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A post-occupancy evaluation study
of a mixed-income gated community in Cibubur,

West Java, Indonesia

Gated communities (GCs) have been demonized as a
malicious form of urban segregation because they pro-
vide a secure neighbourhood and exclusive facilities. The
objective of the Indonesian government policy related
to balanced housing is to create mixed-income housing
in order to foster interaction between social classes in
neighbourhoods and reduce the alarming social gap. This
study seeks to validate the occurrence of social interac-
tion among different economic strata in a mixed-income
GC. To understand social interaction among its residents,
the reasons why residents from different economic stra-
ta selected their housing are examined. The research
methodology includes a post-occupancy evaluation in
a mixed-income GC in Cibubur, West Java, Indonesia,

an area known for its high quality neighbourhoods and
facilities. This study identifies security as a major housing
preference factor for many people living in a mixed-in-
come GC. However, the reduced exclusivity of such
facilities decreases their usage frequency, giving rise to
trans-cluster social interaction within the same class. This
finding contradicts the objective of the balanced hous-
ing policy because the residents interact with others in
a similar social class beyond the segregated walls of the
housing clusters.

Keywords: housing preference, balanced housing,
mixed-income, secure neighbourhood
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1 Introduction

Gated communities (GCs) have existed in housing, urban
design, and planning discourse since the twentieth century.
Over the last three decades, GCs have emerged as the preva-
lent housing development worldwide (McKenzie, 2003), and
they are now found in the Americas (Caldeira, 2000; Salce-
do & Torres, 2004), Asia (King, 2004; Wu & Webber, 2004),
Europe (Gooblar, 2002), Australia (Burke & Sebaly, 2001),
and Africa (Kuppinger, 2008). They are the re-emergence
of ancient cities from early human civilization (Low, 2001;
Landman & Schonteich, 2002; Quintal, 2006), such as Jer-
icho (Dupuis & Thorns, 2008), the Forbidden City in Bei-
jing (W, 2005), traditional cities in the Arab world (Glasze &
Alkhayyal, 2002), medieval cities in Europe, and colonial cities
around the world (Blakely & Snyder, 1997). They symbolize
massive security measures, feudal aristocrats in the Middle
Ages, and economic power (Bekleyen & Dalkalig, 2011).

The GC has been defined as self-segregating social groups
that opt to live in homogenous enclaves with a certain type
of lifestyle (Parker, 2006) and protect themselves from urban
crime (Harvey, 1999) within surrounding walls and secure
entrances (Low, 2003). Grant and Mittelsteadt (2004) also
define the GC as a residential development with private roads
closed to general traffic and with gates at primary entrances.
The distinctive characteristics that separate GCs from ordinary
neighbourhoods are security and barrier features, the functions
of an enclosure, the facilities and amenities included, the type
of residents, location, size, tenure, and policy context. Atkinson
and Flint (2004) define the GC as people who take collective
responsibility by behaving according to shared codes, which are
characterized by legal agreements. Blakely and Snyder (1997)
divide GCs into three types in terms of the degree of facilities,
exclusivity, and security. The first type relates to the leisure
lifestyle, reflected in various recreational amenities and other
facilities that are available. It is driven by new lifestyle and
consumption patterns due to globalization, which prioritizes
self-interest (Caldeira, 1996). The second type corresponds to
the prestigious community, which is reflected in the size of the
house, and which includes certain services to maintain privacy.
The third highlights layered security, which is manifested in
the demand for security and safety. GCs promise a secure,
privileged, and prestigious life (Erkip, 2003) in addition to
eliminating the free use of amenities and decreasing property
value (Le Goix, 2005) through the existence of security and
surrounding walls (Low, 2003).
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1.1 Aims of the study

The development of GCs in Indonesia began in the 1980s
with the development of new towns in the areas surrounding
Jakarta (Winarso, 2005). This is a result of peri-urbanization to
meet the interests of wealthy individuals (Winarso et al., 2015)
as well as reinforced spatial segregation (Firman, 2004). GCs
polarize the social class in the exclusive residential area by
minimizing interaction with the surrounding neighbourhood,
especially with low-income residents (Firman, 2004).

In the 1980s, the national government began promoting for-
cign direct investment to boost economic growth (Leaf, 1994).
Consequently, Jakarta experienced a property boom until
the mid-1990s, and property prices tripled every year dur-
ing that time span (Leaf, 1993). Housing development in
the form of GCs rapidly expanded to surrounding cities and
regencies such as Depok City, the Bogor Regency, Bogor
City, Tangerang City, South Tangerang City, the Tangerang
Regency, Bekasi City, and the Bekasi Regency. According to
Pribadi and Pauleit (2016), the size of overall housing devel-
opment reached approximately 200,000 hectares (20 km*) by
the 1980s, and Kartiwa (2016) reports that GCs in the Great-
er Jakarta Metropolitan Area cover approximately 4.4 km®.
Therefore, GCs have accounted for around 25% of the total
housing development in the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan
Area since the 1980s.

