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1 Introduction

1.1 RESTATE: a general overview

Cities and their regions are the dynamos of the European economy, enabling the European 

Union (and potential member states) to maintain a strong position in the global economy. 

When these cities contain large areas that are not faring well, it is important to find out how best 

to change them so as to remove their dysfunctional characteristics. Large-scale housing estates 

built in the three or four decades after the Second World War are seen as problem areas in many 

cities all over Europe. Here, economic decline goes hand in hand with physical and social 

decline. 

All over Europe massive numbers of people live in these post-WWII large-scale housing 

estates. They were carefully planned, but now they often manifest a multitude of problems. They 

house large numbers of low-income households, the unemployment rates are above average, and 

in some countries these estates have become concentration areas for ethnic minorities. Many 

estates are becoming increasingly associated with crime and social exclusion. The circumstances 

on the estates and policy initiatives associated with them are the focus of the RESTATE project. 

An important part of the project is the exchange of experiences and solutions between 

policymakers and academic researchers.

RESTATE is the acronym for Restructuring Large-scale Housing Estates in European 

Cities: Good Practices and New Visions for Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Cities. All the 

participants in this project share the basic underlying conviction: if the problems of these large-

scale housing estates are not resolved, they will increasingly hinder the good economic 

functioning of cities. The study draws on estates in ten European countries: France, Germany, 

Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

The project has the following objectives:

• to identify and to clarify the social and economic changes which have occurred on large post-

WWII estates and in particular to identify general and specific factors triggering and 

influencing the emergence of problems and patterns of decline in these areas;

• to develop a checklist of items that have proved to be important in successful and less 

successful policy responses with respect to these estates;

• to draw conclusions about the potential for the cross-national transfer of knowledge and 

experience and for cooperation in strategic planning for these areas and in area and estate 

management;
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• to produce a comprehensive and practical handbook in which forward-looking scenarios and 

new visions for large post-WWII estates in Europe are associated with examples of evidence-

based best practice to achieve the sustainable future development of these areas;

• to build for practitioners and researchers a user-friendly database containing details of the 

nature, successes, and failures of present policies aimed at improving the position of large 

post-WWII estates and their inhabitants;

• to consider whether and in what ways European-level policy could contribute to more 

effective responses to problems associated with these estates. 

The primary objective of RESTATE is to deliver evidence-based knowledge drawing on 

experiences in cities in all parts of Europe. The methods used include literature research, 

statistical overviews, interviews, a survey, and interviews of urban representatives. The proposed 

handbook that will be written at the end of the research period will set out best practices for 

future sustainable developments of these areas and for effective policy implementation. It is 

hoped that the results will be useful for policymakers seeking to discover the contexts in which 

measures have been, or can be expected to be, successful in improving large-scale housing estates 

in cities.

Case studies are the heart of the project. Each study:

• establishes general information about the estate: its characteristics, its history, and its 

demographic, social, economic, and physical development and problems;

• identifies the philosophy and aims of the policies that are being promoted in the estates, how 

policies have matured over time, what their effects have been, and how all these matters can 

be evaluated.

It is important to know precisely what we mean by a large-scale housing estate. Following Power 

(1997), we could define a large-scale housing estate as a group of buildings that is recognised as 

a distinct and discrete geographical area. We add one element to this definition: we see large-

scale housing estates as developments planned by the state or with state support. With respect 

to size, we confine our attention to housing estates with at least 2,000 housing units. The focus 

on the project is on estates built in the second half of the 20th century. Taking these elements 

together, this project is concerned with large-scale housing estates built in the second half of the 

20th century that can be defined as groups of at least 2,000 housing units that are recognised as 

distinct and geographical areas, planned by the state or with state support.1

1.2 The contents of this report

In a first report of the RESTATE project (Murie et al., 2003) we concentrated on the structural 

and other factors that explain the differences between the success and failure of large post-

WWII estates in Europe. A later series of reports dealt specifically with large housing estates in 

the ten countries previously mentioned. In these reports descriptions can be found of the estates 

1 In the rest of the report we refer to these estates as large housing estates.
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in which the RESTATE research has taken place (see Černič Mali et al., 2003 for the report on 

Slovenia, also see our website (www.restate.geog.uu.nl) for an overview of the rest of the 

reports). In a third report the focus was on the policies and practices in the estates (see Ploštajner 

et al., 2004 for the report on Slovenia and the website for the other reports). 

The basic question addressed in the present report reads as follows:

Which inhabitants profit from the developments and policies in the estates? Which inhabitants 

experience clear disadvantages? 

This research question makes it clear that the inhabitants of the estates stand to the fore in this 

report. It seems logical to assume that current residents would profit from improvements made 

to their area. But favourable developments such as better housing, more employment 

opportunities, and better social cohesion may benefit some people or groups but may pass others 

by completely. Older people will not benefit from policies targeted at those of working age; 

childless households will not benefit from policies aimed at families; and residents will benefit 

differentially or at a different time or with different degrees of disruption depending on the part 

of the estate or the kind of housing in which they live. These patterns may mean that households 

from minority ethnic groups by and large gain less than others  or the other way around. Young 

people may profit more than old people, households with children more than singles or two-

person households. Moreover, developments and policies may have perverse effects: higher 

quality housing may lead to higher rents and these may force people to move out. Increased 

social cohesion for some groups may increase exclusion for others; increased employment for 

some may result in fewer chances for others. 

Most results in this report are based on a survey carried out in our estates. The opinions and 

experiences of the inhabitants of the estates stand to the fore in this survey. 

In the second chapter of this report, we give a brief description of the estates that feature in 

this report: Fužine in Ljubljana and Žusterna-Semedela in Koper. In Chapter 3 we say 

something about the survey and give some first impressions of the results of the survey. 

Chapter 4 focuses on the positive and negative aspects of the estates as seen through the eyes of 

the residents. Here we describe the kinds of people who are satisfied with their homes and with 

their environment and what they think about the social relationships on their estates. In 

Chapter 5 we concentrate on the effects of the policies, again according to the respondents. 

Chapter 6 concerns the future: do people think that the estate will be a better place to live in the 

future? Or do people want to move out as soon as possible? In Chapter 7 we present our general 

conclusions. 

This report is concerned with the city of Ljubljana and Koper in Slovenia; the same kind of 

information for estates in other countries in the RESTATE project can be found in the parallel 

reports.
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2 The estates: a brief overview

The chapter gives an overview of the two estates under consideration. The two estates are 

located in two different cities. Fužine is located in Ljubljana, the capital city, and Žusterna-

Semedela is located in Koper, on the Adriatic coast. Both cities, as well as both regions to which 

they belong, are among the relatively more prosperous and economically more developed 

Slovenian regions. Both estates were built in the 1970s and mainly in the 1980s, mostly to meet 

the housing demand for workers in the rapidly developing manufacturing sector. The late 1980s 

and early 1990s brought about important economic changes and restructuring, which have led 

to the decline of the manufacturing sector and the consequent loss of many jobs, also among the 

residents of both estates. 

2.1 Fužine estate in Ljubljana

The Fužine estate is located three kilometres from the city centre of Ljubljana. It covers an area 

of approximately 70 ha and is a residence of almost 4 per cent (12,086 inhabitants) of the city’s 

total population. Fužine has good public transport connections to the city centre and other parts 

of Ljubljana.

The predominant types of buildings are 3-, 8- and 12-storey buildings. The construction of 

4,322 flats started in 1977 and lasted until 1988. The location of the estate along the Ljubljanica 

River offers a quality landscape and many opportunities for recreation and spare-time activities.

At the city level Fužine is not very popular. Immigrants from the former Yugoslav republics 

and the neighbourhood as a whole have quite a bad reputation among the conservative 

Slovenians. On the other hand, the residents seem quite satisfied with their neighbourhood. 

At the time of construction of Fužine, the ownership scheme was predominantly social. After 

1991, the new Housing Act changed the situation almost completely, so most dwellings are now 

privately owned and only a small number is publicly owned. This change caused many 

management problems because many new owners are not aware of their new responsibilities. 

The biggest physical problem of the estate is parking facilities on account of the never realised 

plan of underground garages. 

Due to the unresolved ownership status of functional areas surrounding the buildings, many 

larger areas are not taken care of regularly or are even neglected. There are many damaged and 

destroyed playgrounds and public spaces. 
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Due to its young age, the Fužine housing estate’s current problems have more to do with its 

socio-economic status and less with the physical condition of the buildings and dwellings, which 

still remain in a fairly good condition. The unemployment problem in Fužine is connected to 

the social structure of its residents. Many immigrants have a low level of education.

The city has not developed any strategy for the development of the estate.

2.2 Žusterna-Semedela estate in Koper

The Žusterna-Semedela estate has a very attractive site near the Adriatic Sea and is only 1.5 km 

from the city centre of Koper. The area covers 32 ha, with 3-, 7- and 10-storey buildings, among 

which the mid-rise buildings (up to 4 storeys) prevail. The estate was built gradually between 

1973 and 1989 and it has 2,040 flats for 5,400 inhabitants. Today, the housing estate forms part 

of two local communities: the Žusterna Local Community and the Za Gradom Local 

Community. The situation regarding the change in the ownership of dwellings is the same as in 

the Fužine estate. Approximately 90 per cent of the dwellings are owner-occupied.

Because only one-quarter of the development plan for Žusterna was realised, the Žusterna 

estate is now firmly linked with the previously existing Semedela housing area. Together they 

form a large housing estate with basic and personal services concentrated in the centre of the 

estate close to the main through road.

The construction and design of buildings and public spaces built in Semedela in the first phase 

are of considerably higher quality than that of those built in the following phases for Žusterna. 

The later construction was of poorer quality, cheaper materials were used, and the public areas 

between buildings were left without provision for their care. The dwelling layout is inflexible 

and cannot be adjusted to meet the different or changing needs of their occupants. The green 

areas are poorly designed, although the areas built first have some variety of greenery. According 

to the research findings in previous phases, the neighbourhood only functions as a dormitory. 

The current problems of the Žusterna-Semedela housing estate derive, above all, from the fact 

that the housing estate was not built entirely according to plan. The halting of the construction 

of the estate meant, on the one hand, that the planned infrastructure was never completed, in 

particular with regard to traffic management and parking facilities. On the other hand, the high 

level of vacancy of small business premises may, as has already been explained, be attributed to 

a shortage of consumers as a result of a much smaller population than originally planned.

As is the case in the Fužine estate, the city has not developed any strategy for the development 

of the estate. 

2.3 Conclusions

The main difference between the estates is that Fužine functions much more as an entity. The 

estate area can be clearly distinguished from the areas outside the estate. The Fužine estate has 

– apart from education facilities at a higher level and employment opportunities – all the 

necessary services and facilities to serve the residents. 

Žusterna-Semedela developed more gradually and is much smaller than Fužine due to only a 

partial realisation of the initial plan. The population of the Fužine estate is younger than the 
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national average, which is not the case with Žusterna-Semedela. The latter estate is located in 

an attractive area on the Slovenian coast, with many dwellings used as holiday homes. Since the 

dwellings are not occupied permanently, the possibility for interaction between residents, their 

involvement in the everyday life of the estate and, as a result, the liveliness of the estate is rather 

hindered.

The Fužine estate is heavily stigmatised in the view of the Ljubljana residents, while this is 

not the case with Žusterna-Semedela.

Both estates share the common problem of the unresolved ownership of the land adjacent to 

the blocks, resulting in poorly managed and neglected green areas. The lack or poor organisation 

of parking facilities is a pressing problem in both estates. 

As both estates were built not so long ago, their physical condition is still relatively good with 

Fužine being slightly in a better condition. However, given the socio-economic status of the 

estates (coupled with a high stigmatisation in the case of Fužine), the expected needs for 

renovation, the absence of relevant policies and a lack of formal residents’ associations, the 

situation may deteriorate in the future.
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Photo gallery

Picture 1 – Estate on an early 

weekday afternoon (Photo: Nina 

Goršič, 5-3-2003, 14:20 hrs.)

Picture 2 – A playground (Photo: Nina Goršič, 

26-11-2004, 14:00 hrs.)

Picture 3 – A bus stop (Photo: Nina Goršič, 

5-3-2004, 15:25 hrs.)

Picture 4 – Main street on a late Friday afternoon 

(Photo: Nina Goršič, 26-11-2004, 16:00 hrs.)

Fužine housing estate in Ljubljana   
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Picture 5 – Typical entrance of a large building from the outside 

(Photo: Nina Goršič, 5-3-2003, 14:35 hrs.)

Picture 6 – Conditions of the entrance area 

from the inside: mailboxes (Photo: Nina 

Goršič, 26-11-2004, 14:30 hrs.)

Picture 7 – The inside of a typical lift (Photo: Nina Goršič, 

26-11-2004, 14:30 hrs.)

Picture 8 – The typical garbage collection 

place outside the buildings (Photo: Nina 

Goršič, 26-11-2004, 14:30 hrs)
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Picture 9 – Parking is a 

problem in the estate (Photo: 

Nina Goršič, 5-3-2004, 

14:30 hrs.)

Picture 10 – Unresolved ownership of public land 

forms a problem (Photo: Nina Goršič, 5-3-2003, 

15:05 hrs.)

Picture 11 – Graffiti is a large problem 

(Photo: Nina Goršič, 5-3-2003, 

15:00 hrs.)

Picture 12 – There is a lack of facilities and 

programmes for the youth (Photo: Nina Goršič, 

5-3-2003, 14:35 hrs.)
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Figure 1 – Location of the Fužine neighbourhood within the city of Ljubljana

Figure 2 – Location where the photos were taken on the estate

Source: The Surveying and 
Mapping Authority of the 
Republic of Slovenia, Urban 
Planning Institute of the 
Republic of Slovenia

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 
Nina Goršič, 2004
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Žusterna-Semedela housing estate in Koper

Picture 13 – Main street on an 

early weekday afternoon 

(Photo: Nina Goršič, 

29-5-2003, 15:05 hrs.)

Picture 14 – A playground (Photo: Nina Goršič, 

29-5-2003, 17:05 hrs.)

Picture 15 – A bus stop  (Photo: Nina Goršič, 

29-5-2003, 17:00 hrs.)

Picture 16 – Main market street on an early 

evening (Photo: Barbara Černič Mali, 

8-10-2004, 17:10 hrs.)
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Picture 17 – Typical entrance of a large building 

(Photo: Nina Goršič, 17-3-2003, 17:00 hrs.)

Picture 18 – There is no lift but stairs (Photo: 

Nina Goršič, 17-3-2003, 17:00 hrs.)

Picture 19 – Conditions of the entrance area from 

the inside: mailboxes (Photo: Barbara Černič 

Mali, 8-10-2004, 16:50 hrs.)

Picture 20 – The typical garbage collection 

place outside the buildings (Photo: Nina 

Goršič, 29-5-2003, 17:10 hrs.)
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Picture 21 – Parking with 

delapidated parking 

garage (Photo: Barbara 

Černič Mali, 8-10-2004, 

14:30 hrs.)

