et al. 2014). We aim to do this in the descriptive phase
of our study using the tools of spatial analysis. For this pur-
pose, we constructed the spatial trend of perceived social dis-
order by assigning to each observation the mean value of the
ten nearest observations (i.e. spatial lag), excluding the indi-
vidual’s own value (e.g. Fornango 2012). For the purpose of
visualisation we adopted the inverse distance weighted inter-
polation (IDW) method in ArcGIS. IDW creates a new raster
surface from the sample points, weighted by distance: nearby
sample-point values carry more weight in the estimation than
those locating further away (de Smith et al. 2009).

Contextual variables: operationalisation and description.
We obtained the empirical indicator of perceived social dis-
order (PSD) via a factor analysis of the items tapping the
respondent’s perceptions of social disorder in the residen-
tial environment. Consistent with the theoretical definition
of social disorder presented above, our variables touch upon
uncleanliness, the public use of alcohol, problems caused by
neighbours, the use or commerce of drugs, troublemaking
and threatening behaviour, and theft or vandalism (4-point
response scale from "none" to "a lot"). The extracted fac-
tor had an Eigenvalue of 3.529, and explained around half
of the variance in the set of items (the Eigenvalues of the
other factors were well below 1). We employed mean impu-
tation to account for the missing observations (ranging from
120 to 144 in the set of items). The Cronbach’s alpha for
the standardised items was 0.859, indicating very high reli-
ability. It was possible to use a relatively small neighbour-
hood size (the ten nearest neighbours) in the spatial analyses
given the high reliability and inter-subjective agreement of
the measurement. Intra-class correlations of PSD were fairly
high (ICC = 33 %, with individuals nested in grids), which
points to considerable inter-subjective agreement on the re-
sponses. The true ICC is expected to be higher still because
grids are arbitrary with regard to real neighbourhoods. An-
other way of assessing inter-subjective agreement is to mea-
sure the spatial autocorrelation of PSD (Anselin 2009; For-
nango 2012). Moran’s I was 0.345, which supports the con-
clusion drawn on the basis of ICC (Geary’s C, an alternative
measure, equates to 0.666).

' The original sample includes also Lahti, but it was excluded
from the analysis and these figures, because it forms an island some-
what distinct from the rest of the data.

? Further details concerning interpolation can be obtained from
the authors by request.
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Table 1
Description of the three neighbourhood types in terms of other contextual predictors
SHE LRN HRN All
Population density Low 3% 35 % 3% 22 %
Mid 36 % 62 % 38 % 52 %
High 61 % 3% 59 % 26 %
N (100 %) 466 2332 1145 3943
Families with young children Low 41 % 8 % 50 % 24 %
Mid 57 % 52 % 49 % 51 %
High 2 % 40 % 1% 24 %
N (100 %) 466 2332 1151 3949
Retired Low 6 % 28 % 23 % 24 %
Mid 52 % 51 % 51 % 51 %
High 42 % 21 % 26 % 25 %
N (100 %) 466 2332 1151 3949
Middle-aged & teenagers Low 22 % 19 % 37 % 24 %
Mid 72 % 43 % 59 % 51 %
High 6 % 39 % 4 % 25 %
N (100 %) 466 2332 1151 3949
Tenure Rental 17 % 2% 25 % 10 %
Mixed 64 % 19 % 67 % 38 %
Ownership 18 % 79 % 7% 52 %
N (100 %) 458 2332 1124 3914
Education Low 50 % 15 % 33 % 25 %
Mid 37 % 54 % 48 % 50 %
High 13 % 31 % 19 % 25 %
N (100 %) 464 2053 1143 3660
Income Low 58 % 2 % 49 % 25 %
Mid 37 % 55 % 48 % 50 %
High 5% 43 % 4 % 25 %
N (100 %) 464 1898 1141 3503
Unemployment Low 6 % 38 % 8 % 25 %
Mid 46 % 51 % 50 % 50 %
High 48 % 10 % 42 % 25 %
N (100 %) 465 2114 1139 3718

(SHE = sub-urban housing estate; LRN = low-rise neighbourhood; HRN = high-rise neighbourhood)

The residential-context classification is based on the char-
acteristics of the built environment, and follows roughly the
same logic as the conventional division of the Helsinki re-
gion into high-rise suburban, low-rise suburban, and old cen-
tral areas (e.g. Maury 1997). First, we defined suburban
housing estate (SHE) grids as grids in which at least 50 per
cent of the residents live in multi-storey blocks built in the
1960s and 1970s, and which are located outside the central
areas (for more details, see Stjernberg 2013a). We divided
the remaining grids into two broad categories on the basis of
the physical structure, using 50 per cent as the cut-off point
in the proportion of one-family apartments of all apartments
in the grid. This yielded our low-rise (LRN) and high-rise
(HRN) neighbourhoods.

The difference from conventional classification stems
from our desire to focus on the parts of the suburban high-
rise neighbourhoods that were developed in the 1960s and
1970s. Our category of other high-rise neighbourhoods is

therefore relatively heterogeneous, including not only the old
central neighbourhoods but also the early high-rise suburbs
of the 1950s and those built after the 1970s. A more nuanced
categorisation (cf. Maury 1997) would have implied a loss
of statistical power and a loss of analytical parsimony, which
is why we considered the trichotomy presented above a rea-
sonable compromise.

The demographic structure of the grid is based on a factor
analysis of eight variables on the proportions of different age
groups and three variables on household structure (house-
holds with children; no children and the age of all individuals
between 16 to 64 years; no children and the age of at least
one individual above 64). The information of these eleven
variables can be efficiently expressed in terms of three fac-
tors: 1) families with children; 2) retired; 3) middle-aged and
teenagers. We constructed the tenure type of the grid from
the proportion of owner-occupied apartments of all apart-
ments. The educational level of the grid stems from a factor
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analysis of four variables describing the educational struc-
ture of its population. The four variables describe the pro-
portions of inhabitants with elementary, vocational, lower-
tertiary, and upper-tertiary education, respectively. The dom-
inant factor is used in the analyses. A similar procedure was
used to derive the income level of the grid: the median in-
come of residents and households and the proportions of res-
idents and households with low, middle and high income lev-
els (eight variables altogether) were used and the dominant
factor on the income level of the grid was extracted. The
variables mentioned above as well as the population size and
unemployment rate of the grid were all categorised into three
categories from the upper and lower quartiles.

Unfortunately there is no grid-level data on residential sta-
bility and ethnic heterogeneity in our dataset, which means
that two theoretically important factors of social disorganisa-
tion are not included in the analyses. The tenure structure of
the grid is likely to reflect residential stability to some extent,
however. Ethnic heterogeneity is likely to show some co-
variance with socio-economic disadvantage (Vilkama et al.
2013; see also Pan Ké Shon 2012), and may be partly pat-
terned in accordance with the tenure structure.

Before entering the analysis of perceived social disorder
we describe the three kinds of residential contexts in terms of
the other contextual predictors in order to elucidate their re-
lationships (Table 1). In terms of population density the SHE
and HRN grids are rather similar and differ from the clearly
less dense LRN grids. In terms of demographic structure, the
population of the SHE grids is relatively aged, whereas fam-
ilies with younger children and also teenagers characterise
the LRN grids. The SHE grids are, on average, characterised
by lower levels of income and education and higher unem-
ployment than the other two neighbourhood types. Finally,
the SHE grids are more rental-dominated than the LRN grids
and somewhat more ownership-oriented than the HRN grids.

Analyses

The spatial trend of perceived social disorder. Figure 1
shows the spatial trend of perceived social disorder (PSD)
over the entire study area, whereas Figure 2 focuses on the
most heavily urbanised part. PSD closely follows railway
and metro lines, a trend found earlier with regard to so-
cial disadvantage (Maury 1997) and feelings of insecurity
(Kemppainen et al. 2014). It also seems to increase with
population density, given that the areas with high levels of
PSD are predominantly more urbanised and more densely
populated. There is a clear east-west division in the urban
part of the study area (Fig. 2), which is consistent with earlier
findings on the educational gradient of the area (Kortteinen et
al. 1999). In sum, PSD seems to follow the socio-economic
pattern of the region, with the exception of the central busi-
ness district.

Do suburban housing estates differ from other high-rise
neighbourhoods and low-rise neighbourhoods in perceived
social disorder? First, we calculated the PSD means for the
three residential contexts, taking into account the sampling
design and non-response bias. The mean PSD factor score is
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0.54 in suburban housing estates (SHE), compared to -0.39
and 0.42 in the low-rise (LRN) and high-rise (HRN) neigh-
bourhoods, respectively; the differences are statistically sig-
nificant. To give a concrete example of what this means, 83
per cent of the SHE residents had seen at least some public
drunkenness in their neighbourhood, compared to 39 per cent
of the LRN residents and 79 per cent of the HRN residents.
In other words, the main PSD dividing line runs between the
peaceful areas with low-rise single-family housing and the
more urban and restless multi-storey neighbourhoods. This
was the empirical starting point for the regression elabora-
tion.

Regression analyses. To start the model building we ex-
amined the grid-level predictors separately from each other,
with the individual-level variables included as controls (Ta-
ble 2. model I). The differences between the SHE, LRN
and HRN grids turned out to be similar to those in the un-
adjusted means presented above: a low-rise structure seems
to be associated with less frequent occurrences of social dis-
order. In addition, suburban housing estates do not, as a
group, stand out from the high-rise city structure in terms
of social disorder. This may be attributable to several fac-
tors. Socio-economic differences between the estates (Maury
1997; Vaattovaara 1998; Stjernberg 2013b) may mean that
only a part of these neighbourhoods suffer more severely
from problems of order. On the other hand the HRNs in-
clude central areas where street violence is more common
than elsewhere (Kortteinen et al. 2001).

Taken separately, socio-economic disadvantage of the grid
(alow proportion of owner-occupied apartments, low income
and educational levels, high unemployment) and a high pop-
ulation density predict perceived social disorder. The demo-
graphic structure of the grid also predicts PSD, and the main
observation is that the more families there are with children,
including teenagers, the lower is the level of PSD.

The immediate residential context, meaning the type of
house in which people live and the tenure type, varies from
one resident to another in the same neighbourhood. It was
necessary to control for this (model II) in order to clarify
the spatial scale of PSD. If it is mainly about the immedi-
ate physical and social environment, the grid-level variables
should lose their initial bivariate predictive power. Consis-
tently with the literature review, this step reveals that living
in a multi-storey block or a public rental apartment predicts
higher levels of PSD (see appendix table 2 for the individual-
level estimates of the full model, in line with this step). Fo-
cusing on our key question, we observe that the LRN loses a
major portion of its initial predictive power: hence, the orig-
inal difference in PSD is partly attributable to the fact that
the LRN grids have, by definition, a lower building structure
and also fewer rental apartments than the SHE grids. The
role of a high-rise environment can interpreted by returning
to the arguments of Jacobs (1961). Newman (1973) and oth-
ers who highlight the influence of the physical environment
in terms of the possibilities that residents have to exercise
informal social control in their surroundings. However, there
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The spatial lag of PSD in the entire study area. Visualised by IDW
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is something more to the SHE vs. LRN difference, given that
the size of the estimate remains substantial.

At the next stage we included the demographic character-
istics of the grid (model III). The LRN variable again loses
some of its power because low-rise neighbourhoods are less
densely populated. Interestingly, the difference between the
SHE and HRN grids remains more or less the same in mod-
els I, IT and III. We were then able to enter the decisive phase
of our empirical analysis. After controlling for the above-
mentioned differences between the neighbourhood contexts,
we entered the contextual socio-economic variables into the
regression model (IV). Their inclusion increased its explana-
tory power, as measured by R squared, from 24 to 28 per
cent. Contextual socio-economic factors explain to a con-
siderable degree the elevated level of perceived social disor-
der in suburban housing estates compared with the other two
contexts. This finding is consistent with the notion of social
disorganisation, according to which structural disadvantage
is associated with problems of social order in the neighbour-
hood.

The final model also demonstrates that population den-
sity, the proportion of families with young children, and the
income and unemployment level of the grid predict PSD. Ed-
ucational level and tenure type are also significant, but do not

remain so when the effects of intra-class correlation and spa-
tial autocorrelation are taken into account (see next section).

Sensitivity analyses. Simplifying the final model yields
estimates that are basically similar to those of the full model.
Serious multicollinearity is not present (all the variance infla-
tion factors are well below 10) and the main results remain
the same even when the variables with the highest VIF’s are
dropped from the analysis.

The models in Table 2 are estimated also as multilevel
models, the respondents being nested in grids. This is rea-
sonable because there is relatively strong intra-class correla-
tion in the outcome with respect to the grid structure. Theo-
retically, this could widen the confidence intervals of the es-
timates due to the loss of information implied by intra-class
correlation (Hox 2010). There is also spatial autocorrela-
tion (Moran’s I = 0.106, Geary’s C = 0.913) in the residuals,
which implies that the model estimates may be unreliable.
‘We therefore used basic spatial econometric models to assess
their robustness. (Ward & Gleditsch 2008; Anselin 2009;
Fornango 2012.) The results of the final model are mainly
robust with respect to these specifications. The most note-
worthy exception is that grid-level educational and tenure
structure are no longer significant in the full multilevel or
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Figure 2. The spatial lag of PSD in the urban area. Visualised by IDW.
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spatial models. Hence, these estimates should be interpreted
with caution.

Conclusion and discussion

The aim in this article was to compare suburban housing
estates to other kinds of neighbourhoods in terms of per-
ceived social disorder. To conclude, we found that perceived
social disorder was most common in the suburban housing
estates of the 1960s and 1970s, somewhat less common in
other high-rise neighbourhoods, and clearly the least com-
mon in the low-rise areas. It is worth emphasising that hous-
ing estates do not differ markedly from other high-rise neigh-
bourhoods in perceived social disorder. The socio-economic
characteristics of the neighbourhood clearly matter: a low
level of income and high unemployment predict perceived
social disorder, independently of each other. These fac-
tors partly explain the differences in perceived social disor-
der between our three residential contexts, suburban hous-
ing estates being, on average, more disadvantaged than other
neighbourhoods. In sum, social disorganisation theory is
supported in this study.

Even though suburban housing estates do not differ sub-
stantially from other urban neighbourhoods in terms of social
disorder, their position in housing markets is rather different.
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More centrally located urban areas offer employment, ser-
vices and the chance of a distinctly urban lifestyle, which
may compensate for the urban disorder. Low-rise neighbour-
hoods, in turn, offer peace and space that is highly valued
among families with children. Suburban housing estates are
in a relatively weak position in this competition in that they
offer neither peace nor services to the same extent as the
other two contexts. Will this lead to a gradual increase in
segregation, the estates becoming, in general, increasingly
disadvantaged? Or will such development affect only part of
the estates (cf. Stjernberg 2013b)?

The issue of causal inference is notoriously complex, es-
pecially in cross-sectional analyses. The loss of predictive
power with regard to grid-level education and tenure type
should be interpreted with care. As we noted in the back-
ground section, the post-recession spatial structure of unem-
ployment emerged as a consequence of spatial differences in
education. Were it possible to manipulate the educational
level of a neighbourhood in the early 1990s, the income and
unemployment levels would have been different as well. In
more theoretical terms, the neighbourhood would have fol-
lowed a different trajectory to late modernity. On the basis
of this reasoning, it seems likely that the original bivariate
association is far from spurious. Instead, we have shed light
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Table 2
Design-based regression of PSD. Contextual variables. Katumetro data.

I: Bivariate 1I: I + immediate 1l: 11 + grid 1v:

(b. c) context demographics Full
B p B P B P B p

Intercept 0.385 HHAE () -0.165 0.062 0.020 0.835 0.190  0.059
Grid: SHE ref. ref. ref. ref.
LRN -0.831 ok -0.465 -0.306 ek 0,139 0.015
HRN -0.115 0.001 -0.116 0.002 -0.121 0.002 -0.072 0.062
Grid Population: High ref. ref. ref.
Mid -0.551 kK -0.197 wHEE (0,156 kEEE
Low -0.895 Hokkok -0.370 R (0313 wEEE
Grid: Age & household
structure (a. b & ¢)
a) Families with young children: low ref. ref. ref.
mid -0.303 ks -0.112 0.001  -0.064 0.047
high -0.714 ks -0.160 wEk (0,085 0.021
b) Retired: low ref. ref. ref.
mid 0.166 Hokskok 0.030 0.360 0.038 0.224
high 0.105 0.004 -0.030 0418 0.022 0.556
¢) Middle-aged & teenagers: low ref. ref. ref.
mid -0.026 0.381 0.060 0.045 -0.042 0.161
high -0.493 oAk -0.018 0.602 -0.061  0.089
Grid Tenure: Rental ref. ref.
Mixed -0.133 0.002 0.071  0.147
Owner -0.738 otk 0.114  0.047
Grid Education: Low ref. ref.
Mid -0.192 ok 0.018 0.614
High -0.464 ek -0.108  0.013
Grid Income: Low ref. ref.
Mid -0.591 kK -0.187  kwE
High -0.874 Hokkok -0.170  0.001
Grid Unemployment: High ref. ref.
Mid -0.639 kK -0.389 ek
Low -0.859 ks -0.345 ek
n 9254 9254 9254 9254
R squared 0.200 0.230 0.241 0.283

a) ¥k p < 0.0001 b) In model I, the intercept n and R squared are from the SHE-LRN-HRN model. c) All models include individual level
controls for gender, age. education, main activity, household type and subjective economic situation.
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on part of the mechanism that mediates the impact of neigh-
bourhood educational level on the mode of social life.

The same kind of logic applies to tenure type. The choice
of tenure structure, made in the early phase of the devel-
opment process, partly determines the socio-economic tra-
jectory of the neighbourhood. Consistent with this, anal-
ysis of the grid data shows that mixed neighbourhoods lie
somewhere between rental- and ownership-dominated grids
in socio-economic terms (not shown in the tables), including
income and unemployment level, which were central contex-
tual predictors of disorder in our analysis. Hypothetical ma-
nipulation of tenure type of the neighbourhood would change
its socio-economic character, which as our findings imply,
would be reflected in social order. This interpretation is rel-
evant in terms of policy. With regard to social order it seems
that the policy of mixing tenure type delivers what was ex-
pected when it was adopted after the unrest at Siilitie (Schul-
man 2000; Pulma 2000). Mixed neighbourhoods are more
peaceful than rental-dominated ones partly because they end
up being less disadvantaged. This aspect complements the
evaluation of a mixing policy in terms of neighbourhood ef-
fects on, say, the income, education, health and employment
of residents.

Finally, we offer three suggestions for future research.
First, housing estates are not a homogeneous mass, but dif-
fer in many respects, including in socio-economic factors
(Maury 1997; Vaattovaara 1998; Stjernberg 2013b). Future
studies may be able to shed light on this variety from many
perspectives, including social order but also on different indi-
cators of wellbeing and moving behaviour. Second, focusing
on exceptional cases, which tend to be inadequately analysed
in a regression framework, could significantly enhance theo-
retical understanding and policy insight. Why, for example,
does a given disadvantaged neighbourhood fare rather well
in terms of social order, and vice versa? In-depth case stud-
ies could shed further light on what constitutes alternative
bases of social order. Third, there is still insufficient evi-
dence of how neighbourhood disadvantage is associated with
problems of social order in the European context. It would
be interesting to see to what extent the differences in collec-
tive efficacy (Sampson et al. 1997) mediate the relationship
of contextual socio-economic factors and disorder in Finnish
cities.
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APPENDIX
Appendix table 1. Unweighted univariate descriptives of re-
spondents.

PSD Families Retired Middle-aged

with children and teenagers

mean 0.0 -0.2 0.0 -0.1
SD 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9
min 1.0 -4.5 -2.1 -4.2
max 3.8 4.1 6.3 6.1
n 9254 9254 9254 9254
Resid. context (n=9055) % Main activity (n=8871) %
SHE 13.6 Worker 19.8
LRN 47.7 Entrepreneur 8.1
HRN 38.7 Executive 9.8
Pop. density (n=9243) Clerical 26.9
Low 13.0 Student 2.0
Mid 45.3 Unemployed 2.7
High 41.7 Retired 26.5
Grid tenure (n=9007) Home with child(ren) 24
Rental 1.1 Other 1.8
Mixed 45.7 Household (n=9183)
Owner-occupied 43.1 Alone 21.5
Grid education (n=8813) Partner 43.1
Low 22.3 Partner & child(ren) 299
Mid 47.4 Alone with child(ren) 4.1
High 30.3 With parents 0.6
Grid income (n=8640) Independent. shared 0.7
Low 33.7 Subj. econ. situation (n=9088)
Mid 39.3 Excellent 15.9
High 27.0 Good 41.5
Grid unempl. (n=8867) Reasonable 349
Low 19.7 Rather bad 59
Mid 49.1 Bad 1.8
High 31.2 House (n=9172)
Gender (n=9254) Detached 28.8
Female 59.0 Multi-storey 5- 235
Male 41.0 Multi-storey 2-4 234
Age (n=9254) Terrace house 142
25-34 15.6 Semi-detached 92
35-44 16.7 Other 0.9
45-54 21.5 Tenure (n=9174)
55-64 25.8 Owner-occupied 76.7
65-74 20.4 Rental (private) 8.7
Education (n=8844) Rental (public) 10.2
Basic (no secondary) 8.7 Right of residence (aso) 2.4
Vocational course 8.3 Partial ownership (om. oik.) 0.4
Apprenticeship 2.1 Company housing 0.9
Vocational (secondary) 11.9 Other 0.7
Vocational (tertiary) 24.4
Polytechnic 10.8
University 31.8
Researcher 2.1
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Appendix table 2.

Individual level variables of the full

model.

p
Female 0 0.967
Age
25-34 ref.
35-44 0.138 ks
45-54 0.182 kst
55-64 0.094 0.022
65-74 0.044 0.421
Education
Basic ref.
Secondary 0.064 0.18
Tertiary 0.075 0.08
Main activity
‘Worker ref.
Entrepreneur -0.038 0.413
Executive -0.063 0.127
Clerical -0.045 0.182
Student -0.038 0.657
Unemployed -0.108 0.203
Retired -0.085 0.082
Home with child(ren) -0.036 0.63
Other -0.099 0.26
Household
Alone ref.
Partner 0.007 0.839
Partner & child(ren) -0.006 0.882
Alone with child(ren) -0.011 0.867
Other 0.145 0.182
Subj. econ. situation
Excellent ref.
Good 0.084 0.005
Reasonable 0.209 o
Rather bad 0.388 ok
Bad 0.583 ks
House
Detached ref
Multi-storey 5- 0.364 ok
Multi-storey 2-4 0.138 0.006
Terrace house 0.017 0.606
Semi-detached 0.023 0.484
Other 0.067 0.585
Tenure
Owner-occupied ref
Rental (private) 0.044 0.343
Rental (public) 0.208 o
Other 0.086 0.182
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ABSTRACT

Studies on post-WWII housing estates
have largely focused on problematic
neighbourhoods, and there is scarcity of
literature on housing estates across their
entire social scale. Moreover, there is in-
sufficient evidence on the extent to which
tenure structure differentiates estates from
each other in terms of social disorder. Us-
ing a large cluster sample of Finnish es-
tates representing a wide variety of estate
neighbourhoods, we examined the impli-
cations of tenure structure in terms of so-
cial disadvantage and perceived social dis-
order. We also studied how social interac-
tion and normative regulation mediate the
impact of structural estate characteristics.
We found that rental domination is asso-
ciated with social disadvantage, which ex-
poses residents to social disorder, in line
with social disorganisation theory. Differ-
ences in normative regulation partly ex-
plain this association. In contrast, social
interaction in the neighbourhood is not
associated with the level of perceived so-
cial disorder. The theoretical and practical
implications of the results are discussed.

KEYWORDS

Housing estates, tenure mix, social dis-
organisation, social disorder, incivilities,
neighbourhood
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INTRODUCTION

Spatial concentration of social disadvan-
tage is a recurrent concern in modern so-
cieties and it has a central place in the lit-
erature on post-WWII housing estates as
well. Estate neighbourhoods are often as-
sociated with various closely-related so-
cial and economic problems, including
high unemployment, low income and ed-
ucation level, social stigmatisation, prob-
lems of social order, and insecurity (Murie
etal., 2003; Dekker and van Kempen, 2005;
Wassenberg, 2013). However, estates are
diverse and not all of them are affected by
these problems; some estates are in fact
quite affluent neighbourhoods (Kemp-
painen & Saarsalmi, 2015). One of the fac-
tors shaping the level of social disadvan-
tage of an estate is tenure structure. The
estates dominated by rental and, especial-
ly, social rental housing, tend to be more
disadvantaged. Even though there is abun-
dant literature on tenure mixing, there is a
documented need for further high-quality
large-scale evidence on the implications
of mixed tenure policies (Sautkina et al.,
2012). More specifically, the evidence on
the association of tenure structure with
the nature of local social life is scarce. The
present study addresses this topic by ask-
ing to what extent tenure structure differ-
entiates estates from each other in terms
of social disorder.

Examiningthe variation of tenure struc-
ture and its implications within a single
country is a promising analytical path. For
example, in Finland post-WWII estates dif-
fer markedly from each other in terms of
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tenure structure. In some regions of the
country, explicit policy measures have
consistently regulated the share of social
rental housing in the very construction of
estates, thus impacting on the spatial pat-
terns of social disadvantage. Focusing on
post-WWII estates provides an added an-
alytic advantage because the type of the
built environmentis relatively homogene-
ous, which diminishes confounding vari-
ation. Altogether, this kind of setting con-
stitutes an analytically fruitful frame for
examining the outcomes of mixed tenure
policies.

In this study, we examine a group of
70 Finnish estates in order to elucidate
whether tenure structure has implications
regarding the residents’ perceptions of so-
cial disorder. We use recent survey and reg-
ister data on 70 Finnish post-WWII hous-
ing estates built in the 1960s and 1970s.
The survey was collected for the purpose
ofthis studyin 2013. By studying the social
mechanisms thatlink the structural neigh-
bourhood properties to perceived disor-
der, we contribute not only to literature on
housing estates, but also to more general
sociological questions on norms, regula-
tion and social order. Social disorder refers
here to disturbances or incivilities one may
encounter in the neighbourhood, such as
public drunkenness, vandalism, threaten-
ing behaviour, and the like (see Coving-
ton and Taylor, 1991; Sampson & Rauden-
bush, 1999). It has been found to be a
central factor regarding fear of crime and
feelings of insecurity (Brunton-Smith and



Sturgis, 2011; Kemppainen et al., 2014) as
well as segregation dynamics (Andersson
and Brdma, 2004; Varady and Schulman,
2007; Skifter Andersen, 2008). Further-
more, stressful neighbourhood conditions
may expose residents to health problems
(Kim, 2008; Steptoe and Feldman, 2001).

In what follows, we introduce the back-
ground and prior findings in order to con-
ceptualise and position our study. After
this, we present and discuss our findings,
which showthat the tenure structure of the
estate is a key factor that shapes the per-
ceptions of local social disorder.
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Social disorder

Contemporary theoretical discussion on
social disorder has touched upon mea-
surementissues and context-dependence.
First, the measurement discussionislarge-
ly about who is seen as the best observer
ofthese phenomena. The defenders of sur-
vey measurement consider residents to be
the experts on the social life in their neigh-
bourhood (e.g. Ross and Mirowsky, 1999;
Hipp, 2007). For example, residents have
alonger observation frame than outsider-
observers, whichisbeneficial when assess-
ingthe prevalence of social disorder. More-
over, we can argue that if we want to un-
derstand residents’ living conditions and
decisions, their subjective perceptions are
ofkeyimportance. However, this approach
may be complicated by individual psycho-
logical dispositions. Those more prone to,
say, feelings of insecurity may also report
higher levels of neighbourhood disorder
due to their own perception schemes. Sys-
tematic social observation, referring to
rule-guided, ideally replicable measure-
ment performed by trained observers, has
been proposed as an alternative approach
(Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999). In this
study section, we propose a different so-
lution to this problem, based on splitting
the data to obtain results purged from this
kind of confounding.

