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”When I walk from school to home, 

it is easy to breath and there are no 

human voices. 

Normally I am there alone –

I only hear the voices of the birds.”

Anna Broberg

o y ea t e o ces of t e b ds.

Aalto University

Centre for Urban and Regional Studies

anna.broberg@tkk.fi Figure: Sirkku Huisko



The ’soft’ GIS
D l i GIS b d th dDeveloping a GIS‐based method 

for studying the environmental experiences locality‐based

a new layer into the Geographic Information System



softGIS methods

8 Finnish 
cities/townscities/towns 

over 8000 
participants

softGISsafetysoftGISchildren

softGISchildren
participants

Cities of Helsinki

City of Mäntsälä City of Kerava
City of Järvenpää City of Nurmijärvi

Cities of Helsinki 
and Espoo



u
Tu
rk
u

ty
 o
f T

softGIS study in 2008‐2009

Ci
tn = 1836

5 graders (10‐12 years)

7 graders (13 15)7 graders (13‐15)

51 % boys, 49 % girls



softGIS method for children and young people

www pehmogis fi/turkuwww.pehmogis.fi/turku



The contents of children’s softGIS
Affordances for sociality
Clark & Uzzell 2002; Kyttä 2003

Functional affordances
(operations)

Clark & Uzzell, 2002; Kyttä, 2003

Affordances for emotionality

( p )
Kyttä, 2003, 2004; Heft, 1988

y
Miettinen, 2006

Functional affordances

Wellbeing anf health

(actions)

Wellbeing anf health
WHOs quaationnaire

MobilityMobility
Hillman et al. 1990



Background information



The affordances for emotionality



The perceived well‐being
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da • 1863 children from 54 schools

• 12 343 pin‐pointed affordances

T • 5735 little stories



Child‐based analysisChild based analysis

URBAN EXPERIENTIAL/ 
STRUCTURE 
VARIABLES

BEHAVIORAL 
FACTORS

HEALTH & 
WELL-BEING

• BMI
• Daily symptoms
• Perceived health

• Density
• Green structure
• Proportion of children

• Mode of school journeys
• Mobility licences
• Distance to affordancesopo t o o c d e Distance to affordances
• Diversity of affordances
• Perceived dangers
• Preference index



The individually sensitive
analysis of urban structureanalysis of urban structure

(500 m buffer around inhabitant’s home)



Urban structure & 
children’s experiences and behavior

URBAN STRUCTURE

VARIABLES

EXPERIENTIAL & BEHAVIORAL 
FACTORS

children s experiences and behavior

VARIABLES

Activity of school journeys

Density

Distances to affordances

y

Amount of 

G t t

Territorial range
The proportion

f hild

Green structure

Preference index
=  Positive association ***
=  Positive association**
= Positive association*

of children

=  Negative association ***
=  Negative association **
=  Negative assciation*



Factors that predict 
perveived health and wellbeingp g

URBAN 
STRUCTURE
VARIABLES

EXPERIENTIAL & 
BEHAVIORAL FACTORS

PERCEIVED 
HEALTH &   

WELLBEING

Overweight

(BMI)

VARIABLES WELLBEING          

Activity of school journeys

(BMI)

Daily symptoms

Perceived dangers

• physical

• psychologicalAmount of 

green structure

Preference index

Perveived

health

=  Positive association ***
=  Positive association**
= Positive association*= Positive association

=  Negative association ***
=  Negative association **
=  Negative assciation*



Affordance‐centered statistical 
analyses

• The denser the immediate surroundings of 
ff d (50 b ff ) th lik li it

analyses

an affordance are (50 m buffer) the likelier it 
is that the place is reached independently

• The amount of  population around an 
ff d i th d f likiaffordance increases the degree of liking 
especially on affordances for sociality. 

The amount of green space 
around an affordance 
increases the degree of liking 
especially on affordances for 

ti litemotionality. 



Actualized affordances
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ENVIRONMENTAL

CHILDFRIENDLINESS low                                 highCHILDFRIENDLINESS

(Kyttä, 2003)
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The environmental
childfriendliness of 

various parts of Turkuvarious parts of Turku

WASTELAND
6 apts/ha

BULLERBY
19 apts/ha

Building density in cells*** 

CELL
4 apts/ha

GLASSHOUSE
22 apts/ha



Now: 
A study in the city of Helsinki 2009‐2010y y

Children’s everyday mobility, 

health  & urban structure

six neigbourhoods in Helsinki
www.pehmogis.fi/helsinkilapset



Wouldn’t it be something if myWouldn’t it be something if myWouldn t it be something if my 

small voice would make

Wouldn t it be something if my 

small voice would make

a difference in the planning of 

my environment!

a difference in the planning of 

my environment!

ThankThank  
you!you! 
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