Picture 22 – There is a lack of facilities and 

programmes for the youth (Photo: Barbara Černič

Mali, 8-10-2003, 16:50 hrs.)

Picture 23 – Graffiti is a large problem (Photo: 

Nina Goršič, 17-3-2003, 16:55 hrs.)

Picture 24 – Signs of poor maintenance (Photo: 

Barbara Černič Mali, 8-10-2004, 17:05 hrs.)
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Figure 3 – Location of the Žusterna-Semedela housing estate within the city of Koper

Figure 4 – Location where the photos were taken on the estate

Source: The Surveying 
and Mapping Authority of 
the Republic of Slovenia, 
Urban Planning Institute 
of the Republic of Slovenia

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 
Nina Goršič, 2004



[ 25 ]

3 The survey: methodological issues and 
some characteristics of respondents and 
dwellings

3.1 Methodology of the survey

The sample for the survey was drawn randomly from the addresses taken from the most recent 

electronic version of the telephone directory of the fixed telephone network (Telefonski imenik 

Slovenije, White Pages Directory, 2003). The network is managed over the entire territory of 

Slovenia by a single operator, i.e., TELEKOM Slovenia. 

This was the only option possible as no other legal address list was available. The address list 

used for conducting the population census by the national statistical office is subject to the 

legislation on personal data protection and thus not available even for research purposes. 

A list of all addresses (street numbers/house numbers) found in the directory within each of 

the estates was prepared. The list was sorted according to house number and street name and 

according to the last names of the addressees. This enabled us to select more addresses from 

buildings with a higher number of dwellings. Each tenth address in Fužine and each seventh 

address in Žusterna-Semedela was selected for the sample.

The sample size in Fužine was 390, which represents 10 per cent of the total number of 

households (i.e., 4,052). The Žusterna-Semedela estate is smaller. In order to have a targeted 

number of responses (between 100 and 200), a higher share of the total number of addressees 

(i.e., 15 per cent of all households) was included in the sample. The sample size was 282.

An introductory letter was sent to each of the 672 households, approximately one week before 

the survey started. The letter briefly explained the aim of the survey, its role within the RESTATE 

project and the method of conducting the survey. The letter also notified the addresses that a 

control survey would be conducted after the end of the survey, asking those who responded to 

give their opinion about the interviewer and the survey itself (comprehension, clarity etc.).

A group of students, predominantly from the Faculty of Social Sciences, was employed to do 

the face-to-face interviews. Special care was taken that those who did the surveys in Koper 

(Žusterna-Semedela estate) were local residents of the region. A briefing session was held prior 

to the commencement of the survey. The survey started in both estates at the end of March 

(26 March 2004) and ended in mid-April (16 April 2004) (see the Appendix for the survey).

The response rate was rather high: 60 per cent in both cases. The share of those who could 

not be reached was 15 per cent in Fužine (59 addressees) and 27 per cent (75 addressees) in 

Žusterna-Semedela. The reason for a higher share of the unavailable addressees in the case of 

Žusterna-Semedela is due to the relatively high share of secondary dwellings, whose owners are 

not permanent residents and are therefore more difficult to reach.
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In principle, the interviewers repeated the visits three times to those addressees who could not 

be reached. In some cases they repeated the visits also up to five times. In a few cases, the next-

door neighbours informed them of the absence of addressees. 

In Fužine, one-quarter of the potential respondents refused to take part in the survey. The rate 

of refusal in Žusterna-Semedela was much lower, i.e., 13 per cent. At the end of the survey, the 

respondents were, as had been announced in advance, contacted again. A very brief written 

questionnaire with an accompanying letter was sent together with a return postage-paid 

envelope addressed to the Urban Planning Institute. The questionnaire included seven very 

simple and straightforward questions asking the respondents:

• about the questionnaire: how long the interview lasted and whether the questions were easy/

difficult; clear/unclear; whether it was difficult to answer frankly some of the questions/which 

ones (five questions);

• about the person who did the interview: the interviewer visited/did not visit/left the question-

naire or did a face-to-face interview; were they satisfied with his/her work (two questions).

The letters were sent to all those who successfully responded. In two weeks, over three-quarters 

of the control survey came back. The majority (90 per cent) estimated that the questions were 

easy and understandable and that there were no questions that they would have difficulty 

answering sincerely (85 per cent). Almost all (98 per cent) respondents to the RESTATE survey 

were very satisfied with the performance of the interviewers. 

Then a post-survey evaluation session was held with the interviewers. The evaluation session 

proved to be a very interesting and useful discussion about the experiences gained in the face-

to-face interviews and the particularities of the estates researched.

It is believed that the relatively high response rate in the Slovenian RESTATE survey is due 

to two reasons. Firstly, the interviewers were well-received by the respondents because of the 

introductory letter that had been sent in advance. This distinguished the survey from the 

frequent door-to-door commercially orientated surveys. Secondly, the selection of interviewers 

and their training were obviously appropriate. The way they approached communication with 

the respondents on the basis of their experience and personal characteristics has proved to be 

adequate.

3.2 Characteristics of the respondents 

3.2.1 Respondents and their households
The respondents in the case of the Fužine estate were on average 45.1 years old. The highest 

share of respondents was in the middle group i.e. between 45 and 54 years old. The share of 

female respondents was higher than the share of male respondents. The age structure is difficult 

to compare with that one of the entire estate due to mismatch in age group categories. Generally, 

as Table 3.1 shows, the share of respondents older than 65 years of age is higher among the 

respondents than among the whole population of the estate.

The respondents in Žusterna-Semedela were older (on average 48.1 years) in comparison with 

Fužine. This indicates that Žusterna-Semedela is increasingly becoming an ageing estate. The 

census data in Table 3.2 shows that the share of the population over 65 is more than 12 per cent 

(compared to 4.1 per cent in Fužine).
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The period when respondents moved to the estates – over half of the respondents moved to 

Fužine in the period between 1981 and 1990 – correspond to the actual construction period of 

the estate. Only approximately one-third of the respondents, i.e., all those that moved in after 

1991, are not the first owners or tenants. 

In Žusterna-Semedela, the time when the respondents moved into the dwellings is dispersed 

over a longer period than in the case of Fužine, but it again corresponds to the period of 

construction of the estate.

The prevalent type of household in both estates is the family household (53 per cent). Single-

parent families represent 5.1 per cent in Fužine, and 8.1 per cent in Žusterna-Semedela. Both 

figures are much below the national average of 12.5 per cent. It could be that in reality the 

number of single parents – especially single mothers – is much higher. It is quite common in 

Slovenia for single mothers to live with their parents for economic reasons rather than personal 

choice. In the category ‘other’ the majority of respondents in both cases are those who live with 

parents (in the family of orientation). 

The average household size in the Fužine sample was 3.02 persons, which is slightly higher 

than the average for the whole estate (2.98). The highest share is among the 3- and 4-person 

households, which together account for almost 60 per cent of the sample. Single-person 

households are slightly underrepresented (13.2 per cent in the sample, 17 per cent for the whole 

estate). The biggest households, i.e., those with five or more persons, account for 8 per cent of 

the sample, which matches the share for the whole estate. 

The average household size in the Žusterna-Semedela survey is 2.95 persons and is 

representative since it nearly matches the census data for the whole estate (i.e., 2.93) Again, the 

majority of the households are made up of three and four persons. The shares of single-person 

households and those with more than five persons are, in the survey, lower than in the estate as 

a whole.

Table 3.1 – Basic characteristics of the respondents (percentages) 

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Age of respondents

18-30 21.1 15.2
31-44 16.8 24.0
45-54 41.4 26.9
55-64 14.7 17.5
65+ 6.0 16.4
Total abs. (=100%) 236 171

When was first move to this address?

1961-1970 - 0.6
1971-1980 0.8 33.1
1981-1990 66.5 34.3
1991-1995 8.9 12.8
1996-2000 12.7 12.8
2001-2004 11.0 6.4
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004



Slightly over 70 per cent of the respondents in Fužine declared being native residents (i.e., 

Slovenian). The most frequently stated ethnic group among the others were Serbs, Bosnians and 

Croats. According to the survey, the share of native Slovenians in Fužine is lower than in 

Ljubljana as a whole. In the last census, 85 per cent of Ljubljana residents declared themselves 

to be Slovenian. While the question on ethnicity has been quite controversial and was the subject 

of serious debate prior to and during the 2002 population census (mainly, whether the answer 

should be obligatory or not), the same question did not present any difficulties during the 

RESTATE survey. 

In Žusterna-Semedela nearly 80 per cent of the respondents stated that they were native 

Slovenians. Other ethnic groups are Bosnians (8.1 per cent) and Montenegrins (4.7 per cent).

3.2.2 Education and income of the respondents
The level of education of the respondents is hard to compare either with the data for the whole 

estate or for any higher level, because of the differences in the methodology. Usually the 

education level attained is included in the statistical data rather than the number of years of 

education. According to the national data (Census, 2002), the share of those with completed 

secondary or high school education was 67.1 per cent, and this corresponds to at least 11 years 

of education. In Fužine, the share of those with 11 years of education or more is 88.1 per cent. 

Composition of household

Living alone 13.2 11.0
Couple without children 13.2 18.6
Couple with children 47.7 44.8
Single parents 5.1 8.1
Other (of which) 20.8 17.5
With parents 15.3 12.8
Total abs. (=100%) 235 172

Household size

1 13.2 11.0
2 19.6 25.0
3 28.9 26.7
4 30.2 33.7
5+ 8.1 3.5
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Ethnicity

Native 72.9 79.1
Unknown 4.2 4.1
Other (of which) 22.9 16.9
Bosnian 7.2 8.1
Croat 5.1 -
Serb 7.6 -
Montenegrin - 4.7
Other ex-Yu nations 3.0 3.5
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Table 3.1 – Basic characteristics of the respondents (percentages) (continued)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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A large share (37.2 per cent) of the respondents has 15 years of education or more. This shows 

a very high educational attainment in the surveyed sample.

Even though the level of education is usually higher in urban areas, especially in the capital, 

where the Fužine estate is located, it is possible that the sample is biased due to a higher rate of 

refusal among the less educated.

The number of years of education in Žusterna-Semedela is lower than that of Fužine. The 

share of those with 6 to 10 years of education is almost one-quarter of the surveyed population. 

Within the Slovenian system of education this means primary school and two years of vocational 

education. The lower level of education could be related to the differences in the age structure 

between the two estates. Namely, older people have generally attained a lower education level; 

the Žusterna-Semedela estate has already been described as an ageing estate.

Work is the main source of income for the great majority of the respondent households in 

Fužine. The share of the elderly receiving pensions is also rather high (14.5 per cent declared 

pension as their main source of income). Interesting, too, is the low share of those, whose main 

income is unemployment and/or social benefit (0.4 per cent). This, however, does not necessar-

ily reflect the real situation, as the unemployment benefit can only be received for a limited time. 

These shares are not so surprising in view of the fact that in the previous stages of the survey 

some interviewees had stated that a growing number of parents have to accept more than one 

paid job in order to meet the financial requirements for caring for their family (unemployed 

partners, juveniles, etc.) Many times this means working in the afternoon in the so-called ‘grey 

market’ (cleaning jobs for women and construction work for men).

Slightly less than 64 per cent of respondents stated that they have a paid job. The prevailing 

type of employment among those with a paid job is a full-time employment, i.e., working 

40 hours per week. Again, this corresponds to the general pattern in Slovenia, where a great 

majority of those regularly employed work 40 hours. 

The share of those with paid jobs in Žusterna-Semedela is lower than in Fužine. The 

relatively lower share of those with paid jobs can be associated with two facts. First, there is a 

Table 3.2 – Basic characteristics of the respondents: comparison with the census data (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Census Survey Census Survey

Age of respondents

15-64 95.9 94.0* 87.9 83.6*

65+ 4.1 6.0 12.1 16.4
Total abs. (=100%) 236 171
Household size
1 17.0 13.2 18.0 11.0
2 19.0 19.6 24.0 25.0
3 23.0 28.9 24.0 26.7
4 33.0 30.2 28.0 33.7
5+ 8.0 8.1 6.0 3.5
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004; Census, 2002

* Age of respondents: 18-64
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relatively high share of pensioners – pension is the main source of income for over a quarter of 

the respondents. Secondly, as it was already mentioned in the earlier reports (Černič Mali et 

al., 2003; Ploštajner et al., 2004), the so-called ‘grey economy’ is very much present in the area 

of Koper as a whole. The proximity of the neighbouring Italian town of Trieste offers several 

kinds of job opportunities in personal services to people from Koper and its surroundings 

(helping the elderly, cleaning, baby sitting, small repairs and maintenance, etc.). The 

interviewers noted the comments from the respondents with regard to the fact that some 

potential respondents are very difficult to reach because they are away from their homes for most 

of the day. In some cases, when finishing their regular work they commute to Trieste several 

times a week to perform the above-mentioned services. It should be noted that a working day in 

Slovenia – especially in the manufacturing sector – starts relatively early (at 7 a.m.) and ends 

early in the afternoon (by 3 p.m.). This enables much more grey economy employment than the 

normal European working hours (9 a.m. to 5 p.m.). Here it should also be noted that in Slovenia 

as a whole the grey economy is flourishing, as it represents 17 per cent of GDP (according to 

the data by the European Commission, published in Delo, the daily newspaper, on 6 July 2004). 

Again, only a minor percentage of the respondents rely on unemployment benefits (less than 

1 per cent). The possibility of unregistered part-time jobs in Italy encourages people not to 

register at all as unemployed. This is even more understandable because the unemployment 

benefits are rather low, while payments for services performed in Italy are rather high.

When asked about their monthly income level, exactly one-half of the respondents in Fužine 

see their income as average (Table 3.3). Medium-low income was expressed by roughly one-

quarter of the respondents, while 7 per cent consider their income as low. In all, 4 per cent 

declared a high-income level. This shows that the neighbourhood is very diverse in structure. In 

Žusterna-Semedela more than half of the respondents (56.6 per cent) regard their household 

income as average.

Table 3.3 – Education and income of the respondents (percentages) 

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Years of school education

None 0.9 - 
1-6 years 0.9 5.3
6-10 years 10.3 23.4
11-12 years 36.8 33.3
13-14 years 14.1 12.9
15 years or more 37.2 25.1
Total abs. (=100%) 234 171

Paid job

Yes 63.7 53.2
No 36.3 46.8
Total abs. (=100%) 234 171

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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3.3 The respondents’ dwellings

The type of dwelling surveyed in all cases in both estates is apartments/flats (100 per cent). In 

Fužine, most of the buildings where respondents reside have either 12 or 13 storeys, followed by 

those of 8 storeys. In Žusterna-Semedela the building height is lower, predominantly (66.3 per 

cent) up to 4 storeys (Table 3.4).