A study by Leisch (2002) concludes that GCs in the Greater Ja-
karta Metropolitan Area are the result of an increasing number
of insecure affluent citizens, who demand security to protect
their prestigious lifestyles, in addition to religious and ethnic
differences. In contrast, a study by Ginting and Sakinah (2018)
in Surabaya (Indonesia) proved the absence of socioeconomic
or racial segregation in GCs because the gates and surrounding
walls simply provide security. Other studies of GCs in Indone-
sia highlight the emerging phenomenon of GCs in an urban
context (Dick & Rimmer, 1998; Leisch, 2002), the typology of
GCs, the utilization of surveillance technology for warranted
security (Hishiyama, 2010), location (Ahmadi, 2005; Feb-
by, 2010), the property market (Aris, 2003; Rudiawan, 2008),
and people’s preference for living in a GC (Nurhadi, 2004;
Tambunan, 2009; Handoko, 2011; Sueca & Fitriani, 2012).
However, the relationships between housing preferences and
the level of satisfaction of GC residents remain understudied.

Several housing clusters in GC complexes have various types
of houses for creating a mixed-income neighbourhood, with
a required ratio of 1 2 3 for low-income, middle-income, and
high-income since the enactment of Housing and Settlement
Act 1/2011, Government Regulation 14/2016, and Ministry
of Public Housing Decree 10/2012 on balanced housing. This
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policy regulates the number of high-, middle-, and low-income
housing units in each housing complex. It is intended to create
social harmony among the different economic strata of the
community and transfer the obligation of the government to
the private sector in low-income housing provision programs
due to limited resources. Following the enactment of these
regulations, the private sector in Indonesia has been obligated
to build mixed-income GCs. However, the enactments have
failed to achieve the expected results due to ever-increasing
property prices, which burden the private sector to provide
low-income housing inside mixed-income GCs. As a result,
since 2015, the government has permitted the private sector
to build GCs with low-income housing separately on the
outskirts of the city by enacting Ministry of Public Housing
Decree 7/2013, where land prices are still reasonable enough
to provide affordable housing for low-income citizens. Ac-
cording to the new regulation, unbalanced housing in GC
developments has been mushrooming in the Greater Jakarta
Metropolitan Area.

According to many scholars, this regulation diminishes the
expected social interaction between different economic strata
in society. Despite all doubts, does social interaction among
different economic strata occur in mixed-income GCs? If not,
why? How do the different economic strata arise in a mixed-in-
come GC? This study seeks to validate the occurrence of social
interaction among different economic strata in a mixed-in-
come GC and to understand why social interaction occurs in
a mixed-income GC. The results of the study will contribute
to improving housing policy in Indonesia with regard to the
correlation between mixed-income GC and social interactions
between different economic strata.

2 Literature review

2.1 The negative implications and positive
contributions of GCs

The rise of GCs in the US was caused by escalating racial
conflict, urban violence, and social inequalities, and was re-
lated to accommodating the exodus of the white middle class
in the 1980s (Sandercock, 2003). However, some scholars
state that the rise of the neoliberal economy in the same
period (Leisch, 2002; Hackworth, 2007; Remali & Sala-
ma, 2016) contributed to the mushrooming of GCs all over
the globe, including in Argentina (Thuillier, 2005), Chile
(Salcedo & Torres, 2004), Brazil (Coy & Pohler, 2002), Sau-
di Arabia (Glasze & Alkhayyal, 2002; Glasze et al., 2006),
Ghana (Asiedu & Arku, 2009), South Africa (Breetzke &
Cohn, 2013), Bulgaria (Stoyanov & Frantz, 2006), Cana-
da (Townshend, 2006), England (Blandy, 2006), Indonesia

(Leisch, 2002), Vietnam (Pow, 2009), Qatar (Rizzo, 2014; Zai-
na et al,, 2016), Lebanon (Glasze & Alkhayyal, 2002), Portu-
gal (Raposo, 2006), New Zealand (Dupuis & Thorns, 2008),
Australia (Gleeson, 2006), and even in communist countries
such as China (Lee & Webster, 2006; Pow, 2007a, 2007b)
and in post-communist countries such as Estonia (Ruoppila &
Kachrik, 2003), Russia (Blinnikov et al., 2006), Bulgaria (Stoy-
anov & Frantz, 2006; Hirt, 2012), Romania (Negura, 2009),
Serbia (Hirt & Petrovi¢, 2011), Poland (Mostowska, 2009),
(East) Germany, and Hungary (Bodnar & Molnar, 2010).