Second, it has been argued that the in-
terpretation of the signs of disorder as a
problem depends on the social context in

which the interpretation is made (Samp-
son, 2009). However, it is one thing to re-
port how much one has seen a given phe-
nomenon in the neighbourhood and an-
other to judge its seriousness as a problem
(e.g. Friedrichs and Blasius, 2003). To what
extent the context-dependence, framed
explicitly in terms of problem judgment,
applies to a more descriptive perception is
an open question theoretically and empir-
ically. Here, we operationalise perceived
social disorder in a descriptive manner, as
seen in the methods section.

Suburban housing estates

Suburban housing estates (‘1dhi6’ in Finn-
ish) are products of post-WWII planning,
characterised by a distinct type of built en-
vironment, mainly consisting of prefabri-
cated multi-storey apartment blocks, typ-
ically located in peripheral surroundings
on the urban fringes. Most suburban hous-
ing estates in Finland were built during the
1960s and 1970s, and the rationale was to
provide housing for the rapidly growing
urban population (Hankonen, 1994). Al-
though these neighbourhoods have suf-
fered from weak reputation for several de-
cades, it is only since the 1990s they have
become associated with deeper structural
problems, related to structural changes in
the economy, increasinglevels of social in-
equality and socio-spatial differentiation.
As a consequence, their socio-econom-



ic development has generally been un-
favourable during the last decades, seen
for instance in the high rates of unem-
ployment and comparatively low levels of
income and education in many Finnish
housing estates (Stjernberg, 2015). In this
study, we focus on the estates built in the
1960s and 1970s because of their central
place in the public debate on segregation
and because they constitute a distinct type
of built environment that is clearly differ-
ent from the preceding and following sub-
urban developments. The estates built in
these two decades show a wide variation
in many respects, including demograph-
ic and socio-economic measures and also
tenure structure. Contrary to the owner-
occupied low-rise neighbourhoods, the
most typical tenure structure of these es-
tates is a mixed one (Kemppainen & Saar-
salmi, 2015).

Social integration and
normative regulation

The social life of the neighbourhood has
been approached in the literature from
at least four perspectives. First, the Dur-
kheimian approach (Thorlindsson and
Bernburg, 2004; Paugam etal., 2009) builds
on early Durkheim’s concepts of integra-
tion and regulation, the former referring
to social interaction and bonds, the latter
tonorms and control. Second, the concept
of social disorganisation has been cen-
tral in the Chicago tradition of urban so-
ciology. This concept associates structural
neighbourhood factors - originally pover-
ty, residential instability and racial/ethnic

heterogeneity - to juvenile delinquency
(Shaw & McKay, 1942), or more generally,
neighbourhood disadvantage to problems
of social order. The theoretical explanation
for this is that neighbourhood disadvan-
tage undermines normative consensus,
strong bonds and interaction among the
residents with the consequence of inef-
ficient informal social control (Sampson
and Groves, 1989; Sampson et al., 1997;
Bellair and Browning, 2010; Kubrin, 2010;
cf. Sutherland et al., 2013). Third, the con-
cept of social capital has been discussed
alsoinurban studies (e.g. Henning and Li-
eberg, 1996; Boyce, 2006). Halpern (2005)
defines social capital in terms of networks,
norms and sanctions, with bonding, bridg-
ing and linking functions. In urban appli-
cations, especially the community-level
bonding and bridging capital - or strong
and weak ties - have received attention.
Fourth, Kearns and Forrest (2000) describe
the dimensions of cohesive urban society,
which are common values and norms, so-
cial order and control, social solidarity and
equality, networks and social capital, and
territorial belonging.

Nuanced differences notwithstanding,
all the presented frameworks share the
dual focus on the social integration (in-
teraction, bonds, networks, ties) and nor-
mative regulation (informal social control,
norms, values, sanctions). Adopting this
distinction, also we follow here this ap-
proach when we conceptualise the social
mechanisms linking the structural featu-
res of estates to the level of social disorder.
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PRIOR FINDINGS AND PRESENT STUDY

Problem focus is characteristic for the es-
tate literature, which has documented vi-
cious circles of social breakdown (Power,
1997) and the trajectories of problematic
estates (Tunstall and Coulter, 2006; Was-
senberg, 2013; cf. Stjernberg, 2015). Most
ofthe contemporary European large-scale
studies stem from the RESTATE project,
targeting 31 post-WWII housing estates
across Europe which were selected due to
problems. These estates are characterised
by physical problems stemming from low
quality construction, weak position in the
housing markets (especially in the North
and West of Europe), high unemployment,
poorly maintained public spaces and safe-
ty problems. Furthermore, their popula-
tions are aging and increasingly heteroge-
neous in ethnic terms. (Dekker and van
Kempen, 2004.) While a large number of
residents of the RESTATE survey are sat-
isfied with their estate, there is a consid-
erable share of those who are dissatisfied
and feel trapped (Musterd and van Kem-
pen, 2007).

In addition to the RESTATE project, an
older study by Skifter Andersen (2003) is
highly relevant in this context. Using data
from the 1990s, the study examined a large
number of Danish housing estates and
found that large size, the degree of urban-
isation, low level of social activities, poor
quality of the physical environment and
socio-economic disadvantage of the estate
predict the level of social problems or dis-
order. It is, however, unclear how estates

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT

were operationally defined and how well
the results apply to the contemporary sit-
uation. These findings are in line with the
more general urban sociological literature,
where neighbourhood disadvantageis one
of the most established factors predicting
disorder (e.g. Sampson and Raudenbush,
1999; Ceccato and Haining, 2005).

A more recent study from the Helsinki
region (Kemppainen & Saarsalmi, 2015)
found that perceived social disorder was
most common in the estates built in the
1960s and 1970s, almost as common in
other multi-storey areas, and clearly least
common in low-rise neighbourhoods.
Furthermore, it was found that low in-
come level and high unemployment pre-
dict higher level of perceived disorder.
Disparities in socio-economic disadvan-
tage also explained why estate neighbour-
hoods did slightly worse in terms of disor-
der compared with other multi-storey ar-
eas. Besides estate literature, the study by
Kearns and Mason (2007) on British wards
merits attention due to its focus on ten-
ure. The study found that neighbourhood
crime and disorder, measured by survey,
vary with tenure structure quite linearly
in such a way that a higher proportion of
social housing corresponds to higher prev-
alence of perceived problems. Owner-oc-
cupied neighbourhoods show the lowest
level of problems, and mixed ones are be-
tween the two extreme poles.

Allin all, there is scarcity of contempo-
rary large-scale evidence on social disor-



der in post-WWII estates. Moreover, the
prior estate literature is mainly based on
case studies or on a group of estates chosen
on the basis of problems. In order to eluci-
date the situation and variation of estates,
a different approach is used in our study,
based on a large cluster sample covering
the entire social and geographical varie-
ty of estates in the country. Importantly,
this kind of approach enables us to exam-
ine thevariationin tenure structure and its
implications for social order, since tenure
policy has taken different forms depend-
ing on the city region in question. On the
other hand, Kubrin (2010) has called for
further research on disorganisation theo-
ry with survey indicators instead of police
or court data, with better neighbourhood
definitions, and with a focus on forces
beyond the neighbourhood community.
The present study addresses these issues
by utilising survey indicators of disorder,
focusing on neighbourhoods that are dis-
tinct due to their architectural design and
hence provide a fairly robust neighbour-
hood definition, and by examining the
role of tenure policy - a force transcend-
ing the neighbourhood limits - in shap-
ing the local social life. Finally, Kearns and
Mason (2007) suggest that future studies
on mixed tenure should take into account
certain key factors their study could not
address, such as the built environment,
social composition of the neighbourhood
and thelocation of aneighbourhood in the
wider urban structure. They also consid-
er that the topic should be analysed at a
smaller spatial scale than theirs, as wards
are relatively large spatial units. All of the

mentioned issues are accounted for in the
present study.

Our research questions and hypotheses
are as follows:

1. How is the tenure structure of the es-
tate related to perceived social disor-
der? Does local social disadvantage
mediate the association? (RQ1)

The context of the present study, Finland, is
considered ahome-owningsociety (Ruon-
avaara, 1987): currently around two-thirds
of the apartments are owner-occupied
(Statistics Finland, 2013). Historically, de-
tached owner-occupied housing has had
a highly valued ideological position (Ruo-
navaara, 1987; Ruonavaara, 1996; Anders-
son et al., 2007). The rental market is du-
alised into a relatively unregulated private
market and a means-tested social hous-
ing sector with a negative ‘welfare hous-
ing’image (Andersson etal., 2007). On the
basis of the results by Kearns and Mason
(2007), we expect that rental-dominated
tenure structure predicts higher disorder.
We hypothesise that this is mainly because
rental tenure, especially social housing, is
associated with social disadvantage; rental
tenure is, after all, often the only choice for
theless affluent households (see Hirvonen
etal., 2014). Following disorganisation tra-
dition, there are grounds to expect that
social disadvantage of the estate predicts
higher disorder. Hence it should strongly
mediate the tenure-disorder association.

2. To what extent do social interaction
and normative regulation of the esta-
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te explain why more disadvantaged
estates expose their residents to social
disorder? (RQ2)

On the one hand, the collective efficacy
variant of disorganisation theory high-
lights the role of normative regulation as a
central mechanism linking structural dis-
advantage to social disorder (Sampson et
al., 1997). Thus, we expect that regulation
considerably mediates the impact of es-
tate-level disadvantage. Onthe otherhand,
neighbourhood disadvantage can break
solidarity and lead to internal distinctions,
undermining integration (Paugam, 2011).
Social interaction may foster informal so-
cial control and, hence, curb social disor-
der. Thus, it is possible that local social in-
teraction plays a role in the association of
disadvantage and the perceptions of so-
cial disorder. However, disadvantage may
in some cases form a basis for local col-
lective identity, social support and strong
social relationships between neighbours
(Boyce, 2006). If this is the case, the role of
interaction is more complex.



DATA, VARIABLES AND METHODS

Data

Our hierarchical two-level dataset com-
bines information from a large-scale sur-
vey targeting suburban housing estate res-
idents (the PREFARE project funded by the
Academy of Finland) with corresponding
geographically aggregated register data
from the Grid Database (Ruututietokan-
ta, version 2009). The latter is a database
aggregated to statistical grids (250 m x 250
m) by Statistics Finland (2014), and it pro-
vides information on the demographic,
socio-economic and housing structure of
the grids. Our survey targeted the 25-74
year-old Finnish-speaking residents of the
multi-storey buildings of Finnish subur-
ban housing estates.! These neighbour-
hoods were identified with the help of ge-
ographically referenced coordinate-based
statistical data. Technically, they consist
of one or more adjacent grids, and the es-
tate-level register information is obtained
by merging that of the constitutive grids.
We defined housing estates using the fol-
lowing criteria:

i) location outside of the main
centres of Finnish cities;

ii) atleast half of the total population
lives in multi-storey apartment
buildings constructed during
the 1960s and 1970s;

1 Due to financial considerations, we limited our tar-
get population to the Finnish-speaking residents,
thus excluding most of the immigrant population.

iii) atleast five of these specific
buildings are situated within a close
range (a maximum distance of 250
meters) from each other.

Furthermore, a lower limit to the popu-
lation size was defined (at least 300 res-
idents) in order to capture a certain de-
gree of urbanity and a sufficient sample
size. In total, there are 318 such estates in
the country.

The sampling design of our survey was
a stratified two-stage cluster sample. The
objective of the stratification was to en-
sure that the sample would cover the en-
tire range of different kinds of estates and
itwasbased on the level of unemployment
in an estate and the population size of the
corresponding municipality. In addition,
five well-known disadvantaged estates
were chosen for the purposes of in-depth
case studies; each of them constitutes a
stratum of its own, which deflates their
weights correspondingly.

In total, 71 clusters (estates) were se-
lected out of the 318 clusters, using strati-
fied random sampling. The size of target
population in these 71 estates was 51 028,
of which a random sample of 19 844 was
drawn. The datawere collected in2013 with
aresponse rate of 39 per cent. A multivari-
ate logistic non-response model showed
that male gender, young age, low educa-
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tion, low income and rental tenure predict
lower response propensity (cf. Laaksonen
et al.,, 2015). Our final weights account for
varying inclusion probabilities atboth lev-
els and response propensities at the indi-
vidual level, thus counteracting the prob-
lem of non-response as well as possible.
There are, on average, 109 respondents per
estate, with the standard deviation of 59
(range: 14-298). The estate with only 14 re-
spondents was excluded from the analyses
due to its small n at level-1. The other 70
estates have in minimum 35 respondents
per estate.

Outcome variable: perceived
social disorder

The outcome variable perceived social dis-
order was constructed by a factor analysis
of eight survey items on the perceptions of
the following events or signs in the neigh-
bourhood: public drunkenness, vandal-
ism, uncleanliness, neighbours causing
disturbance, drug use or trade, threat-
ening behaviour, thefts and poorly man-
aged buildings and yards (four-point scale
on the amount of perceptions, extending
from noneto a lot). The set of items shows
remarkable internal consistency (Cron-
bach’s Alpha = 0.88) and the score of dom-
inant factor (initial Eigenvalue 4.28) was
extracted by the maximum likelihood
method. We did not define neighbour-
hood to the respondents, but in the case
of post-WWII estates the rather distinctive
built environment is likely to strengthen
the shared understanding of the concept.
Our empirical results support this view,

since the intra-class correlation of the fac-
tor score is 0.21, which tells about a con-
siderable intra-estate agreement.

Toillustrate what our outcome measure
means in practical terms, we describe it
next by its key components. We also report
important bivariate associations with oth-
er relevant measures. First, we divided es-
tates into three equal groups on the basis
of their mean level of perceived social dis-
order. In the low disorder estates, around
11 % of the respondents have perceived
at least some public drunkenness in the
neighbourhood, while the rate is almost
60 % in the high disorder estates. The cor-
responding figures are 14 % and 54 % for
vandalism, 3 % and 16 % for drug use or
trade, and 2 % and 15 % for threatening
behaviour. Second, in unadjusted random
intercept models, higher individual-level
perceptions of social disorder predict low-
er affective attachment to the neighbour-
hood; lower assessment of the reputation
of the neighbourhood; higher level of sub-
jective insecurity in the neighbourhood;
more frequent experiences of seeing vio-
lence, being threatened by violence, being
victim of violence and theft or vandalism;
heightened intention to move away from
the neighbourhood; and lower self-rated
health. Also, the estate-level mean of per-
ceived social disorder predicts contextual-
ly all these outcomes in a similar fashion.
All these results are individually statisti-
cally significant (p < 0.05).>

2 Except for the contextual model of violent victimi-
sation, these findings remain statistically significant
after adjustments for gender, age, education, occu-
pational position, household income, and household
type of the respondent, as well as the logged popu-
lation size of the estate.



Predictors

Tenure structure of the estate was oper-
ationalised using two variables. First, we
constructed avariable on the proportion of
rental apartments of all apartments, using
the estate-level register data. In the Grid
Database, the category rental includes so-
cial and private rental housing and the so-
called right-of-occupancy tenures. Hence,
an additional proxy for social rental hous-
ingwas constructed using survey data; es-
tates were divided into three groups on the
basis of the share of social-rental-dwelling
respondents of all rental-dwellers, using
25 and 75 % as cut-offs.

In addition to these two estate-level
contextual indicators, we measure the ten-
ure type also at the respondent level. Own-
er-occupied and social rental apartments
are often located in separate buildings,
whereby this seemingly individual indica-
tor has also a contextual aspect to it. There
is a more micro-level emphasis in this in-
dicator, enabling a more nuanced analy-
sis of the spatial scale of the tenure basis.

Socio-economic disadvantage of the es-
tate was operationalised as a latent vari-
able, based on a factor analysis of educa-
tion, income and unemploymentin the es-
tate. The education level of the estate was
measured by the proportion of the tertiary
educated of the population aged 18 years
or more. Income level was operationalised
using the share of the earners with low in-
come of all income earners (gross individ-
ual income less than 14,000 EUR/year). In
addition to being a central measure of so-
cio-economic disadvantage, unemploy-
ment also constitutes an important local

population group, present in the neigh-
bourhood also during the standard work-
ing time, which is why we wanted to indi-
cate their proportion in relation to the en-
tire population size of the estate. A latent
variable approach was adopted because
these variables correlate strongly with
each other (the absolute values of corre-
lations range from 0.57 to 0.72).

The indicators of local social life were
obtained from a single factor analysis of
the individual-level survey responses on
items that were expected to measure social
interaction and normative regulation in
the neighbourhood. First, the items explic-
itly tapping social interaction in the neigh-
bourhood were: how often the respondent
talks with neighbours; makes visits in the
neighbourhoods; gives or receives help to/
from neighbours; co-operates with neigh-
bours in the matters of their house or en-
vironment; or meets neighbours in asso-
ciational activities (five-point scale from
never to daily).

Second, normative regulation was ap-
proached following Sampson et al. (1997),
who conceptualise collective efficacy in
terms of two sub-concepts, social cohe-
sion and informal social control. Social co-
hesion was measured by five items on the
level of normative consensus in the neigh-
bourhood: people are willing to help each
other in the neighbourhood; can be trust-
ed; and share the same values; this is a
close-knit neighbourhood; people don’t
get along with each other in the neigh-
bourhood (five-point scale Likert-type
scale from total agreement to total dis-
agreement). Also informal social control
followed closely the operationalisation of
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Sampson et al. (1997) with some modifi-
cations to make the measurement better
suit the focus and context of our study. The
items asked the respondent to estimate the
probability that the people in their neigh-
bourhood would intervene in the follow-
ing situations: youth skipping school and
hanging out in the neighbourhood; some-
one spray-painting graffiti or vandalising
a local building; youth behaving inappro-
priately towards an adult; a fight in front
of their house; drunken disturbance; and
disturbing noise at night in a local apart-
ment (five-point scale from very improb-
able to very probable).

The latent structure of the factor analy-
sis followed our expectations, as the three
concepts constituted clearly dimensions
of their own, with Alphas ranging between
0.78 and 0.88. Varimax rotation was used
in order to analytically disentangle the
three components from each other at the
level of individual perceptions. In the re-
gression models, we used the correspond-
ing contextual variables, which were con-
structed as weighted estate-level averages
of the individual factor scores.

Following the suggestion of Kearns and
Mason (2007), we incorporated also physi-
cal and locational aspects in our analyses.
Asthe estates are relatively similar in terms
of the built environment, we were able to
approach the physical aspectinaveryspe-
cific way, by examining the role that the
height of the buildings plays in terms of so-
cial order. By using housing register data,
we classified houses into three categories:
two to four; five to seven; and eight or more
storeys. Furthermore, we calculated the
average building height in the estate.

The locational perspective was oper-
ationally incorporated into the analyses
by two variables. The first of them indi-
cates the type of the wider urban structure
where the estate is located and includes
the classes of Helsinki metropolitan area,
bigger cities (Tampere and Turku), medi-
um-sized cities (80,000-200,000 inhabit-
ants) and others (Ristiméki et al., 2013).
The other one measures regional develop-
ment on the basis of the change in the pop-
ulation between 1990 and 2010. Using the
cut-off points of minus five and five per
cent, the regions were classified into grow-
ing, stable and shrinking.

Demographic composition of the estate
was operationalised using factor analysis
of three variables on household structure
and eight variables on the proportions of
different age groups. The information of
these eleven variables could be reduced
to two dimensions, which differentiate the
estates by the proportions of 1) families
with children, and 2) young adults and sin-
gle households.

Direct indicators of residential instabil-
ity were not available in the register data,
which is why we calculated a proxy using
survey data, indicating the share of resi-
dents having lived in the estate for less
than one year. There was no available in-
formation on the ethnic structure of the
grids, which was unfortunate due to its
theoretical significance.

Also population size (logarithm) was
controlled for.

Individual level control variables are
gender, age categories, education (basic,
secondary and tertiary), occupational sta-
tus, household type and nethousehold in-



come, and the time one has lived in the
current neighbourhood.

Methods

Linear random intercept models were es-
timated with a procedure mixed in Stata,
which enables the correct use of survey
weights at both levels. In order to examine
the role of estate-level social interaction
and normative regulation (RQ 2), we ran-
domised the respondents into two equal
subsets. We used one of the subsets to ag-
gregate the survey responses on social in-
teraction and normative regulation into
corresponding estate variables. Then we
merged these results with the other sub-
set, with which we estimated the regres-
sion models. This way, the information on
the local social life was extracted from dif-
ferent respondents than the information
on outcome, which solves the problem of
potential individual-level confounding
between the outcome and the assessment
of neighbourhood’s social properties.
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RESULTS

Descriptive findings

There is a substantial degree of variation
between estates in many respects includ-
ing the proportion of rental apartments,
share of social rental apartments, popula-
tion size as well as the survey measures of
local social life - especially perceived so-
cial disorder (Table 1).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

We examined next the bivariate relation-
ship between tenure structure and socio-
economic and social indicators. We di-
vided our housing estates into ten deciles
on the basis of proportion of rental apart-
ments (cf. Kearns and Mason, 2007). Table
2 describes them in socio-economic and
social terms.

Quite interestingly, the proportion of
social rental apartments out of all rent-

Perceived social disorder (factor score)

ESTATE VARIABLES (n=70)

Perceived social disorder (factor score. estate-mean *)

Rental / all apartments

Social rental / rental apartments

Socio-economic disadvantage (factor score)
Social interaction (factor score, estate-mean *)
Social cohesion (factor score, estate-mean *)
Informal social control (factor score, estate-mean *)
Average number of storeys

Urban structure: Helsinki region (%)

- Big cities (%)

- Medium cities (%)

- Other (%)

Regional development: Growing (%)

- Stable (%)

- Shrinking (%)

Age structure: families with children (factor score)
Age structure: young adults (factor score)
Residential instability

Population

0.00 1.00 -1.45
-0.04 0.50 -0.98 1.29
0.48 0.19 0.17 1.00
0.49 0.30 0.00 0.99
0.00 1.00 -2.90 2.06
-0.04 0.18 -0.48 0.39
-0.04 0.25 -1.12 0.44
0.02 0.17 -0.35 0.42
4.72 1.45 2.40 10.29
40.00
18.60
17.10
24.30
74.30
12.90
12.90 . .
0.01 1.00 -2.79 2.20
-0.07 0.80 -1.58 2.01
0.06 0.03 0.00 0.14
1,895.14  1,996.01 403.00  11,951.00

'
(*): estate means were aggregated using response-propensity adjusted sampling weights

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT



al apartments increases with the overall
share of rental apartments. In the most
owner-occupied decile, around one fifth
ofthe apartments are rental ones, of which
again one fifth are social rental. In the most
rental dominated decile, both proportions
are about 90 %. The share of low income
earners varies quite consistently with ten-
ure structure, ranging from 30 % to 43 %.
The same applies to unemployment, and
education, albeit the relationship is some-
what less clear in the latter case. From the
point of viewlocal social life, perceived so-
cial disorder, social cohesion and informal
social control are expectedly and strong-
ly associated to tenure structure. In con-
trast, social interaction is not linearly re-
lated to the tenure basis. The most mixed
estates seem to fare rather well in terms of

Table 2.
acteristics of estates.

I 21.9 20.8 30.3 124
Il 28.7 33.6 28.0 17.8
1] 35.2 32.5 33.5 16.5
v 40.3 32.1 34.4 14.9
v 43.8 42.2 39.8 9.6
VI 46.4 53.3 43.6 9.7
VI 50.3 62.3 36.2 12.7
VI 55.6 57.7 40.6 10.7
IX 65.7 mn.i 43.0 13.9
X 89.9 87.6 42.9 6.5
Total 47.8 49.4 37.2 12.5

interaction, which is noteworthy regard-
ing the debate on social mixing. Strikingly,
the most rental-dominated decile clearly
differs from the others in most of the in-
dicators.

As a conclusion of the descriptive exa-
mination and as a partial response to RQ1,
tenure structure is related quite logically
to socio-economic disadvantage and per-
ceived social disorder. The relationships
between these three factors are elabora-
ted next in more detail in a cross-sectio-
nal multivariate framework. The descripti-
ve analysis suggests that a continuous me-
asurement of the tenure structure should
do well for this purpose. Non-linearity and
the possible exceptionality of the 10" de-
cile will be assessed, respectively, testing
asquare term and a separate indicator va-
riable.

Association between the share of rental housing and socio-economic and social

ved social | interaction | cohesion | social

43 -0.47 -0.06 0.15 0.06
47 -0.28 -0.07 0.09 0.13
4.9 -0.31 0.00 0.07 0.06
6.0 -0.36 -0.07 0.10 0.07
8.2 -0.04 0.10 -0.02 0.14
8.4 0.00 0.02 -0.09 -0.05
6.3 0.06 -0.01 -0.05 0.04
1.0 0.15 -0.11 -0.12 0.01
8.0 0.16 -0.08 -0.18 -0.02
8.6 0.69 -0.13 -0.36 -0.20
6.7 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 0.02

Note: higher values indicate higher disorder, interaction etc. in the factor variables.

(*): estate mean of the factor score, aggregated using response-propensity adjusted sampling weights
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Regression models

Regression analysis was carried out in the
order of the research questions. First we
examined the relationship of tenure struc-
ture and perceived social disorder (PSD)
by controlling for potential confounders
and studying how socio-economic struc-
ture mediates the relationship (RQ 1),
which is followed by an analysis of the so-
cial mechanisms at play (RQ 2).

In an unadjusted model, the tenure
structure of the estate is a strong predic-
tor of PSD and explains around half of its
variation between estates (Table 3, Model
I). Tenure structure of the estate matters
in two ways. First, the more there is rent-
al housing in the first place, the higher is
the level of PSD. Moreover, a higher share
of social rental housing within the rent-
al sector predicts higher PSD: in the es-
tates with the highest share of social hous-
ing, thelevel of perceived social disorderis
0.68 units (i.e. standard deviations) high-
er compared to those dominated by own-
er-occupied housing. The square term of
the rental proportion and the separate in-
dicator variable for the tenth decile do not
have anyindependent power in this model
(notshown in tables). Hence, the relation-
ship between rental proportion and PSD is
modelled linearly.

Next we controlled for potential con-
founders at both levels (Model II), which
attenuates the estimates of social housing
variables. Nevertheless, the tenure struc-
ture remains a significant predictor of PSD
even after these relatively stringent adjust-
ments. In addition, private rental (B=0.15,
p <0.0005) and especially social rental ten-

ure (B=0.34, p < 0.0005) of the respondent
strongly predict PSD in modelIl, including
both of these individual-level tenure var-
iables. This means that tenure operates at
multiple spatial scales at the same time.
In sum, there is something in the tenure
structure that patterns the experiences of
PSD, independent of the other predictors
in Model II.

The next question concerns the role of
the socio-economic situation of the estate.
As we saw in the descriptive analysis, ten-
ure structure is quite logically related to
socio-economic indicators, which further
strengthens our expectation that disad-
vantage should be a strong mediator. As it
turned out, also the results support the hy-
pothesis, since the latent estate-level varia-
ble measuring socio-economic disadvan-
tage strongly predicts PSD and complete-
ly attenuates the coefficients of estate-level
tenure structure variables (Model III).

