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Classic studies about
environmental

childfriendliness

Roger Hart (1979) Children’s Experiences of Place Robin Moore (1986) Childhood’s Domain

https://naturalearning.org/



Indicators of environmental quality defined by children

Social integration
Freedom from social threaths
Cohesive community identity

Secure tenure
Tradition of com munity self-help

Insecure tenure
Racial tensions

Sense of political powerlessness
Fear of harrassment and crime

Boredom
Social exlusion and stigma

Geographic isolation
Lack of basic services
Trash/ litter
Lack of varied activity settings
Heavy traffic
Lack of gathering places

Green areas
Provision of basic services

Variety of activity settings
Freedom from physical dangers

Freedom of movement
Peer gathering places
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Kevin Lynch 1977: Growing up in city Chawla 2002: Growing up in an urbanising world
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Physical development (Hüttenmoser 1995; Amstrong 1993; Davis & Jones 1996)

Social development (Prezza et al 2001)

Cognitive development (Biel & Torell 1977; Blades 1989; Rissotto & Tonucci 2002)

Emotional development (Kong 2000; Corbishley 1995)

Time used for chauffering (Tillberg Mattson 2000)

Mothers’ working (Gershuny 1993)

Traffic jams (Bradshaw 1999)

PROBLEMS CONNECTED TO CHILDREN’S MOBILITY
RESTRICTIONS
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Environmental
childfriendliness

Kyttä (2003)

AKVAARIOSELLI GLASSHOUSECELL

WASTELAND BULLERBY
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Theoretical background:

Gibson’s ecological psychology -
a nondualistic understanding
of persons-in-context

Environment Individual

perceived

potential

Affordances

used

shaped

actualized affordances

Affordance ’spectacles’ Affordances of urban environment
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SOCIAL
DIMENSIONS OF
AFFORDANCES

Potential
affordances

Field of Promoted
Action (FPA)

Field of Free Action
(FFA)

Field of Constrained
Action (FCA)

”We had this catapult play. We shot
each other with clay. We are not

allowedto play it any more because
they keep buying us new clothes. ”

a boy, Finnish city

”I can view the scenery from the top of a
tree and from the roofs of houses. I climb

secrecly, because it’s not permitted.”

a boy, Finnish small town

”Now when they renovate the
windows in our yard, there are nails

and everything. We can build and the
workers loan a hammer.”              a

girl, Finnish city

Inspired by : Reed, E.S. (1993) The Intention to Use a Specific Affordance: A Conceptual Framework for Psychology. In Wozniak, R.H. & Fischer,
K.W. (ed.) Development in Context. Acting and Thinking in Specific Environments. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
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BULLERBY
Possibilities for independent mobility reveal
many affordances. The actualization of
affordancesmotivates further exploration and
mobility in the environment.

Any environment where children are allowed
to be a part of every day life

WASTELAND BULLERBY

CELL CLASSHOUSE

Duties as
affordances

Affordances of
every day life

Negative
affordances:

risks and
dangers

Social
affordances

WHY
BULLERBY?

according to Astrid Lindgren,
Swedish writer

GLASSHOUSE
In spite of mobility restrictions, the
environment appearsas a rich source of
affordances. The awarenessof affordancescan
be based on second hand information.

WASTELAND BULLERBY

CELL GLASSHOUSE
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THE HYPOTHETICAL
NUMBER OF
ACTUALIZED
AFFORDANCES IN
EACH TYPE OF
ENVIRONMENT

AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDANCES IN
DIFFERENT COMMUNITIES
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Active
affordances:
shaped
used

Passive
affordances:
perceived

WHERE ARE THE AFFORDANCES
LOCATED?
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inside at home in the yard in the neighbourhood
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BULLERBY

GLASSHOUSECELL

DESERT

COMPARISON
OF VARIOUS
SETTINGS IN
FINLAND AND
IN BELARUS SMALL

TOWN
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RURAL
VILLAGE

CONTAMINATED
TOWN

= FINLAND

= BELARUS
CITY

BULLERBY MODEL HAS BEEN USED TO ADVICE
CHILD-FRIENDLY PLANNING AND DESIGN

2017 2021
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Home from school Go to places within walking distance Cross main roads Cycle on main roads Go out after dark Travel on local buses
10