Monthly household income

High 3.9 1.3
Medium high 14.9 10.1
Average 50.0 56.6
Medium low 24.1 25.2
Low 7.0 6.9
Total abs. (=100%) 228 159

Main source of income

Work 83.3 66.9
Unemployment or social benefit 0.4 0.6
Pension 14.5 26.2
Other 1.7 6.4
Total abs. (=100%) 234 172

Table 3.4 – Dwellings of the respondents (percentages) 

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Number of floors

2 - 1.2
3 1.7 5.8
4 18.2 66.3
5 5.5 4.7
6 - 0.6
7 0.4 2.3
8 22.5 14.0
9 - 5.2
10 1.3 -
11 1.3 -
12 27.1 -
13 22.0 -
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 3.3 – Education and income of the respondents (percentages) (continued)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In 70 per cent of the cases, the respondents’ dwellings in Fužine were located somewhere 

between the third and tenth floors. The distribution of respondents by floor in Žusterna-

Floor under consideration

Ground floor 2.1 19.4
First floor 11.9 23.5
Second floor 11.0 19.4
Third-fifth floor 40.7 30.6
Sixth-tenth floor 29.2 7.1
Eleventh floor or higher 5.1 -
Total abs. (=100%) 236 170

When was dwelling built?

Between 1961-1970 - 0.6
Between 1971-1980 6.8 60.2
Between 1981-1990 92.8 35.1
Between 1991-2000 0.4 4.1
Total abs. (=100%) 236 171

Rent or own your present dwelling

Social rent 1.3 4.7
Rent from private person 3.8 4.7
Own with mortgage 16.2 20.3
Outright owner 78.6 69.2
Other - 1.2
Total abs. (=100%) 234 172

Size of dwelling in square metres

Below 30 m2 4.3 1.2
31-40 m2 8.1 4.1
41-50 m2 11.5 7.1
51-60 m2 15.3 18.9
61-80 m2 44.7 62.1
81-100 m2 16.2 5.9
Over 100 m2 - 0.6
Total abs. (=100%) 235 169

Number of bedrooms

One bedroom 34.5 32.9
Two bedrooms 33.6 59.4
Three bedrooms 30.2 7.6
Four bedrooms 1.7 -
Total abs. (=100%) 232 170

Share of income to cover housing costs

Less than 10% 12.4 2.4
11-30% 52.9 43.5
31-50% 28.0 40.5
More than 50% 6.7 13.7
Total abs. (= 100%) 225 168

Table 3.4 – Dwellings of the respondents (percentages) (continued)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Semedela is more uniform. A smaller proportion of the respondents (7.1 per cent) reside in 

dwellings between the sixth and tenth floor.

The majority of the Fužine dwellings were constructed in the period between 1981 and 1990, 

while the construction of the Žusterna-Semedela estate started earlier. More than half of the 

dwellings in the survey were constructed in the period between 1971 and 1980.

The predominant type of ownership in both estates is (as for the nation as a whole) private 

ownership. As pointed out in the previous report (Černič Mali et al., 2003), most of the dwell-

ings were bought in the early 1990s under the favourable conditions of the public housing pri-

vatisation policy. The majority of the owners have already paid off their dwellings. The share of 

those with a mortgage in Žusterna-Semedela is higher than that in Fužine. One possible reason 

could be the higher proportion of the elderly. Most of the economically less well-off and/or older 

people bought their dwellings under the privatisation scheme with longer annuity periods. 

The most frequent dwelling size in Fužine is between 61 and 80 m2. The results of the survey 

are representative: the size of dwellings as well as the number of rooms matches the census data 

for the whole estate (Table 3.5). It may be interesting to note that the users of ‘Svetovalnica 

Fužine’ (Fužine Counselling Centre) and their parents live in much smaller dwellings – four or 

more of them in a dwelling of 30 m2.

The predominant size of dwellings in Žusterna-Semedela is the same as in Fužine and it 

corresponds to the national figures and the fact that dwellings in multi-storey buildings are 

generally smaller than in individual houses. 

The share of housing costs in the total household income in Fužine is less than 30 per cent in 

65.3 per cent of surveyed households, and higher in the remaining 34.7 per cent of respondents.

In Žusterna-Semedela, the housing costs represent between 30 and 50 per cent for 40.5 per 

cent of the respondents' households. Even more notable is the finding that 13.7 per cent of the 

respondents dedicate more than one-half of their income to housing costs. 

The results on housing costs as a share of the total household income are very difficult to put 

in a proper perspective. There is no comparable national data, nor does any data exist on the level 

of the estate. However, during the interviews conducted with various actors earlier in the project, 

Table 3.5 – Dwellings of the respondents: comparison with the census data (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Census Survey Census Survey

Rent or own your present dwelling

Rental public 6.4 1.3 5.0 4.7
Private 92.6 94.9 89.5 94.4
Others 1.0 - 0.6 1.2

Size of dwelling in square metres

Up to 40 m2 14.6 12.4 8.9 5.9
41-60 m2 31.1 26.8 31.3 25.4
61-80 m2 43.1 44.7 51.9 62.1
81-100 m2 11.0 16.2 7.5 5.9
Over 100 m2 0.2 - 0.4 0.6

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004; Census, 2002
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problems were often mentioned in connection with either poor owners who can not meet the 

costs of maintenance or poor tenants who are not able to pay even the lowest social rent (Černič 

Mali et al., 2003; Ploštajner et al., 2004).2

3.3.1 Respondents and their housing history
The survey results also indicate nationwide changes in ownership structure in recent decades. 

More than half of the respondents in both estates had been living in a rental dwelling before they 

moved to the estates. 

As Fužine was, in principle, built for young families, it is not surprising that over one-half of 

the respondents moved in with a partner and/or children, while another 34.6 per cent lived 

earlier with their parents (Table 3.6). The situation in Žusterna-Semedela is similar – the 

majority of respondents had lived earlier with their partners or their families (parents and 

siblings). A comparison of previous ownership structure (i.e., prior to moving to the estate) with 

the present situation again illustrates the extent of housing privatisation in Slovenia. 

Even though the reasons for moving to the estates are very diverse, the most frequently stated 

reason was that there were no other dwellings available (30.8 and 41.2 per cent respectively). 

Proximity of work, nearness of relatives and friends and good connections were each given 

almost an equal share, i.e., around 6 per cent in Fužine. A bigger dwelling and favourable 

privatisation terms were the reasons most often stated in the category ‘other’. 

With regard to the location of previous dwellings most respondents (77.2 per cent) answered 

that they had moved to Fužine from somewhere else in the city. On the one hand, this is not 

surprising given the traditional low (and geographically limited) mobility of the Slovenian 

population. On the other hand, it is a rather surprising result, considering that the Moste-Polje 

Municipality, where Fužine is located, experienced the highest level of immigration from other 

regions at the time when the estate was built (Černič Mali et al., 1990). 

It is interesting to observe that the share of those who moved to the estate from ‘elsewhere in 

the country’ is much higher than in the case of Fužine. This figure corresponds to the statistical 

data on immigration.

2 It is also worth mentioning that the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development defines that families who 

pay more than 30 per cent of their income for housing are considered cost burdened and may have difficulty affording 

necessities such as food, clothing, transportation and medical care (http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/

affordablehousing/index.cfm, visited on the 6th of July, 2004).

Table 3.6 – Housing history of the respondents (percentages) 

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Tenure of place you lived at before this address

Rented from local council 30.7 46.1
Rented from private landlord 24.4 22.4
Owned with mortgage 1.8 1.2
Owned outright 40.9 23.6
Other 2.2 6.7
Total abs. (=100%) 225 165

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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3.4 Conclusions 

To a significant extent the results of the survey correspond either to the statistical data for the 

estate (where this is available) or to the national data. Nevertheless, there are several points 

where the results could be viewed as biased. There are two reasons for this: first of all, the basis 

for selecting the sample was a phone directory. This may mean the exclusion from the sample 

of some of the low-income and low-social status households who may not own a telephone. 

Secondly, it is possible that even if they were listed and selected for the sample, this category of 

households includes many of those who refused to participate in the survey.

The main results regarding the basic characteristics of the residents and their dwellings can be 

summarised and commented as follows:

Ageing has become a problem among the residents of the Žusterna-Semedela estate. Due to 

the observed trend of ageing, the Semedela and Za Gradom Local Communities created a 

Committee for Social Affairs whose task it is to improve the quality of life of the elderly.

The results regarding the length of residence in the estates indicate a high share of those who 

have resided in the estates since their construction, which confirms the earlier findings of 

relatively low mobility among Slovenians. 

With whom did you live at previous address?

Alone 6.6 5.4
Partner and/or children 56.1 65.9
Family 34.6 28.7
Friends 2.6 -
Total abs. (=100%) 228 167

Reason for moving to this neighbourhood

Low rent/housing costs 5.1 4.1
Nearness to relatives and friends 6.4 4.7
Nearness to work 6.0 9.4
Good connections 5.6 1.8
Presence of other services 1.7 2.4
No other dwellings available 30.8 41.2
Other (of which) 43.6 36.5
Bigger dwelling 8.5 14.1
Favourable buying-off price 7.3 5.3
Like the dwelling, location, floor plan 7.3 7.1
Good price 5.6 -
Total abs. (=100%) 234 170

Where was previous dwelling located?

In the same neighbourhood 11.2 11.4
Somewhere else in the city 77.2 52.4
Elsewhere in the country 8.6 31.9
Elsewhere abroad 3.0 4.2
Total abs. (=100%) 232 166

Table 3.6 – Housing history of the respondents (percentages) (continued)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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The family represents the most common form of household. Living with parents much later 

than the teenage years was a prevalent answer under the category ‘other’. This again confirms 

the typical Slovenian pattern of three-generation households and the fact that young adults leave 

their families relatively late.

The survey confirmed that there is more ethnic diversity in Fužine than in the city as a whole. 

The interviewed local actors in ‘Svetovalnica Fužine’ (Fužine Counselling Centre) and ‘Korak’ 

(Step) programme expected even a higher proportion of non-native Slovenians. They claim that 

the non-native Slovenians are underrepresented in our survey, due to a possibly biased sample 

selection.

The high level of education among our respondents, especially in Fužine, is again surprising. 

It could be that the sample is biased – those with a higher education level are more willing to 

participate in the survey. 

Paid work is the main source of income for the great majority of the respondent households 

in both estates. In most cases it is full-time employment, i.e., a 40-hour week. It is still very 

uncommon in Slovenia to have less than full-time employment, with the exception of those who 

are employed half time due to health reasons. 

The lower share of those with paid jobs in Žusterna-Semedela results from a higher share of 

pensioners and better possibilities for unregistered part-time jobs in neighbouring Italy. The 

share of those on unemployment benefits is surprisingly low. One possible explanation is that 

people are either not registered or their eligibility for allowances has ceased after the legally 

prescribed period. The other possibility is that the unemployed and/or otherwise unprivileged 

residents were not part of our survey because they do not have the phone and are unlisted or they 

have refused to participate in the survey. 

Based on the answers to the questions on the household income, half the residents in both 

estates declared their economic status as average. While the share of housing costs in relation to 

household income is predominantly below one-third in Fužine, it is somewhat alarming to note 

that housing costs constitute more than half of the household income for almost 14 per cent of 

the surveyed Žusterna-Semedela residents. This situation is not indicated by the placement of 

the household income – according to the income structure, this estate does not differ 

significantly from the Fužine estate. 

Most dwellings in both estates are predominantly privately owned. The size of dwellings in 

the survey also corresponds to the national figures. However, as the data on the size of the 

dwellings was grouped into categories and not by the actual size, it was not possible to calculate 

the usable area per household member, which would enable us to establish potential 

overcrowding. The social workers interviewed in Fužine pointed out that all of their clients lived 

in very overcrowded conditions.

Even though the dwellings in both estates are, on average, of more or less the same size, the 

share of the biggest dwellings in Žusterna-Semedela is smaller than in Fužine. This relates to 

the fact that the Fužine estate was built later and the dwellings were more spacious. 

The results regarding the housing history of the surveyed residents again correspond to the 

major national trends. While the majority of the respondents were tenants before or at the time 

when they moved to the estates, they are now owners of their dwellings. As the estates were built 

to a large extent for young families, the majority of the respondents either lived with their 

partners or their families.
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The most frequently stated reason for selecting either of the estates was ‘this was the only 

choice’, which again confirms the statements made in previous reports, which observed that for 

a considerable number of households, selection of the residence location was not a personal 

choice, but rather the only opportunity during a given time period.
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4 Positive and negative aspects of the 
estates

The introductory part will highlight the main assessments of positive and negative aspects of 

both estates from the earlier stages of the project (analysis of existing studies, expert interviews 

etc.). This will enable easier comparison with the survey results.

It was assessed that the physical structure in Fužine is still in a relatively good condition. 

Nevertheless, some construction deficiencies that cause the crumbling of façade plaster, damp 

proofing, and poor heat insulation were pointed out in the interviews with the housing 

managers.

The condition of green areas and public spaces varies very much inside the estate. It is left to 

the initiative of residents and housing managers of individual blocks to care for those areas.

The positive aspect of the Fužine estate is its plan (higher and lower buildings organised 

around three squares and its location, i.e., proximity of green areas and the Ljubljanica River). 

With respect to dwellings, it was assessed that for the most part they are well-designed and 

functional.

Because the majority of services (the post office, bank, supermarkets, convenience stores, 

primary schools, medical facilities etc.) are located in the estate, accessibility was evaluated as 

good and so was the quality of services. There are, however, very few employment opportunities 

inside the estate. The latter was not considered as a particularly negative point, because the 

concept of the neighbourhood did not include jobs. Given the size of Ljubljana, employment 

opportunities are not far from the estate.

The findings with regard to unemployment were contradictory. While data from a research 

study conducted in the early 1990s (Černič Mali et al., 1990) showed higher unemployment 

rates than for other areas of Ljubljana, this was not mentioned as a problem during the 

interviews with experts from the field of social work and employment policies.

Poor traffic management, which results from poor design, was evaluated as one of the main 

negative aspects.

The experts singled out drug abuse and drug dealing as the most important problem, 

especially among younger residents.

The ethnic structure in Fužine was found to be diverse, but was not an issue of conflict 

according to the interviewees.

During the interviews, experts have evaluated that the neighbourhood relations were rather 

good even though many have expressed an opinion that a process of alienation between residents 

can be felt. Friendship was the most frequently mentioned positive factor for children living in 

high-rise dwellings (Černič Mali et al., 1990).
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One of the problems very much emphasised in earlier reports (Černič Mali et al., 2003; 

Ploštajner et al., 2004) is the stigmatisation. Fužine has been stigmatised from its very beginning 

as a residential area for the ‘southerners’ (immigrant workers in Slovenia coming in the 1980s 

from the other republics of the previous Federal Yugoslavia). It should be stressed, however, that 

this is how Ljubljana residents and not the Fužine residents see the estate.