Taken together, these factors explain
almost ninety per cent of the unadjusted
between-estates variation in PSD: the es-
tate-level variance component of the null
modelis0.206, whichisreduced to 0.031 in
Model I1I. Before proceeding, let us have a
look at other contextual predictors of Mod-
el III. The population size of the estate and
its location within the urban structure of
the Helsinki region predict PSD. The phys-
ical environment does not differentiate
housing estates from the perspective of
social order, since neither the estate-level
mean of the building height nor the height
of the respondent’s building predicts PSD.
Neither does residential instability have
independent predictive power.



Reducing the theoretically unneces-
sary and empirically redundant contextu-
al predictors enhances the analytic power
at the estate level at which the degrees of
freedom are limited. Concerning the ur-
ban structure variable, the reference class
(Helsinki region) was brought in as an in-
dicator of its own and the other classes
were omitted in order to efficiently model
the most important distinction. The aver-
age building height, age structure factor
related to the proportion of young adults,
regional development dummies and the
variable on residential instability were
omitted one by one, on the basis of predic-
tive power. As a consequence, the share of
families with children turned out to be in-
dependently associated with PSD (B=0.08,
p=0.002). The more there are families of
this kind, the more residents perceive so-
cial disorder.

We studied next the interaction be-
tween respondent’s social rental tenure
and the estate-level disadvantage. In the-
ory, it could be the case that social hous-
ing buildings are relatively stable hotspots
of PSD, independent of the surrounding
neighbourhood. On the other hand, the

totalimpact of estate disadvantage and so-
cial rental tenure may be simply cumula-
tive - in other words, there would be noth-
ing special about social housing. We added
an interaction term in the reduced mod-
el to empirically examine this topic. The
result was strongly significant statistically
(p-value of the term 0.009) and it is best
interpreted through visualisation. As we
see in Figure 1, socio-economic disadvan-
tage of the entire estate does indeed mat-
ter also for those living in social housing.
In fact, it matters more than for others. This
may be partly due to the fact that the disad-
vantage of the social housing population
correlates positively with that of the larger
estate. In sum, the social housing environ-
ment seems to be a sensitive hot-spot of dis-
order, varying in intensity with the overall
disadvantage of the estate.

Summing up our findings to the first re-
search question, rental domination of the
estate coincides with local socio-econom-
ic disadvantage, which is translated into
residents’ experience as heightened levels
of social disorder. A more mixed tenure al-
leviateslocal disadvantage and, as aresult,
ameliorates local social order.
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Table 3. Random intercept models of perceived social disorder (RQ 1). Results of contextual
variables. Full data. (a)

Description Null / variance Tenure Tenure + Tenure + controls
components controls (a) + estate SES (a)
B s.e.(sig.) B s.e. (sig.) B s.e.(sig) B s.e. (sig.)

Rental / all apartments . . 077 0.34* 080  0.29** 0.18 0.29

Social rental / rental
apartments (ref: Low)

- Mid . . 0.34  0.08 **** 0.14 0.09 0.07 0.08
- High . . 0.68  0.15**** 0.26 0.11* 0.14 0.12
Population (log) . . . . 045  0.10****  0.33 0.08 ****

Age structure: families

with children (factor) 011 0.04% 0.06 0.03

Age structure: young

adults (factor) -0.01  0.05 0.03 0.04
Residential instability -1.77  0.88* -1.18 0.86
Qﬁg%e U 2 000 002 000 002
Urban structure (ref:

Helsinki region)

- Big cities . . . . 000 0.09 -0.36 0.17 ***
- Medium cities . . . . -0.15  0.10 -0.48 0.10 ****
- Other . . . . -0.11 0.1 -0.40 0.12 ***
Regional development

(ref: Shrinking)

- Stable . . . . 0.01 0.16 0.16 0.1

- Growing . . . . -0.06 0.14 0.15 0.12

Socio-economic

disadvantage 0.26 0.04 ****

Intercept -0.11  0.06 * -0.76  0.13**** -208 0.35****  -1.32 0.29 ****
n 7603 7603 7553 7553

Variance components:

estate 0.206 0.097 0.049 0.031

Variance components:
individual 0.766 0.766 0.719 0.719

|
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p < 0.0005

(a): the following respondent-level variables were controlled for in models 2 and 3: age, gender, education, in-
come, occupational status, time one has lived in the neighbourhood, household type, tenure and building height
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I Figure 1. Predicted values of perceived social disorder. Interaction between individual tenure
and estate disadvantage. 95% confidence intervals.

Perceived social disorder (prediction)

15

----- Social rental
— Other tenures

-3 -2 -1

0 1 2

Social disadvantage of estate

Next, what are the social mechanisms at
play in the association between disadvan-
tage and disorder? (RQ 2) As explained in
the methods section, in the following anal-
ysis we use split data.

The reduced model was further simpli-
fied by removing estate tenure from the
predictors, asitwas no longer theoretically
or empirically necessary at this stage. This
gave us our starting point (Table 4, Model
IV). We added first the estate-level social
interaction to Model IV, but it turned out
to be non-significant (p=0.646) and made
no changes to the estimates (not shown in
tables). Hence, it was excluded from the

model. Next, we introduced social cohe-
sion and informal social control (Model
V). It shows that both of these components of
collective efficacy strongly predict PSD and
substantially attenuate the coefficient of es-
tate-level disadvantage. In practice, in the
more disadvantaged estates there is less
normative consensus and lower expec-
tations of informal social control, which
leaves more room for disorder. However, it
should be observed that disadvantage re-
mains a strong predictor in the final mod-
el. Consequently, it operates also through
other pathways than those captured by our
measures of social mechanisms.

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT
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Table 4.
variables. Split data. (a)

Random intercept models of perceived social disorder (RQ 2). Results of contextual

Description Starting point Final

B s.e.(sig) B s.e. (sig.)
Population (log) 0.40 0.09 ****  0.40 0.07 ****
Age structure: families with 0.10 0.02 ****  0.08 0.02 **
children (factor)
Urban structure: Helsinki region 0.39 0.10 ****  0.24 0.09 **
Socio-economic disadvantage 0.27 0.04 **** 0,19 0.04 ****
Social cohesion -0.33 0.16*
Informal social control . . -0.34  0.11**
Intercept -1.74 0.27 **** 168  0.23 *¥***
n 3745 3745
Variance components: estate 0.041 0.032
Variance components: individual ~ 0.705 0.705

]
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p < 0.0005

(a): the following respondent-level variables were controlled for in all models: age,
gender, education, income, occupational status, time one has lived in the neigh-

bourhood, household type, tenure and building height

Adding social interaction to Model V
makes no changes to the results. Also
keeping the estate tenure structure in
the model leaves the results basically the
same. From the point of view of substantial
interpretations, including social cohesion
and informal social control separately on
top of Model IV gives same kind of results
as Model V.

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT

To sum up our results on the second rese-
arch question, we found that the measures
of collective efficacy, which theoretically
indicate normative regulation, conside-
rably mediate the association between es-
tate-level disadvantage and PSD. In cont-
rast, social interaction is not involved in
this association.



Using survey and register data on 70 post-
WWII housing estates, we examined the
relationship between tenure structure and
residents’ perceptions of social disorder.
We found that rental and especially social
rental domination of the estate exposes
residents to social disorder, because this
kind of tenure structure is associated with
contextual social disadvantage. In line
with social disorganisation theory, contex-
tual disadvantage was found to be related
to perceived social disorder. A partial ex-
planation of this is that disadvantage is as-
sociated with lower normative regulation.
The more disadvantaged estates are char-
acterised by lower normative consensus
and weaker informal social control, which
creates a suitable ground for social disor-
der; however, most of the disadvantage-
disorder association was not mediated by
these factors.

In a European comparison, Finnish cit-
ies can be considered rather safe and signs
of deprivation are not conspicuous. How-
ever, relative differences matter and they
are known to the relevant actors. Percep-
tions of disorder - and reputation of it - are
important in terms of residential prefer-
ences and moving behaviour. Combined
with the regional differences in economic
and demographic prospects, this implies
that the overall differentiation of post-
WWII estates is likely to increase. The ex-
tent of this differentiation is not yet easy
to predict, but the more general develop-

ment of social inequalities will have a cen-
tral role in this regard.

According to our findings, social inter-
action in the neighbourhood does not dif-
ferentiate housing estates in terms of so-
cial order, which is a finding that merits
discussion. These results contradict the
systemic variant of social disorganisation
model, emphasising the role oflocal social
ties, but they are in line with studies high-
lighting the role of normative consensus
and control expectations (Sampson and
Raudenbush, 1999). While the normative
aspect of neighbourhood life does not
seem to depend on social interaction, it
is strongly dependent on social disadvan-
tage of the neighbourhood. Social interac-
tion may possibly mediate different infor-
mation in different socio-economic con-
texts and contribute this way to normative
regulation in some contexts only. From
this point of view, it would be the content,
not the level of social interaction in itself
that matters (cf. Bellair & Browning, 2010).
At any rate, there is a plausible practical
implication to our finding: initiatives that
aim to strengthen neighbourhood interac-
tion may not necessarily result in positive
changes in regulation and order, even if
successful and otherwise beneficial.

Our results also contribute to the de-
bate on social mixing, and provide evi-
dence on mixed tenure in the context of
Nordic welfare states (cf. Sautkina et al.,
2012). Compared to the most rental domi-
nated estates, the level of perceived disor-
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der is lower in those estates where tenure
structure is more balanced. This is because
tenure structure has an expected relation-
ship with contextual social disadvantage.
From this point of view, a more mixed ten-
ure is a preferable option when new areas
are planned and possibly also when old-
er ones are being developed. However, a
remarkable difference with respect to the
tenure debate is thatin Finland mixing was
built in from the very beginning instead of
renovation afterwards. Tenure mixing may
have different implications depending on
when it is implemented.

It is well-known that causal infer-
ence cannot be optimally backed with
cross-sectional data alone. First, it is likely
that there is a complex web of back- and-
forth impacts between disorder, cohesion
and control. Theoretically, not only does
lower social control pave way for more dis-
order, butalso disorder mayimpactbackat
cohesion and also willingness to perform
acts of control. This may happen, for ex-
ample, through fear, reasoning of rewards
and dangers of such action and negative
earlier experiences (see Kleinhans and
Bolt, 2013). Moreover, there are potential-
ly important omitted variables. One of the
factors in social disorganisation theory,
ethnic heterogeneity, was not in the focus
of this study, because relevant data was
not available when this research was car-
ried out. It is possible that the coefficient
of Helsinki region to some extent reflects
this, since estates in this region are like-
ly to be more diverse in ethnic or cultural
terms. However, further research is need-
ed to investigate the impact and meaning
of this diversity on the perceptions of so-

cial disorder in the Finnish context, char-
acterised by a long history of cultural ho-
mogeneity and arelatively recentincrease
in non-European immigration. Also, the
quality of the built environment may be a
meaningful omitted variable, not available
in our data. Hence, our results should not
beread as exact causal effects. Another re-
striction of the study was that due to finan-
cial considerations the data were collected
only from the Finnish-speaking residents,
thus excluding the experiences of mostim-
migrants. Finally, the register data on grids
and survey data are from different years
(2009 and 2013, respectively), but this is
not likely to be a serious problem because
grid characteristics typically change quite
slowly in time.

We would like to conclude our study by
outlining possible paths for future stud-
ies. An important question concerns the
socio-economic trajectories of hous-
ing estates. Historical case descriptions
alongside with statistical analyses of larg-
er groups of housing estates could eluci-
date this matter in more detail and provide
resources for making future predictions.
Furthermore, our measures of normative
regulation only partly explained the as-
sociation of contextual disadvantage and
perception of social disorder: what are the
other mechanisms at play? Also the im-
plications of neighbourhood disorder in
the post-WWII estates of deindustrialising
Nordic welfare states deserve more atten-
tion.
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ARTIKKELIT

Turvattomuus ei jakaudu tasan

Mitki asuinalueen piirteet selittavit helsinkilidisten

kokemaa turvattomuutta?

TEEMU KEMPPAINEN & HENRIK LONNQVIST & MARTTI TUOMINEN

Turvattomuuden kokemuksiin omalla asuinalueella vaikuttavat muun muassa
sukupuoli, omat vakivaltakokemukset, asumismuoto ja itse asuinalue.

Johdanto

Kaupunkien suunnittelussa on kautta aikojen
pyritty tuottamaan jirjestyksen avulla turvalli-
suutta. Muurit ovat suojanneet ulkoisilta uhil-
ta, ja kaupunkitilan jirjestelyilld on pyritty edis-
tdmiin sisdisen jirjestyksen yllipitimistd. Uhka-
kuvat paikannetaan silti yleisesti urbaaniin ym-
piristoon, ja kaupungeissa koetaan enemmin
turvattomuutta kuin maaseutumaisessa ympiris-
t6ssi. (Karisto & Tuominen 1993; Koskela 2009.)
Ilmion tekee urbaanin yhteiskuntapolitiikan kan-
nalta tirkeiksi se, ettd turvallisuus, jota voidaan
hyvilld syylld pitdd yhteni inhimillisen hyvinvoin-
nin perustekijéistd, on jakautunut kaupunkitilassa
varsin epitasaisesti (Garofalo & Laub 1979; Cec-
cato 2012; Lindgren & Nilsen 2012).

Eris tapa lihestyd urbaania turvallisuutta on
vertailla eri asuinalueita rikostilastojen tarjoaman
informaation valossa. Tilld tavalla saadaan ki-
sitys poliisin tietoon tulleen rikollisuuden alu-
cellisesta jakautumisesta. Turvattomuuden tut-
kimuksessa on kuitenkin olennaista huomioida

Tekijét haluavat kiittda Pirjo Lindforsia (Helsingin kau-
pungin tietokeskus) karttakuvion laatimisesta. Kahden
anonyymin arvioijan kommentit auttoivat tekstin kehit-
tdmisessd suuresti. Artikkelin alustavista tuloksista on
kéyty keskusteluja Sosiologipéivien 2013 ja Regional Stu-
dies Associationin Euroopan konferenssin 2013 subjektii-
visen hyvinvoinnin tyéryhmissd, NSBB 2013 -konferens-
sissa sekd Véestd, terveys ja elinolot -tutkijakoulun semi-
naarissa: kiitokset keskustelijoille ja jarjestéjille. Kiitok-
set myos Linda Haapajérvelle (EHESS), Timo Kauppisel-

tilastondkdkulman ohella my®ds asian subjektii-
vinen eli koettu puoli. Turvattomuuden koke-
mus ei aina ole suoraviivaisessa suhteessa tilas-
toista laskettuihin todennikéisyyksiin eli riskei-
hin. Kriminologisessa kirjallisuudessa kiisteltiin
1980-luvulla pelkoparadoksista, jonka mukaan
rikoksen uhriksi joutuisivat todennikdisimmin
vihiten pelokkaat (Stanko 2000; ks. myds Holl-
way & Jefferson 1997). Toisaalta yleisempi epi-
varmuus voi kanavoitua huoleksi asuinalueen
turvallisuudesta (Garofalo & Laub 1979; Bau-
man 2001). Rikollisuuden pelko tai koettu tur-
vattomuus on niin ollen syyti ottaa vakavasti sel-
laisenaan. Hille Koskela muotoilee asian osuvas-
ti teoksessaan Pelkokierre (2009, 89):

Pelko ei asetu rationaalisen ja irrationaalisen vastak-
kainasetteluun. Pelko voi olla ymmiirrettivii monesta
eri nikokulmasta, ja se on kokijalleen ongelma riippu-
matta sen suhteesta laskennalliseen riskiin.

Sen lisiksi etti pelko ja turvattomuus ovat vahvo-
ja ja kokijalleen jo sellaisenaan todellisia tunteita,
niilld voi olla my&s hyvin konkreettisia seurauk-

le (THL), Matti Kortteiselle (HY), Laura Lyytikaiselle (HY),
Teemu Turuselle (HY), Mari Vaattovaaralle (HY) ja Mik-
ko Weckrothille (HY) tekstin eri versioiden tai niiden osi-
en lukemisesta ja kommentoinnista. Erityiskiitos Outi Sir-
niolle (HY) paitsi tekstin tarkasta luennasta ja hyodyllisis-
ta kehitysehdotuksista my6s KHB-tarkistuksen tekemises-
td. Suomen Akatemia on rahoittanut artikkelin tekemista
T. Kemppaisen tyépanoksen osalta (hanke: Uusi kaupun-
kikéyhyys ja ldhiéiden peruskorjaus 2011-2015).
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sia (Koskela 2009; ks. my6s Bakker 2007). Tur-
vattomuus heikentid eliminlaatua tuottamal-
la vilttimiskiytedytymisti. Rikollisuuden pelon
onkin todettu heikentivin toimintakykyi, koet-
tua hyvinvointia ja psyykkisti terveytti kaventa-
malla fyysistd ja sosiaalista eliminpiirid (Stafford
& al. 2007; Liska & al. 1988). On helppo ym-
mirtdd, ettd turvattomalta tuntuva asuinympi-
ristd ei muodosta otollista kontekstia naapurus-
ton parissa syntyville sosiaalisille suhteille (Skif-
ter Andersen 2003).

Turvattomuuden merkitys tutkimusaiheena
el perustu yksinomaan niihin yksilstason yh-
teyksiin. Yksildiden ja kotitalouksien toimin-
ta tuottaa myds laajemman mittakaavan seura-
uksia. Asuinalueen koetun rauhattomuuden on
havaittu lisddvin muuttohalukkuutta toisaal-
le (Kortteinen & al. 2005). Muuton mahdol-
listen kohdealueiden kartoituksessa alueen rau-
hallisuus ja turvallisuus ovat olennaisia tekijoitd,
misti kertovat esimerkiksi lukuisat nettikeskuste-
lut, joissa pohditaan lapsiperheille sopivia asuin-
alueita (esim. Meidin Perhe 2007; Vauva 2009;
KaksPlus 2012; ks. my&s Raijas & Sailio 2012).
Turvattomuutta kokevassa ja turvaa hakevassa
myohidismodernissa yhteiskunnassa asuinaluei-
siin tiukasti kiinnittyvit vaaran ja turvan mie-
likuvat voivat vaikuttaa asuntojen hintoihin ja
asuinalueiden arvostukseen (Koskela 2009; ks.
myds Bauman 2001). T4mi taas vaikuttaa sii-
hen, keilli on varaa millekin alueelle muuttaa.
Sosioeckonomisesti hyviosaiset kotitaloudet pys-
tyvit muita paremmin suunnistamaan alueille,
joita pitdvdt muiden haluttujen ominaisuuksien
lisiksi turvallisina. Turvattomuuden kokemusten
analyysi voi siten osaltaan valaista my®s alueel-
lisen eriytymiskehityksen prosesseja ja nikymii
(ks. esim. Kiiridinen 2002).

Tissi tutkimuksessa tarkastelemme Helsingin
turvallisuuskyselyn vuoden 2009 aineiston (Tuo-
minen 2010) ja peruspiiritasoisten tilastotieto-
jen avulla, mitkd asuinalueen piirteet ovat yhte-
ydessi koettuun turvattomuuteen. Asetelma on
muodostettu alan tutkimuskirjallisuuden ja ai-
neiston tarjoamien mahdollisuuksien perusteel-
la. Vakioimme keskeiseksi tiedettyji demografi-
sia, sosiockonomisia ja uhrikokemuksiin liitty-
vid yksilotason tekijditd, jotta padsemme kiisik-
si aluetason tekijdiden merkitykseen. Tutkimuk-
semme on tietddksemme ensimmiinen, jossa ote-
taan samanaikaisesti huomioon asumisen lihi-
ympiristdn ja asuinalueen sosioekonomisen ti-
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lanteen, urbaanisuusasteen, sosiaalista epijirjes-
tystd kuvaavien poliisitehtivien seki raideliiken-
teen aseman liheisyydessid asumisen osuus koe-
tun turvattomuuden muodostumisessa. Niin on
mahdollista syventii kisitysti siitd, mitkd asuin-
alueen tekijit ovat pidkaupunkiseudulla yhtey-
dessi koettuun turvattomuuteen.

Artikkelimme toinen luku luo katsauksen suo-
malaiseen turvattomuustutkimukseen erityisesti
Helsingin nikékulmasta. Kolmannessa luvussa
esittelemme asetelmamme kannalta keskeistd ai-
kaisempaa tutkimusta ja teoreettista kisitteistdi.
Sen jilkeen kuvaamme aineistoa ja kiyttimiim-
me menetelmii. Viides luku kisittdd varsinaisen
analyysin ja etenee kuvailevista tuloksista koh-
ti monimuuttuja-analyyseja, jotka mahdollista-
vat mainitun vakioinnin. Kuudes luku toimii yh-
teenvedon ja pohdinnan paikkana.

Helsinki turvattomuustutkimusten
kohteena

Suomalaisen pelko- tai turvattomuustutkimuk-
sen voidaan nykymuodossaan katsoa alkaneen
vuoden 1988 uhritutkimuksesta. Vuonna 1980
ensimmiisti kertaa toteutetun kansallisen uhri-
tutkimuksen toisella kierroksella vastaajilta ky-
syttiin rikollisuuden pelosta. Pelko-sanan kiyt-
t6 on sittemmin vihitellen korvautunut puheel-
la turvattomuuden kokemisesta. Pelko- tai tur-
vattomuuskokemusten merkitys varsinaisten ri-
kosuhrikokemusten ohella on vakiinnuttanut
paikkansa monissa muissakin kyselytutkimuk-
sissa. Esimerkiksi Kaupunkipalvelututkimuk-
seen on sisiltynyt kysymyskokonaisuus turvalli-
suuden kokemisesta vuodesta 1997 lihtien (Kes-
kinen 2009, 43). Poliisi on toteuttanut valtakun-
nallista turvallisuuskyselyi kolmen vuoden vilein
vuodesta 2003 lihtien. Myds rikoksentorjunta-
neuvosto ohjaa ja kannustaa suomalaisia kaupun-
keja omien kyselyiden tekemiseen.
Helsinkiliisten turvallisuutta on tutkittu vuo-
desta 2003 lihtien kolmen vuoden vilein yhteen-
s neljilld kyselylld. Tutkimusten kysymykset ovat
koskeneet seki helsinkildisten joutumista rikos-
ten uhriksi ettd koettua turvallisuutta. Kumpaa-
kin teemaa on tutkittu useasta nikokulmasta. Ri-
kosten kohteeksi joutumista on kysytty sekd omai-
suusrikoksista ettd vikivallasta. Kaupunkilaisten
koettua turvallisuutta on kartoitettu monissa eri-
laisissa tilanteissa: lilkkumista eri vuorokauden ai-
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koina erilaisissa ympiristdissi ja joukkoliikenne-
vilineissi. Ajallisen kehityksen nikokulmasta Hel-
singin turvallisuuskyselyjen tuottama piihavainto
on, ettd muutokset seki rikosten kohteeksi joutu-
misessa ettd turvattomuuskokemuksissa ovat ol-
leet 2000-luvulla vihiisid. Esimerkiksi vikivallan
tai uhkailun kohteeksi oli joutunut 16-17 pro-
senttia kaupunkilaisista eri tutkimusvuosina. Tur-
vattomuutta omalla asuinalueella iltaisin litkutta-
essa koki 21 prosenttia vastaajista vuonna 2003 ja
vastaavasti 18 prosenttia vuonna 2009.

Kansallisten uhrikyselyjen mukaan turvatto-
muuskokemukset yleistyivit 1990-luvun aikana
ja ovat sen jilkeen hieman vihentyneet (Sirén &
al. 2010, 27). Kaupunkipalvelututkimusaineisto-
jen nojalla turvattomuuden kokemukset yleistyi-
vit Helsingissi ja Espoossa vuosina 1997-2001.
Suurinta lisdys oli suurimman tydttdmyyden alu-
cilla ja erityisesti niiden alueiden parempiosais-
ten asukkaiden keskuudessa (Kiiridinen 2002).

Poliisin turvallisuuskyselyn mukaan Helsinki
sijoittuu kirkipddhin niin vikivallalla uhkailun,
vikivallan uhriksi joutumisen ja turvattomuu-
den kokemusten kuin rikollisuuden pelonkin
suhteen vertailtaessa Suomen muihin poliisilai-
toksiin (Suominen 2009). Omalla asuinalueella
koetun turvattomuuden osalta Helsingin sijoit-
tuminen muihin Suomen suuriin kaupunkeihin
nihden on hieman valoisampi: Vantaalla, Turus-
sa ja Oulussa koetaan jossakin miirin yleisem-
min turvattomuutta kuin Helsingissd, kun taas
Tampereella ja Espoossa vastaava osuus on hie-
man pienempi kuin Helsingissi (Kaupunkiver-
tailuaineisto). Kansallisen uhritutkimuksen tur-
vattomuuskokemusten taso — eli turvattomuut-
ta kokevien osuus — on hieman korkeampi kuin
Helsingin kyselyssi. Monien tutkimusten mu-
kaan (ks. esim. Heiskanen 2002, 198) kaupunki-
ympiristdssd koetaan kuitenkin yleisemmin tur-
vattomuutta kuin maaseudulla. Odotustenvas-
tainen ero selittyy luultavasti kysymysten ja vas-
tausvaihtoehtojen eroilla.

Koettu turvattomuus: aikaisempaa
tutkimusta ja keskeisia kasitteita

Turvattomuus ja sen positiivinen vastinpari, tur-
vallisuus, ovat kisitteini laajoja ja monitulkin-
taisia (esim. Niemeld 2000). Jotta aihetta oli-
si mahdollista lihestyd empiirisen tutkimuksen
keinoin, on kisitteellinen rajaus tarpeen. Tissd

artikkelissa viittaamme kisitteilld turvallisuus ja
turvattomuus urbaanin ympiristén ja rikollisuu-
den pelon kisitteelliseen kenttiiin Vania Cecca-
ton (2012) tapaan. Koettu turvattomuus ja ri-
kollisuuden pelko esiintyvit alan tutkimuskirjal-
lisuudessa toisilleen lihekkiisind kisitteinid (ks.
esim. Ferraro & LaGrange 1987; Austin & al.
2002). Koettua turvattomuutta voidaan pitii ri-
kollisuuden pelkoa yleisempini tai muodotto-
mampana kisitteend, mistd sitd on my®s kritisoi-
tu. Erityisesti on oltu kriittisid turvattomuuden
kokemuksen kontekstin puutteellisen miiritte-
lyn suhteen: “missd”, “milloin” ja "kenen kans-
sa” ovat tarkennuksia, joita ei ole tiedonkeruus-
sa aina kyllin tarkasti huomioitu. (Ferraro & La-
Grange 1987; Farrall & al. 1997.) Tissd tutki-
muksessa kdytimme miirittelyd, jossa nimi tar-
kennukset on otettu huomioon: koettu turvat-
tomuus viittaa artikkelissamme omaan asuinalu-
eeseen Helsingissd (missd?), perjantai- ja lauan-
tai-iltoihin (milloin?) ja yksin liikkumiseen (ke-
nen kanssa?).

Kuka pelkii, missi pelitiin?

Keskitymme tiissi tiiviissi kirjallisuuskatsaukses-
sa niihin koetun turvattomuuden tekijoihin, joi-
hin pystymme aineistomme perusteella tarttu-
vit mm. asuinympiristdn kasvillisuuden ja va-
laistuksen (Nasar & al. 1993; Lindgren & Nilsen
2012), naapuruston fyysisen rakenteen (Foster
& al. 2010), median (Smolej & Kivivuori 2006;
Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011) sekd pysyvi-
en yksilollisten persoonallisuustekijdiden osuus
(Blsbaum & Hunecke 2005) turvattomuuden
kokemuksessa.