The decrease of children’s independent mobility
in 20 years in Finland
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Kaupunki 1990-luku

Kaupunki 2010-luku

Maaseutu 1990-luku

Maaseutu 2010-luku

Decrease in CIM
• In cities: not significant

• In countryside: highly significant

Decrease in CIM
• In cities: not significant

• In countryside: highly significant

Cross
roads

Go to
leisure

Come
home from
school

Cycle on
roads

Use buses Go out at
dark

Cities 1990’s
Cities 2010’s
Countryside 1990’s
Countyside 2010’s

Kyttä et al. (2015)

RURAL
VILLAGE

Children’s independentmobility in 16 countries
Mobility licences given by parents (Shaw et al. 2015)

LATER:
CHILDREN’S INDEPENDENT MOBILITY IN 2010’s
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Place-based approach in child-environment studies
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In Lauttasaari there
are not many places

to hang outdoors
with friends.  This is

almost the only
place.

I would appreciate a
better skate board park,
cause it is becoming a bit
rotten. So please  invest a

few euros there..

Quite okey place
for biking!

Here I crashed
with my

skateboard for
the first time

Here adults hit
the gas pedal

Cool forest! If
this falls down,

so will you!

Environmental childfriendliness a la Bullerby model

126
inh./ha

240
inh./ha

108
inh./ha

244
inh./ha

population
density
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Contextual differences

Contextual differences
3836 meaningful places with 13,264 affordances
from Helsinki, Finland and Tokyo, Japan (Kyttä et al, 2018)

S OC IA L
A F FORDANCES

E MOTIONA L /
C ONTE X TUAL

A F FORDANCES

FUNC TIONA L
A F FORDANCES

Positive  Finland Positive  Japan Negative Finland Negative Japan

Japan
More functional affordances
• Especially for recreational and

competitive sports and games

Finland
More positive affordances
More social affordances
More emotional/contextual
affordances

The location of meaningful outdoor places

Finland
• Average distance from home: 2,4 km
• 67% journeys made actively
• 7% with adults

Japan
• Average distance from home: 1,1 km
• 91% journeys made actively
• 13% with adults
• Concentrated more around schools
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Behavior settings – clusters of affordances

Behavior setting refers to a set of social
codes of behavior in a given context (Barker
1968).

Here: Clusters of affordances that are
identified by a group of children.

Expert audit
– Classification of outdoor behavior settings by experts
Behavior settings

189
behavior settings in
Helsinki and Tokyo

Here: a shopping
centre in Helsinki

Behavior settings in Helsinki and Tokyo

Japan: Commercial, recreational,
traffic and religious settings more

common

Finland: Natural and educational
settings more common

In both countries:
Outdoor settings shared with other user

groups dominate

In both countries:
Indoor and commercial
settings perceived most

positively, traffic areas most
negatively
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Activity places

The Master’s thesis of Ella Paasilinna

Children’s home range
1661 respondents
Two age groups: 12 and 15 year-olds
Main results:
• Mean home range = 15 km2

• Still: over half of the activity places located less
than 2 km distance from home

• Older children and girls had wider home ranges
• Majority of activity places located in built areas

(n=9000; 88%); minority in green areas (n=1201;
11,7%)

• Very large (over 20 km2) home ranges associated
with lower perceived health

ONGOING NORDGREEN-STUDY IN CITY OF ESPOO

PLACE-BASED DATA DROM
CHILDREN CAN BE USED BY

PLANNERS

CHILDRENS’
FOREST PROJECT
• 59 day care centers
• Natural areas/places

used in early childhood
education

• Routes to places

CASE: CITY OF LAHTI,



15

A model for human-friendly environment?

Diversity/amountof
environmental opportunities

Accessibility of
environmental
resources

To think about...

Thank you!
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