The criminal rates are perceived as higher than in other parts of the city although the actual 

data and interviews with police officers working in the area does not confirm this perception.

In comparison with Nove Fužine, our second estate, Žusterna-Semedela, does not have such 

well-developed services even though the basic amenities are still available. The public transport 

connection of the estate to other parts of Koper is also poor due to failure to implement the 

original transportation concept (Černič Mali et al., 2003). 

In most parts of the estate, the building construction is of poorer quality than in Fužine, as 

are the public areas. This is mainly the result of either poor design or changes made during the 

time of construction. 

Also, on the level of individual dwellings, the floor plans are less appropriate than in Fužine 

and dwellings are less spacious.

Construction and design of buildings and public spaces in Semedela, which were built in the 

first phase, are of considerably higher quality than the construction and design of those built in 

later phases. In the next phases, construction was of poorer quality, cheap materials were used, 

and public areas between buildings remained unattended. Dwelling quarters are inflexible 

(concrete with transverse load-bearing walls) and cannot adjust to the different or changing 

needs of their occupants. Green areas are rather badly designed, even though the areas built first 

have a greater variety of greenery.

Traffic – in particular the parking system – presents a significant problem similar to that in 

Fužine. The other severe problem pointed out during the expert interviews is again similar to 

the situation in Fužine: drug abuse and drug dealing. 

4.1 Residents and their activities in the neighbourhood

The level of participation in the associations or other formal organisations, which organise 

activities for neighbourhood improvement in both Fužine and Žusterna-Semedela, is very low. 

Only 14 out of the 236 surveyed residents (5.9 per cent) in Fužine and 8 out of the 172 (4.7 per 

cent) in Žusterna-Semedela participate in some kind of activity. Activities involve mainly those 

categorised as ‘other’ – among them, the pensioners’ society, voluntary work for the Red Cross 

and Caritas and voluntary work for the youth. The level of participation in the management and 

improvement of the neighbourhood is negligible. According to the data from the European 

Value Survey 1999/2000, participation in voluntary associations in Slovenia is in the range of 

about 5 per cent (Halman, 2001). However, one has to be careful in interpreting this data, as it 

does not tell anything about participating in informal activities for the improvement of the 

neighbourhood (for example ad-hoc tidying-up activities, small improvements of green areas 

etc.).

Despite the similarly low participation, the situation is slightly different in Žusterna-

Semedela. Organisation-wise, the earlier division of the rather small local community remains. 

However, residents of this local community are divided between residents of single-family 
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houses (on the edge of the estate) and those from multi-apartment blocks. The ‘driving force’ of 

activities are the residents of single-family houses while the residents of the estate are practically 

excluded. Even though the mentality of residents from multi-apartment blocks is changing 

slowly and the level of awareness is still rather low, the initiative to form a separate local 

community for the area of multi-apartment dwellings has been expressed. However, no further 

steps have been taken.

According to Table 4.1, the majority of facilities, such as the grocery shop, bank, post office 

and primary school can be reached in 10 minutes by more than 95 per cent of respondents. 

Žusterna-Semedela lacks a general practitioner. The latter is available only to 18.2 per cent of 

the respondents. The residents of the estate are relatively older than in Fužine, so the demand 

for a general practitioner is higher (Table 4.2).

Table 4.1 – Residents and their activities in the neighbourhood (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Participate in association to improve the neighbourhood

Yes 5.9 4.7
No 94.1 95.3
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Participate in a sports club, cultural association or other social activity

Yes 7.2 2.9
No 92.4 97.1
Total abs. (=100%) 236 171

Reached within 10 minutes (% yes)

Grocery shop 100.0 100.0
Bank 98.7 99.4
Post office 98.7 100.0
General practitioner 82.4 18.2
Public park 96.1 58.2
Bus stop 100.0 99.4
Primary school 98.3 97.7
Dentist 46.8 41.1
Place of work 12.9 12.5

Hours outside the neighbourhood

10 hours or more 39.6 37.6
5-9 hours 39.1 30.6
3-4 hours 8.1 10.6
1-3 hours 7.2 16.5
Less than 1 hour 6.0 4.7
Total abs. (=100%) 235 170

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004



4.2 Satisfaction with the home

The average level of satisfaction with the home on a scale from one to ten was assessed rather 

highly – with a mean of 7.95 in the case of Fužine and 7.32 in the case of Žusterna-Semedela. 

In Fužine, the highest level of satisfaction (i.e., 8, 9 or 10 – very high) was expressed by 66.2 per 

cent of the residents. A similar level of satisfaction was expressed by slightly more than half of 

respondents in Žusterna-Semedela (Table 4.3).

Table 4.2 – Hours spent outside the neighbourhood and years of education (percentages)

Hours spent outside the neighbourhood

10 hours 
or more

5-9 hours 3-4 hours 1-3 hours Less than 
1 hour

Total

Žusterna-Semedela

Up to 10 years 9.4 28.8 38.9 53.6 62.5 28.2
11-14 years 53.1 50.0 38.9 28.6 37.5 45.9
15 years or more 37.5 21.2 16.7 17.9 - 25.3
Total (=100%) 64 52 18 28 8 170

Fužine

Up to 10 years 5.4 10.9 36.8 17.6 21.4 12.0
11-14 years 50.0 48.9 47.4 58.8 57.1 50.4
15 years or more 43.5 40.2 15.8 23.5 21.4 37.2
Total (=100%) 93 92 19 17 14 235

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.3 – Satisfaction with the home (percentages) 

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

How satisfied are you with your home?

Very low 0.4 1.8
2 - 0.6
3 1.3 2.3
4 1.3 2.3
5 5.9 13.5
6 6.4 9.9
7 18.6 17.5
8 28.0 24.6
9 17.4 8.2
Very high 20.8 19.3
Total abs. (=100%) 236 171

Has satisfaction with home increased or decreased?

Lower 13.8 25.5
Same 75.2 64.7
Higher 11.0 9.8
Total abs. (=100%) 210 153

RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In both estates, the residents in bigger flats (bigger size and more bedrooms) are more satisfied 

with their flats than those residing in smaller dwellings (Table 4.4) (Pearson two-tailed 

correlation is significant at 0.01 level). This is to be expected, as bigger dwellings can satisfy the 

need for higher living standards and may also be a condition a better quality of living.

It is interesting to note that in the case of Žusterna-Semedela more educated residents and 

those with higher household income are less satisfied with their home (Pearson two-tailed 

correlation is significant at 0.01 level). However, this is not the case in Fužine, where the only 

correlation between satisfaction with the home and dwelling characteristics is the size of the 

dwelling.

Three-quarters of respondents in Fužine stated that the level of satisfaction remained the 

same in the last five years, while 13.8 per cent of respondents feel less satisfied with their 

dwellings than five years ago. The share of those less satisfied in Žusterna-Semedela is higher. 

Slightly over a quarter of the respondents are less satisfied.

4.3 Satisfaction with the estate, aspects most and least liked, problems of the 
estate

Even though the level of satisfaction with the neighbourhood was assessed slightly lower than 

satisfaction with the home – the mean level of satisfaction in Fužine was 6.91 and 6.32 in the 

case of Žusterna-Semedela – both assessments are still rather high. The highest marks of 8, 9 

and 10 were given by 45.1 per cent of respondents in Fužine and by 38.1 per cent of respondents 

in Žusterna-Semedela. As the results of the survey show, the level of satisfaction has not 

changed in the last five years for 63.8 and 66.0 per cent of the respondents respectively 

(Table 4.5).

Table 4.4 – Level of satisfaction and the size of dwellings (percentages)

How satisfied are you with your home?

Low Moderate High Very high Unknown Total

Žusterna-Semedela 

Up to 40 m2 2.3 5.6 8.5 - - 5.2
41-60 m2 37.5 27.3 22.2 27.7 - 25.6
61-80 m2 62.5 59.1 68.1 51.1 100.0 61.0
Over 80 m2 - 6.8 4.2 10.6 - 6.4
Unknown - - - - - -
Total (=100%) 8 44 72 47 1 172

Fužine

Up to 40 m2 50.0 21.9 12.7 6.7 - 12.3
41-60 m2 - 40.6 24.5 25.6 - 26.7
61-80 m2 50.0 31.3 50.9 41.1 - 44.5
Over 80 m2 - 6.3 11.8 25.6 - 16.1
Unknown - - - 1.1 - -
Total (=100%) 4 32 110 90 - 236

RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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The satisfaction with the neighbourhood is correlated to the age group in the case of Žusterna-

Semedela. Respondents in older age groups are more satisfied with the estate (Table 4.6). 

Pearson two-tailed correlation is significant at a 0.05 level.

Table 4.5 – Satisfaction with the estate, aspects most and least liked (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Satisfaction with neighbourhood

Very low 1.3 7.6
2 3.0 4.1
3 3.4 5.3
4 5.1 2.3
5 13.6 16.4
6 11.1 9.4
7 17.4 17.0
8 22.1 18.7
9 10.2 8.2
Very high 12.8 11.1
Total abs. (=100%) 235 171

Has satisfaction with neighbourhood increased or decreased

Lower 20.0 28.2
Same 63.8 66.0
Higher 16.2 5.8
Total abs. (=100%) 210 156

RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.6 – Level of satisfaction and age of respondents (percentages)

Age group of respondent Total

18-30 
years

31-44 
years

45-54 
years

55-64 
years

Over 65 
years

Žusterna-Semedela

 Low 15.4 24.4 10.9 16.7 17.9 17.0
Moderate 11.5 34.1 30.4 40.0 14.3 27.5
High 61.5 24.4 39.1 26.7 32.1 35.7
Very high 11.5 17.1 19.6 16.7 32.1 19.3
Unknown 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.6
Total abs. (=100%) 26 41 46 30 28 171

Fužine

 Low 8.2 15.8 5.2 5.9 7.1 7.8
Moderate 36.7 31.6 28.1 32.4 14.3 30.3
High 28.6 36.8 46.9 41.2 35.7 39.8
Very high 26.5 15.8 19.8 20.6 42.9 22.1
Total abs. (=100%) 49 38 96 34 14 231

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In Žusterna-Semedela, the level of satisfaction is correlated to the source of income (Pearson 

two-tailed correlation is significant at a 0.05 level) (Table 4.7). Also, the satisfaction level of 

those who moved in the estate earlier has not decreased as much as with those who moved later 

(Table 4.8).

The most liked aspects of the neighbourhood in both estates show some differences. While 

in the case of Fužine, the highest share of respondents selected green areas as the most liked 

aspects (49.1 per cent), the opinions of the respondents from the Žusterna-Semedela estate were 

more dispersed. Fužine borders on the Ljubljanica River that offers pleasant promenades along 

its banks and, as already mentioned, this was often indicated in the interviews as one of the 

positive sides of living in Fužine. The high share of those that stated this as the most liked aspect 

is therefore not surprising. Žusterna-Semedela has many green areas, but perhaps two factors 

account for the lower level of satisfaction. One is that there are differences within the estate. 

Some parts (in the Žusterna area) have inner courts, which are more or less entirely covered with 

concrete. Secondly, in the Semedela area, there are many trees and green areas between the 

blocks, but they are not equipped as parks and do not offer a place for relaxation or socialisation.

In both estates, accessibility of public services got the next highest mark. This result 

corresponds to the above stated findings about the proximity of facilities. Proximity to schools 

was the most liked aspect for 22.6 of the respondents in Žusterna-Semedela.

While primary schools are located in both neighbourhoods, the secondary schools are closer 

to the estate in Koper than they are in Ljubljana (with the exception of one secondary school, 

which is located in Fužine).

Table 4.7 – Level of satisfaction and income (percentages)

Main source of income Total

Work Unemploy-
ment or so-
cial benefit

Pension Other

Žusterna-Semedela

Low 17.4 - 17.8 9.1 16.9
Moderate 28.7 - 28.9 18.2 27.9
High 35.7 100.0 33.3 36.4 35.5
Very high 18.3 - 20.0 27.3 19.2
Unknown - - - - -
Total abs. (=100%) 115 1 45 11 172

Fužine

Low 7.7 - 8.8 - 7.7
Moderate 33.0 - 14.7 25.0 30.0
High 39.2 - 38.2 75.0 39.5
Very high 20.1 100.0 38.2 - 22.7
Unknown - - - - -
Total abs. (=100%) 194 1 34 4 233

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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The people living in the neighbourhood were stated as the most liked aspect by 3.9 per cent 

of respondents in Fužine, and by a slightly higher proportion, i.e., 6.3 per cent in Žusterna-

Semedela.

Youth facilities, playgrounds for children and quality of local schools were assessed (if at all) 

as the most liked aspects of the neighbourhood by only a negligible number of respondents. This 

could be interpreted as an indication of some of the important shortcomings of both estates, 

where specifically directed policies might need to be introduced in order to improve the 

situation. 

The lack of youth facilities was also often mentioned in the interviews in the previous stages 

of the RESTATE research. Because of this many young people gather in the children’s 

playgrounds, which makes many parents uncomfortable taking their young children to play 

there. The playgrounds are often littered with broken glass and empty cans.

The answers under the category ‘other’ in Žusterna-Semedela are so diverse that they cannot 

be grouped. In Fužine, proximity to nature was mentioned most often (Table 4.9).

Table 4.8 – Changes of the level of satisfaction, the tenure type and the length of residence in the estate 

(percentages)

When was first move to this address Total

Before 1980 Between 1981-1990 Between 1991-2004

Žusterna-Semedela

Lower 19.3 32.2 24.3 25.5
Same 70.2 57.6 67.6 64.7
Higher 10.5 10.2 8.1 9.8
Total abs. (=100%) 57 59 37 153

Fužine

Lower - 17.2 3.9 13.8
Same 100.0 74.5 76.5 75.2
Higher - 8.3 19.6 11.0
Total abs. (=100%) 2 157 51 210

Rent or own your present dwelling Total

Social rent Rent from 
private 
person

Own with 
mortgage

Outright 
owner

Other

Žusterna-Semedela

Lower 25.0 25.0 24.1 26.4 - 25.5
Same 75.0 50.0 72.4 62.7 50.0 64.7
Higher - 25.0 3.4 10.9 50.0 9.8
Total abs. (=100%) 8 4 29 110 2 153

Fužine

Lower - - 14.3 14.3 - 13.9
Same 66.7 100.0 78.6 74.3 - 75.0
Higher 33.3 - 7.1 11.4 - 11.1
Total abs. (=100%) 3 2 28 175 - 208

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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The answers on the least liked aspects are much more diverse for the two estates and are also 

more dispersed. The most disliked aspect in Fužine is the ‘people who live there’ while 

‘playgrounds for children’ and ‘green spaces’ are the most disliked aspect in Žusterna-Semedela. 