Koettua turvattomuutta tai rikollisuuden pel-
koa selittivi tutkimuskirjallisuus voidaan jakaa
kahteen paaryhmiin. On yheiildd pyritty selvit-
timdin ketki pelkddvit, jolloin paihuomio on
ollut pelkoa tai turvattomuutta kokevien yksi-
I6iden tai ryhmien ominaisuuksissa. Haavoit-
tuvuus (esim. naiset, iikkiimmit) ja aikaisem-
mat uhrikokemukset ovat kirjallisuuden perus-
teella vakiintuneita koetun turvattomuuden se-
licedjid. Toisaalta sosiologismaantieteellisem-
pi tutkimusote on korostanut kontekstin mer-
kitystd (missd peldtiin?), miki on kiytinnds-
si ohjannut tarkasteluja paikallisen yhteison,
asuinympiristén ja naapuruston tasoille. (Hale
1996; Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011.) Seuraa-
vassa kisittelemme ensin asetelmamme kannalta
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keskeisid yksiltason tekijoitd, minkd jilkeen
keskitymme vastaaviin kontekstitekijéihin.

Haavoittuvuus, kanavoituminen ja uhrikoke-
mukset

Haavoittuvuus. Koetun turvattomuuden suku-
puolittuneisuus on aikaisemman tutkimuksen
johdonmukaisin havainto, mutta sen tulkinnasta
ei kuitenkaan ole yksimielisyytti. Selityksii nais-
ten yleisemmin raportoimaan turvattomuuden
kokemukseen on haettu useista eri tekijoisti, ku-
ten julkisessa tilassa tapahtuvien seksuaalirikos-
ten pelosta, yksityisessi tilassa koetusta vikival-
lasta, sukupuolten vilisesti fyysisesti kokoeros-
ta, sukupuolittain eriytyneesti riskien arvioin-
nin tavasta tai sukupuolittuneiden stereotypioi-
den vaikutuksesta maskuliinisuuden sosiaalisessa
konstruoinnissa (Hale 1996; Austin & al. 2002;
Bronlow 2005; Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011;
Ceccato 2012). Tin yhteydestd turvattomuusko-
kemukseen on kansainvilisessi tutkimuskirjalli-
suudessa saatu vaihtelevia tuloksia. Tikkddmpien
vastaajien on havaittu valtaosassa tutkimuksia ra-
portoivan nuorempia yleisemmin turvattomuu-
teen viittaavia kokemuksia (Hale 1996; ks. esim.
Box & al. 1988; Kiiridinen 2002; Smolej & Ki-
vivuori 2006; Foster & al. 2010), miki tukee
haavoittuvuushypoteesia. Joissakin tutkimuksis-
sa yhteys on kuitenkin ollut heikko tai jopa vas-
takkaisen suuntainen (esim. Brunton-Smith &
Sturgis 2011). Haavoittuvan tai epdvarman so-
sioekonomisen aseman (esimerkiksi matala tulo-
taso, kuuluminen etniseen vihemmist6on, heik-
ko koulutus ja epivakaa tydmarkkina-asema) on
todettu olevan yhteydessi turvattomuuden ko-
kemukseen (Hale 1996; Kiiridinen 2002; Smo-
lej & Kivivuori 2006; Foster & al. 2010; Brun-
ton-Smith & Sturgis 2011). Alan klassisessa kat-
sausartikkelissaan Chris Hale (1996) esittii, et-
ti kyse voi olla osaltaan aluevaikutuksesta: etniset
vihemmistdt, vihemmiin koulutetut ja matalatu-
loiset usein asuvat alueilla, joilla esiintyy enem-
miin sosiaalista epéjirjestysti ja rikollisuutta (ks.
myds Aaltonen & al. 2011). Kyse voi olla myds
erddnlaisesta kanavoitumisesta, jota kisittelemme
seuraavassa tarkemmin.

Kanavoituminen. Eris artikkelimme keskei-
nen teoreettinen ajatus on turvattomuuteen liit-
tyvd kanavoituminen. Tilld termilld viittaam-
me ajatukseen, jonka mukaan omalla asuinalu-
eella koettu turvattomuus saattaa kertoa samalla
jotakin my®ds yleisemmiistd epidvarmuudesta tai
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ahdingosta. Kyse on siitd, ettd asuinalueen tur-
vattomuuden kokemukseen — ja siitd kertovaan
haastattelu- ja kyselyvastaukseen — voi kanavoi-
tua myds muuta kuin ensi silmiykselld ndytedisi.
Timinsuuntaisia ajatuksia on esitetty lukuisissa
pelkoa ja turvattomuutta kisittelevissi teksteissd
ja erilaisilla abstraktiotasoilla empiirisestd tutki-
muksesta sosiologiseen aikalaisdiagnoosiin (Ga-
rofalo & Laub 1979; Hale 1996; Hollway & Jef-
ferson 1997; Bauman 2001; Smolej & Kivivuo-
ri 2006; Aalbers & Rancati 2008). Esimerkiksi
sosiologi Zygmunt Bauman on aikalaisdiagnoo-
seissaan esittinyt, ettd aikamme mydhiismoder-
nia yhteiskuntaa luonnehtii yleistynyt ja abstrakti
epdvarmuus, joka liittyy sosiaalisen turvaverkon
heikkenemiseen ja tulevaisuuden lisidntyneeseen
ennustamattomuuteen. Hinen mukaansa tillai-
nen yleinen epivarmuus kanavoidaan helpom-
min kisiteltividn ja konkreettiseen muotoon,
joista yksi esimerkki on huoli oman asuinalueen
turvactomuudesta. (Bauman 2001; ks. myos Aal-
bers & Rancati 2008). Empiirisemmiill tasolla
Mirka Smolej ja Janne Kivivuori (2006) tulkitse-
vat vastaavanlaisen ajatuskulun avulla tekemiin-
s havaintoa, jonka mukaan vastaajan tydttdmyys
on yhteydessi timin kokemaan rikollisuuden
pelkoon. Turvattomuuskokemusten lisiintymi-
nen laman aikana (Siren & al. 2010) tukee aja-
tusta yleisen epivarmuuden kanavoitumisesta
konkreettiseksi huoleksi.

Ubrikokemukset. Vaikka oma kokemus rikok-
sen uhriksi joutumisesta vaikuttaa arkijirjen ni-
kokulmasta ilmeiseltd koettua turvattomuutta li-
sddvildd, on empiirinen niyttd kuitenkin Chris
Halen (1996) mukaan epijohdonmukaista. Ian
Brunton-Smithin ja Patrick Sturgisin (2011) tuo-
reessa brittitutkimuksessa omakohtaisen uhriko-
kemuksen ja pelon yhteys on joka tapauksessa
odotetunsuuntainen, samoin kuin Smolej’n ja
Kivivuoren tutkimuksessa (2006), joka perustuu
suomalaiseen uhritutkimusaineistoon (ks. my®s
Foster & al. 2010). Omakohtaisen uhrikoke-
muksen lisiksi toissijaiset uhrikokemukset voi-
vat lisitd turvattomuutta: vikivallan nikeminen
tai omaan lihipiiriin kuuluvan joutuminen viki-
vallan uhriksi voivat vaikuttaa sithen kuinka ur-
baani tila koetaan. Joissakin aikaisemmissa tut-
kimuksissa on saatu tulos, jonka mukaan toissi-
jainen vikivaltakokemus on jopa omakohtaista
kokemusta voimakkaammin yhteydessi pelkoon

(ks. Hale 1996).
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Kontekstitekijit ja sosiaalinen disorganisaatio
Keskitymme tissi artikkelissa erityisesti asuin-
alueen — eli kiytinndssi peruspiirin — sosioeko-
nomisen rakenteen, urbaanisuusasteen, poliisin
hilytystehtivilld mitatun hiiridasteen ja raidelii-
kenteen aseman liheisyydessid asumisen merki-
tykseen koetun turvattomuuden riskitekijoini.
Seuraavassa asemoimme nimi tekijit teoreetti-
sesti ja aikaisempaan tutkimukseen nihden.
Sosiaalisen disorganisaation kisite on ollut kes-
keinen kontekstitason prosesseista kiinnostuneessa
turvattomuustutkimuksessa, jota myds oma tut-
kimuksemme edustaa. Sosiaalinen disorganisaatio
on klassinen, chicagolaisesta kaupunkitutkimuk-
ton tai asuinalueen erityiseen sosiaalisen jirjestyk-
sen muotoon. On esitetty, ettd alueen matala so-
siockonominen asema, asukaspohjan nopea vaih-
tuvuus ja etninen heterogeenisyys johtavat sosi-
aaliseksi disorganisaatioksi kutsuttuun paikallisen
yhteiselimin muotoon. Siti luonnehtii sosiaalisen
kontrollin heikkous ja kiyttiytymisnormeja kos-
keva vajavainen yhteisymmirrys, miti voidaan ku-
vata myds yhteisdtasoisen (mes0), yhdistivin (bon-
ding) sosiaalisen padoman puutteeksi. Niin sosi-
aalinen disorganisaatio voi ruokkia turvattomuut-
ta luomalla otollisen sosiaalisen ympiriston rikol-
liselle toiminnalle tai hiiritseville kiyttiytymisel-
le. Tillaisen suoran uhan lisiksi my&s kontrollin
puutteesta kertovat merkit voivat sellaisenaankin
tuottaa turvattomuutta. Tillaisena merkkini voi
toimia epjirjestyksen (vandalismin jiljet, graffi-
tit, roskaisuus) lisiksi my®s itse alueen sosiocko-
nominen rakenne viestiessdin sosiaalisen kontrol-
lin mekanismien heikkoudesta, paikallisen yhtei-
s6n hauraasta toimijuudesta tai hallintakeinojen
tehottomuudesta. (Jacobs 1961; Coleman 1988;
Hale 1996; Halpern 2005; Brunton-Smith & St-
urgis 2011; Downes & al. 2011; Lilly & al. 2011.)
Helsingissi ja Espoossa koettua turvattomuut-
ta kisitelleessi tutkimuksessaan Juha Kiiridinen
(2002) havaitsi postinumeroalueen tydttdmyy-
den olevan positiivisesti yhteydessi koettuun tur-
vattomuuteen. Kéiridinen toteaa tiivistden, et-
td turvattomuus niytedd kasaantuvan niille alu-
eille, joille muukin huono-osaisuus keskittyy, ja
esittdd alueen tydttdmyyden ja koetun turvat-
tomuuden yhteydelle tulkinnan, joka tukeutuu
vahvasti edelli esiteltyyn sosiaalisen disorganisaa-
tion ajatukseen: tydttomyyden ja muiden sosiaa-
listen ongelmien vaivaamilla alueilla asuvat jou-
tuvat kohtaamaan pelkoa herittivii tai uhkaavia

tilanteita, kuten esimerkiksi juopuneiden aiheut-
tamia hiirivitd yleisilld paikoilla tai naapurustos-
ta kuuluvia riitoja. Lisiksi Kdiridinen viittaa tul-
kinnassaan asuinympiriston fyysisiin piirteisiin,
jotka saattavat toimia vaaran merkkeini (esim.
huonosti hoidettu, episiisti, liian tiivis ja korkeak-
si rakennettu ympiristd). Kiiridisen tutkimuksen
mukaan asuinalueen sosiockonomisella luonteel-
la niytei siis olevan merkitystd koetun turvatto-
muuden kannalta. Samansuuntaista niyttod saa-
daan jo mainitusta britticutkimuksesta, jonka mu-
kaan alueen sosiockonominen huono-osaisuus, ri-
kostaso ja sosiaalisesta epijirjestyksesti kertova vi-
suaalinen merkisté ovat yhteydessi rikollisuuden
pelkoon. (Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011). Sosi-
aalisen disorganisaation tematiikkaa lihestymme
omassa tutkimuksessamme selvittimailld, missi
miirin alueen sosiockonominen huono-osaisuus,
urbaanisuusaste ja poliisin hilytystehtivilld mitat-
tu hiiridtaso ovat yhteydessi alueella asuvien ko-
kemaan turvattomuuteen.

Raideliikenteen asemien liheisyydessd asumi-
nen voi sekin omalta osaltaan tuottaa koettua
turvattomuutta, osin juuri sosiaalisen kontrollin
ongelmien sekid fyysisen ja sosiaalisen epijirjes-
tyksen vilitykselld. Pienemmiitkin asemat saat-
tavat muodostaa jonkinasteisia turvattomuuden
keskittymii Helsingin padrautaticaseman tapaan
kerddmalld hiirikoiviksi tai ainakin ei-toivotuik-
si koettuja porukoita (vrt. Kopomaa 1997; Kii-
ridzinen 2002). Mahdollisuus sosiaalisen kitkan
(Wirth 1938) syntymiseen on suurempi kuin
avoimessa katutilassa. Toisaalta jos jotain sattuu,
yleensid monet ihmiset nikevit sen, jolloin viki-
vallan nikeminen erddlli tapaa monistuu. Ase-
manseudut voivat olla turvattomia my®s toisel-
la tapaa, silld niiden sosiaalinen tiheys vaihtelee
ajassa: joinakin vuorokaudenaikoina asemat ovat
kdytinnossd tyhjilldin, jolloin paikan reaaliaikai-
nen sosiaalinen kontrolli on olematon, miki on
omiaan ruokkimaan turvattomuutta.

Aineisto, menetelmat ja muuttujat

Aineisto

Tissd tutkimuksessa kiytimme Helsingin tur-
vallisuuskyselyn aineistoa vuodelta 2009, koska
vuoden 2012 aineisto ei ollut titi artikkelia laa-
dittaessa vield kiytettivissi. Otokseen poimit-
tin Helsingin jokaisesta peruspiiristd satunnai-
sesti 162 vastaajaa 15—74-vuotiaista asukkaista.
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Heille postitettiin kyselylomake, muistutuskort-
ti ja kuukauden kuluttua lomakkeen lihettimi-
sestd karhulomake. Vastausprosentit vaihtelevat
peruspiireittdin vililli 5577 prosenttia. Otan-
tasuhteet on korjattu jilkiositukseen perustuval-
la painotuksella. Brutto-otoksen koko oli 5 508
ja hyviksyttyjd vastauksia palautui 3 592, jol-
loin vastausprosentiksi muodostui 65. Helsingis-
si on tilld hetkelli 34 peruspiirid, mutta vuoden
2009 alussa Helsinkiin liitetty Ostersundom ero-
aa kuitenkin maaseutumaisuutensa vuoksi muus-
ta kaupunkirakenteesta siind miirin, ettd pii-
timme jittdd sen pois analyyseista. Mallinnuk-
sessa kiytetyn aineiston koko on 3 481 vastaus-
ta 33 peruspiiristi.

Asetelmaperusteinen logistinen regressio ja ris-
kisuhteet

Kidytimme piiasiallisena analyysimenetelmini
logistista regressioanalyysia. Sen avulla arvioi-
daan, missid midrin erilaiset selictdvit tekijit li-
sdidvit selitettdvin ilmidn todennikdisyyted eli
tidssd tapauksessa turvattomuuden kokemuksen
todenniksisyyttd. Teimme analyysit SAS 9.2.
-ohjelmiston  surveylogistic-proseduurilla.
Tavanomaisesta logistisesta regressiomallista
kiyttimimme menetelmid eroaa siten, ettd
otannan ositusrakenne ja havaintojen painotus
on otettu huomioon, miki parantaa estimoinnin
tehoa ja laatua. Aluetasolla kysymyksessi on ko-
konaisaineisto niin itse otannan kuin tilastolli-
sen padttelynkin mielessi (vrt. aito ryvisotanta),
minki vuoksi padtimme olla kiyttimittd nyky-
44n varsin suosituksi muodostunutta monitaso-
analyysia. Niin saimme lisiksi pidettyd estimoin-
nin tehokkaampana.

Muuttujat

Selitettdvind muuttujana kiytimme omalla asuin-
alueella iltaisin koettua turvattomuutta. Kysymys
oli muotoiltu seuraavasti: "Kuinka turvalliseksi
tunnette olonne seuraavassa tilanteessa: Kivelles-
sinne yksin my&hiin perjantai- ja lauantai-iltoina
asuinalueellanne?”! (vrt. Hale 1996; Farrall & al.
1997). Turvattomuutta kokeviksi luokiteltiin vas-
taajat, jotka olivat valinneet vaihtochdon "Melko
turvattomaksi”, “Turvattomaksi” tai “En uskalla
kiydi ulkona”. Piidyimme yhden muuttujan va-

1 Vastausvaihtoehdot: “Turvalliseksi”, "Melko turvalli-
seksi”, “Melko turvattomaksi”, “Turvattomaksi”, "En us-
kalla kdyda ulkona”, “En liiku ulkona iltaisin” ja “En osaa
sanoa”.
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raan rakennetun vasteen kiyttoon, koska aineksia
sopivan summamuuttujan muodostamiseen ei lo-
makkeella ollut. Tistid seuraa, ettd mittarin reliabi-
Kysymyksen tavoitteena on mitata turvatto-
muuden sosiaalista ulottuvuutta eli muiden ihmis-
ten mahdollisesti aiheuttamaa turvattomuuskoke-
musta. Sen toimivuutta tai validiteettia voidaan
arvioida triangulaation hengessi kyselyn avovas-
tausten avulla. Turvaccomuuskokemuksen luon-
netta on tarkennettu kysymilld, onko asuinalu-
eella turvattomuutta herittivid paikkoja ja miki
niistd tekee turvattomia. Nimi kysymykset olivat
ns. avokysymyksid, joihin vastattiin omin sanoin.
Niiden vastausten tarkastelu osoittaa, etti turvat-
tomuuskysymys mittaa varsin hyvin juuri koettua
sosiaalista turvattomuutta. Maininnat nuorisos-
ta, humalaisista, huumeiden kiyteijistd ja muista
uhkaaviksi koetuista ihmisryhmisti tai kiytiyty-
mismuodoista kattavat 89 prosenttia vastauksista.
Kuudessa prosentissa vastauksista mainitaan alu-
een pimeys tai huono valaistus. Niistikin puolet
on sellaisia, ettid vastauksen muista ilmaisuista voi-
daan piitelld pimein herittivin turvattomuutta
siksi, ettd joku tai jotkut voivat sielld vaania tai yl-
ltead vastaajan. Neljd prosenttia vastauksista koski
selvisti litkenteen (kaahailu, punaisia pdin ajami-
nen, mopoilu) aiheuttamaa turvattomuutta.
Yksil6tason selittdvit muuttujat kuvaavat kir-
jallisuuskatsauksessa esitetyn mukaisesti vastaa-
jan ikdd, sukupuolta, koulutustasoa, tyomarkki-
na-asemaa, uhrikokemuksia ja asumismuotoa.
Nimi muuttujat saatiin tutkimuksen pohjana
olevasta kyselyaineistosta. Tkii ja sukupuolta ku-
vaavat muuttujat yhdistettiin logistiseen regres-
siomalliin interaktiomuuttujiksi. Vertailuryhmi-
nd on 15-24-vuotiaiden miesten ryhmi. Timi
on mielestimme havainnollisin tapa jittdd mal-
liin tilaa iin mahdolliselle sukupuolittain eri-
laiselle roolille turvattomuuden kokemuksessa.
Koulutustaso ja tydmarkkina-asema esiintyvit
itsendisind muuttujina. Koulutustason suhteen
vertailuryhmind ovat vain peruskoulun suorit-
taneet, ja tyomarkkina-aseman suhteen vertailu-
ryhmini ovat muut kuin tydtedmit. Uhrikoke-
muksien osalta tiedossamme on omakohtainen
vikivalta- tai uhkailukokemus edeltivin vuoden
ajalta ja omalla alueella vuoden sisiin nihty viki-
valtakokemus. Asumismuotoa kuvaavat muuttu-
jat on muodostettu kahden eri perusmuuttujan,
talotyypin ja hallintamuodon, pohjalta. Vertai-
luryhmiind ovat kerrostalossa (omassa) omistus-
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asunnossa asuvat. Asumismuodon voidaan aja-
tella osaltaan kertovan sosioekonomisen aseman
haavoittuvuudesta, silld se heijastaa jossakin mii-
rin varallisuustasoa. Toisaalta asumismuoto ker-
too lisiksi asumisen lihitason kontekstista.
Aluetason selittdvit muuttujat on muodostet-
tu peruspiireji kuvaavista tilastotiedoista (Helsin-
koskevien aineistojen pohjalta. Alueen sosiocko-
nomista rakennetta kuvaava muuttuja ja alueen
urbaanisuutta kuvaava muuttuja on muodostet-
tu piikomponenttianalyysilla, jossa on kiytetty
Varimax-rotaatiota (vrt. Brunton-Smith & Stur-
gis 2011). Pidikomponenttianalyysiin sisillytet-
tiin 25 muuttujaa, jotka sisiltivit alueiden sosioe-
konomisia ominaisuuksia, joitakin viestén perus-
tietoja ja alueen rakentamistapaa kuvaavia tieto-
ja. Paikomponenttianalyysin tarkoituksena on
divistid muuttujajoukon sisiltdimi keskeinen in-
formaatio muutamaan uuteen muuttujaan. Viit-
taamme jatkossa piikomponentteihin lyhyem-
milld termilld “faktori”. (Ks. esim. Tabachnick &
Fidell 2013, 614.) Kokeilimme aluksi ratkaisuja,
joissa faktorien middri vaihteli kahdesta viiteen.
Faktorimiirin kasvaessa yli kahden latautui lop-
pupiin faktoreille tilastollisesti merkitsevisti vain
yhdestd kolmeen perusmuuttujaa. Lisiksi nimi
ulottuvuudet muodostuivat vaikeasti tulkittavik-
si, toisin kuin kaksi ensimmiisti faktoria. Kahden
faktorin ratkaisussa (taulukko 1) selvisti voimak-
kain faktori (huono-osaisuus) muodostui alueen
sosioekonomista huono-osaisuutta tai haavoittu-
vuutta mittaavista muuttyjista (kuten toimeentu-
lotukea saavien osuus, tydttdmyysaste, vihidinen
koulutus ja suuri muunkielisten osuus). “Urbaa-
ni” on faktorina heikompi ja kuvaa alueen suur-
ta muuttovilkkautta, nuorta viestdpohjaa ja tihe-
44 kaupunkirakennetta. Alueet luokiteltiin kum-
mankin faktorin suhteen kvartiileittain kolmeen
luokkaan (matala, keskitaso, korkea). Vertailuryh-
mini ovat matalimman tason alueet.
Piddyimme yksittdisten kirkimuuttujien sijas-
ta kiyttdimidn mallinnuksessa paikomponentti-
analyysin tuottamia muuttujia, koska erikseen
kiytettyind useat kidrkimuuttujat tuottavat kar-
keasti ottaen samanlaisia tuloksia. T4lloin ongel-
maksi nousee, kuinka erottaa oikea tai paras selit-
tivd muuttuja. Toisaalta yhdessi kiytettyni usei-
den kirkimuuttujien vililld vallitsee vahva korre-
laatio, missi tapauksessa vastaan tulee multikol-
lineaarisuuden ongelma. Koska emme pysty teo-
reettisin perustein tai aikaisemman tutkimuksen

Taulukko 1. Peruspiirin ominaisuuksien péaa-
komponenttianalyysi (lataukset * 100).

Huono- Urbaa-

Muuttuja osaisuus nisuus
Toimeentulotuen asiakkaita 97 3
vaestosta (%)

Lukiota kayvien osuus 96 19
16-18-vuotiaista (%)

Korkeakoulututkinto 96 9
25-64-vuotiaista (%)

Enintdan perusasteen

koulutus (%) 93 -32
Tyottomyysaste (%) 91 12
Aravavuokra-asuntojen osuus % 4
asuntokannasta (%)

Vieraskielisten osuus 87 4

vaestosta (%)

Tyollisyysaste (%) -86 27

Tulot (euroa) yli 15-vuotiasta

asukasta kohden -86 -24
Nuorisoty6ttomyys (%) 83 -39
Tulot (euroa) asuntokuntaa 79 49
kohden

Lastensuojelun asiakkaita per 80 24
1000 10-17-vuotiaat

Asumisvaljyys: m2 asukasta 68 40
kohden

Muutto alueelta 1000 4 93
asukasta kohden

Muutto alueelle 1000

asukasta kohden 12 87
19-24-vuotiaiden osuus (%) 20 85
vaestosta

Asuntokuntien keskikoko, 4 -85
henkea

Toimitila-alueiden osuus (%) 30 82
maa-alasta

Rakennettu kerrosala

hehtaaria kohden 32 79
Pientaloasuntojen osuus (%) 22 78
asuntokannasta

Asuinkerrosnelidmetrien

osuus (%) rakennuskannan 11 -74
pinta-alasta

Asuinrakentamisen osuus (%) 8 55
maa-alasta

Liikennealueiden osuus (%) 28 59
maa-alasta

Yli 65-vuotiaiden osuus (%) 0 23
vaestosta

Viheralueiden osuus (%) 1 20
maa-alasta

nojalla yksiselitteisesti poimimaan yksiceiistd tai
yksitedisid kirkimuuttujia, on paikomponentti-
tyyppinen ratkaisu turvallinen ja rehellinen. Sen
avulla pystymme sisillyttimdin malliin useiden
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muuttujien tarjoaman informaation ilman, etti
luomme multikollineaarisuusongelmaa (ks. esim.
Brunton-Smith & Sturgis 2011).

”Hiirig”-niminen muuttuja kuvaa poliisin
hilytystehtivien alueellista jakautumista perus-
piireittdin. Muuttuja on muodostettu vuosien
2010 ja 2011 tietojen perusteella niistd poliisin
hilytystehtivisti, joiden koodeina oli paihtynyt
henkils, hiiriskiyttiytyminen tai ilkivalta. T4-
min muuttujan ajattelimme kuvaavan verrat-
tain objektiivisella tavalla alueen rauhattomuus-
tasoa. Kokeilimme myds vikivaltarikosten alu-
eellista jakautumista, mutta sille ei jidnyt mal-
lissa itseniistd selitysvoimaa. Hilytystehtivid on
kaupungissa moninkertainen miiri vikivaltari-
koksiin verrattuna ja nidin ollen ne muodostavat
tiheimmiin alueellisen peiton. Muuttuja jaettiin
kvartiilien perusteella kolmeen tasoon (matala,
keskitaso, korkea). Vertailuryhmini ovat mata-
limman tason alueet.

”Asema’-niminen muuttuja on kaksiluokkai-
nen muuttyja, joka kuvaa vastaajan asunnon si-
jaitsemista raideliikenteen aseman (metro, rau-
tatie) viliccomissi liheisyydessi sijaitsevalla pie-
nalueella.

Analyysit

Kuvailevia tuloksia

Kyselyaineiston vastaajien taustatietojen perus-
teella voidaan hakea vastauksia kysymykseen,
kenen ongelma turvattomuus on. Esittelemme
aluksi yksinkertaisten ristiintaulukointien tuotta-
mia tuloksia, jotka valaisevat alustavasti titd ky-
symysti. Helsingin turvallisuuskyselyissi yksils-
tason selittdvit tekijit ovat osoittautuneet osit-
tain samoiksi kuin kansainvilisessi tutkimukses-
sa. Ehdottomasti tirkein selittdjid on idn ja su-
kupuolen yhdistelmi. Turvattomuus on erityi-
sesti nuorten naisten ongelma: 15-24-vuotiais-
ta naisvastaajista 30 prosenttia raportoi kokevan-
sa omalla asuinalueellaan viikonloppuiltana liik-
kumisen vihintiin melko turvattomaksi. Kaikis-
ta vastaajista osuus on 18 prosenttia ja saman-
ikiisistd michistd 9 prosenttia. Sukupuoli sinil-
lddn ilman ikijaotteluakin on keskeinen selitti-
ji — miehet eivit kyselyissd juuri mydnni koke-
vansa turvattomuutta (vrt. Hale 1996; Bronlow
2005). Iki ei aineistossamme yksindin toimi se-
littdvini tekijind. Kysymyksen vastausvaihtoeh-
tona oli myds “En litku ulkona iltaisin”, jonka
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valitsi eldkeikiisistd joka kymmenes mies ja jo-
ka kolmas nainen. Ilman titi vastausvaihtoehtoa
vanhempien vastaajien turvattomuuskokemukset
ndyttiisivit kisityksemme mukaan yleisemmilti.

Aineistossamme ei ole yksils- tai kotitalousta-
soisia muuttujia tuloista tai varallisuudesta, jo-
ten yhteyttd ei piisty tarkastelemaan suoraan.
Asumisen hallintaperusteen kautta asiaa voitiin
kuitenkin lihestyd epdsuorasti, jolloin tulos oli
odotetun suuntainen: sosiaalisessa vuokra-asun-
tokannassa asuvat kokevat muita yleisemmin
turvattomuutta. Koulutuksellakin on lievi, en-
nakoidun suuntainen yhteys, silli korkeimmin
koulutetut kokevat vihemmin turvattomuutta.
Vikivallan kohteeksi joutuminen ja vikivallan
pelkki nikeminen lisddvic omalla asuinalueella
koettua turvattomuutta.

Kisittelimme hiljattain julkaistussa artikkelis-
samme (Tuominen & al. 2013) Helsingissi ko-
ettua turvattomuutta yleistajuisesti ja ristiintau-
lukoinnin avulla. Nyt Kisilld olevassa artikkelis-
samme tarkastelemme aihetta tavalla, joka mah-
dollistaa eri tekijoiden samanaikaisen huomioon
ottamisen. T4lld tavalla pyrimme vilttimiin on-
gelmaa, joka liittyy kahden muuttujan yhteyksi-
en yksinkertaisiin analyyseihin: muuttujien vili-
sen yhteyden taustalla voi olla jokin kolmas tekiji
tai useampia tekijoitd. Otetaan esimerkiksi kor-
kean koulutuksen ja vihiisen turvattomuuden
yhteys. Jos korkeammin koulutetut asuvat pii-
sddntdisesti eri alueilla kuin vihemmin koulute-
tut, voi alkuperidinen yhteys kertoa enemminkin
erilaisilla alueilla asumisesta kuin koulutuksesta
sindnsi. Regressiomallien avulla voimme samal-
la kertaa huomioida eri tekijoitd, jolloin timin-
kaltaiset nienniiset yhteydet saadaan paremmin
hallintaan.

Alue-eroista

Turvattomuuden kokemista voidaan pitkilti se-
licedd yksilotason tekijoilli. Koetun turvattomuu-
den esiintymisessi on kuitenkin myds sellaista
vaihtelua, jota vastaajien ominaisuudet eivit se-
litd. Turvattomuuden yleisyys vaihteleekin voi-
makkaasti alueittain: Helsingin 33 peruspiiris-
td kahdessa korkeimman turvallisuustason pe-
ruspiirissi turvattomuutta kokevien osuus on al-
le viisi prosenttia ja heikoimman turvallisuuden
peruspiireissi vastaavasti yli 25 prosenttia. Tur-
vattomuuskokemuksien jisentimi kaupungin
alueellinen rakenne niyttidd olevan hyvin pysyvi.
Tutkimuskerrasta toiseen piiosin samat asuin-
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1 4

. J PP

Vetosuhteet

M 6,83-10,67 (8)
M 4,85-6,82 (8)
[ 3,12-484 (9)
(] 1,00-3,11 (8)

Kuvio 1. Turvattomuuden kokemuksen vetosuhteet, vertailuluokkana Lauttasaari.

alueet koetaan turvallisimmiksi, ja my®s turvat-
tomimmiksi koetut alueet pysyvit pidosin sa-
moina. Alueellinen tarkastelu osoittaa kaupun-
kirakenteessa ongelma-alueita ja avaa samalla tar-
kastelun toiseen suuntaan. Kun alueiden vilil-
I on merkittivid ja pysyvid eroja koetussa tur-
vallisuudessa, on paikallaan selvittdd, miki nii-
td aiheuttaa. Tdmin tutkimuksen keskeinen ta-
voite onkin etsid sellaisia asuinalueiden ominai-
suuksia, jotka auttaisivat ymmirtimain alueellis-
ten erojen syitd.

Yksi mahdollinen syy alueellisiin eroihin voisi
periaatteessa olla viestdn valikoituminen. Jos yk-
silsllisten ominaisuuksien johdosta keskimariis-
td enemmin turvattomuutta kokevat olisivat kes-
kittyneet tietyille alueille, johtuisi alueellisina eroi-
na nikyvi erilaistuminen viestdn valikoitumises-
ta. Jos niin olisi, ei olisi tarpeen etsid syitd alueel-
lisiin eroihin alueiden ominaisuuksista. Siksi en-
nen varsinaista mallinnusta tehtiin yksinkertai-
sempi malli, jossa vakioitiin keskeiset vastaajien
ominaisuudet: iki- ja sukupuolijakojen kombi-
naatiot, koulutus, tydmarkkina-asema ja asumis-

muoto. Sen jilkeen kaikki 33 peruspiirid sovitet-
tiin malliin niin sanottuina dummy-muuttujina.
Ideana on katsoa, kuinka suurta vaihtelua aluei-
muuttujien vaikutukset on otettu huomioon.
Obheisessa kartassa on peruspiirit jaoteltu mai-
nitulla tavalla vakioidun turvattomuuden veto-
suhteen (Odds Ratio) mukaan. Pienet erot jidvit
luottamusvilien sisdin, mutta sama alueellinen
rakenne toistuu kuin perusraportoinnin suorissa
jakaumissa. Esimerkiksi Kalliossa turvattomuu-
den kokemisen veto (Odds) on 10,7-kertainen
Lauttasaareen (vertailuluokka, kartan vasemmas-
sa alakulmassa sijaitseva suuri saari) verrattuna.

Monimuuttuja-analyysit

Mallinnamme seuraavassa koettua turvattomuut-
ta neljin logistisen regressiomallin avulla (tauluk-
ko 2). Ensimmiisessi mallissa selittdjini on jouk-
ko yksildtason taustamuuttujia, toisessa mallissa
joukko aluetason muuttujia, kolmannessa mal-
lissa nimi yhdistetddn ja neljinnessi lisitiin
vield yksildtason vikivallan kokemuksista kerto-
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vat muuttujat. Muuttujat valittiin aikaisemman
tutkimuksen ja niiden saatavuuden perusteella.
Ajatus on, ettd katsotaan aluksi seki yksilo- et-
td aluetason muuttujien tulokset erikseen, jot-
ta voidaan paremmin tulkita mallia, jossa nimi
yhdistetdin. Lopuksi lisittivit kokemusmuuttu-
jat auttavat tulkitsemaan turvattomuuden koke-
muksen mekanismeja.

Iin ja sukupuolen yhdistivd muuttuja on veto-
suhteiden (Odds Ratio) nojalla arvioiden selicti-
vistdi muuttujista vahvin. Regressiomalleista kiy
ilmi sama kuin edelld ristiintaulukoinnista: tur-
vattomuutta kokevat erityisesti nuorimmat nais-
vastaajat. Naisten kokema turvattomuus on kai-
kissa ikdryhmissi paitsi viiteryhmii, myos mies-
puolisia ikdtovereita korkeammalla tasolla. Nais-
ten riski turvattomuuden kokemukseen niyttidisi
vihenevin iin mydti, mutta kertoimien luotta-
musvilit ovat niin leveit, ettd tulkinnassa on ol-
tava maltillinen. Miesten eri ikiryhmien viliset
erot eivit ole merkitsevid, eli iki ei ole michilld
yhteydessi koettuun turvattomuuteen.

Kun malleihin lisitddn uusia muuttyjia, kiy
usein niin, ettd aiempien muuttyjien selitysvoi-
ma heikkenee. Uudet muuttujat ikiin kuin ot-
tavat selitysvoimaa edellisiltd ja voivat tuoda li-
sdd ymmirrysti selitettdvin ja selittdvien tekijoi-
den vilisistd yhteyksistd. Aluetason muuttujien ja
vikivaltakokemusmuuttujien lisdiminen malliin
(mallit 2 ja 3) eivit heikenni sukupuolen ja iin
vaikutuksia, joten niiden yhteys turvattomuuden
kokemukseen on hyvin vakaa.

Mallin 1a perusteella niyttii siltd, ettd korkea-
koulutetut kokevat vihemmin turvattomuutta
kuin pelkin perusasteen koulutuksen haltijat. Ero
havaitaan kuitenkin ainoastaan koulutusskaalan
ddripdiden vililld, ja se on aivan tilastollisen mer-
kitsevyyden rajalla. Aluetason muuttujien lisiimi-
sen (malli 2) my®td vastaajan koulutuksen selitys-
voima hividd. Tulkintamme on, etti omakohtai-
nen koulutus ei sinilldin ole yhteydessi koettuun
turvattomuuteen. Korkeammin koulutetut oletet-
tavasti asuvat sosiockonomisesti parempiosaisilla
ja rauhallisemmilla alueilla kuin matalasti koulu-
tetut, jolloin nididen tekijdiden vakiointi selittdd
mallissa 1a havaitun yhteyden.

Vastaajan tydttdmyyskdin ei itsessddn lisdd ko-
kemusta oman asuinalueen turvattomuudesta,
miki kiy ilmi mallista 1a; edes vakioimattomas-
sa mallissa (ei esitetty taulukossa) yhteys ei tu-
le merkitseviksi (vrt. Smolej & Kivivuori 2006).
Sen sijaan asumismuodolla on selvi yhteys tur-
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vattomuuteen. Ensimmiisen mallin mukaan so-
siaalisesti tuetussa vuokra-asuntokannassa koe-
taan turvattomuutta yleisemmin kuin omistus-
asunnossa kerrostalossa, pientaloissa taas har-
vemmin. Pientalo-asumista kuvaavan muuttu-
jan selitysvoima kuitenkin katoaa, kun alueta-
son muuttujat tuodaan malliin. Tulkitsemme ti-
mi siten, ettd pientalot sijaitsevat omistuskerros-
taloihin (vertailuluokka) verrattuna rauhallisem-
milla ja sosiockonomisesti parempiosaisilla alu-
cilla. Sen sijaan sosiaalisesti tuettu vuokra-asu-
minen niyttid muodostavan oman erityisen l3-
hiympiristnsi, joka turvattomuuden kokemuk-
sen suhteen erottuu samalla alueella sijaitsevien
omistuskerrostalojen lihiympiristoisti.

Malli 1b kokoaa aluetason muuttujat selictdjik-
si. Asuminen raideliikenteen aseman lihelld, hii-
rivalctiilla alueella, sosioekonomisesti keskimazrii-
selld tai huono-osaisella alueella seki korkean ur-
baanisuusasteen alueella ovat tissi mallissa koe-
tun turvattomuuden aluetasoisia tekijoitd. Yksils-
ja aluemuuttujien ennustevoima on ROC-kiyrin?
alle jadvilld pinta-alalla mitattuna karkeasti arvioi-
den samaa luokkaa. Mallissa 2 yhdistetiin yksils-
see arvoon 0,71.° Aluetason muuttujien selitysvoi-
ma pysyy mallissa 2 karkeasti ottaen samalla tasol-
la kuin mallissa 1b, vaikka yksilotason muuttujia
on vakioitu: aluetason muuttujien selitysvoima ei
siis ole periisin alueiden vilisisti eroista ndiden yk-
silomuuttujien suhteen (kompositioerot). Toisaal-
ta sama koskee myds yksilotason muuttujia, silld
aluemuuttujien vakioint ei heikennd niiden seli-
tysvoimaa, lukuun ottamatta jo edelli mainittua
pientaloasumista.

Malli 3 eli ns. tdysi malli sisiltid kaikki edelld
esitetyt muuttujat ja lisiksi kaksi vikivallan ko-
kemiseen liittyvid yksilotason muuttujaa. Mal-
limme mukaan oma uhrikokemus on yhteydes-
si koettuun turvattomuuteen, miki oli odotet-
tavissa. Toissijaisen uhriutumisen mittarina kiy-
tettiin kysymystd vikivallan nikemisesti omal-
la asuinalueella. Vuoden aikana vihintiin kerran
pahoinpitelyn tai tappelun nikeminen lisisi tur-
vattomuuskokemuksen todennikdisyyttd selvis-

2 ROC-kdyré (Receiver Operating Characteristic) kuvaa
mallin kykya erotella positiiviset tapaukset negatiivisista.
Kéyrén alle jéédvé pinta-ala kuvaa sensitiivisyyden ja spesi-
fisyyden vélista vaihtokauppaa eri katkaisupisteissé, ja se
vaihtelee vélilld 0,5-1. (Hosmer & al. 2013; Allison 2012.)

3 Yksiselitteiset rajat ovat kdytanndssa mielivaltaisia, mut-
ta esimerkiksi Hosmer & al. (2013, 177) esittavét etta 0,7 olisi
alaraja hyvéksyttédvéksi katsottavalle ennustevoimalle.
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Taulukko 2. Koetun turvattomuuden asetelmaperusteiset logistiset regressiomallit.

Vetosuhde (Odds Ratio)

Malli 1a: yksilo- ~ Malli 1b: alue- Malli 2: yksilo- Malli 3:
tason selittajat tason selittajat  ja aluetason taysi malli
selittajat

YKSILOTASOISET MUUTTUJAT
1ka ja sukupuoli
Mies 15-24 vuotta 1,00 1,00 1,00
Nainen 15-24 vuotta 4,52 *** 4,43 *** 4,75 ***
Mies 25-44 vuotta 1,40 1,34 1,23
Nainen 25-44 vuotta 3,48 *x* 3,49 *** 3,60 ***
Mies 45-64 vuotta 1,51 1,43 1,48
Nainen 45-64 vuotta 3,47 *** 3,49 *** 3,82 ***
Mies yli 64 vuotta 1,34 1,40 1,54
Nainen yli 64 vuotta 2,36 * 2,41 * 3,04 **
Koulutus
Vain perusaste 1,00 1,00 1,00
Ylioppilas 0,79 0,90 0,95
Ammattikoulu 1,07 1,08 1,1
Keskiaste 0,95 1,04 1,09
Korkeakoulu 0,71 * 0,85 0,95
Muu tutkinto 0,61 0,68 0,78
Ty6tén 0,70 0,68 0,72
Asuminen
Omistusasunto kerrostalossa 1,00 1,00 1,00
Yksityinen vuokra-asunto ker- 1,05 1,02 0,94
rostalossa
Sosiaalisesti tuettu vuokra- 1,74 *** 1,66 ** 1,51*
asunto kerrostalossa
Pientaloasunto 0,74 (p=.052) 0,90 0,95
Muu asunto 1,05 1,21 1,10
ALUETASON MUUTTUJAT
Koti on lahella raideliikenteen (7/5) s 740 £ 1l Al
asemaa
Alueen hairiot
Vahan 1,00 1,00 1,00
Keskimaaraisesti 1,25 1,18 1,24
Paljon 1,71 *** 1,68 ** 1,60 **
Alueen sosioekonominen status
Hyvéosainen 1,00 1,00 1,00
Keskimaarainen 1,89 *** 1,84 *** 1,51 *
Huono-osainen 2,51 *** 2,36 *¥** 1,87 **
Alueen urbaanisuus
Alhainen 1,00 1,00 1,00
Keskimaarainen 1,02 0,98 0,97
Korkea 1,48 * 1,49 (p=.053) 1,15
KOKEMUSMUUTTUJAT
Vastaaja on kokenut vakivaltaa 1,50 **
tai uhkailua vuoden aikana
Vastaaja on nahnyt asuinalueel- 3,07 ***
laan vakivaltaa vuoden aikana
Konkordanssi 64,9 62,0 70,2 75,2
¢ (ROQ) 0,66 0,65 0,71 0,75

*p<.05 **p<.01, ***p<.001

ti enemmiin kuin oma vikivaltakokemus. Mallin
3 piiidea on valaista yhteyksid siten, ettd saamme
selville, missi midrin vastaajien vikivaltakoke-
mukset selittivit mallin 2 yhteyksid. Keskitym-
me tissid artikkelin paiteeman mukaisesti alue-
tason muuttujiin. Ainoastaan urbaanisuusasteen
yhteys turvattomuuteen selittyy kokonaan viki-

valtakokemusten yleisyyden avulla: korkean ur-
baanisuusasteen alueilla nihdiin ja koetaan vi-
kivaltaa useammin kuin muilla alueilla, minki
vuoksi niissi koetaan my®s yleisemmin turvat-
tomuutta. Muiden aluemuuttujien kohdalla se-
litys on samansuuntainen mutta osittainen: vi-
kivaltakokemukset selittdvit osittain koetun tur-
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vattomuuden yhteyttd aseman liheisyyteen, alu-
een hiiridtasoon ja sosioekonomiseen statukseen.
Niin ollen esimerkiksi alueen sosiockonomisen
statuksen ja yksilollisesti koetun turvatctomuuden
yhteydessi ei ole kyse pelkistiin alueiden vilisis-
t4 eroista nihdyssi tai koetussa vikivallassa.
Poikkileikkausaineiston regressioanalyysien pe-
rusteella ei voida tehdd varmoja péitelmii siiti,
minkilaisia mekanismeja havaittujen yhteyksien
taustalla on. Aiemmin esitelty turvallisuuskyse-
lyn avovastausaineisto turvattomuuden aiheut-
tajista asuinalueella tuo kysymykseen kuitenkin
lisivalotusta. Tekstiaineistoon tutustuminen an-
taa nopeasti kuvan niisti asioista, joita vastaajat
ovat maininneet. Avovastausten kvantitatiivisen
analyysin nojalla vastaajat eivit liitd tydteomyyt-
t4 sindnsi hiirididen aiheuttajiin (vrt. Kiiridginen
2002), eikd maahanmuuttoteemakaan niyti ole-
van timin aineiston perusteella yleinen turvat-
tomuuden aihe. Sen sijaan nuoriso, juopuneet ja
huumeiden kiytdjit vaikuttavat olevan ryhmii,
jotka toistuvasti yhdistetddn omakohtaiseen tur-
vattomuuden kokemukseen. Tdmi havaintom-
me on samansuuntainen tuoreen ruotsalaistutki-
muksen kanssa (Lindgren & Nilsen 2012).
Raportoimme lopuksi lyhyesti tirkeimpii sen-
sitiivisyystarkistuksia. Carina Moodin (2010) ar-
tikkeli on herittinyt sosiologien parissa varsin
vilkasta keskustelua siitd, missd mairin sisikkiis-
ten logistisen mallien kertoimia voidaan verrata
keskendin. Mood itse esittdi, etti logististen mal-
lien vetosuhteiden vertailun sijaan esimerkiksi li-
neaarinen todennikéisyysmalli sallisi paremmin
tillaisen vertailun. Kristian B. Karlson, Anders
Holm ja Richard Breen (2012) esittdvit oman
menetelminsi (jatkossa KHB), joka heidin mu-
kaansa toimii lineaarista todennikéisyysmallia
(LPM) paremmin sisikkiisten logististen malli-
en kerrointen vertailussa. Téstd syystd ajoimme
mallit sekd LPM- ectd KHB-menetelmilld, ja saa-
dut tulokset tukivat tavanomaisilla vetosuhteilla
tehtyji tulkintoja. Lisiksi lopullinen kahden fak-
torin malli ajettiin paikomponenttianalyysin li-
siksi suurimman uskottavuuden menetelmilli.
Tulokset pysyivit kidytinndssd samoina.

Yhteenveto ja tulosten pohdintaa
Helsingin turvallisuuskyselyn aineistoon (2009)
perustuvan tutkimuksemme perusteella koetun

turvattomuuden riski on suurempi naisilla kuin
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miehilld, ja erityisesti nuoret naiset ovat tiissi
suhteessa epiedullisessa asemassa. Oma koulu-
tus ja tydmarkkina-asema eivit sen sijaan ole yh-
teydessd turvattomuuteen. Sosiaalisesti tuettuun
vuokra-asumiseen kerrostalossa liittyy kohonnut
turvattomuusriski, miki koskee myds omakoh-
taista vikivaltakokemusta seki erityisesti viki-
vallan nikemisti. Raideliikenteen aseman lihei-
syydessi asuminen, asuinalueen runsaat hiirié-
aiheiset hilytystehtivit ja alueen sosiockonomi-
nen huono-osaisuus altistavat turvattomuudelle.

Tuloksemme, jonka mukaan naiset kokevat
turvattomuutta michii yleisemmin, on linjassa
aikaisempien havaintojen kanssa. Turvallisuusky-
selyn ensimmiisesti kerdtystd aineistosta vuodel-
ta 2003 on tehty samantyyppinen logistinen reg-
ressiomalli, jossa turvattomuuskokemusta selitet-
tiin osin samoilla taustamuuttujilla kuin tissikin
(Heiskanen & Roivainen 2005, 103—106). Mal-
linnustapa oli sikili erilainen, etti siini estimoi-
tiin erilliset mallit miehille ja naisille, kun kiytti-
missimme mallissa nimi keskeiset taustaselitti-
jit on rakennettu idn ja sukupuolen yhdysvaiku-
tuksiksi. Kokeilimme itsekin sukupuolittain eri-
teltyjd malleja ja piddyimme sen seurauksena ko-
keilemaan mallin eri tekijoiden yhdysvaikutuksia
sukupuolen kanssa. Ne eivit kuitenkaan olleet ti-
lastollisesti merkitsevii, joten jitimme ne pois lo-
pullisista malleista. Heiskasen ja Roivaisen tulok-
set ovat kuitenkin hyvin samansuuntaisia tissi
esitettyjen kanssa, miki kertoo ilmion ajallises-
ta pysyvyydesti. Regressioanalyysiemme perus-
teella saattaa vilittyd kuva, ettd miesten ja nais-
ten turvattomuudessa olisi vain méirillinen ero,
etenkin kun selittivien tekijdiden yhdysvaiku-
tukset sukupuolen kanssa eiviit osoittautuneet ti-
lastollisesti merkitseviksi. Tdmi on seurausta tut-
kimusmenetelmiin liittyvistd herkkyyden puut-
teesta: kyselytutkimuksen ansiot eivit ole koke-
muksen nyanssien erittelyssd, vaan koetun eli-
min pidpiirteiden hahmottamisessa yleisyyksi-
en ja suurten linjojen nikdkulmasta (vrt. Farrall
& al. 1997). Turvattomuuden kokemuksen su-
kupuolittuneisuuden analyysi vaatii herkempii,
laadullisia menetelmii.

Alueen huono-osaisuuden yhteys turvatto-
muuteen ansaitsee oman pohdintansa. Poikki-
leikkausaineiston monimuuttuja-analyysit ker-
tovat vain muuttujien yhteisvaihtelusta, vaik-
ka usein puhutaankin selittimisesti tai jopa vai-
kutuksista. Syy-seuraussuhteet tdytyy tunnistaa
muunlaisen piittelyn avulla. Viime kidessi on
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kyse teoreettisin perustein tehtivistd tulkinnois-
ta, joissa aineistojen tarjoamat mahdollisuudet
ja rajat on tirked tunnistaa (ks. Brunton-Smith
& Sturgis 2011). Alueen tydttdmyysaste on yk-
si huono-osaisuusfaktorimme kirkimuuttujista,
ja alemmassa tutkimuksessa on esitetty, ettd alu-
een tydttomyyteen liittyy hiiriokdytosti ja siten
turvattomuutta. Toisaalta esimerkiksi Kddridinen
(2002) ei suoranaisesti esitd, ettd juuri tydttdmit
olisivat rauhattomuuden aiheuttajia, vaan toteaa,
ettd samoille alueille keskittyy paljon muitakin
sosiaalisia ongelmia. Mari Vaattovaara ja Matti
Kortteinen (2012) ovat puolestaan kiinnittineet
huomiota turvattomuuden ja miesten matalan
tyollisyysasteen alueelliseen yhteisvaihteluun alu-
cilla, jotka ovat my®és etnisesti leimautuneita. Tu-
loksemme tulkinnassa on tirkedd pitdd mielessd,
ettd kiyttimimme alueen sosioekonomista huo-
no-osaisuutta kuvaava muuttuja on moniulot-
teinen Helsingin peruspiirin kuvaus, joka kattaa
myds sellaisia asioita kuin lastensuojelutapaukset,
vieraskielisten osuuden seki asukkaiden tulo- ja
koulutustason. Sama voidaan ilmaista teknisem-
min toteamalla, ettid faktorin kirki on hyvin le-
ved. Kiytinnossi miki tahansa faktorin kirki-
muuttujista voitaisiin poimia erikseen analyysiin
ja saada sille merkitsevi kerroin, mutta koska ni-
mi eri tekijit korreloivat aluetasolla hyvin voi-
makkaasti, ei teknisin keinoin voida eristdi niis-
ti tekijoistd yhtd tai edes muutamaa, jotka olisi-
vat yhteyden perimmiiisii selittdjid. Siksi faktori-
analyysi on mielestimme tihin tilanteeseen sopi-
vin tapa: kyse on moniulotteisesta ja alueellisesta
kasautuneesta huono-osaisuudesta, joka on tissi
tapauksessa parasta ottaa analyysiin sellaisenaan.

Vaikka analyysissamme kiytetty turvattomuus-
kysymys keskittyy hyvin tarkasti rajattuun asiaan
— viikonloppuiltaisin tapahtuvaan liikkumiseen
omalla asuinalueella — on syytd pitdd mielessd,
ettei kokemusmaailmamme rakennu toisistaan
irrallisista elementeistd. Kuten edelli toimme
esiin, yleisempi epidvarmuus tai ahdinko voi ka-
navoitua huoleksi oman asuinalueen turvatto-
muudesta. Baumanin mukaan abstraktimpi tur-
van ja varmuuden puute — esimerkiksi sosiaali-
turvan ongelmat, tulevaisuuteen liittyvi epivar-
muus tai talouskriisit — voivat kanavoitua hel-
pommin hallittavalle ja konkreettisemmalle alu-
eelle, nimittdin omaisuuden ja henkilokohtaisen
koskemattomuuden turvaan. (Bauman 2001;
ks. myds Aalbers & Rancati 2008.) Muodoton,
vaikeasti hallittava turvattomuus ilmenee siten

konkreettisena huolena, miki voidaan kenties
tulkita myshiismodernin riskiyhteiskunnan vaa-
timaksi selviytymiskeinoksi (Van den Herrewe-
gen 2010; ks. myds Hollway & Jefferson 1997).
On kuitenkin syytd todeta, ettd analyysimme
on osaltaan jinnitteisessd suhteessa edelld esitet-
tyyn kanavoitumistulkintaan. Jos yleinen turvat-
tomuuden ja epivarmuuden kokemus heijastui-
si mainitulla tavalla kokemuksissa oman asuin-
alueen turvattomuudesta, olettaisi omakohtaisen
tydttomyyden lisddvin turvattomuutta, kuten
Smolej’n ja Kivivuoren (2006) tutkimuksessa.
Omien analyysiemme valossa niin ei kuitenkaan
yksilotasolla ole, kuten edelld huomasimme. Ky-
se voi olla mallien muuttujarakenteen eroista, sil-
ld Smolej ja Kivivuori yhdistivit samaan luok-
kaan tydttomit ja tydkyvyttomyyselikeldiset ja
vertailuryhminid toimi tydssikiyvien ryhmi.
Edelld esitetyn lisiksi kokeilimme omalla aineis-
tollamme vakioimattomalla mallilla tyttomien
vertaamista tyossikiyviin (el esitetty mallitaulu-
kossa), mutta merkitsevii tulosta ei tullut silloin-
kaan. Sisillollistd selitystd havainnollemme voi-
daan etsii pohjoismaisen hyvinvointivaltiomal-
lin toiminnasta, joka vield verrattain tehokkaas-
ti tasaa erilaisten elimin varrella vastaan tulevi-
en riskien vaikutuksia (esim. Kemppainen 2011).