The next least liked aspect in both cases is the ‘facilities for the youth’. Several facilities for the 

youth had until recently been available for free (cared for and maintained by the local authority), 

but are now in private ownership (or franchised). One of the most attractive meeting points for 

the youth was the Žusterna swimming pool, which had been free of charge for the locals until 

last year. It has recently been franchised and an entrance fee is now charged, which limits access 

to many youths.

The majority of respondents chose ‘other’ when answering the question on the least liked 

aspect of the neighbourhood (37.5 in Fužine and 35.8 in Žusterna-Semedela). In both estates, 

the most frequently stated problem under ‘other’ was parking. Due to poorly organised parking 

facilities and low ‘parking culture’, cars are parked on green areas, where they occupy the 

pavements, the playgrounds or at least their edges. This problem has been emphasised also by 

those interviewed in the earlier stages of the project.

Table 4.9 – Liked and disliked aspects of the neighbourhood (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Aspect of the neighbourhood mostly liked

Green spaces 49.1 29.6
Accessibility to public services 28.0 22.6
Playgrounds for children 1.3 -
Youth facilities - -
Proximity to work 5.2 8.2
Proximity to schools 8.6 22.6
Quality of local schools - 1.9
People who live there 3.9 6.3
Other 3.9 8.8
Total abs. (=100%) 232 159

Aspect of the neighbourhood least liked

People who live there 20.5 11.3
Youth facilities 14.5 13.2
Playgrounds for children 12.0 19.5
Quality of local schools 4.5 -
Accessibility to public services 4.0 3.8
Green spaces 3.5 15.1
Proximity to work 2.0 1.3
Proximity to schools 1.5 -
Other (of which) 37.5 35.8
Parking (lack of parking spaces; car 
parks everywhere....)

 
10.2

 
15.1

Noise from the street or by the youth 3.8 7.5
High density 3.0 -
Total abs. (=100%) 200 159

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In Žusterna-Semedela, noise is specified as a critical problem for the entire neighbourhood. 

Traffic noise is considerable also due to the local Koper-Izola Road, which, in the future, is 

planned to run through a tunnel under Žusterna.

4.3.1 Problems experienced in the estates
The survey confirmed most of the problems stated during the earlier interviews. Drug abuse was 

the most frequently stated problem in both estates (80.7 in Fužine and 73.2 in Žusterna-

Semedela) (Table 4.10). Nevertheless, according to the observations made by field workers in 

Fužine in the past few years, the problem of drug abuse is proportionally not bigger than in other 

parts of the city. It is probably important to note that Fužine has a relatively high density, which 

impacts the perception that the actual proportion of drug abusers is higher than in other parts 

of the city. The context of raising issues is very important and Fužine is a typical example of a 

neighbourhood in which everything is problematised firstly by the outsiders and later also by the 

insiders. This impression of the inhabitants could therefore be a consequence of the common 

belief that in Fužine drug abuse is one of the biggest problems combined with a personal 

knowledge of someone who is labelled as a drug abuser. 

A high share of the respondents have experienced problems with car burglary (78.9 per cent 

in Fužine and 63.2 per cent in Žusterna-Semedela), while other types of burglaries, such as 

burglary of dwellings, have been experienced by about one-third of the respondents in each 

estate. Car vandalism and burglaries had also been reported earlier, namely in the interviews 

with police officers. As stated in the interviews, this type of burglary is usually related to the 

problem of drug abuse (burglaries by drug addicts). According to the interviewees in the 

‘Svetovalnica Fužine’ (Fužine Counselling Centre), this is also true of car burglaries in Fužine. 

They have pointed out, however, that some of their clients who break into cars are not drug 

addicts. They break into cars, steal objects and then sell them as a way of making money for their 

subsistence and do not spend the money on drugs. According to the national data in the 

Statistical Yearbook, 2003 (http://www.stat.si/letopis/index_letopis_en.asp, visited on the 

7th of June, 2004), the estimated share of people that experienced at least one kind of 

victimisation (excluding consumer fraud and corruption) was 32 per cent in Ljubljana. 

Upkeep of public spaces was stated as a problem by 61.2 per cent of respondents in Žusterna-

Semedela and by 45.2 respondents in Fužine. Lack of employment is seen as a problem by a 

relatively high share of respondents (66.7 per cent and 58.3 of respondents). 

Given the high share of respondents with paid jobs in both estates, the lack of employment 

of the other residents is perhaps seen as a cause of problems.

Quality of schools is seen as a problem by a higher share of respondents in Fužine than in 

Žusterna-Semedela (30.6 per cent versus 6.1 per cent).

Approximately one-quarter of respondents see different values among the residents as a 

problem (Table 4.11). This might be linked to relatively higher ethnic diversity, but not 

necessarily. 

Those that moved to the estate later have more frequently stated the different values as a 

problem.
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4.4 Social aspects of the area

The contacts with other residents were assessed as good by nearly half of the respondents in 

Fužine (49.3 per cent) and by 58.1 per cent in Žusterna-Semedela. Less than one-tenth of the 

respondents consider contacts among residents as bad.

About one-third of the residents (31.4 per cent in Fužine and 35.5 per cent in Žusterna-

Semedela) have friends who live within the estate, while another 12.3 per cent and 16.3 per cent, 

respectively, have both friends and relatives living on the estate.

Table 4.10 – Problems experienced within the estate

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Per cent Total abs. 
(=100%)

Per cent Total abs. 
(=100%)

Dirt on the streets 29.8 228 37.3 169
Drug abuse 80.7 207 73.2 164
Burglary in dwellings 33.5 203 26.2 168
Burglary in cars 78.9 223 63.2 163
Graffiti 58.9 224 49.7 169
Feelings of unsafety 38.2 225 47.6 166
Upkeep of public spaces 45.2 228 61.2 170
Condition of the roads 8.2 231 22.3 166
Playgrounds for children 55.0 202 69.9 163
Maintenance of buildings 18.8 223 34.3 166
Lack of employment 66.7 162 58.3 115
Quality of schools 30.6 147 6.1 147
Quality of commercial services 6.1 229 14.4 167
Quality of public services 7.1 226 17.8 163
Different values 28.9 211 25.5 153
Racism 13.1 213 8.9 158

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.11 – The length of residence in the estate and the opinion on different values experienced as a 

problem (percentages)

Different values Total

Yes No

Žusterna-Semedela Before 1980 23.1 37.7 34.0
Between 1981-1990 33.3 34.2 34.0
Between 1991-2004 43.6 28.1 32.0
Total abs. (=100%) 39 114 153

Fužine Before 1980 - 0.7 0.5
Between 1981-1990 65.6 69.3 68.2
Between 1991-2004 34.4 30.0 31.3
Total abs. (=100%) 61 150 211

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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There are hardly any differences among the respondents of the two estates concerning their 

attachment to the estate. In both cases approximately one-fifth of the respondents declared that 

they are strongly attached to the neighbourhood. The highest share of respondents feel neutral 

about their attachment to the estate. This might be interpreted also as a good result, especially 

due to a rather poor reputation in the case of Fužine. 

The prevalent opinion in both estates is that the estates are socially mixed. Again, this 

corresponds to the facts established earlier, in particular that, for example, the Fužine estate was 

rather socially mixed from the beginning, even though such a mix had not been planned. A large 

part of the dwellings in the estate was purchased for social dwellings; individual owners, mainly 

from upper-middle class, who did not have a chance to buy dwellings in other locations in 

Ljubljana at a given time, purchased the remaining dwellings. According to the earlier reports, 

many more affluent households have already left/are leaving the estate (Černič Mali et al., 2003). 

However, the results of the RESTATE survey show that in the opinion of the dominant 

proportion of respondents (three-quarters) the estate is still socially mixed. This also confirms 

the findings of earlier reports that the Fužine estate has a great diversity in terms of population.

The highest proportion of respondents remained neutral when asked whether the social mix 

is good or bad for interaction between residents (40.0 and 40.5 per cent, respectively). Slightly 

less than one-third of the respondents in Fužine and a quarter of those from Žusterna-Semedela 

see the social mix as good for interaction among residents.

According to survey results, the residents of both estates do not have a very favourable opinion 

of the helpfulness of people with whom they share their neighbourhood (Table 4.12). Only 

10.9 per cent of Fužine and 14.7 per cent of Žusterna-Semedela residents perceive them as 

helpful. This result is rather peculiar, in particular when observed in parallel with the results 

about friends in the neighbourhood and the likeness of the people within the estate. There is 

also no comparable data in Slovenia with which this result can be compared.

Table 4.12 – Social aspects in the area (percentages) 

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Rate contacts with other residents

Good 49.3 58.1
Moderate 41.2 35.9
Bad 9.5 6.0
Total abs. (=100%) 211 167

Do friends or relatives live in the neighbourhood?

Yes, both relatives and friends 12.3 16.3
Yes, but only friends 31.4 35.5
Yes, but only relatives 4.7 2.9
No 51.7 45.3
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Strongly or weakly attached to neighbourhood

Weak 36.6 35.1
Neutral 41.3 43.9
Strong 22.1 21.1
Total abs. (=100%) 235 171

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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The rating of contacts among the residents is inversely related to the level of education and to 

the level of monthly income in the case of Fužine. (Significant at 0.01 level, two-tailed); 

however, the two correlations are not significant in Žusterna-Semedela (Table 4.13).

Is the estate socially mixed or socially homogeneous?

Socially mixed 76.2 71.5
Moderately mixed 18.4 16.4
Socially homogeneous 5.4 12.1
Total abs. (=100%) 223 165

Do people help each other or do they mostly go their own way?

Help each other 10.9 14.7
Go their own way 46.2 56.5
Mixture 43.0 28.8
Total abs. (=100%) 221 170

Is a high level of social mix good or bad for interaction between residents?

Good 31.9 25.3
Neutral 40.0 43.5
Bad 28.1 31.2
Total abs. (=100%) 210 154

Table 4.13 – Rating of contacts and education (percentages)

Rate contacts with other residents Total

Good Moderate Bad

Žusterna-Semedela

Up to 10 years 35.1 23.3 - 28.7
11-14 years 43.3 46.7 60.0 45.5
15 years or over 20.6 30.0 40.0 25.1
Unknown 1.0 - - 0.6
Total abs. (=100%) 97 60 10 167

Fužine

Up to 10 years 20.4 6.9 - 12.9
11-14 years 53.4 47.1 50.0 50.5
15 years or over 26.2 44.8 50.0 36.2
Unknown - 1.1 - 0.5
Total abs. (=100%) 103 87 20 210

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.12 – Social aspects in the area (percentages) (continued)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Those living in the estates for a longer period of time are, as can be expected, more attached 

to the estate (Table 4.14).

Again, as it can be expected, the level of attachment correlates with the existence of friends 

and relatives within the estate (Table 4.15). Among those whose attachment is weak, 60 per cent 

do not have friends or relatives within the estate.

Table 4.14 – Level of attachment to the estate and the length of residence (percentages)

Strongly or weakly attached to neighbourhood Total

Weak Neutral Strong

Žusterna-Semedela

Before 1980 16.7 38.7 50.0 33.3
Between 1981-1990 40.0 33.3 27.8 34.5
Between 1991-2004 43.3 28.0 22.2 32.2
Total abs. (=100%) 60 75 36 171

Fužine

Before 1980 1.2 - 1.9 0.9
Between 1981-1990 68.6 59.8 75.0 66.4
Between 1991-2004 30.2 40.2 23.1 32.8
Total abs. (=100%) 86 97 52 235

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.15 – Level of attachment to the estate and friends/relatives in the estate (percentages)

Strongly or weakly attached to neighbourhood Total

Weak Neutral Strong

Žusterna-Semedela

Yes, both relatives and friends 13.3 10.7 33.3 16.4
Yes, but only friends 26.7 40.0 41.7 35.7
Yes, but only relatives 0.0 4.0 5.6 2.9
No 60.0 45.3 19.4 45.0
Total abs. (=100%) 60 75 36 171

Fužine

Yes, both relatives and friends 7.0 13.4 19.2 12.3
Yes, but only friends 27.9 33.0 34.6 31.5
Yes, but only relatives 4.7 5.2 3.8 4.7
No 60.5 48.5 42.3 51.5
Total abs. (=100%) 86 97 52 235

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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4.5 Reputation of the estate

We believe that the answers to the two following questions are particularly interesting; that is 

why the interpretation is presented in a separate section.

Nearly three-quarters of the respondents in Fužine believe that the image of the estate in the 

rest of the city is bad (Table 4.16). At the same time, nearly the same proportion of respondents 

disagrees with this reputation. Out of the 164 respondents who answered that the reputation is 

bad, 140 disagree with this reputation and only 24 respondents agree.

The survey results confirmed the problem of stigmatisation, which had already been stressed 

in previous research work, namely that the view and image of Fužine from the outside 

(Table 4.17) (i.e., from the city level) is completely different from the perception of its residents' 

(Černič Mali et al., 2003). The negative image has accompanied this residential neighbourhood 

from the start of construction. At the time of its construction, Fužine was intended to provide 

social housing mainly for young families of immigrant workers who had immigrated from the 

republics of ex-Yugoslavia. The estate has been stigmatised as a residential area for the 

‘Southerners’ (as they are often derogatively referred to by the native Slovenes). The estate is also 

stigmatised as a neighbourhood with high crime levels, vandalism and drug abuse. However, 

Table 4.16 – Reputation of estate in the rest of the city (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Good 4.8 23.0
Moderate 21.2 41.4
Bad 74.0 35.5
Total abs. (=100%) 231 152

Agreement with this reputation

Yes 28.1 81.0
No 71.9 19.0
Total abs. (=100%) 221 147

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.17 – External reputation of the estate and the level of agreement by residents (percentages)

Agreement with this 
reputation

Total

Yes No

Žusterna-Semedela Good 28.8 3.6 24
Moderate 44.9 28.6 41.8
Bad 26.3 67.9 34.2
Total abs. (=100%) 118 28 146

Fužine Good 17.7 0.0 5.0
Moderate 43.5 11.9 20.8
Bad 38.7 88.1 74.2
Total abs. (=100%) 62 159 221

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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police officers, sociologists and social workers stress that the levels of criminal activity and drug 

abuse in Fužine are not higher than in other Ljubljana estates. At the time, these problems were 

acute in Fužine. According to a social worker in ‘Svetovalnica Fužine’ (Fužine Counselling 

Centre) and a police officer (in the interview for the previous RESTATE work package), the 

age of the inhabitants in the neighbourhood and the stage of development of the 

neighbourhoods should also be taken into account. For instance, the acute problems in Fužine 

in the 1990s are now cropping up in other Ljubljana neighbourhoods since the children of the 

residents who moved into that neighbourhood as partners or young families are now adolescents 

and are, in most cases, the perpetrators of such crimes. They also represent the segment of 

population that is most vulnerable to drug addiction. While the estate is the largest and most 

densely populated in Ljubljana and Slovenia, the public does not make the connection with the 

population density when numbers, such as the occurrence of criminal events are reported.