Vaikka omakohtainen tydttdmyys ei niytikiin
ruokkivan asuinympiristdssi koettua turvatto-
muutta, sosioekonomisesti huono-osainen asuin-
alue ja sosiaalisesti tuetussa kerrostalovuokra-
asunnossa asuminen ovat turvattomuuden riskite-
kijoitd. Vastaajien esittimien tulkintojen mukaan
asuinalueen turvattomuudessa olisi kyse erityises-
ti piihteiden kiyttijistd ja nuorisosta. Aluetason
huono-osaisuuden ja koetun turvattomuuden yh-
teyttd voidaan lihestyi teoreettisesti kahden toisi-
aan tiydentivin tulkinnan avulla. Sosiaalisen dis-
organisaation viitekehyksesti kisin tarkasteltuna
kyse on ennen muuta sosiockonomisesti huono-
osaisen alueen heikosta sosiaalisesta kontrollista
sekd timin mahdollistamana hiiriskdyttiytymi-
sestd, omakohtaisesti koetuista uhkatilanteista se-
ki toissijaisista uhrikokemuksista. Yhteys on kui-
tenkin mahdollista jisentdd myds kanavoitumis-
ajatusta soveltaen. Voidaan ajatella, ettd sosioeko-
nomisesti huono-osaisella alueella tai sosiaalises-
ti tuetussa kerrostalovuokra-asunnossa asuminen
toimii asukkaille — omasta sosioekonomisesta ase-
masta riippumatta — erdinlaisena muistuttajana
siitd, kuinka pienestd eliminkohtaloiden suunta
voi lopulta olla kiinni myshiismodernissa yhteis-
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kunnassa. Kyse olisi tissi tapauksessa yleistyneen
epivarmuuden ei-omakohtaisesta muodosta, jon-
ka kanavoituminen huoleen asuinalueen turvat-
tomuudesta voitaisiin ymmirtdd samaan tapaan
kuin omakohtaisenkin epivarmuuden tapauksessa.
Tillsin oman asuinympiristén sosiockonominen
rakenne  konkreettisine  ihmiskohtaloineen
toimisi paitsi urbaanien uhkien, my®s yleistyneen
epivarmuuden symbolisena ympiristond. Kiiridi-
sen (2002) havainto, jonka mukaan turvatcomuus
yleistyi Helsingissd ja Espoossa vuosina 1997-2001
eniten suurimman tydttdmyyden alueilla, ja sielld-
kin erityisesti parempiosaisten asukkaiden keskuu-
dessa, tukee ajatustamme epivarmuuden symboli-
sesta ympiristostd. Tulkinta on luonnollisesti alus-
tava, mutta pidimme siti keskustelun arvoisena
tiydennykseni perinteiseen, sosiaalisen disorgani-
saation kiisitteeseen nojaavaan jisennykseen.
Lopuksi haluamme esittii kaksi metodologis-
ta huomiota. Ensinnikin miki tahansa aluetema-
tiikkaan tukeutuva tarkastelu joutuu kohtaamaan
kysymyksen aluetason valinnasta. Kiyttimimme
aluejako perustuu Helsingin peruspiireihin. T4-
mintyylinen, arjen mittakaavaan nihden varsin
suuria alueita sisileivi hallinnollinen jako on sii-
paljon vaihtelun tilaa, tissi tapauksessa turvatto-
muuden kokemuksen ja sen mikrotasoisten teki-
joiden suhteen (esim. Nasar & al. 1993). Raide-
liikenteen asemaa ja vilitdntd asuinympiristdi il-
maisevien muuttujien avulla pystyimme tarkenta-
maan analyysista muodostuvaa kuvaa tihin suun-
taan, mutta aivan paikalliselle mikrotasolle ei ky-
selyiden avulla paisti, vaikka avovastaukset jossa-
kin miirin auttavatkin tissd suhteessa. Lisiksi on
hyvi picdid mielessd, etti vastaajat tulkitsevat kisit-
teen “oma asuinalue” omilla tavoillaan, eiki tul-
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ENGLISH SUMMARY

Teemu Kemppainen & Henrik Lonnquist & Martti
Tuominen: Unsafety is not evenly distributed. Which
residential area characteristics explain experiences of
unsafety in Helsinki? (Turvattomuus ei jakaudu tasan.
Mithkii asuinalueen piirteet selittiiviit helsinkiliisten
kok turvati tta?)

This research explores how residents’ experienc-
es of unsafety in their neighbourhoods during week-
ends are explained by individual factors and residen-
tial area characteristics. We are particularly interested
in the role of the residential area and its characteris-
tics. Our analysis draws on data from the 2009 securi-
ty questionnaire in Helsinki and statistical data com-
piled for individual districts in Helsinki. Theoretically
our analysis is informed by the urban sociology con-
cept of social disorganisation and the idea we have de-
veloped from the criminological and sociological liter-
ature about how the general sense of insecurity is chan-
nelled into unsafety at the residential area level.

Even after controlling for individual factors there
are quite marked differences between Helsinki districts
in resident’s perceived unsafety. It is interesting to ex-
plore the reasons behind these differences. Our find-
ings suggest that the risk of experiences of unsafety
is greater among women than men, and that young
women are particularly vulnerable. The individual’s
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education or labour market position, by contrast, show
no associations with perceived unsafety. Living in sub-
sidised rental accommodation involves an increased
risk of unsafety. The same goes for personal experienc-
es of violence and particularly witnessing violence. The
result for residential area characteristics is that living in
the vicinity of rail transport links, a high frequency of
emergency callouts to deal with public disturbance in-
cidents in the residential area and socio-economic dep-
rivation expose residents to unsafety.

We maintain that the association between socio-eco-
nomic deprivation in the residential area and perceived
insecurity can be understood not only on the basis of
the traditional social disorganisation thesis, but also
via what may be described as a channelling process.
Sociologist Zygmunt Bauman has proposed that the
general insecurity and unpredictability that character-
ise late modern society may become channelled into
concerns at a more concrete level. People living in so-
cio-economically deprived areas might have to witness
not only disruptive behaviour that they experience as
threatening, but also symbolism that reminds them of
insecurity and engenders a sense of unsafety.

Keywords: urban sociology, unsafety, residential ar-
eas, Helsinki.
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SOSIAALILAAKETIETEELLINEN AIKAKAUSLEHTI 2014: 51 253-271

Spatiaalista mallinnusta pistedatalla: kyselypohjainen
analyysi koetusta terveydestd ja turvattomuudesta

Helsingin metropolialueella

Tassd menetelmdartikkelissa esitellddn spatiaalisten mallien soveltamista sosiaalitieteellisessa

kyselytutkimuksessa. Havainnollistavina esimerkkeind kaytetdan koettua terveytta ja koettua

turvattomuutta Helsingin metropolialueella. Spatiaalinen analyysi tarjoaa joustavia tydkaluja paitsi

analyysin eksploratiiviseen vaiheeseen, myds mallinnukseen, jossa havaintojen spatiaalinen

korrelaatio voidaan ottaa huomioon paikkatietopohjaisen naapuruusmaarityksen avulla. Artikkelissa

kdydaan lapi spatiaalisten mallien soveltamisen kannalta keskeistd kisitteistod ei-tekniselld ja

kaytannélliselld otteella. Havainnollistavassa esimerkissd verrataan tavanomaisten regressiomallien

tuloksia aluemallien vastaaviin. Artikkelissa todetaan, ettd koetulla turvattomuudella on selvasti

enemman alueellista rakennetta kuin terveydelld. Turvattomuus on siind maarin spatiaalisesti

korreloitunut ilmio, ettd spatiaalisten mallien soveltaminen on perusteltua, minka seurauksena

selittavien kontekstimuuttujien piste-estimaatit pienenevét tuntuvasti tavanomaisten mallien

tuottamiin estimaatteihin nahden.

TEEMU KEMPPAINEN

JOHDANTO

Sosiaalitieteissd on perinteisesti oltu kiinnostunei-
ta paitsi yksiloistd my6s heiddn ymparistonsa tai
kontekstinsa merkityksesta kulloisenkin tutkitta-
van ilmion kannalta. Viime aikoina suosiota saa-
nut monitasoanalyysi pyrkii tarttumaan juuri
taménkaltaisiin tutkimusasetelmiin, joissa ha-
vainnot ovat joidenkin luonnollisten ryvisraken-
teiden suhteen korreloituneita eli riippuvia
(Sampson ja Raudenbush 1997, Karvonen ym.
2001, Kauppinen 2004, Blomgren 2005; vrt.
Chaix ym 20035). Ryvistyneissd asetelmissa ha-
vainnon sijainti maaratyssa kontekstirakenteessa
on analyysien keskeinen lihtokohta. Tassi artik-
kelissa esitelldan toinen, erdiltd osin joustavampi
tapa hyodyntia sijaintitietoa lihestymalld aihetta
spatiaalisten ekonometristen mallien (spatial
econometric models) nakékulmasta (Ward ja Gle-
ditsch 2008, Bivand ym. 2008, Anselin 2007 ja
2009).

Viimeaikainen menetelmien, ohjelmistojen ja
laskentatehon kehitys on avannut kontekstuaali-
sesti suuntautuneelle sosiaalitutkimukselle uusia
mahdollisuuksia. Téssd artikkelissa esiteltdva
spatiaalisen ekonometrian lahestymistapa sijain-
titietoon tarjoaa lupaavia sisdllollisid ja teknisid
ratkaisuja tutkimuksen eri vaiheisiin. Sen avulla
on mahdollista pdastd monipuolisesti kasiksi tut-
kittavan ilmion alueelliseen jakautumiseen niin
visuaalisen kuvaamisen kuin konfirmatorisem-
man testausotteenkin mielessa. Alueellisen jakau-
tumisen pohjalta voidaan méarittdd tutkittavan
ilmioén kannalta sopivimmalta vaikuttava mitta-
kaava regressiopohjaisiin analyyseihin. Ero mo-
nitasoanalyysien kankeisiin, hallinnollisiin yksi-
koihin pohjautuviin aluejaotteluihin nihden on
selked. Teknisessd mielessd sijainti on regressio-
mallien diagnostiikan ja kehittimisen kannalta
keskeinen tekijé, silld sen avulla voidaan tarkas-
tella havaintojen spatiaalista korrelaatiota, joka
rikkoisi oletusta havaintojen riippumattomuudes-
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ta. Spatiaalisen korrelaation huomioiminen alue-
malleissa on askel kohti parempia regressioker-
toimia. (Chauvin 2005, Ward ja Gleditsch 2008,
LeSage ja Pace 2010, Virrantaus 2011.)

Aluetematiikka on ollut viimeaikaisessa suo-
malaisessa yhteiskuntatieteellisessd tutkimuksessa
esilli mm. tutkittaessa alueiden erilaistumista
(Vaattovaara 1998, Lankinen 2001, Rasinkangas
2013), asumistoiveita (Kortteinen ym. 2005), pai-
vittdisen matkustamisen ekologisuutta (Salonen
ym. 2014), huono-osaisuutta (Blomgren 2005),
elimintyylid (Ratvio 2012), fyysistd toimintaky-
kya ja psyykkista hyvinvointia (Sipild ja Marti-
kainen 2005), koulutusta (Kauppinen 2004, Ber-
nelius 2013), kuntien verokilpailua (Lyytikdinen
2012), mielenterveyttd (Aaljoki ym 2000, Lehto-
nen ja Kauronen 2013), muuttoliiketti (Lehto-
nen ja Tykkyldinen 2009; Vilkama 2011), nuor-
ten elinoloja (Paju 2004) ja tupakointia (Karvo-
nen ym. 2001), tulotason kehitystd (Lehtonen ja
Tykkyldinen 2010), turvattomuuden kokemusta
(Kadridinen 2002, Kemppainen ym. 2014) ja va-
kivaltaa (Kortteinen ym. 2001, Herttua ym.
2008). Niiden lisiksi on erikseen syytd mainita
Heikki Loikkasen ja Juho Saaren toimittama teos
”Suomalaisen sosiaalipolititkan alueellinen ra-
kenne” (2000), joka sisiltia kymmenkunta tutki-
musta, joissa tarkastellaan mm. tuloeroja, tyotto-
myyttd, terveyspalvelujen kiyttoa ja toimeentulo-
tukea alueellisesta nakokulmasta. Kuitenkin vain
harvoin spatiaalisuus on otettu huomioon tekni-
sesti riittdvilld tavalla, mikd perustelee kasilld
olevan tekstin tarpeen.

Paikkatietoaineiston eri lajeista keskitytddn
tassa artikkelissa pistedataan eli aineistoon, jossa
havainnon sijainti tiedetiian koordinaatteina.
Tiéssd tutkimuksessa paikkatietokoodattua kyse-
lydataa kaytetaan spatiaalisten ekonometristen
mallien havainnollistamiseen; sen sijaan nk. spa-
tiaalisia pisteprosesseja ei kasitelld (esim. Heikki-
nen 2007). Artikkelin tarkoituksena on esitelld
aidon empiirisen aineiston avulla (vrt. Merlo ym.
2005), kuinka pistedatan sijaintitietoa voidaan
hyodyntda sosiaalitieteellisessd kyselytutkimuk-
sessa. Havainnollistavina esimerkkeind kiytetddn
koettua terveyttd (self-rated health, SRH) ja koet-
tua turvattomuutta. Esimerkit on valittu seuraa-
vista syistd. Niitd voidaan ensinnakin pitdd poh-
joismaisen hyvinvointitutkimuksen ajattelun mu-
kaisesti hyvinvoinnin tai elimdnlaadun osatekija-
na tai ulottuvuutena. Toiseksi, ilmi6illid on varsin
erilainen rakenne spatiaalisuuden suhteen, miki
havainnollistaa artikkelissa esiteltivin menetel-
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min kiyttoaluetta ja etuja. Kolmanneksi, ilmiot
sijoittuvat tutkimusaiheina ekologisen sosiaalitut-
kimuksen kummankin historiallisen pddjuonteen,
modernin epidemiologian ja kriminologian
alueille.

Esimerkkien osalta tutkimuskysymyksend on
selvittdd, eroavatko Helsingin seudun lahiot
muusta alueesta koetun terveyden ja turvatto-
muuden suhteen. Mahdollisia eroja pyritdan se-
littimain sosiaalisen disorganisaation teoriape-
rinnettd mubkaillen erityisesti asuinympdriston
sosio-ekonomisen luonteen avulla. Aikaisemmin
ei ole pdisty kisiksi suomalaisten lihidasukkai-
den koettuun hyvinvointiin otteella, jossa yhdis-
tyy ldhion rekisteripohjainen maarittely ja sovel-
tuva kyselyaineisto. Koska kyseessd on ennen
muuta menetelmaartikkeli, on tuloksiin syyta
suhtautua alustavina luonnoksina, joiden paiteh-
tavd on konkretisoida kdytettyd menetelmallista
lihestymistapaa.

Kappaleessa 2 esitellidn spatiaalisten mallien
soveltamisen kannalta keskeista kisitteistod, min-
ki jilkeen kuvaillaan kdytetyn empiirisen aineis-
ton rakenne ja tutkimusasetelma (kappale 3).
Varsinaiseen analyysivaiheeseen paistian kappa-
leessa 4, jossa keskitytdan tavanomaisen ja spati-
aalisen mallinnuksen tekniseen vertailuun. Lo-
puksi kootaan yhteen artikkelin keskeinen sisilto
ja avataan keskeisimpid pohdintaa vaativia kysy-
myksia (kappale 5).

SPATIAALISTEN MALLIEN KASITTEELLISTA TAUSTAA

Spatiaalista mallintamista voidaan pitda nykyai-
kaisena tyokaluna, joka auttaa tarttumaan eri
aloilla jo pitkdin askarruttaneisiin kysymyksiin
ympdriston, sijainnin tai yleisemmin kontekstu-
aalisuuden merkityksesta. Eri tieteenaloilla tema-
titkkkaa on ldhestytty keskenddn varsin saman-
tyyppisilld kasitteilld. Epidemiologisessa tutki-
muksessa aihetta kisitelliin kontekstuaalisen
vaikutuksen (contextual effect) kisitteelld, kau-
punkitutkimuksessa puhutaan naapurustovaiku-
tuksesta (neigbourhood effect) ja spatiaalisen
ekonometrian teksteissd kiytetddn spatiaalisen
vaikutuksen (spatial effect) kisitetta (Anselin
1988, Morgenstern 2008, Sampson 2012). Jois-
sakin tapauksissa kisitteet erotellaan selvidsanai-
sesti toisistaan, kuten tekevit esimerkiksi Dujar-
din ym. (2009), jotka erottelevat naapurustovai-
kutuksen spatiaalisesta vaikutuksesta siten, ettd
edellisessd on kyse kuulumisesta maantieteellises-
ti madrdytyneeseen sosiaaliseen ryhmain, jalkim-
miisessd taas puhtaasti sijaintiin liittyvistd vaiku-

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT



tuksesta. Tdssd yhteydessi ei ole mahdollisuutta
eritelld tarkemmin ndiden kontekstuaalisuuteen
liittyvien kasitteiden erilaisia maaritelmia ja ka-
sitteiden keskiniisid yhtildisyyksii ja eroja.

SPATIAALINEN KORRELAATIO

Spatiaaliset vaikutukset jaetaan tavallisesti kah-
teen luokkaan, spatiaaliseen riippuvuuteen (spa-
tial dependence) ja spatiaaliseen heterogeenisuu-
teen (spatial heterogeneity). Spatiaalisen riippu-
vuuden tapauksessa havainnoilla on sijainnin
mukaan jdsentynyttd (auto)korrelaatiota (spatial
correlation): jos esimerkiksi koetussa turvatto-
muudessa esiintyy positiivista spatiaalista korre-
laatiota, muistuttavat lihekkiin asuvien vastaa-
jien turvattomuuskokemukset toisiaan. Spatiaali-
nen heterogeenisuus puolestaan viittaa havaittu-
jen yhteyksien alueelliseen vaihteluun, joka muis-
tuttaa ajatuksena interaktiotermejd tavanomai-
sessa regressiossa tai vaihtelevia kertoimia seka-
eli monitasomalleissa. Tassd artikkelissa keskity-
tdan spatiaaliseen riippuvuuteen, mika on tavan-
omainen lihestymistapa myos soveltavassa kirjal-
lisuudessa. (Manski 1993, Ward ja Gleditsch
2008, Anselin 2009, Elhorst 2010, Fornango
2012.) Spatiaalisesta heterogeenisuudesti ja sen
yhteydessi kaytettavastd maantieteellisesti paino-
tetusta regressiosta (geographically weighted reg-
ression, GWR) kiinnostuneille on tarjolla paitsi
kattavia esityksid englanninkielisissd tutkimuskir-
jallisuudessa (Fotheringham 1998 ja 2009,
Wheeler ja Paez 2010) my®és joitakin suomalaisia
esimerkkeja (Sund ja Nouko-Juvonen 2000, Leh-
tonen ja Kauronen 2013).

Spatiaalisen korrelaation ajatus liittyy ldhei-
sesti ns. ensimmaiiseen maantieteen lakiin, jonka
mukaan lihekkiiseen sijaintiin liittyy tavallisesti
muutakin samankaltaisuutta (Tobler 1970). Ky-
seessd on ajatus, jonka juuret voidaan jiljittaa
tilastotieteen varhaisten pioneerien toihin (Getis
2010). Tilastotieteesti tutut sisikorrelaatio ja ai-
kasarjojen autokorrelaatio ovat kisitteellisesti
sukua spatiaaliselle korrelaatiolle. Spatiaalisen
korrelaation tapauksessa samanlaisuus perustuu
lahekkdisyyteen, jonka ei kuitenkaan valttamatta
tarvitse olla maantieteellista, silld ajatus voidaan
yleistdd koskemaan vaikkapa sosiaalista lihek-
kiisyyttd. Euklidisen etdisyyden sijaan voidaan
my0s tarkastella esimerkiksi ajallista etdisyytta
maantieteellisten sijaintien valilla.

Klassinen tapa mairillistid alue-erojen suu-
ruusluokkaa on laskea ns. globaali Moranin I,
joka kertoo ilmion spatiaalisesta korrelaatiosta

koko tarkastelualueella. Muitakin spatiaalisen
korrelaation mittoja on (gamma, Gearyn c ja pai-
kalliset mittarit: LISA, local indicators of spatial
association), mutta tassd tutkimuksessa keskity-
tdan globaaliin Moranin indeksiin, joka kaytin-
nossd on spatiaalisen korrelaation ”johtava testi
ja mittari” (Getis 2010, 262). Periaatteessa ilmio
voi olla alueen suhteen satunnaisesti jakautunut,
hajaantunut (negatiivinen autokorrelaatio) tai
klusteroitunut (positiivinen autokorrelaatio).

Valitun muuttujan alueellista jakautumista
kuvaava globaali Moranin I lasketaan koko
alueen havainnoista ja se kuvaa alueella keski-
madrin vallitsevaa havainnon arvon ja sen naapu-
ruston arvojen painotetun keskiarvon vilistd
korrelaatiota. Painotus perustuu havaintojen naa-
puruussuhteeseen, mita esitellidn tarkemmin seu-
raavassa kappaleessa. Kyse on siis muuttujan
korreloimisesta itsensa kanssa spatiaalisesti eli
auto-korrelaatiosta tilassa. I vaihtelee tietyin ole-
tuksin vililld -1 (tdydellinen negatiivinen auto-
korrelaatio) — 1 (tdydellinen positiivinen autokor-
relaatio). Tilastollista testaamista varten tarvitaan
tieto, ettd I:n odotusarvo on -1/ (n-1), missi n on
havaintojen miira. Lisiksi tarvitsemme oletuk-
sen suureen varianssista, missd on kéytetty kahta
vaihtoehtoa, normaalisuusoletusta ja Monte Car-
lo -satunnaistamista. Normaalisuusoletusta on
kritisoitu pitimattomyydestd, mutta se on kay-
tannossd yleisimmin kaytetty valinta. Padsdantoi-
sesti kumpikin tapa tuottaa samansuuntaiset tu-
lokset. (Ward ja Gleditsch 2008, Getis 2010,
Virrantaus 2011, Fornango 2012.)

NAAPURUSTO

Tissd artikkelissa esiteltiavit analyysityokalut
edellyttdvit, ettd kullekin aineiston havainnolle
madritetddn naapurusto. Aineistotyyppi asettaa
rajoja sille, miten yksittdisen havainnon naapurit
voidaan mairitelli. Aineiston havaintoyksikot
voivat olla esimerkiksi epdsidannéllisen muotoisia,
rajojen erottamia alueita; esimerkiksi Suomen
kunnat muodostavat timintyyppisen aineiston
(esim. Sund ja Nouko-Juvonen 2000). Alueet voi-
vat olla my6s sddnnéllisen muotoisia, jolloin on
kiytinnossd kyse abstrakteista alueista, joita ei
sellaisenaan ole kokemusmaailmassa olemassa.
Ruudukko tai kuusikulmaisten kennojen muo-
dostama aluejako ovat esimerkkeja tillaisesta
aluedatasta. Tilastokeskuksen yllapitima ruutu-
tietokanta (Tilastokeskus 2013) jakaa Suomen
nimensi mukaisesti ruutuihin (tietokannasta lisaa
kappaleessa 3). Alueiden lisdksi aineisto voi olla
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pistedataa, jossa jokaisella havainnolla on yksi-
kisitteinen sijainti tilassa, tdssd tapauksessa kak-
siulotteiseksi pelkistetyssda Helsingin seudun ta-
sossa. (Dubin 2009.)

Rajojen erottamat alueet voidaan maéritelld
naapureiksi esimerkiksi niin, ettd yhteinen raja
tekee alueista naapureita. Titd vaihtoehtoa ei ole
tarjolla pistedatassa, koska erottavia rajoja ei ole.
Sen sijaan voidaan valita tietty méird lihimpid
naapureita etdisyydestd riippumatta, jolloin jo-
kaisella havainnolla on sama mairi naapureita.
Tillgin naapurustojen maantieteellinen koko
vaihtelee havaintojen tiheyden mukaan. Naapu-
ruussuhteen mahdollinen epasymmetria kdy tdstd
tapauksesta ilmi: a voi kuulua b:n k lahimmain
naapurin joukkoon ilman, ettd b vilttimatta
kuuluisi a:n vastaavaan joukkoon.

Toinen tapa on maarittia tietty etdisyys ja lu-
kea tietyn havainnot naapureiksi kaikki korkein-
taan talld etdisyydelld olevat pisteet, jolloin puo-
lestaan naapureiden maird vaihtelee pisteestd
toiseen. Etidisyyteen ja lukumadrdin perustuvat
naapuriratkaisut sopivat myos rajojen erottamien
alueiden aineistolle, missa tapauksessa on mairi-
teltdvd kullekin alueelle piste, jonka suhteen etii-
syydet maaritelldan. Naapureita voidaan kohdel-
la kategorisesti, jolloin havainto joko on tai ei ole
madrityn toisen havainnon naapuri. Toinen vaih-
toehto on ottaa kidyttoon jonkinlainen kasvavan
etdisyyden mukana vihenevad funktio. (Bivand
ym. 2008; Ward ja Gleditsch 2008; Dubin 2009:
ks. my6s Vauramo ym. 1992) Kiytinndssd naa-
puruus tuodaan analyyseihin matriisimuodossa
(ns. W-matriisi), jossa kategorisen miirittelyn
tapauksessa ykkonen ilmaisee naapuriparin (kai-
killa naapureilla on sama painoarvo) ja muualla,
erityisesti diagonaalilla, on nollaa. Ei-kategorises-
sa tapauksessa naapuriparin vilinen etiisyys hei-
jastuu kiinteisesti painomuuttujan suuruuteen,
jolloin ainoastaan diagonaalilla on nollaa (yksi-
kddn havainto ei ole itsensd naapuri).

Tissid artikkelissa on yksinkertaisuuden ja
vastaajatiheyden suuren aluevaihtelun vuoksi va-
littu tarjolla olevista lihestymistavoista kategori-
nen kiintedn naapurimddrin ratkaisu. Lisdksi on
pidetty kiinni ns. isotropiaoletuksesta, jonka mu-
kaan ainoastaan havaintojen vilinen etiisyys rat-
kaisee, eikd suunnalla ole vilia (Fortin ja Dale
2009). Tima on usein todellisuuteen nihden lii-
allisen yksinkertaistava oletus, mutta se on tapa-
na tehda tissd esiteltdvien mallien sovelluksissa.
Erds tapa timin korjaamiseen olisi kayttaa etdi-
syysmittana esimerkiksi joukkoliikenteen aika-
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taulujen (Toivonen 2014) pohjalta laskettua ai-
kaetaisyyttd, mutta tima ratkaisu ei olisi tyydyt-
tivd ympdaryskuntien tapauksessa, silld julkinen
liikenne ei sielld samalla tavalla kerro asuinympa-
ristojen vilimatkoista kuin vaikkapa Helsingissa.

Naapurien madrittely edelld mainituilla ta-
voilla sisiltaa tutkijan harkinnasta riippuvan sub-
jektiivisen tekijan. Naapurirakenne voidaan myos
yrittdd estimoida aineistosta, mutta tassa artikke-
lissa pyritddn havainnollistamaan spatiaalisia
malleja yksinkertaisimmalla mahdollisella tavalla
ja pitdydytaan siksi eksogeenisessa madrittelyssa,
mikd on kdytinndssa tyypillinen valinta. (Dubin
2009.) Naapurusto- tai kontekstirakenne voi vai-
kuttaa saataviin tuloksiin huomattavastikin (vrt.
MAUP, modifiable areal unit problem, esim. Fi-
scher 2001, Montello 2001), minka vuoksi ra-
kenteen madrittdmiseen ja eri vaihtoehtojen vah-
vuuksiin, heikkouksiin ja seurauksiin kiinnitetdan
artikkelin empiirisissd esimerkeissi huomiota.
Kiintedn naapurimairin tapauksissa tima tar-
koittaa erityisesti naapuruston optimaalisen koon
etsimistd ja eri kokojen vertailua.