The opinion of the respondents in Žusterna-Semedela about the reputation of the estate and 

the opinion of the rest of the city is quite varied, with 41.4 per cent believing that the reputation 

is moderate, 35.5 that it is bad and 23 per cent that the reputation is good. 

It might be that the stigmatisation of Fužine is so much greater than that of Žusterna-

Semedela because the latter estate was constructed and developed much more gradually than the 

former one. The construction of Fužine was also of much bigger size, built in an open-space area 

on the outskirts of the town, and promoted as a housing project for predominantly social 

dwellings. On the contrary, Žusterna-Semedela was built in close proximity to an already built-

up area with single-family and row houses with high reputation among Koper residents. It 

would seem that the reputation in the eyes of the outsiders is decreasing only gradually, while 

the residents of the estate itself remain much more critical.

4.6 Conclusions

Although the results on the positive and negative aspects of both estates to some extent confirm 

the earlier findings from literature and the interviews, several survey findings depart from earlier 

statements. 

The results on the low participation in the neighbourhood activities were not surprising. They 

reflect the non-existence of any formal institutional frameworks, which was the subject of 

lengthy discussions in previous reports. The gatherings are rather informal and formal 

participation remains rather low. 

The respondents frequently stated that they do not have enough information about the 

activities, projects and programmes taking place in the estates. Both estates lack an info-centre 

or info-points. 

Those with full-time jobs, higher levels of education and of a younger age spend less time on 

the estate. Several of them have told the interviewers that they do not have the time either to 

socialise or to participate in any kind of activities within the neighbourhood. 

The respondents are rather satisfied with their homes (mean of nearly 8 in Fužine and above 7 

in Žusterna-Semedela). As already reported (Černič Mali et al., 2003), dwellings in Fužine have 

a very good layout and allow for flexibility and floor plan changes within individual units. 

Another important factor that perhaps increases the level of satisfaction is a magnificent view 

from the dwellings in the higher floors of the high-rise buildings. 
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The level of satisfaction with the estate was given the highest marks by a large proportion of 

residents. The more educated and younger are more critical. But overall, the high level of 

satisfaction with the estate may indicate that in the perception of the residents, their estates are 

not degrading at a fast pace.

The most and the least liked aspects confirm earlier statements. Green areas in the estate and 

the close proximity and accessibility of services is among the most liked aspects in Fužine, and 

the lack of youth facilities and inadequate and poorly organised parking among the least liked. 

An interesting and new finding is that a fifth of the respondents (41 in total) from Fužine listed 

‘people who live in the estate’ among the least liked aspects, the majority of them (35 in total) 

being native Slovenians. 

The two problematic issues are drug abuse and minor burglaries. Even though official records 

and reports show that there are no major differences between Fužine and some other estates, the 

issue should be given due attention. The perceptions of inhabitants regarding drug abuse and 

other violence that decreases safety have an impact on how people feel in their neighbourhood, 

how they see it and can have some influence also on their future decisions whether to stay or 

move out. 

The results on social issues could be evaluated as rather positive. Even though about one-half 

of the respondents in each case do not have friends or relatives in the estate, the share of those 

who rate social contacts as bad is less than one-tenth. The level of attachment to the estate is, 

however, strongly correlated to the existence of friends and relatives within the estate and with 

the duration of stay in the estate. 

While the prevalent opinion in both estates is that the estates are socially mixed, most of the 

respondents remained neutral when asked whether a social mix is good or bad for the interaction 

between residents. It is also possible that the question on the issue of social mix was not always 

properly understood, as has also been pointed out by the interviewers. Nevertheless, the results 

confirm the previous results that the Fužine estate has a great diversity of social mix. The results 

regarding the reputation of the estates confirmed the extent and importance of stigmatisation in 

the Fužine estate. The big majority are aware of the bad reputation of the estate in the rest of 

the city, while nearly the same proportion of respondents disagrees with this reputation. In the 

next chapter we will, among others, also explore whether in the eyes of the residents combating 

stigmatisation is a potential field of action.
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5 Effects of policies

Following a brief overview of policies, programmes and activities from earlier reports, the chap-

ter focuses on improvements of dwellings and improvements of the neighbourhood as a whole. 

The respondents' views on policies, programmes and activities and their effects are presented.

5.1 Brief overview of policies and actions in the estates

As pointed out in earlier reports, Slovenia has no specific national or local policy on large 

housing estates. Therefore, the general policies, at the national and local levels, relating to the 

estates and some particular programmes and activities taking place in the estates were taken into 

consideration.

5.1.1 Housing and management
Based on the National Housing Programme, whose legal basis is the Housing Act, the munic-

ipal housing departments may prepare their own housing programmes, which are subsequently 

adopted by the municipal council. Their implementation is the task of the department respon-

sible for housing and of the Municipal Housing Fund. The council and its housing committee 

oversee their performance (Ploštajner et al., 2004). The management and maintenance of the 

housing fund, especially in the case of large housing estates, has become a big problem. With 

privatisation – which turned the majority of the previous public housing stock into private 

ownership – the owners are also faced with undertaking the financial burden of major repairs. 

Often they are not financially capable to cope with that. Some owners cannot even meet the reg-

ular costs of heat, electricity, cleaning etc. Outstanding bills further disable proper maintenance. 

The ownership of dwellings is clear, but there remains the unresolved problem of the 

determination of ownership rights over the land surrounding the individual buildings. A major 

policy aim with regard to management is to improve the management of individual buildings in 

the estate and the quality of living within the estate.

The Housing Act has been recently amended to include, among others, new provisions 

aiming at providing assistance to poor homeowners through the establishment of a special 

reserve fund for major renewal work. The implementation of these provisions has begun in 

Ljubljana, but it is still too early for the residents to see any effects, much less to assess them. 

The maintenance of the surroundings depends on the manager of the building and its 

residents. As can be expected, the level of actual care varies from one building to another.
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5.1.2 Employment 
The current employment policy, adopted on the national level, includes various programmes 

(education and training, public works, self-employment promotion programmes, programmes 

for permanently redundant workers, equal opportunities provisions, financial support for local 

communities that implement local employment projects, etc.). There are no special employment 

policies or programmes of strategies at the local level. The exceptions are the municipalities with 

very high unemployment rates. Neither Ljubljana nor Koper are among them.

5.1.3 Safety
In the past regime (due to full employment and stricter control), safety was not really an issue. 

However, it has increasingly gained importance in the last decade. The legal basis is the Police 

Act. Two types of activities prevail: the prevention programme carried out in schools and among 

the residents and the help line that responds to calls in need. In the case of Fužine, cooperation 

between the police and other public services, NGOs, and residents has been described almost as 

a ‘model case’ (Ploštajner et al., 2004). In Žusterna-Semedela, programmes against violence are 

conducted in a local school. The Koper municipality has a special safety council, which deals 

with all safety issues (traffic, crime etc.).

5.1.4 Education and skills
Like in other fields, most education policies are determined at the national level. The influence 

of the local level is rather limited, but it can nevertheless play an important role. Municipalities 

maintain facilities such as schools and playgrounds and they also co-finance various 

programmes. They are also responsible for the maintenance of public sports infrastructure and 

organise and support various events and activities.

Despite the rather limited role of municipalities, the educational institutions in Fužine offer 

a wide variety of supporting activities and programmes (activities for pupils, workshops for 

children and parents, etc.). The secondary school located in Fužine also offers educational 

programmes for adults. The programme is tuition-free for the unemployed. Likewise in 

Žusterna-Semedela, local primary schools conduct programmes outside their duties for the 

residents of the estate.

Additional activities intended for the youth are provided in Fužine by the NGOs. The 

financial support is obtained through competitions at the municipal level.

5.1.5 Health and well-being
Again, as in the other cases, there are no specific health programmes at the level of the estate. 

A primary health care unit has been located in Fužine right from the beginning, as it was part 

of the original plan. 

This, however, is not the case with Žusterna-Semedela. As the initial plan for the 

construction of the estate was only partially realised and the number of inhabitants is much 

lower than initially planned, the residents of the estate have to rely on much more distant 

primary health centres. 

Drug prevention programmes are conducted in both estates. They are organised thanks to 

cooperation among departments from various fields (health care, social work, education, safety 

etc.) and NGOs.
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5.1.6 Social aspects
The responsibility for social services is divided between the state and local authorities. Many 

programmes and activities have been originally developed and also comply with other policies, 

such as employment, education, health care, etc. On the other hand, social aspects are part of 

housing and other policies.

In Fužine, the Municipal Centre for Social Work organises learning assistance for children. 

The Ljubljana Office for the Youth aims to achieve a better quality of life for the young 

residents. There is also an ongoing community project of working with the youth using a ‘street 

work approach’, which has been very successful (Ploštajner et al., 2004).

Even though a special committee for social issues should have been established within the 

local community, this has not been the case due to lack of adequate staff.

5.2 Improvements of dwellings 

Less than one-half of the dwellings have been renovated or refurbished in each of the estates 

(41.9 per cent in Fužine and 45.3 per cent in Žusterna-Semedela) (Table 5.1). The answers to 

the questions have revealed that most renovations have been done on dwellings, i.e., individual 

households. The kitchen has been improved in the dwellings of 19.5 respondents in Fužine and 

in 26.7 dwellings in Žusterna-Semedela. The next highest share of renovations was performed 

in bathrooms.

In the common parts of the buildings, most renovation was performed on entrances and roofs. 

Entrances were renovated in 32.6 per cent of respondents’ buildings in Fužine and in 27.9 per 

cent in Žusterna-Semedela. The entrances are very often exposed to various kinds of vandalism, 

which may cause a need for renovation. There have also been significant technological changes 

during the last two decades – for example, energy-efficient windowpanes and high quality 

window frames –, which have also been a reason for replacements to be made. 

Under the ‘others’ response, the renovation of elevators was the most frequently mentioned 

improvement (33.1 per cent in Fužine and 14.1 in Žusterna-Semedela). The reasons could be 

the same as in the case of entrances. Another reason could be safety regulations, according to 

which an authorised safety officer must regularly check the elevators. If any danger or non-

compliance with regulations is discovered, the elevator has to be repaired. Another reason for 

the relatively frequent renovation of elevators is that the youth, who gather in the entrances of 

the buildings, sometimes draw pictures or write graffiti inside the elevators or play with them 

(most usually by stopping the elevator), causing their malfunctioning. 

The outside walls were renovated only on certain buildings. In accordance with earlier reports, 

this is also the result of the fact that the estates, especially Fužine, were built not so very long ago.
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5.3 Improvements of the neighbourhood

Slightly less than a quarter of respondents in Fužine and 15.7 per cent of the residents in 

Žusterna-Semedela are aware of some policies aimed to improve the neighbourhoods 

(Table 5.2). The majority, however, stated that ‘no’ they did not know any and only a minor 

share was in the category ‘unknown’. Some specifics need to be explained at this point. The 

earlier reports already stated that in Slovenia there were no policies that aimed directly at the 

large housing estates or neighbourhoods (with the exception of some new policies which are 

currently being developed, but are to be applied in other neighbourhoods).

The Slovenian report on policies thus concentrated either on national policies, local policies 

and/or various kinds of programmes and activities implemented in the said estates. This was also 

explained to respondents during the course of interviews. Positive answers, therefore, also 

include the respondent’s knowledge of the programmes and activities mentioned above. That 

Table 5.1 – Improvements of dwellings (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Has the dwelling been renovated/refurbished?

Yes 41.9 45.3
No 56.4 52.9
Unknown 1.7 1.7
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

What has been improved?

Kitchen 19.5 26.7
Bathroom 19.1 23.3
Change of layout 11.9 8.1
Roof 23.3 9.3
Floor 12.7 23.3
Entrances 32.6 27.9
Outside walls 2.1 8.1
Other (of which) 46.2 30.2
Elevator 33.1 14.0
Windows 4.7 2.9
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.2 – Policies or action aiming at improving of living in your neighbourhood (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Yes 23.3 15.7
No 72.9 82.6
Unknown 3.8 1.7
Total abs. (=100%) 236 172

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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explains the presence of positive answers to this question despite the absence of ‘large housing 

estate policies’ known in certain other European countries.

The fact that programmes and activities of various organisations mentioned in the earlier 

reports were also taken into account is evidenced in the answers to the question on the most 

important effects of the policies. 

The positive effects were seen, for example, with regard to drug abuse. This may relate to the 

drug prevention programmes under way in the estates. In Fužine, the activities regarding drug 

abuse and other youth programmes are often cited as an example of ‘best practice’, due to the 

innovative way of work – called street work. The street workers are constantly present and one 

good point is that they are not all from the same organisation, which means that the potential 

users (in this case youngsters) can also choose which type of work they prefer and with which 

street worker they prefer to cooperate. This is best practice not only in Slovenia but also 

elsewhere, because the users of social policy services usually do not have the possibility of choice. 

The good results of this programme could be the reason that positive affects regarding this issue 

are felt in the neighbourhood.

It was interesting to learn from the follow-up interview that the Žusterna-Semedela 

neighbourhood is planning to introduce a ‘street work’ programme similar to the one practiced 

in Fužine. 

In Fužine, 18.2 per cent of the respondents stated that there have been positive effects in 

improving safety. This can partly be linked to the different activities, programmes and 

workshops in schools, directed at the prevention of and protection from crime and violence. The 

safety of the paths to and from schools and safety in schools is also ensured by the City of 

Ljubljana. As the programmes are mainly directed at educating people with regard to criminal 

activities and violence, the improved feeling of safety could also be due to the reduced prejudice 

about the lack of safety in the neighbourhood.

Also, the police are present on the streets and the local police officer is well-known among the 

residents. He often comes to the neighbourhood; he knows many family backgrounds and the 

social problems of the potential and actual offenders. He often applies softer approaches and not 

only restrictive measures. 

The improved maintenance of the buildings, in particular in Fužine, could be attributed to the 

new managers (or management companies) in some buildings. 

Improvement of the playground could be attributed to the mentioned activities of the 

Association of Friends of the Youth, which is running a project aimed at improving playgrounds 

for children with the support of the municipal authority. 

The residents themselves were actively involved in the improvement of the playgrounds (as 

was already mentioned in Černič Mali et al., 2003, and Ploštajner et al., 2004). Similarly, the 

upkeep of public spaces could be linked to the involvement of people and also to the settlement 

of some property issues and responsibilities. The fact that 45 per cent of the respondents in 

Fužine see the improvement of public services as one of the positive consequences is perhaps 

related to the recently improved bus services to the estate (Table 5.3). The improvement of the 

quality of commercial services is not a result of policies and programmes but rather of market 

forces.

In some cases the local authorities are aware of the problems but are unable (or feel unable) to 

act. The Žusterna neighbourhood authority is aware of the problem of lack of facilities for the 

youth and would be willing to offer the local council's premises for particular peaceful activities 
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(computer lessons, handicraft etc.). They, unfortunately, do not have suitably skilled staff to care 

for and work with the youth.

The respondents with higher education are more critical and see fewer improvements as a 

result of policies and programmes.

In their evaluation of all the effects of policies, the respondents in Žusterna-Semedela have 

been much less positive than those in the Fužine estate. The smaller proportion of those that see 

an improvement in the level of safety in Žusterna-Semedela in comparison to those in Fužine 

might be due to less effective policies, but may also be linked to the fact that safety was a more 

pressing issue in Fužine.

5.4 Spill-over effects: effects of the policies on other areas

In the absence of policies that would focus on the estates, it is not possible to discuss the spill-

over effects. The programmes and activities described are of a very limited size and/or scope and 

their spill-over effects could not be judged.

5.5 Conclusions

In general, it may be concluded that the developments and effects of ongoing programmes and 

activities are much more positively evaluated in Fužine than they are in Žusterna-Semedela. 

This might not be very surprising due to the fact that in Fužine several activities are under way 

Table 5.3 – Most important positive effects of these policies (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Yes No Unknown Yes No Unknown

Dirt on the streets 26.8 45.5 27.7 18.2 74.7 7.1
Drug abuse 13.0 51.5 35.5 8.2 78.8 12.9
Burglary in dwellings 6.5 44.6 48.9 6.5 84.1 9.4
Burglary in cars 8.2 55.8 35.9 4.1 85.3 10.6
Graffiti 16.0 53.2 30.7 7.1 85.9 7.1
Feelings of unsafety 18.2 44.6 37.2 4.1 86.5 9.4
Upkeep of public spaces 25.1 47.6 27.3 8.8 82.9 8.2
Condition of the roads 23.8 39.0 37.2 16.5 75.9 7.6
Playgrounds for children 12.6 55.8 31.6 6.5 84.1 9.4
Maintenance of buildings 25.5 42.4 32.0 9.4 82.9 7.6
Lack of employment 0.9 47.2 51.9 0.0 74.7 25.3
Quality of schools 14.7 27.7 57.6 15.9 67.6 16.5
Quality of commercial services 45.9 28.1 26.0 15.9 77.1 7.1
Quality of public services 45.0 29.9 25.1 15.9 75.9 8.2
Different values 12.1 48.9 39.0 4.7 81.8 13.5
Racism 9.5 46.8 43.7 3.5 85.3 11.2
Total abs. (=100%) 231 170

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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and in some cases they could be named best practice (for example, the activities connected with 

drug abuse). 

The majority of policies and programmes focus on the most pressing issues such as drug abuse, 

socially underprivileged, etc. Even though combating these issues is deemed necessary and it 

contributes to the improvement of the estate as a whole, other programmes which would address 

general population and improvements of the estate are still lacking. 

When interpreting the results of the survey on the effect of the policies as seen by the 

residents, another interesting observation should be made. Several of the respondents from both 

estates told our interviewers that the improvements quite often remain unnoticed because most 

of the activities and ongoing programmes are not adequately promoted.
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6 The future of the estates

This chapter explores the residents' opinions and views on the prospects of the estate and their 

suggestions on how to improve the future of the estate. It highlights the plans for the future of 

the respondents' households on whether they intend to stay on the estate or move and examines 

the reason for moving as well as the preferred new location.

6.1 The future of the neighbourhood

In all, 41.9 per cent of respondents from Fužine and 32.2 per cent of respondents from 

Žusterna-Semedela envisage a better future for their estate. This is a rather positive result and 

might indicate that some programmes or different activities already have an effect on the estates 

and that the residents believe that there will be further improvements of the conditions on the 

estates. One-third of the respondents in each of the estates are neutral about the future 

perspectives. Only 11.9 per cent of the respondents in Fužine see the future as worse than today. 

The share of those with an equal belief in Žusterna-Semedela is 18.1 per cent.

The share of the undecided was higher than in the majority of the other questions. This was 

the reason why the category ‘unknown’ was also included in Table 6.1.

The interpretation of the answer to the question ‘How can that be turned into a brighter 

future?’ presented quite some difficulties. 

If only 12 (respectively 18) per cent of residents see the future of the estate as gloomy, the 

number of answers to the above question is necessarily limited. Therefore, the overall number 

of responses to the question on the activities needed to prevent future deterioration was already 

Table 6.1 – Do you think the future of your present neighbourhood will be better or worse than today? 

(percentages)

Future perspectives Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Better 41.9 32.2
Neutral 33.1 33.9
Worse 11.9 18.1
Unknown 13.1 15.8
Total abs. (=100%) 236 171

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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low (a total of 132 answers in Fužine and 106 in Žusterna-Semedela) (Table 6.2). Following the 

expressed needs for more police and/or improved safety, traffic and parking problems in the 

estates were reiterated. This partly confirms the observations already stated in this report and 

also in previous reports that parking presents the greatest problem in almost all of the estates in 

Slovenia. 

A further analysis of the issues concerning policing and safety would require more data. The 

general view is that the residents would feel safer if there was a continuous presence of police 

officers on the estate.

At the same time, it is strange to note that actions against drug abuse, in particular drug 

prevention programmes, were not suggested in neither of the estates, even though (as in 

Chapter 4) this is perceived as a major problem. It seems that residents believe that just a greater 

presence and more police activity would cure the problem. 

Many answers could not be fitted in any of the given categories (codes). The remaining 

answers were so diversified that it was not possible to do any kind of aggregations with them.

As seen earlier, many of the respondents from Fužine are aware of the bad reputation of the 

estate in the eyes of other citizens. Even though they disagree with this reputation, it is 

surprising that at the same time only a negligible number of respondents pointed out the need 

to improve the image of the estate.

6.2 Future plans of residents

Given the rather favourable overall results with respect to the level of satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood and dwellings, it is not surprising that only a smaller proportion – around a 

quarter – of the residents of both estates are considering to move in the next two years. This 

confirms the earlier findings of the interviews that the residents are very satisfied with the quality 

of dwellings and the location in general.

The main reason why one-third of the respondents from Fužine consider a move is that they 

wish to move into bigger dwellings. Over half of the respondents from Žusterna-Semedela 

stated the same reason (Table 6.3).

Table 6.2 – How can that be turned into a brighter future? (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

More police on the streets 15.2 0.9
Safety 12.1 3.8
More car parks 12.1 18.9
Improvement of traffic system within the estate 6.1 3.8
Create more public spirit 5.3 8.5
Better employment opportunities 5.3 0.9
More youth facilities 3.8 3.8
Creation and/or improvement of green areas 3.8 7.5
Better cooperation between residents and local council 2.3 1.9
Do something about problems with drug abuse 1.5 1.9
Other 32.6 48.1
Total abs. (=100%) 132 106

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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The Žusterna-Semedela neighbourhood authority, on the other hand, was quite surprised by 

the relatively high proportion of residents that are planning to leave the estate within two years. 

A trend to move to renovated countryside homes in the interior of the Istra region has been 

observed recently. This may explain the high percentage of those wishing to move to more 

tranquil residential areas.

The single reason that is related to the quality of life in the neighbourhood is that a quieter 

environment is sought. Approximately one-fifth of the Fužine respondents and one-quarter of 

those from Žusterna-Semedela stated this reason.

With respect to the location of the future dwelling, a significant part of those who responded 

that they are planning to move stated that they wish to move ‘elsewhere’. Only a minor part of 

Fužine respondents and none from Žusterna-Semedela are seeking to move within the same 

estate. This is somewhat contrary to our earlier findings from the interviews stating that people 

often move within the same estate. As the respondents who plan to move have in the majority 

of cases chosen the answer ‘elsewhere’, this means that they wish to move outside the two cities. 

As already mentioned in the previous reports, moving to the suburbs or to the rural areas and 

living in an individual house with a garden is the wish of many Slovenians.

In both estates, the plans to move are correlated with the length of stay in the estates 

(Table 6.4). Those who plan to move are the ones with the shortest period of residence in the 

estates (Pearson's correlation, significant at 0.01 level). This might indicate that those who live 

in the estate longer develop a kind of identification with the estate. They are probably more 

satisfied with it and therefore do not plan to move from the area.

Table 6.3 – Future plans of the residents (percentages)

Fužine Žusterna-Semedela

Plans to move within 2 years

Yes 17.7 20.7
No 82.3 79.3
Total abs. (=100%) 215 164

Reason for considering moving

Home too small 32.4 51.5
Home too expensive - 3.0
Want to buy a dwelling 10.8 3.0
More quiet environment 18.9 24.2
Closer to relatives and friends 5.4 -
Live closer to work 2.7 -
Other 29.7 18.2
Total abs. (=100%) 37 33

Where would you like to move?

In the same neighbourhood 7.1 -
Close to the present neighbourhood - 13.9
Somewhere else in the city 32.1 16.7
Elsewhere 60.7 69.4
Total abs. (=100%) 28 36

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In Fužine, the plans to move are also correlated with a decreased level of satisfaction with the 

estate (Pearson's coefficient correlation, significant at 0.05 level) (Table 6.5). It seems, therefore, 

that the dissatisfaction with the estate itself might be one of the important reasons to move, 

although this result is somewhat contrary to the fact that only a third of the respondents would 

choose to move to another estate in the city and the large majority would prefer to leave the city.

6.3 Conclusions 

Both estates, Fužine and Žusterna-Semedela, were constructed in the late 1970s and mid 1980s. 

Therefore, physical decay has not yet become a major issue.

The majority of residents of Fužine see the future of the estate as brighter or unaltered. The 

suggestions as to how to achieve a brighter future for the neighbourhood concentrate mainly on 

the issues related to safety and to the problems of parking facilities and traffic management. 

Despite the acknowledgement that the estate is stigmatised and despite the non-acceptance of 

stigmatisation, only very few respondents expressed the need to improve the image of the estate. 

Table 6.4 – Future plans and the level length of stay in the estate (percentages)

Plans to move within 2 years Total

Yes No

Žusterna-Semedela Before 1980 3.7 29.3 32.9
Between 1981-1990 6.1 29.3 35.4
Between 1991-2004 11.0 20.7 31.7
Total abs. (=100%) 34 130 164

Fužine Before 1980 0.0 0.9 0.9
Between 1981-1990 9.3 57.7 67.0
Between 1991-2004 8.4 23.7 32.1
Total abs. (=100%) 38 177 215

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.5 – Plans to move and changes in the level of satisfaction with the estate (percentages)

Plans to move within 2 years Total

Yes No

Žusterna-Semedela Low 6.7 11.0 17.7
Moderate 6.1 22.0 28.0
High 6.7 28.7 35.4
Very high 1.2 17.1 18.3
Unknown 0.0 0.6 0.6 
Total abs. (=100%) 34 130 164

Fužine Low 3.7 3.3 7.0
Moderate 6.5 23.4 29.9
High 3.7 36.0 39.7
Very high 3.7 19.6 23.4
Total abs. (=100%) 38 176 214

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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This might indicate that although the residents are aware of the bad reputation of the estate, 

they are themselves satisfied with the estate and therefore do not see any need for changing the 

perceptions of others.

In Koper, the future of the estate will also perhaps be influenced by external factors, namely 

the ongoing projects in the vicinity of the estate – low-rise buildings and single-family units 

constructed on slopes with a view towards the Adriatic for well-off customers. Secondly, the 

newly developed bypass road will eliminate the current barriers between the estate and the 

seashore.

The future of the estates will depend primarily on the future policies focusing on the 

improvement of the current and anticipated problems. In the absence of appropriate policies, the 

current situation may deteriorate and the social and economic structure of the residents may 

change for the worse.
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7 Conclusions

The present phase of the RESTATE project was set to identify the following: 

Which inhabitants profit from the developments and policies in the estates? Which inhabitants 

experience clear disadvantages?

To answer these questions a survey was carried out among the residents of the Slovenian estates 

under consideration, i.e., Fužine in Ljubljana and Žusterna-Semedela in Koper. 

In the case of Slovenia, obtaining a large housing estate residents' opinion on policies 

concerning the estates was a very difficult task to fulfil, given that for the time being, Slovenia 

has not developed any special policy with regard to estates at neither the state or local level. 

There are many reasons for such a situation and among them the following: most large estates 

were constructed during the 1970s and the 1980s; the construction was of rather high quality; 

they are still in a relatively good shape; the form of and need for reconstruction and renovation 

is only slowly arising. The previous economic system guaranteed a relatively good economic 

security, which prevented the dilapidation of housing estates as a result of the economic 

weakness of the residents. As such, housing estates have been able to withstand the initial social 

diversification processes. However, more than a decade after the transformation to the market 

economy, the estates are beginning to show the same problems as experienced elsewhere in 

Europe.

Despite a lack of general policies, which would focus on the estates, the programmes and 

activities deal with specific problems of the estates, such a drug abuse, unemployment, 

programmes for the youth, etc. 

As a result, the research team has tried to identify the opinions of the residents about the 

quality of life, the positive and negative aspects of the estates, as well as the residents' perception 

of existing activities and programmes and whether they see the need for the development of 

policies and actions.

The survey has generated important findings, some of which confirm earlier findings, while 

others depart from them. Most importantly, a lot of new information has been gathered. The 

survey was well-received by the residents; the respond rate in both estates was 60 per cent, which 

may be an indication that the residents were eager to discuss the topic.

In both estates, the level of satisfaction with the estate was evaluated with the highest marks 

by a substantial proportion of the respondents, which may indicate that in their perception their 

estates are not degrading at a fast pace. A high proportion of the residents of both estates believe 
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that their estates are socially mixed. The results on income status confirm this social diversity. 

However, if the results on housing costs as a share of total household income are examined, the 

Žusterna-Semedela residents seem to be much worse off. The latter situation may perhaps be 

the result of a higher proportion of elderly residents. 

Social contacts in the estates were evaluated well, but formal participation in any type of 

activities, whether activities meant to improve the estate or others, such as sport or culture, is 

negligible. A specific history regarding the existence of associations and other organisations and 

formal activities should be noted here. With the exception of the Red Cross and some sports 

associations, such organisations were practically non-existent in the whole socialist block, 

including Slovenia, before 1990. Almost all activities were organised by the state. Issues 

regarding the conditions, management and problems of a particular housing block were 

discussed internally at the level of the building, never at the estate level. Even today, nearly a 

decade and a half later, both estates still lack an appropriate form of organisation that would 

enable cooperation and citizen participation. The respondents mentioned a lack of cooperation 

when asked what improvements would be needed.

The most liked aspects are the same in both estates: the green areas and accessibility of 

services. However, a much smaller share of respondents favours the green areas in Žusterna-

Semedela, where there are green areas among the blocks, but are not equipped and managed as 

public parks. On the other hand, Fužine has more parks on the estate itself and is in close vicinity 

to green areas on the edge of the city.