SPATIAALINEN VIRHE- JA VIIVEMALLI
Spatiaalisten mallien keskeinen anti soveltajalle
on siind, ettd ne tarjoavat keinon tarttua spatiaa-
liseen korrelaatioon liittyviin haasteisiin. Niiden
teoreettista puolta esitellidn seuraavassa tarkoi-
tuksellisen ei-teknisesti ja eradnlaisessa ”sovelta-
jalta soveltajalle” -hengessd Juan Merlon tutki-
musryhmin julkaisemien monitasoartikkelien
tyyliin (esim. Merlo ym. 2005). Esityksen mate-
maattisesta muodollisuudesta on siksi tingitty ja
sen sijaan keskitytaan mallien perusperiaatteiden
esittimiseen kisitteelliselld ja kdytannollisella ta-
solla. Esimerkiksi Anselin (2009), Elhorst (2010)
ja Gibbons ja Overman (2012) tarjoavat lisitie-
toja tarkkaa matemaattista ilmaisua kaipaaville.
Spatiaalisten mallien logiikkaa voidaan ha-
vainnollistaa tarkastelemalla selitettdvin muuttu-
jan alueellista jakaumaa. Seuraan esityksessani
Fornangoa (2012; ks. myos Ward ja Gleditsch
2008 ja Sampson 2012). Jos selitettdvillda muut-
tujalla on spatiaalista korrelaatiota, voidaan en-
siksi tarkastella, johtuuko se selittivien tekijoiden
alueellisesta rakenteesta. Mikili selittdvien teki-
joiden tuominen malliin poistaa spatiaalisen kor-
relaation mallin jidnnostermistd, on alkuperdisel-
13 selitettdvin muuttujan spatiaalisella korrelaa-
tiolla rakenteellinen selitys. Jos esimerkiksi vdes-
ton ikdjakaumassa on alueellista rakennetta, se
saattaisi osaltaan selittdd erityyppisten terveysin-
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dikaattoreiden lihtokohtaista spatiaalista korre-
laatiota.

Jos sen sijaan lopullisen mallin jadnnoster-
miin jda spatiaalista korrelaatiota, on periaattees-
sa kolme vaihtoehtoa. Ensiksi, kyseessi voi olla
selitettivin muuttujan kuvaaman ilmién vuoro-
vaikutteinen luonne itsensd kanssa. Ilmiossd on
talloin tarttumista (contagion) tai diffuusiota, ja
sithen viitataan spatiaalisen viiveen (spatial lag)
kasitteelld. Vastaava malli, spatiaalinen viivemal-
1i, sisdltad selitettdvan muuttujan spatiaalisen vii-
veen — tissd tapauksessa naapuruston keskiarvon
— selittdvana tekijani. Toinen vaihtoehto on ra-
kenteellinen selitys sellaisten selittdvien muuttuji-
en suhteen, joita ei ole mallissa tai joita ei ole
lainkaan mitattu. Tdhan viitataan termilld spati-
aalinen hairio (spatial disturbance) tai virhe (spa-
tial error), ja sitd vastaa kdytannossa spatiaalinen
virhemalli, jossa jadnnostermiin on lisdtty taval-
lisen satunnaisen komponentin rinnalle residuaa-
lien spatiaalinen viive. Spatiaalisen viive- ja virhe-
mallin erikoiskertoimet (rhoo ja lambda) tulki-
taan kuten muutkin regressiokertoimet: ne kerto-
vat, missd mairin naapuruston keskiarvo (vastaa-
vasti) y-muuttujassa tai virhetermissd kontribuoi
kullekin havainnolle mallin perusteella lasketta-
vaan ennustearvoon. Kolmantena vaihtoehtona
on jo mainittu spatiaalinen heterogeenisuus, jon-
ka vallitessa regressiokertoimet eli selittivien ja
selitettdvin muuttujan yhteydet vaihtelevat
alueellisesti.

Spatiaalisen riippuvuuden huomiotta jittimi-
selld voi olla vakavia seurauksia tuloksien kan-
nalta, silli tavanomaisin menetelmin lasketut
regressiokertoimien piste-estimaatit saattavat olla
virheellisia. Tarkemmin miiritettyna kyse on on-
gelmista estimaattien tarkentuvuuden ja mahdol-
lisesti myos harhaisuuden ja tehokkuuden suh-
teen, spatiaalisen prosessin luonteesta riippuen.
Myos tavanomaiset keskivirhe-estimaatit voivat
olla virheellisia. (Ward ja Gleditsch 2008, LeSage
ja Pace 2010.)

AINEISTO JA ASETELMA
AINEISTO

Tutkimuksen aineisto on yhdistelma otos- ja re-
kisteriaineistoista. Yksilotason otosaineistona
toimii Katumetro-hankkeen (Katumetro 2014)
kyselyaineisto. Vastaajien sijainti on perdisin
otoksen mukana pyydetyistd perustiedoista, joi-
hin kuuluu asuinkiinteiston keskipisteen koordi-
naatit. Chauvin (2005) pitda yksilotasoisten, riit-

tdvin tarkasti geokoodattujen aineistojen harvi-
naisuutta yhtend keskeisistd esteistd kontekstuaa-
lisen terveystutkimuksen kehittymiselle, joten
timin tutkimuksen aineisto ja lihestymistapa
vastaavat ndiltd osin tutkimuskirjallisuudessa esi-
tettyyn tarpeeseen. Kontekstimuuttujat ovat re-
kisteripohjaisia ja perdisin ruututietokannasta.
Kontekstimuuttujia varten mairitettiin kunkin
vastaajan ruutu koordinaattien perusteella.

Katumetro-aineisto kerdttiin vuonna 2012
Helsingin metropolialueelta (14 kuntaa) sekd Loh-
jalta ja Lahdesta. Helsingin metropolialueeksi luet-
tiin Espoo, Helsinki, Hyvinkaa, Jarvenpaa, Kauni-
ainen, Kerava, Kirkkonummi, Mintsili, Nurmi-
jarvi, Pornainen, Sipoo, Tuusula, Vantaa ja Vihti.
Otannan nakokulmasta aineisto koostuu kahdesta
ositetusta satunnaisotoksesta, joista toinen ositet-
tiin Tilastokeskuksen ruututietokannan tilastoruu-
tujen (250 x 250 metrid) mediaanitulotason poh-
jalta ja toinen asuinkunnan mukaisesti. Kumman-
kin otoksen tavoiteperusjoukon tilastoyksikoitd
ovat 25-74-vuotiaat suomen- ja ruotsinkieliset
henkilot. Tka ja asuinpaikka miiritettiin vuoden
2012 alussa viestorekisteritietojen perusteella.
Ruutuotos poimittiin ylimpdin ja alimpaan tulo-
viidennekseen kuuluvien ruutujen asukkaista.
Kuntaotos on ehdollinen ruutuotokseen nidhden
siten, ettd mikali henkil6 tuli poimituksi ruutuo-
tokseen, suljettiin hanen kotitaloutensa ulos toises-
ta otoksesta: ndin varmistettiin, ettei sama henkilo
voisi tulla kahteen kertaan poimituksi.

Brutto-otoksen koko on yhteensd 27 000 hen-
kilod, joista 9609 vastasi (vastausosuus 35,6 %).
Korkean yksikkdvastauskadon tilanteessa on pe-
rinpohjainen katoanalyysi keskeisessd asemassa,
Kadon analyysissd kdytimme paitsi erikseen pyy-
timiamme yksilotason rekisteritietoja tuloista ja
tyottomyydestd, myos ruututietokannan tarjoa-
mia, asuinympdristod kuvaavia sosio-ekonomisia
rekisterimuuttujia kadon mallintamisessa. Mal-
lintamisen tuloksena saatavat vastaamistodenni-
koisyydet tuotiin lopulliseen painomuuttujaan,
mikd parantaa aineiston kayttoedellytyksia ta-
vanomaisessa tilastollisen paittelyn kehikossa,
jossa oletuksena on edustava satunnaisotos tai
superpopulaatioon viittaava otostulkinta koko-
naisaineistosta. Aineiston otanta-asetelmasta ja
painotuksesta 16ytyy yksityiskohtainen selonteko
lihteestd Laaksonen ym. (2014). Aineistosta ji-
tettiin Lahden vastaajat pois, jotta saadaan mah-
dollisimman yhteniinen, jatkuvan kokonaisuu-
den muodostava alue. Niin ollen lopullinen ai-
neisto on kooltaan 9254 havaintoa.
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Ruututietokanta on Tilastokeskuksen yllapi-
timi aineisto, joka sisiltidd tilastoruuduittain
koottua tietoa koko maan alueelta mm. ruudun
viestostd, asukkaiden talous- ja tyomarkkina-
asemasta sekd koulutuksesta (Tilastokeskus
2013). Tdssd analyysissd on kiytetty vuoden
2009 tietokantaa 250 x 250 metrin ruutukoolla,
koska uudempaa versiota ei ollut tita tutkimusta
tehtdessd kaytettdvissd. Otosaineiston ja ruututie-
don yhdistdminen onnistui koordinaattien avulla.
Poikkeuksena olivat muutamat (54 kpl) otoshen-
kilot, jotka asuivat kyselyn aikaan alueilla, joita
ei vuonna 2009 ollut viela asutettu tai rakennettu
(Stjernberg 2013a). Tima havainnollistaa eri ai-
kaa edustavien aineistojen yhdistimiseen liittyvia
haasteita ja erityisesti sitd, ettd jollakin tavalla
muuttuneiden alueiden tapauksessa kontekstitie-
to on vanhentunutta. Toisaalta kdytetyt ruutu-
pohjaiset muuttujat ovat varsin karkeita, joten
voidaan olettaa, ettd suurin osa ruuduista tuli
luokitelluksi oikealla tavalla.

Kuvio 1 havainnollistaa aineiston rakennetta.
Mukana olevista 4134 ruudusta yli puolet on yh-
den vastaajan ruutuja ja yli kymmenen vastaajan
ruutuja on 46 kappaletta.

Artikkelin havainnollistavina esimerkkeini
kiytetddn koettua terveyttd ja turvattomuutta.
Kumpaakin vastetta on mitattu aineistossa va-
kiintuneilla kysymysmuotoiluilla. Terveyden osal-
ta kysymys on: ”Kuinka hyvi terveydentilanne
on nykyisin?” (koetusta terveydestd ks. esim.
Manderbacka 1998, Heistaro ym 2001, Jylha
2009). Vastausvaihtoehdot ovat: erittdin hyva —
melko hyvi — keskitasoa — melko huono - erittiin
huono. Turvattomuutta tiedusteltiin kysymyksel-
13 ”Kuinka turvalliseksi tunnettu olonne kavelles-

Kuvio 1.

Vastaajien lukumdira ruutua kohti.

sanne omalla asuinalueellanne yksin myo6hédan
viikonloppuiltana?” (ks. Ferraro ja LaGrange
1978, Farrall ym. 1997, Kemppainen ym. 2014),
ja vastausvaihtoehdot ovat: turvalliseksi — melko
turvalliseksi — melko turvattomaksi — turvatto-
maksi — en uskalla kdyda tuolloin ulkona — en
liiku iltaisin ulkona. Turvattomuuskysymyksen
viimeinen vastausvaihtoehto mairitettiin analyy-
seissd puuttuvaksi, koska se eroaa laadullisesti
muusta skaalasta, mika ratkaisuna jonkin verran
lisdd yksikkovastauskatoa. Muuttuja ei ole tar-
kalleen ottaen vilimatka-asteikollinen, mutta
tissd sitd kdytetddn likimddraisesti sellaisena.

HAVAINNOLLISTAVAN TUTKIMUSESIMERKIN ASETELMASTA

Spatiaalisten mallien havainnollistamiseksi tutki-
muksessa kaytetddan kolmenlaisia regressiomalle-
ja: spatiaalisten mallien lisiksi kaytetddn asetel-
maperusteista regressiomallia (jatkossa AP) sekd
mahdollisimman yksinkertaista lineaarista regres-
siomallia, johon viitataan tavallisen pienimmin
neliosumman estimointitekniikan nimelld OLS
(ordinary least squares). Otanta-asetelman mut-
kikkuuden vuoksi AP-malli on luonteva valinta
padasialliseksi lahestymistavaksi, silld sen avulla
voidaan huomioida otannan erityispiirteitd ja ka-
don vaikutus osite-muuttujan ja painomuuttujan
madrittelylli. AP-mallit estimoitiin SPSS:n Comp-
lex Samples -moduulilla (esim. Siller ja Tompkins
2006) ja aluemallit R:n spdep-paketilla Anselinin
(2007) tapaan (ks. myos. Bivand 2014); R on no-
peasti pdivittyvd avoimen lihdekoodin analyysi-
ja ohjelmointiymparisto, jonka voi ladata mak-
sutta osoitteesta http://cran.rstudio.com/.
OLS-malli ei ota huomioon otanta-asetelmaa
eikd painoja, mutta sen kdytté on tidssi yhtey-
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dessi kuitenkin perusteltua, koska se tarjoaa hy-
vin vertailukohdan spatiaalisille malleille, koska
niissakin otanta-asetelma ja painot jaavit timan-
hetkisilli tekniikoilla huomiotta. Seki spatiaaliset
mallit ettd AP-malli ovat OLS-mallia kehitty-
neempid ratkaisuja, mutta ne paikkaavat eri
asioita, jolloin ei ole itsestdan selvdd, kumpi olisi
absoluuttisessa mielessd parempi. Kumpikin tar-
joaa pikemminkin joitakin etuja, mutta tuo mu-
kanaan myos omia rajoituksiaan.

Sisallollisesti mallinnus lihtee liikkeelle asuin-
ympdristostd. Kasilld oleva tutkimus on osa Suo-
men Akatemian rahoittamaa hanketta (PREFA-
RE, 2012-2015), jossa tarkastellaan hyvinvointia
suomalaisissa 1960- ja 1970-luvuilla rakennetuis-
sa ldhioissa. Asuinkontekstia kuvaava lihiomuut-
tuja on madritetty Ruututietokannan 250 x 250
-metrin tilastoruutujen avulla ja sen mairityksen
on kehittdnyt kaupunkimaantieteiliji Mats
Stjernberg (2013b): tissd yhteydessa 1dhiolla vii-
tataan alueeseen, joka on rakennettu 1960- tai
1970-luvulla, sijoittuu keskusta-alueiden ulko-
puolelle (SYKE:n keskustarajaustyokalu) ja on
kerrostalovaltainen (vihintiin puolet ruudun
asukkaista asuu lihiokerrostaloissa). Mallinnuk-
sen lihtokohtana on niissd l3hidissd asumisen
yhteys koettuun terveyteen ja turvattomuuteen,
mika on sikili luontevaa, etta lihiokeskustelulle
on tyypillistd huoli sosio-ekonomisen huono-
osaisuuden alueellisesta keskittymisestd. Tata
yhteytta lihdetdin tarkastelemaan tuomalla mal-
liin kontekstuaalinen, alueen sosio-ekonomista
luonnetta kuvaava muuttuja sekd yksilotason
demografisia ja sosio-ekonomisia muuttujia. Eri-
tyistd huomiota kiinnitetddn residuaalien spatiaa-
liseen korrelaatioon.

Seki lihividen ettd muiden alueiden joukossa
on sisdistd vaihtelua monen tekijan suhteen, jois-
ta kirjallisuuden perusteella merkittavimpii lienee
tutkittavien ilmioiden kannalta alueen sosio-eko-
nominen rakenne. Tuoreessa suomalaisessa tutki-
muksessa (Kemppainen ym. 2014) havaittiin, ettd
Helsingissd asuinalueen sosio-ekonomisen tilan
(SES) ja koetun turvattomuuden vililli on mer-
kitsevd yhteys kohtuullisten vakiointienkin jal-
keen siten, ettd mitd matalampi on alueen SES,
sitd enemmin se altistaa asukkaitansa turvatto-
muuden kokemukselle (ks. my6s Brunton-Smith
ja Sturgis 2011). Nayttod on myos alueen sosio-
ekonomisen deprivaation kontekstuaalisesta roo-
lista terveysongelmien riskitekijand (Chauvin
2005, Fone ja Dunstan 2006). Niinpd myos ka-
silld olevassa tutkimuksessa on analyyseihin sisal-

lytetty kontekstimuuttuja, joka kuvaa asuinym-
pariston — eli kdytinnossd ruudun — moniulotteis-
ta sosio-ekonomista haavoittuvuutta. Kolmeen
yhti suureen luokkaan katkaistu muuttuja perus-
tuu valikoitujen ruututietokannan muuttujien
(ruudun koulutus-, tulo- ja tydmarkkinarakenne)
faktorointiin.

Niiden kontekstimuuttujien jilkeen malleihin
tuodaan demografisia ja sosio-ekonomisia yksilo-
muuttujia; subjektiivinen tulomuuttuja lisitdin
erikseen erotuksena objektiivisempiin sosio-eko-
nomisiin muuttujiin nihden. Niin piistidn ka-
siksi kontekstimuuttujien ja selitettivien yksilota-
son muuttujien mahdollisiin ekologisiin yhteyk-
siin: mikali yhteys havidi yksilotason muuttujien
lisdidmisen myotd, on kyse pohjimmiltaan ruutu-
tyyppien vdestokoostumuksen eroista ilman aitoa
kontekstuaalista vaikutusta. Jos taas ekologinen
yhteys sdilyy, on mahdollista ettd mukana on
kontekstivaikutusta. Niissd tapauksissa voidaan
ajatella, ettd asuinkonteksti vaikuttaa tilléin
kaikkiin, yksilollisestd sosio-ekonomisesta ase-
masta riippumatta.

SPATIAALISTEN MALLIEN SOVELTAMISTA: KOETTU
TERVEYS JA TURVATTOMUUS HELSINGIN
METROPOLIALUEELLA

KOETUN TERVEYDEN JA TURVATTOMUUDEN ALUEELLINEN
JAKAUTUMINEN
Luvussa 2.2 esitellyn naapurustomatriisin avulla
voidaan muodostaa spatiaalinen viivemuuttuja,
joka laskee jokaiselle havainnolle timdn naapu-
ruston keskiarvon koetussa terveydessa ja turvat-
tomuudessa. Yksittdisten vastausarvojen suora
visualisointi olisi paitsi informaatiivisuuden nai-
kokulmasta tehottomampi (vrt. Vauramo ym.
1992), my®s tietoturvan mielessi vihemmain suo-
tuisa vaihtoehto. Naapuruston kokoa vaihtele-
malla voidaan joustavasti tarkastella koetun ter-
veyden ja turvattomuuden alueellista rakennetta.
Kuviot 2 ja 3 kuvaavat koetun terveyden ja
turvattomuuden alueellista jakautumista. Kuvi-
oissa esitetddn 50 ldhimmain naapurin maarityk-
sen mukaisesti laskettu naapuruston keskiarvo
kullekin havaintopisteelle. Naapuruston keskiar-
von avulla paastaan kasiksi ilmioiden alueellisiin
trendeihin, silli menetelmi tasoittaa (smoothing)
ilmiosta saatavaa kuvausta poistamalla siitd yksi-
I6llista, ei-spatiaalista vaihtelua: koska vierek-
kaisten pisteiden naapurustot ovat lihes samat,
ovat keskiarvot hyvin ldhelld toisiaan, jolloin il-
mion alueellinen rakenne piirtyy niakyviin. Ha-
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Kuvio 2.

Koettu terveys. Naapuruston keskiarvo kullekin
havaintopisteelle. 50 lihintd naapuria. Mitd
tummempi piste, sitd heikompi koettu terveys.
Katumetro-aineisto (ei Lahti), n=9133,
vastausskaala 1-5.
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Kuvio 3.

Koettu turvattomuus. Naapuruston keskiarvo
kullekin havaintopisteelle. 50 lihintd naapuria.
Mitd tummempi piste, sitd turvattomampi.
Katumetro-aineisto (ei Lahti), n=8630,
vastausskaala 1-5.
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vaintojen sijaintiin on lisdtty pieni miira satun-
naiskohinaa paillekkiin menevien pisteiden erot-
tamiseksi ja tietoturvan parantamiseksi. Kuviot
on piirretty verrattain suurilla ja sopivasti lapi-
kuultavilla pisteilldi mahdollisimman informatii-
visen trendipinnan luomiseksi. Piirtimisessd on
kaytetty R:n ggplot2 -pakettia.

Koska karttatyylinen visualisointi helposti
ohjaa ajatuksia kohti alueita koskevaa aineistoa,
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on aiheellista korostaa, ettd kuviot 2 ja 3 perus-
tuvat otospohjaiseen kyselyaineistoon, jossa on
sekd mittausvirhetti ettd katoa. Téllaisen aineis-
ton visuaalinen havainnollistaminen tasoittavalla
viive-menetelmilld saa aineistosta esiin kiinnos-
tavaa alueellista rakennetta. Voidaan myds ajatel-
la, ettid keskiarvoistaminen tasoittaa mittausvir-
heesti johtuvaa satunnaisuutta. Erisuuruiset naa-
purustomadritykset tasoittavat kuvaa eri tavoin.
Valittuun naapurustomdirityksiin paadyttiin
kokeilemalla lukuisia erilaisia vaihtoehtoja. Pie-
nen naapuruston tapauksessa (esim. 10 l3hinta)
on vaikea erottaa selkeiti trendeji ja suurilla naa-
purustoilla (esim. 400 lihinti) taas keskiarvojen
vaihteluvili kutistuu epidedullisen pieneksi. 50
lahimmain naapurin ratkaisu muodosti lupaavalta
vaikuttavan kompromissin ndiden kahden piir-
teen suhteen, silld siind yhdistyy varsin selvapiir-
teinen aluetrendi kohtuullisiin keskiarvoeroihin.

Kuvien perusteella niyttdd siltd, ettd kum-
massakin ilmiossd on tarkemman tutkimuksen
arvoisia alue-eroja. Turvattomuuden alue-erot
vaikuttavat suuremmilta kuin terveyden vastaa-
vat. Turvattomimmat alueet eli hot spotit keskit-
tyvit pitkalti juna- ja metroliikenteen varrelle,
kun taas terveyden suhteen kuva on sirpaleisem-
pi. Espoon kaakkoisrannikko on kummankin
mittarin valossa vertailumielessd varsin hyvin-
voivaa aluetta.

Visuaaliseen vaikutelmaan ei pidd kuitenkaan
luottaa liiaksi, ja seuraavaksi onkin luontevaa
ottaa askel kohti konfirmatorisempaa analyysio-
tetta, mihin tarjoaa mahdollisuuden edelld kuvat-
tu Moranin I. Taulukkoon 1 on koottu kumman-
kin muuttujan kohdalta kyseinen suure ja sen ti-
lastollinen merkitsevyys normaalisuusoletuksella.
Laskennassa on kiytetty neljdd erisuuruista naa-
purustomadritysta.

Moranin L:n nojalla arvioiden seki turvatto-
muudessa ettd terveydessd on spatiaalista korre-
laatiota. Spatiaalinen korrelaatio heikkenee odo-
tetusti kontekstin kokoa kasvatettaessa, mutta
sitd kuitenkin esiintyy kaikilla kdytetyilld naapu-
rustomdarityksilld. Spatiaalinen korrelaatio on
turvattomuuden suhteen selvasti voimakkaampaa
kuin terveydessi, mikd tukee karttakuvien poh-
jalta tehtyi eksploratiivista havaintoa.

Mikali I mielletian korrelaatiosuureeksi, on
arvioitava, missd mddrin terveyden kohdalla
esiintyvit hyvin pienet kertoimet ovat enaa sisil-
l6llisesti kiinnostavia. Tilastolliset merkitsevyydet
sindnsa ovat voimakkaita kautta linjan aineiston
melko suuren koon vuoksi, ja niiden laskennassa
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Taulukko 1.

Moranin Lt koetulle terveydelle ja turvattomuudelle. Nelja naapurustomaaritysta: 10, 50, 100 ja 400

lahinta naapuria.

Terveys Turvattomuus
Naapuruston koko I P I P
10 0.028 <0.0001 0.165 <0.0001
50 0.019 <0.0001 0.131 <0.0001
100 0.014 <0.0001 0.103 <0.0001
400 0.008 <0.0001 0.060 <0.0001

kdytetyt varianssit ovat hyvin samansuuruiset
niin normaalisuusoletuksella kuin Monte Carlo
-satunnaistamisessakin. Tdssa tapauksessa onkin
pystyttivd arvioimaan tuloksen sisillollistd mer-
kittdvyyttd muilla keinoin. Yksi tapa olisi ottaa
pienempi otos, jonka avulla arvioida tilastollista
merkitsevyyttd, mutta tdhdn ratkaisuun sisiltyy
liian mielivaltainen tekija siind, kuinka suuren
otoksen ottaa paittelyn pohjaksi. Arvioin tilastol-
lisen merkitsevyyden kiyttokelpoisuutta katso-
malla, miten Moranin testisuure reagoi havainto-
jen sijainnin satunnaistamiseen, jolloin myos
naapurustomatriisit maaritellddn kullekin naapu-
rustokoolle uusiksi. Téallaisessa tapauksessa
muuttujan alueellinen rakenne on satunnainen,
jolloin testin pitiisi pystya erottelemaan tima ta-
paus todellisista jakaumista, joissa sen mukaan
on spatiaalista korrelaatiota. Tdssd se myos on-
nistuu, silld testi ei aidon satunnaisessa tapauk-
sessa anna kummankaan muuttujan osalta aihet-
ta nollahypoteesin hylkiimiseen milldian kiyte-
tyistd naapurustomaarityksista.

MALLINNUS: TEKNISIA HUOMIOITA JA SISALLOLLISTA
TULKINTAA

Tarkastellaan seuraavaksi regressiomallien avulla
koetun terveyden ja turvattomuuden maantieteel-
lisen puolen lisiksi niiden demografista ja sosio-
ekonomista luonnetta. Mallinnuksen my6ti paa-
semme kasiksi mallin jadnnostermeihin eli residu-
aaleihin. Mikili jaannostermeissd on spatiaalista
korrelaatiota, on ilmiélld alueellista rakennetta,
jota malli ei pysty selittimdan. Taman toteamista
varten on kehitetty erityinen residuaaleille sovel-
tuva versio Moranin indeksistd (Anselin 2007 ja
2009). Residuaalien spatiaalisen korrelaation ta-
pauksessa on syytd vakavasti harkita, voisiko ti-
lanne korjaantua esimerkiksi spatiaalisten mallien
avulla. Vaihtoehtoisen tavan residuaaliongelman
ratkaisuun tarjoaa ns. suodatusmenetelmi, jonka
esittely ja soveltaminen on oman erillisen artikke-

linsa arvoinen aihe (spatial filtering, ks. esim. Ge-
tis ja Griffith 2002 seka Griffith 2003).

Kuten edella todettiin, mallinnuksen avulla
haetaan vastausta kysymykseen, eroavatko Hel-
singin metropolialueen 1960- ja 1970-lukujen
1ihiot muusta kaupunkirakenteesta asukkaiden
kokeman terveyden tai turvattomuuden suhteen.
Spatiaalisen mallinnuksen naapurirakenteen lih-
tokohdaksi valittiin kuvioissa kdytetty 50 lihim-
min naapurin miiritys, koska se on visuaalisesti
arvioiden ja Moranin L:n perusteella hyvd komp-
romissi, kun halutaan siilyttda luokkien vilisten
keskiarvoerojen suuruus ilman ettd hukataan alu-
eellisten trendien selkeyttd; my6s mallinnusvertai-
lu erisuuruisilla naapurustoilla tukee tita ratkai-
sua Akaiken informaatiomitalla arvioituna.