Among the least-liked aspects, an interesting new finding appeared in Fužine. A fifth of the 

respondents listed ‘people who live on the estate’ among the least liked aspects. The next least 

liked aspect in both cases is the ‘facilities for the youth’. A certain specificity, which shows how 

the processes of economic restructuring have affected the standard of living, should be pointed 

out here. Under the previous system, the state provided, rather abundantly, the facilities for the 

youth and the general sports and recreation facilities. With the transformation of the economic 

system, the facilities in poor shape were abandoned, while the attractive ones were sold or 

franchised to private-sector operators. Such is, for example, the case of the Žusterna swimming 

pool, previously a very favourite place for the local youth. The pool, which used to offer free 

access for the locals, now charges an entrance fee, limiting access for many youths. 

The most problematic issues in both estates, as perceived by the residents, are drug abuse, 

burglaries and the upkeep of public places (in Žusterna-Semedela) and playgrounds (in Fužine). 

The problem of parking was repeatedly stated in answers to different questions.

It is obvious that even though official records and reports show no major differences in the 

level of drug abuse and crime between the estates surveyed and some other estates, the issue 

should be given proper attention. The inhabitants' perceptions of drug abuse and other violence 

that decreases safety have an impact on how people feel about their neighbourhood and can have 

some influence also on their future decisions whether to stay or move out. It should be 

emphasised that several programmes and activities have been introduced to combat drug abuse 

in both estates, some of which have been evaluated by professionals as best practice. However, 

when asked about the policies, a local resident expressed his opinion as: ‘... a lot of money has been 

spent on the methadone centre used only by few, but no money can be found to repair playgrounds used 

by hundreds of children’.

A major problem seems to be that while current policies and programmes focus only on the 

most acute problems and/or groups of residents, there is a lack of programmes addressing the 
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needs of the general population and improvements of the estate. Taking into account the 

opinion of the resident quoted above, one could even assume this as a case of positive 

discrimination.

The survey has also shown that many improvements remain overlooked or unseen and several 

activities meant for the participation of a wider group of residents go unnoticed because they are 

not promoted adequately. This has been a frequently mentioned comment among the residents 

of Fužine and Žusterna-Semedela.

The results regarding the reputation of the Fužine estate confirmed the extent and importance 

of its stigmatisation. The residents are aware of it and strongly disagree with it. The research 

team had suggested earlier that steps should be taken to improve the bad image. However, only 

very few respondents expressed the same need. This might indicate that although the residents 

are aware of the bad reputation of the estate, they are themselves satisfied with the estate and 

therefore do not experience any need to change the perceptions of others. Given the low 

mobility of the Slovenian population as a whole, the potential decrease of market value of the 

dwellings due to bad reputation is obviously either not relevant or not understood by the 

residents. It could be that the situation regarding bad reputation is more critical in Žusterna-

Semedela, where a smaller proportion of the residents believe that the estate has a bad 

reputation, but a higher proportion agrees with that view. In any case, the majority of 

respondents estimate the future of the estates to be brighter or at least unaltered.

The survey has shown that the current status of the estates and the trends foreseen by residents 

are much more optimistic than evaluated by the research team. The respondents have indicated 

that interventions are necessary in relation to physical issues, such as improvement of parking 

and public spaces, sports facilities, facilities for the youth and residents in general; the provision 

of organised activities for certain groups of residents; and facilitation of better cooperation 

among residents.
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Appendix

RESTATE survey

First some basic information to be provided by the interviewer/local coordinator

City of interview: ………………………………… (to be coded later)

Neighbourhood: ………………………………… (to be coded later)

Date of interview: ………………………………...

Name of interviewer: …………………………………

Number of survey: …………………………………

Introduction

Interviewer: register the kind of dwelling in which the respondent lives

1 apartment/flat

2 single-family house

3 other: ……….

9 unknown

Interviewer: register the number of floors of the building

…… floors

99 unknown

Interviewer: register the floor of the dwelling under consideration (including ground floor)

1 ground floor (i.e. accessible without stairs)

2 first floor

3 second floor

4 third-fifth floor

5 sixth-tenth floor

6 eleventh floor or higher

9 unknown

Good morning/afternoon/night. My name is …… I am working at the University of …

We are carrying out a large international comparative research project in cities in 10 European 

countries. The European Commission subsidises this project. The focus is on housing and 

neighbourhoods and this area has been included in the study. Therefore we would like to ask you a series 

of questions and hope you will be prepared to answer these. All information will remain anonymous and 

confidential. I would like to start with some questions about your current housing situation.
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1 When did you first move to this address?

1 before 1960

2 1961-1970

3 1971-1980

4 1981-1990

5 1991-1995

6 1996-2000

7 2001-2004

9 unknown

2 What was the tenure of the place you lived at before this address?

1 rented from local council

2 rented from housing association/registered social landlord

3 rented from a private landlord

4 owned with mortgage

5 owned outright

9 unknown

3 With whom did you live at your previous address?

1 alone

2 partner and/or children

3 family (parents and siblings)

4 friends

9 no answer/unknown

4 Do you rent or own your present dwelling?

1 social rent (from municipality, housing corporation, housing company, etc.)

2 rent from private person 

3 rent from private company

4 own with mortgage

5 outright owner

6 other:……………………

9 unknown

5 What is the approximate size of your dwelling in square metres? 

1 below 30 m2

2 between 31 and 40 m2

3 between 41 and 50 m2

4 between 51 and 60 m2

5 between 61 and 80 m2

6 between 81 and 100 m2

7 over 100 m2

9 unknown/no answer
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6 How many bedrooms does your dwelling have?

1 one bedroom

2 two bedrooms

3 three bedrooms

4 four bedrooms

5 five or more bedrooms

9 unknown/no answer

7 What share of your income is needed to cover your total housing costs (rent or mortgage, 

electricity, water, etc.)? 

1 less than 10 per cent

2 11-30 per cent

3 31-50 per cent

4 more than 50 per cent

9 unknown

8 When was your present dwelling built? 

1 between 1945 and 1960

2 between 1961 and 1970

3 between 1971 and 1980

4 between 1981 and 1990

5 between 1991 and 2000

6 between 2001 and 2004

9 unknown

9 What was the most important reason for moving to this neighbourhood? 
(one answer only: only the most important reason)

1 low rent/housing costs

2 nearness to relatives and friends

3 nearness to work

4 good connections (e.g. public transport)

5 good schools

6 presence of other services

7 there were no other dwellings available 

8 other ……………………….

99 unknown

10 Where was your previous dwelling located?

1 in the same neighbourhood

2 somewhere else in the city

3 elsewhere in the country

4 elsewhere, abroad

9 unknown
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Now I would like to ask you some questions about the satisfaction with your present dwelling 

and the neighbourhood.

11 How satisfied are you with your home? Please indicate on a scale between 1 (very low) and 

10 (very high).

…

99 unknown

12 Has your satisfaction with your home increased or decreased in the last 5 years?

1 lower

2 same

3 higher

8 not applicable (settled less than five years ago)

9 unknown

13 Has your dwelling been renovated/refurbished in the last five years? 

1 no (go to question 15)

2 yes

9 unknown

14 What has been improved? (circle all answers that apply)

1 renovation of the kitchen

2 renovation of the bathroom

3 change of layout

4 renovation of the roof

5 renovation of the floor

6 renovation of the entrances 

7 renovation of the outside walls

8 complete renewal (after demolition)

9 other: ………….………………..

99 no answer/unknown

15 How satisfied are you with your neighbourhood? Please indicate on a scale between 1 (very 

low) and 10 (very high).

…

99 unknown

16 Has your satisfaction with the neighbourhood increased or decreased in the last five years?

1 lower

2 same

3 higher

8 not applicable (settled less than five years ago)

9 unknown 
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17 Which aspect of the neighbourhood do you like most? 

1 green spaces

2 accessibility to public services

3 playgrounds for children

4 youth facilities

5 proximity to work

6 proximity to schools

7 quality of local schools

8 people who live there

9 other: ……………………………………………..

99 unknown

18 Which aspect of the neighbourhood do you like least? 

1 green spaces

2 accessibility to public services

3 playgrounds for children

4 youth facilities

5 proximity to work

6 proximity to schools

7 quality of local schools

8 people who live there

9 other: ……………………………………………..

99 unknown

19 How do you rate the contacts you have between yourself and other residents in your 

neighbourhood?

1 good

2 moderate

3 bad

9 unknown

20 Do many of your close friends or relatives live in the neighbourhood?

1 yes, both relatives and friends

2 yes, but only friends

3 yes, but only relatives

4 no

9 unknown

21 Do you feel weakly or strongly attached to the neighbourhood? 

1 weak

2 neutral

3 strong

9 unknown
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22 Do you regard the estate you are living in to be socially mixed (households with very different 

incomes) or socially homogenous (mostly households with approximately similar incomes)?

1 socially mixed

2 moderately mixed 

3 socially homogenous

9 unknown

23 In some areas people mix together and try to help each other, while in other areas people 

mostly go their own way. Is this an area where people mostly help each other or where people 

mostly go their own way?

1 help each other

2 go their own way

3 mixture

9 unknown 

24 In your opinion, is a high level of social mix in the estate good or bad for the interaction 

between residents? 

1 good

2 neutral

3 bad

9 unknown

25 What is the reputation of the estate in the rest of the city? 

1 good

2 moderate

3 bad

9 unknown

26 Do you agree with this reputation?

1 yes

2 no

9 unknown

27 Do you personally experience serious problems in the neighbourhood with respect to:

1 = yes

2 = no

8 = not applicable (has lived here not longer than a year)

9 = unknown

- dirt on the streets 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- drug abuse 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- burglary in dwellings 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- burglary in cars 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- graffiti/vandalism 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- feelings of unsafety 1 yes 2 no  8 9
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- upkeep of public places 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- condition of roads 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- playgrounds for children 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- maintenance of buildings 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- lack of employment 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of schools 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of commercial services 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of public services 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- different values/norms/lifestyles 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- racism/racist harassment 1 yes 2 no  8 9

28 Which of the mentioned aspects have been improved by any policy or action?

- dirt on the streets 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- drug abuse 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- burglary in dwellings 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- burglary in cars 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- graffiti/vandalism 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- feelings of unsafety 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- upkeep of public places 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- condition of roads 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- playgrounds for children 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- maintenance of buildings 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- lack of employment 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of schools 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of commercial services 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of public services 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- different values/norms/lifestyles 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- racism/racist harassment 1 yes 2 no 8 9

In the next block I would like to ask a few questions regarding the policies of the local 

government or other institutions with regard to the neighbourhood you are living in.

29 Do you know about any policies or actions aiming at improvement of living in your 

neighbourhood? 

1 yes

2 no (go to question 32)

9 unknown

30 If yes, what are, in your opinion, the most important positive effects of these policies in 

recent years? 

…………………….……

…………………….……

…………………….……

99 unknown
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31 Who were the principal actors in these policies or actions?

1 national government

2 local government

3 housing companies/housing corporations

4 local population

5 other: ……………….

9 no answer, unknown

I would like to ask you a few questions about your activities in and use of the neighbourhood.

32 Do you or one of the members of the household actively participate in an association that 

aims to improve the neighbourhood? 

1 yes

2 no (go to question 34)

10 unknown

33 What kind of participation is that?

……………………….

unknown

34 Do you participate in a sports club, cultural association or another organised social activity 

in the neighbourhood?

1 yes

2 no

9 unknown

35 Can you reach the following facilities within 10 minutes from your home?

- a grocery shop 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- your bank 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a post office 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a general practioner (doctor) 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- public park 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- bus stop 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- primary school 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a dentist 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- your place of work 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

36 How many hours per day – on average – do you spend outside your neighbourhood on 

normal weekdays?

1 10 hours or more

2 5-9 hours

3 3-4 hours

4 1-3 hours

5 less than 1 hour

9 unknown
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I have a few questions regarding the future.

37 Does your household have plans to move house within 2 years?

1 yes

2 no (go to question 40)

9 unknown (go to question 40)

38 What is the main reason for considering moving?

1 present home is too small

2 present home is too expensive

3 want to buy a dwelling

4 want to be closer to relatives/friends

5 want to live in a more quiet environment

6 want to live in a more safe environment

7 want to live closer to work

8 other: ………………………

99 unknown

39 Where would you like to move to?

1 in the same neighbourhood

2 close to the present neighbourhood (less than 5 km from present home)

3 somewhere else in the city

4 elsewhere

9 unknown

40 Do you think the future of your present neighbourhood will be better or worse than today? 

1 better (go to question 42)

2 neutral (go to question 41)

3 worse (go to question 41)

9 unknown (go to question 43)

41 If you envisage no change or change for the worse for the neighbourhood, how can that be 

turned into a brighter future? What should have highest priority? 

…………………….

…………………….

…………………….

99 unknown (go to question 43)

42 What is the main reason why you think the neighbourhood’s future will be brighter?

………..………….
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Finally I would like to ask you some short questions about the household.

43 Interviewer: register gender of respondent

1 male

2 female

44 May I ask you in which year you were born?

….

45 How is the composition of your household?

1 living alone (go to question 48)

2 living with a partner, no children (go to question 48)

3 living with a partner and …. children (how many children?)

4 single-parent household, with …. children (how many children?)

5 living alone with … others (no partner, no children) (to question 48)

6 living with partner and … others (to question 48)

7 living with partner and … others and …. children

8 other: ……………………..

9 no answer

46 What is the age of the oldest child still living at home?

88 … age

not applicable

47 What is the age of the youngest child living at home?

88 … age

not applicable

48 How many years did you follow school education since you were 6 years of age?

1 none

2 1-6 years

3 6-10 years

4 11-12 years

5 13-14 years

6 15 years or more

9 unknown

49 Do you have a paid job? 

1 yes, for …. hours per week

2 no

9 no answer
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50 Does your partner have a paid job?

1 yes, for …. hours per week

2 no

8 not applicable

9 no answer

51 How many people in your household are income earners?

………..

52 Would you classify the monthly household income as high, medium high, average, medium 

low, or low, compared to national levels?

1 high (top 10%)

2 medium high (between top 10%-30%)

3 average (between top 30% and bottom 30%)

4 medium low (between bottom 30% and lowest 10%)

5 low (poorest 10%)

9 unknown

53 What is the main source of your household income?

1 work 

2 unemployment or social benefit

3 pension

4 other:……………………….

9 no answer

54 In terms of ethnicity, how would you call yourself (for example: native UK, Moroccan, 

Dutch Moroccan, American, Hungarian, French, Algerian, etc.)?

…………………

55 And your partner?

…………………

56 Is there anything you would like to add related to this interview?

…………………
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List of people interviewed

• Four social workers and a psychologist from Svetovalnica Fužine (Fužine Counselling Centre)

• Social worker from the Korak Programme, Fužine

• Members of the Fužine district community

• President of the Semedela local community

• Member of the Žusterna local community
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