Kuten edelld todettiin, merkitsee kiintedan
naapurimdirin ratkaisu kidytinnossi sitd, ettd
laskennallisen ”naapuruston” maantieteellinen
koko vaihtelee havaintojen tiheyden mukaan. 50
lihimmain naapurin ratkaisussa valtaosalla (75
%) vastaajista naapurit loytyvat keskiméirin
noin 900 metrin etdisyydelta. Vain viidelld pro-
sentilla keskimairdinen etdisyys on 2900 metri
tai enemmin. Harvimman havaintotiheyden
alueilla tima etaisyys on 15 kilometrin luokkaa,
mutta nididen havaintojen osuus on varsin pieni,
eikd naapuruston maantieteellistd laajuutta ole
syytd pitdd ongelmana.

Kisitellddn aluksi artikkelin luonteen mukai-
sesti mallinnuksen teknisempad puolta, minka
jalkeen luodaan tiivis, mallinnuksiin pohjautuva
sisdllollinen kuvaus koetun terveyden ja turvatto-
muuden alueellisesta luonteesta Helsingin seudul-
la. Sisillollisen puolen osalta tulokset ovat ai-
noastaan suuntaa-antavia ja alustavia, koska
taysi sisdltoartikkelin vaatima kirjallisuuskehys-
tys ja sithen pohjautuva mallin maaritys joudut-
tiin jattdmain kasilld olevan tekstin tavoitteen-
asettelun ulkopuolelle.
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Taysien OLS-mallien residuaalien tarkastelu
osoittaa, etti terveyden osalta tavanomainen mal-
linnus riittad: residuaalien Moranin I on kiytan-
nossi nolla. Turvattomuuden tapauksessa residu-
aalien autokorrelaatio sen sijaan antaa aihetta
spatiaalisten mallien soveltamiseen. Havainnolli-
suuden vuoksi esitin taulukoissa myos koetun
terveyden osalta vastaavat aluemallit (Taulukko
2). Mallien taulukoissa on esitetty vain tekstissd
kasiteltdvat muuttujat. Muut vakioidut muuttujat
on mainittu taulukoiden alaviitteessa.

Taulukko 2.
Koettu terveys: asetelmaperusteiset (AP) mallit, OLS-malli ja alueelliset viive- ja virhemallit.
Yhden AP2 AP3
selittdjan
AP-mallit
B S.E p B S.E p B S.E

Vakiotermi ) ) ) 3,809 ) ) 4,442
Lihioruutu
Ei 13hio ref. . . ref. . . ref. .
Lihio -0,164 0,032 | <0.0005 | -0,072 | 0,034 | 0036 | -0,041 | 0,031
Ruudun SES
Matala SES ref. . . ref. . . ref. .
Keskitason SES 0,196 0,027 | < 0.0005 0,181 0,029 | < 0.0005 0,056 0,026
Korkea SES 0,296 0,025 | <0.0005 0,276 0,027 | < 0.0005 0,071 0,026
Kotitalouden toi-
meentulo (subj.)
Erinomaisesti ref. . . . . . ref.
Hyvin -0,181 0,029 | <0.0005 . ) ) 20,202 | 0,029
Kohtalaisesti -0,528 0,030 | <0.0005 . . . -0,482 0,032
Melko huonosti -0,773 0,056 | <0.0005 . . . -0,706 0,055
Huonosti -1,160 0,101 | <0.0005 . . . -1,034 0,104
n 8279 8279 8279

1) Malleissa AP3, OLS3, VIIVE(50) ja VIRHE(50) vakioitu my6s sukupuoli, ik, kieli,
tyomarkkina-asema ja kotitalouden muoto.

i
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OLS3 VIIVE(S50) VIRHE(50)

p B S.E p B S.E p B S.E p
4,475 . . 4,161 . . 4,473
ref. . . ref. . . ref.

0,177 -0,040 | 0,032 0,058 -0,046 0,026 0,073 -0,052 0,027 0,052
. ref. . . ref. . . ref. . .
0,029 0,058 0,022 0,008 0,051 0,022 0,022 0,056 0,023 0,013
0,006 0,070 0,023 0,002 0,059 0,023 0,013 0,068 0,023 0,004

ref. . . ref. . . ref.

< 0.0005 | -0,223 | 0,025 | <0.0005 -0,223 0,025 | <0.0005 -0,224 0,025 | <0.0005

< 0.0005 | -0,487 | 0,026 | <0.0005 -0,486 0,026 | < 0.0005 -0,487 0,026 | <0.0005

< 0.0005 | -0,761 | 0,042 | <0.0005 -0,759 0,042 | <0.0005 -0,762 0,042 | <0.0005

<0.0005 | -0,987 | 0,070 | <0.0005 | -0,987 | 0,070 | <0.0005 | -0,989 | 0,070 | <0.0005

8279 8279 8279
Rhoo S.E. p Lambda S.E. p
0,080 0,045 0,075 0,089 0,052 0,092
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Taulukko 3.

Koettu asuinalueen turvallisuus: asetelmaperusteiset (AP) mallit, OLS-malli ja alueelliset viive- ja virhemallit.

Yhden selittdjan AP2 AP3
AP-mallit
B S.E. P B S.E p B S.E.
Vakiotermi 4,132 4,520
Lahioruutu
Ei lahio ref. . . ref. . . ref. .
Lihié -0,240 0,033 | <0.0005 | -0,090 | 0,035 | 0,010 | -0,081 | 0,033
Ruudun SES
Matala SES ref. . . ref. . . ref. .
Keskitason SES 0,299 0,026 | <0.0005 | 0,279 | 0,027 | <0.0005 | 0,218 | 0,025
Korkea SES 0,480 0,024 | <0.0005 | 0,456 | 0,026 | <0.0005 | 0,355 | 0,025
Kotitalouden
toimeentulo (subj.)
Erinomaisesti ref. ref.
Hyvin 0,152 0,026 | <0.0005 -0,086 | 0,025
Kobhtalaisesti -0,320 0,028 | < 0.0005 -0,189 | 0,027
Melko huonosti -0,486 0,052 | <0.0005 -0,308 | 0,051
Huonosti -0,737 0,134 | < 0.0005 -0,528 | 0,128
n 7817 7817 7817

1) Malleissa AP3, OLS3, VIIVE(50) ja VIRHE(50) vakioitu myos sukupuoli, ikd, kieli,

tyomarkkina-asema ja kotitalouden muoto.

Regressiokertoimet ja niiden keskivirheet voi-
vat kérsid, mikali selitettdvin ilmion spatiaalinen
korrelaatio jatetiin huomiotta (Ward ja Gle-
ditsch 2008). Kuten taulukosta 3 huomataan,
turvattomuuden tapauksessa asuinympariston
lahioluonnetta ja sosio-ekonomista tilaa luonneh-
tivien kontekstimuuttujien piste-estimaatit piene-
nevit tuntuvasti, kun jadnnostermien spatiaalinen
korrelaatio otetaan malleissa huomioon joko y-
muuttujan viiveend tai mallivirheen korrelaatio-
rakenteessa. Lihiomuuttujan kohdalla kumpikin
spatiaalinen malli tuottaa varsin samansuuruisen
kertoimen, mutta kontekstuaalisen SES-muuttu-
jan tapauksessa viivemallin kertoimet ovat selvis-
ti pienemmait kuin virhemallissa, miki vastaa
Wardin ja Gleditschin (2008, 69) havaintoa.
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Lahio-muuttujan suhteen piste-estimaatin pie-
neneminen johtaa siihen, ettd perusteita nollahy-
poteesin hylkdamiselle ei lopullisessa mallissa
endd ole. Vaikka spatiaalisten mallien kertoimet
rhoo ja lambda ovatkin tilastollisesti melkein
merkitsevid myos koetun terveyden tapauksessa,
ovat ne sen verran pienid, ettd niiden sisillollinen
merkittidvyys on kyseenalainen.

Siind missa residuaaleille kehitetty Moranin I
-testin versio auttaa vastaamaan kysymykseen,
onko tavanomainen mallinnus teknisesti soveltu-
va ratkaisu spatiaalisen korrelaation nikokul-
masta, se ei kuitenkaan auta mallityypin valin-
nassa. Spatiaalisia malleja on lukuisia, l3htien ns.
Manskin (1993) yleista naapurustovaikutusmal-
lia vastaavasta tiydestd empiirisestd mairitykses-

DISORDER AND INSECURITY IN A RESIDENTIAL CONTEXT




OLS3 VIIVE(50) VIRHE(50)
P B S.E P B S.E P B S.E P
4,465 2,168 4,604
. ref. . . ref. . . ref. . .
0,015 -0,082 | 0,024 | 0,001 -0,043 0,023 0,064 -0,037 0,027 0,173
ref. . . ref. . . ref. .
<0.0005 | 0,234 | 0,020 | < 0.0005 0,154 0,020 | < 0.0005 0,170 0,022 | < 0.0005
<0.0005 | 0,363 | 0,021 | <0.0005 0,200 0,022 | < 0.0005 0,240 0,025 | <0.0005
. ref. . . ref. . . ref. . .
<0.0005 | -0,078 | 0,022 | <0.0005 | -0,078 0,022 | < 0.0005 -0,081 0,022 | <0.0005
<0.0005 | -0,183 | 0,024 | <0.0005 | -0,180 0,023 | < 0.0005 -0,183 0,023 | <0.0005
< 0.0005 | -0,315 | 0,039 | <0.0005 | -0,314 0,038 | < 0.0005 -0,321 0,038 | <0.0005
< 0.0005 | -0,429 | 0,065 | <0.0005 | -0,434 0,063 | < 0.0005 -0,433 0,063 | < 0.0005
7817 7817 7817
Rhoo S.E. P Lambda S.E. p
0,553 0,027 | <0.0005 0,612 0,028 | < 0.0005

td, jossa alueellinen komponentti on samaan ai-
kaan sekd y-muuttujassa, selittdjissd ettd virheter-
missa (Elhorst 2010). Tassa artikkelissa olen ha-
lunnut pitdytya yksinkertaisimmissa ja sovellus-
ten tasolla vakiintuneimmissa malleissa, joita
ovat edelld esitellyt viive- ja virhemalli (esim.
Fornango 2011, Sampson 2012, Troy ym. 2012).
Niiden vilisessd valinnassa on tapana kayttaa
sekd tilastollisia suureita etta sisaltdon pohjautu-
vaa harkintaa. Sisillollisen harkinnan suhteen on
hyvd muistaa, ettd virhe- ja viivemallit olettavat
hyvin erityyppisen alueellisen luonteen ilmidlle:
virhemallin kohdallahan ajatellaan, etti sisillyt-
tdmalld mallin virhetermiin alueellinen kompo-
nentti saadaan huomioitua ainakin osa alueelli-
sesti korreloituneesta, mittaamattomasta ja siten

mallin ulkopuolelle jaavasta selittdjarakenteesta.
Viivemalli taas sisiltda ajatuksen, etti selitettivin
muuttujan kuvaama ilmié on itseensi nihden
vuorovaikutteinen (esim. diffuusio, tarttuminen,
kilpailu). Mallivalintaa ohjaavina tilastollisina
suureina on kiytetty Lagrange-kerrointen testi-
sarjaa (Anselin 2007 ja Fornango 2011) ja erilai-
sia informaatiomittoja, esim. Akaiken informaa-
tiokriteerid (Troy ym. 2012).

Tissd tapauksessa Anselinin (2007) kdyttima
Lagrange-kertoimien testisarja viittaa turvatto-
muuden tapauksessa viivemallin suuntaan. On
kuitenkin aihetta kriittisesti pohtia, voidaanko
valinta jattdd kokonaisuudessaan teknisen mitta-
rin ratkaistavaksi (vrt. Gibbons ja Overmans
2012). Jotta viivemalli voitaisiin olettaa oikeaksi
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valinnaksi, tulisi selitettivissa ilmiossa olla “tart-
tuvaa”, itseidn ruokkivaa tai muuten itsensi
kanssa vuorovaikutteista luonnetta. Koetun tur-
vattomuuden tapauksessa levidminen on tiettyyn
rajaan saakka teoreettisesti ajateltavissa: havain-
not vikivallasta tai levottomuudesta — ja siten
my6s pelko — levidvit osaltaan huhuina ja kerto-
muksina kasvokkaisen vuorovaikutuksen vilityk-
selld (vrt. Valkonen 1970). Turvattomuus voi
toisaalta ruokkia itseddn myos muiden tekijoiden
kautta. Turvattomaksi koetun alueen kayttdja-
kunta valikoituu, jolloin sosiaalista jdrjestystd
tukevan epdvirallisen sosiaalisen kontrollin edel-
lytykset heikkenevit. Tillin on kuitenkin kyse
jo virhemallin mukaisesta tulkinnasta, koska ole-
tetaan turvattomuuden kannalta relevantteja,
mittaamattomia ja spatiaalisesti jdrjestyneitd te-
kijoitd, jotka erottavat muilta osin samantyyppi-
sid alueita toisistaan. Sosiaalisen disorganisaation
teoriaperinteestd kumpuava epavirallinen sosiaa-
linen kontrolli (Sampson ym. 1997) on timinhet-
kisen tiedon perusteella lupaavimpia tarjokkaita
tahdn rooliin. Teoreettisesti arvioituna tiukka
viivemallitulkinta on lopulta epiuskottava, ja on
turvallisempaa pitdd kiinni virhemallin ajatukses-
ta.

Miti tdssd esitettyjen mallien perusteella voi-
daan sanoa tutkittavista ilmioistd sisillollisen
tulkinnan mielessa? Aloitetaan koetusta tervey-
destd, jonka osalta AP-mallit riittavit eika aihetta
spatiaalisten mallien kayttoon ole. Lihtoasetelma
on, ettd koettu terveys on lihidissd muuhun seu-
tuun verrattuna keskimdirin 0,16 pistettd hei-
kompi (vastausskaala 1-5). Tastd valtaosa selit-
tyy ndiden asuinympdristojen sosio-ekonomisella
luonteella (aluetta kuvaava kontekstimuuttuja) ja
vastaajien demografisella ja sosiaalisella taustalla
(vastaajia kuvaavat muuttujat). Matalan sosio-
ekonomisen tason alueella asuminen on lopulta
negatiivisesti, joskin varsin heikosti, yhteydessi
koettuun terveyteen (ks. taulukko 3: AP3). Yksi-
lollisistd kovariaateista erityisesti koettu yksilol-
linen taloustilanne ndyttdd olevan keskeinen koe-
tun terveyden selittdji: talousahdinkoa eniten
kokevat raportoivat terveytensi keskimaarin noin
yhden pisteen verran heikommaksi kuin parhaim-
massa asemassa olevat.

Koetun turvattomuuden suhteen on sisallolli-
sid johtopddtoksid tehtiessi ammennettava eri
malleista. Ensinndkin tavanomainen mallinnus-
taktiikka karsii pahoin jidnnostermien spatiaali-
sesta rakenteesta, joten spatiaalisten mallien tu-
lokset ovat todennikoisesti oikeammassa suun-
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nassa kuin AP3- ja OLS3-malleissa. My®os asetel-
man ja kadon huomiointi AP-malleissa tekee yh-
den varsin tuntuvan korjauksen, jota ei sitikddn
voi jattda huomiotta. Kootaan niitd seuraavaksi
yhteen. Lihidissd on varsin selvisti korkeampi
turvattomuustaso kuin muilla alueilla: ero on lih-
toasetelmassa 0,24 pistettd. Tama selittyy ldhes
kokonaisuudessaan alueiden sosio-ekonomisella
luonteella. Yksilotekijoiden vakioinnin ja alueel-
lisen mallinnuksen jilkeenkin sosio-ekonomisen
alueskaalan diripdiden ero on 0,24 pistettd (vir-
hemalli). Sisillollinen tulkinta ei tdssd tapauk-
sessa muutu spatiaalisen korrelaation huomioimi-
sen myotd. Koska kertoimen muutos on kuiten-
kin varsin tuntuva, on residuaalien korrelaatiora-
kenne syytad ottaa vakavasti: kertoimen pienem-
malla lihtotasolla tai vastaavasti pienemmalld
aineistolla tulos olisi saattanut laskea tavanomai-
sen merkitsevyystason heikommalle puolelle.

Oma koettu toimeentulokin on kiinteasti yh-
teydessa koettuun turvattomuuteen: mitd hanka-
lampi taloudellinen tilanne on, sitd enemmain
turvattomuutta koetaan. Asetelmaperusteisesta
mallista kay ilmi, ettd talousahdingon yhteys tur-
vattomuuteen on jyrkempi kuin muiden mallien
perusteella ajattelisi.

Eroavatko l4hiot siis muusta alueesta koetun
terveyden ja turvattomuuden osalta? Kylli, koet-
tu hyvinvointi on kummankin muuttujan suhteen
heikommalla tasolla lihidissd kuin muualla. Mis-
td on kyse? Lahiot ovat muuta aluetta tyypilli-
semmin luonteeltaan matalan sosio-ekonomisen
tason asuinymparistojd, mitkd puolestaan altista-
vat asukkaansa koetulle turvattomuudelle, pitkal-
ti riippumatta asukkaan omasta sosio-ekonomi-
sesta tilanteesta. Toisaalta 13hi6- ja muiden aluei-
den vililld on eroja viestorakenteessa, mika na-
kyy siind, ettd vastaajien demografisen, sosiaali-
sen ja taloudellisen tilanteen huomioon ottami-
nen selittia kdytinnossi tiysin terveyden tapauk-
sessa alkuvertailussa havaitun eron. Tiivistien
voidaan todeta, ettd terveyden alue-eroissa on
kyse enemminkin kompositio- eli koostumusseli-
tyksestd, kun taas turvattomuuden tapauksessa
ndyttda jadvan tilaa myos varsin huomattavalle
asuinympdriston sosio-ekonomisen luonteen kon-
tekstivaikutukselle (ks. Valkonen 1970 ja Chau-
vin 2005). Tuloksiin on syytd suhtautua varauk-
sella, koska ne ovat sisillollisessd mielessi vasta
alustavia ja niiden tarkoitus on tissi yhteydessi
toimia ldhinnd artikkelissa esitellyn analyysime-
netelmin havainnollistamisen tukena.
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YHTEENVETO JA POHDINTAA

Tissa artikkelissa esitelty spatiaalisen ekonomet-
rian ldhestymistapa tarjoaa joustavan vilineiston
sosiaalitieteellisen hyvinvointitutkimuksen eri
vaiheisiin ottamalla maantieteen kiintedsti mu-
kaan analyysiin. Tutkimuksen eksploratiivisessa
vaiheessa ilmioiden alueellista rakennetta voidaan
tarkastella monipuolisesti ja valita siltd pohjalta
soveltuvimmalta vaikuttava naapurustorakenne
tarkempaan analyysiin. [Imiosta riippuen spatiaa-
linen korrelaatio voi olla ongelma regressiomal-
linnuksessa. Kyse on havaintojen riippuvuudesta
eli samasta ilmiostd, johon esimerkiksi monitaso-
analyysikin pyrkii tarttumaan ryvistyneiden il-
mididen tapauksissa. Koettu terveys on ilmiona
siind madirin ei-alueellista tekoa, ettid sen osalta
tavanomaisen mallinnusratkaisut riittdvat. Toisin
on koetun turvattomuuden laita, joka ymmarret-
tavisti on terveyttd alueellisempi ilmi6. Turvatto-
muuden tapauksessa tavanomainen mallinnus
kirsii residuaalien spatiaalisesta korrelaatiosta ja
sijainnin huomiointi vaikuttaa varsin tuntuvasti
kontekstimuuttujien regressiokertoimiin. Spatiaa-
lisen korrelaation ottaminen vakavasti mallien
tasolla johtaa parempiin estimaatteihin, oikeam-
paan tilastollliseen péittelyyn ja ndin ollen myos
laadukkaampiin empiirisiin tuloksiin.

Esitellylld lihestymistavalla on my6s heikko-
utensa. Viive- ja virhemallien erityiset spatiaali-
seen rakenteeseen liittyvit kertoimet eivit ole si-
nillddn erityisen informatiivisia, silld ne kuvaavat
ldhinna yleiselld tasolla spatiaalisuuden astetta.
Mutkikkaan otanta-asetelman ja vastauskadon
oloissa on erityisen ongelmallista, ettd asetelma-
muuttujia ei saada nykyisilla tekniikoilla mukaan
kuvattuihin malleihin. Myos varsinaisten kon-
tekstimuuttujien kayttoon liittyy tiettyad mutkik-
kuutta. Ei ole tiysin selvdi, miten kontekstimuut-
tujien piste-estimaattien pieneneminen turvatto-
muuden spatiaalisissa malleissa tulisi tulkita,
koska spatiaalisia ekonometrisia malleja kiyte-
tddn tyypillisesti selkedsti yksitasoisten aineisto-
jen kanssa.

Spatiaalisten ekonometristen mallien tapa ka-
sittdd konteksti onkin tietylld tapaa erilainen kuin
tavanomaisessa monitasoisessa ajattelussa. Spati-
aalisen ekonometrian lihestymistapa koostaa
havainnon naapuruston piirteistd aggregoitua
kontekstuaalista informaatiota. Naissd konteks-
timuuttujissa on monitasoiselle asetelmalle tavan-
omaista redundanssia eli paillekkaisyytta: vierek-
kdisten havaintojen naapurustot ovat lihes sa-

mat, jolloin muuttuja ei sisilld informaatiota sa-
massa maarin kuin yksildomuuttujat. Verrattuna
hallinnolliseen aluerakenteeseen tai tilastoruu-
tuun tilanne on siind mielessd erilainen, ettd nyt
naapurusto liukuu vastaajan asuinkiinteiston si-
jainnin mukaan, jolloin paillekkiisyys on vain
osittaista. Hallinnollisessa rakenteessa paillek-
kidisyys on tiydellisti, koska jokaisella tietyn
alueen vastaajalla on sama ”naapurusto”, jolloin
my0ds naapurustotason muuttujat ovat tasmalleen
samat. Pdillekkiisyyden olettaisi nikyvin keski-
virheissd, mutta nyt kuitenkin nimenomaan piste-
estimaatit pienenevit. On mahdollista, etti spati-
aalinen korrelaatio ei ole nyt niin voimakasta,
ettd se vaikuttaisi varianssiestimaatteihin. Jatkos-
sa on syyta selvittdd, miten toinen tavallinen spa-
tiaalisen autokorrelaation korjauskeino, spatiaa-
linen suodatus (Griffith 2003), toimii timinkal-
taisessa asetelmassa: se mahdollistaa yksinkertais-
ten estimointimenetelmien kayton ja siten otanta-
asetelman ja vastauskadon huomioinnin. Lisiksi
ryvistyneiden aineistojen tapauksessa suodatus
taipuu myos monitasoanalyysiin (esim. Park ja
Kim 2014).

Yleiselld tasolla tissd esitelty lihestymistapa
on erds keino pddstd kohti kokemusmaailmassa
esiintyvid asuinympdristoja, jotka eivit useinkaan
ole yksiselitteisesti hallinnollisten rajojen maaraa-
mid. Naapurustoja ei ole suomalaisessa rekisteri-
jarjestelmissa sellaisenaan olemassa (vrt. Préte-
ceille 2003), joten niiden tilastollinen tarkastelu
vaatii kehitystyota, josta tdssa artikkelissa esitetty
lahestymistapa on yksi esimerkki. Naapuruston
tai naapuriyhteison kokoa ei kuitenkaan voida
mekaanisesti maarittda tissi kdytetyn aineiston
kaltaisissa tapauksissa, joissa kasiteltdva alue on
verrattain suuri ja maantieteellisesti jatkuva. Li-
siksi on huomioitava, ettd vastaajan kisitys
omasta asuinalueesta tai naapurustosta on sub-
jektiivinen. Spatiaalinen analyysi antaa erdilla
tapaa aineiston kertoa skaalan sopivuudesta kun-
kin tarkasteltavan ilmion kohdalla erikseen. So-
pivan tarkastelutason valinnassa voidaan kayttaa
erilaisten madritysten vertailua, teknisid tunnus-
lukuja ja aiheen sisiltotuntemukseen pohjautuvaa
subjektiivista harkintaa. Tdssd paadyttiin viiden-
kymmenen lihimman vastaajan muodostamaan
”naapurustoon”.

Alueellisen analyysin yhteydessd on syyta
kriittisesti arvioida vastaajien tietoturvaa. Tassd
esitelty analyysi ei vaaranna lainkaan vastaajien
tietoturvaa, vaikka siini kasitelliankin havain-
non sijaintia. Kuvioista on jitetty taustakartta
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tarkoituksella pois, jotta pisteen paikantaminen
ei olisi suoraviivaisesti mahdollista. Havaintojen
sijaintiin on myos lisdtty sopiva maara satunnais-
kohinaa niin, ettd yksikddn piste ei olisi tismal-
leen oikealla paikallaan. Lisiksi vastaajan asuin-
kiinteiston keskipisteessd, jossa kukin kuvan
piste siis sijaitsee, on edustettuna vastaajan naa-
puruston keskiarvo, jossa vastaajan oma arvo ei
ole lainkaan mukana. Regressiomalleissa puoles-
taan naapuruus tai sijainti ei ndyttdydy tutkijalle
saati lukijalle sellaisessa muodossa, joka herittdi-
si huolta tietoturvasta.

Jatkotutkimuksia ajatellen olisi mielenkiin-
toista selvittid, mitka tekijat selittavit suomalai-
sessa kontekstissa asuinalueen sosio-ekonomisen
luonteen ja koetun turvattomuuden yhteytta. Eri-
tyisesti olisi kiinnostavaa tarkastella, missd maa-
rin kaupunkitutkimuksen keskeisiin kasitteisiin
kuuluva epimuodollinen sosiaalinen kontrolli
selittda tata yhteyttd. Lahiotutkimuksen alueella
olisi hyodyllistd paistd vertailemaan erityyppisia
13hisitd turvattomuuden kokemuksen nikokul-
masta. Niiden teemojen ymmartiminen auttaa
hahmottamaan sosio-ekonomisen eriytymiskehi-
tyksen tulevaisuuden suuntia, silld asuinalueen
turvallisuus, rauhallisuus ja ndihin liittyvat mieli-
kuvat ovat tunnetusti keskeisii tekijoiti muutto-
aikeiden muotoutumisessa.
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This article demonstrates the use of spatial regres-
sion models in social scientific survey research.
Self-rated health and feeling of unsafety were cho-
sen as topics for the illustrative practical example.
The rationale for this choice is threefold. First,
both are central areas of well-being. Second, they
possess very different spatial structures, which
serves well the purposes of illustration. Third,
they stem from the two historical roots of the mo-
dern spatial analysis, namely, the fields of 19th
century epidemiology and criminology.

Spatial analysis offers flexible and underused
tools for social scientist. The spatial distribution
of the phenomenon of interest can be visualised
using different scales or resolutions. From the
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point of view of modelling, one is able to account
for the possible spatial autocorrelation of the
phenomena, which results in more correct estima-
tes. It is possible that the substantial interpreta-
tions depend on whether or not one accounts for
spatial autocorrelation.

In our illustrative example, feeling of unsafety
has a stronger spatial structure than self-rated
health. As a consequence, accounting for spatial
correlation makes a difference in the case of un-
safety, contrary to that of self-rated health. The
point estimates of the contextual variables dimi-
nish rather markedly in the spatial models of un-
safety when compared to the standard models.
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