Theexistence of GCsasaform of exclusive and segregated neigh-
bourhood has been criticized by various scholars (Low, 2003;
Manzi & Smith-Bowers, 2005; Roitman, 2005). The surround-
ing walls eliminate the connection to and need for interaction
with non-residents (Burke & Sebaly, 2001), which contradicts
government policies to increase social cohesion through con-
tinuous linking between neighbourhoods (Grant et al., 2004).
GCs also increase the social gap and anxiety among citi-
zens (Low, 2003; Sandercock, 2003) because they symbolize
the social inequalities between the upper and lower social
classes (Sanchez et al., 2005; Webster et al., 2006). Studies in
Malaysia (Xavier, 2008; Lean & Smyth, 2012) demonstrate
that soaring property values contribute significantly to the
problem of affordable housing provision as a derivative urban
problem of GCs. However, the surrounding walls, security
gates, and CCTVs cannot insulate GCs from crime, as is often
promised. According to studies in South Africa (Wilson-Do-
enges, 2000; Duca, 2015), Turkey (Erkip, 2003), and Eng-
land (Atkinson & Blandy, 2005), GCs become targets of crime,
and the social cohesiveness required for crime prevention is
absent. Due to their negative implications, GCs have been
demonized with various nicknames, such as fortified enclaves
(Caldeira, 2000), exclusive gated worlds of immune commu-
nities (Harvey, 1999), quiet and safe havens (Bauman, 2001),
dystopias of exclusion (Young, 1999), architectures of fear
(Ellin, 1997), and even apartheid architecture (Davis, 1998)
to portray the malicious effects of this type of neighbourhood.

Nonetheless, GCs also have positive contributions. They offer
an opportunity for better quality of urban design, facilities,
and open spaces (Grant et al., 2004). Houses and amenities
are designed and developed with a certain set of rules for en-
suring the comfort of living in a well-ordered neighbourhood.
Public amenities are managed by a private self-governing or-
ganization (Glasze et al., 2006). GCs produce shared rules - or
private governance, to use Blandy and Lister’s (2005) term -
which are regarded as more efficient and effective neighbour-
hood management when compared to public management by
government. Grant (2005) argues that this private governance
minimizes the burden on public management by the govern-
ment to supply and maintain public amenities.
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Although social ties and cohesion are not the main prefer-
ence factors of the GC’s residents (Blandy & Lister, 2005),
they are developed significantly after living in the neigh-
bourhood (Garip & Sener, 2012) due to the fact that the
residents are living in a confined neighbourhood (Edgii &
Cimgit, 2011) and share the common interest of a relatively
homogencous social class (Xavier, 2008) to support a sense
of security (Grant, 2005). Furthermore, a GC is a sanctuary
for those who do not follow the established rules or norms
in society. For instance, in Saudi Arabia, GCs provide free-
dom for those who do not agree with the conservative culture
on the outside, such as women and expatriates (Odrowaz-
Coates, 2015).

Regardless of the negative implications and positive contribu-
tions that GCs share, they are the result of the failure of urban
and housing policies to provide a secure and safe living envi-
ronment (Coy & Pochler, 2002; Glasze & Alkhayyal, 2002; Le
Goix, 2005; Rosen & Razin, 2008). Unfortunately, the GC is
considered an eflicient form of housing development because
of developers™ involvement in public service provision (Fold-
vary, 1994). Despite all the problems GCs have caused, many
governments such as those in the US (Blakely & Snyder, 1997;
Low, 2003; McKenzie, 2006), Canada (Grant, 2005), and
Argentina (Roitman, 2005; Libertun de Duren, 2006) are
averse to forestalling the expansion of GCs because they
contribute to tax revenues and the provision of public amen-
ities (Grant, 2005; Glasze et al., 2006).

3 Research method

In line with its aims, this study uses a qualitative approach
and a case study research method. The selected research area
is in the Cibubur district, West Java province, Indonesia, be-
cause of the good quality of its neighbourhoods and facilities.
This GC complex is large, with an area of approximately 480
hectares, with 270 hectares set aside for future development.
Since 1997, this GC complex has developed forty-cight hous-
ing clusters for approximately 8,700 residents and various fa-
cilities such as a market, schools, recreation areas, sports areas,
and restaurant, worship, and transportation facilities.

The legislation in force establishes categories of designated res-
idents in mixed-income GCs based on their monthly incomes:
below USD 300 for low-income residents, USD 300 — 600
and 600 — 1,000 for middle-income residents, and above
USD 1,000 for affluent residents. The private developer built
different types of houses, as defined in the regulations govern-
ing mixed-income GCs. Low-income residents are intended
to purchase the 21 m® house type, the first middle income
group (USD 300 - 600) the 36 m* house type, the second
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middle income group (USD 600 - 1,000) the 45 - 60 m*
house type, and the affluent group the largest house type,
which averages 120 - 250 m*.

According to the estate management, before the enactment of
Ministry of Public Housing Decree 10/2012, this GC complex
built fifteen housing clusters only for middle- and high-income
residents. When the regulation was enacted in 2012, only two
housing clusters were built in compliance with the decree. Two
years later, after enactment of the revised regulation, the rest
of the thirty-one housing clusters in the GC complex without
low-income housing were mushrooming. This study selected
respondents living in the two mixed-income housing clusters,
which were built according to Ministry of Public Housing De-
cree 10/2012, to validate the occurrence of social interaction
between social classes in a mixed-income GC.

In order to understand social interaction among residents with
different economic statuses, this study examines the reasons for
housing selection by residents in different economic strata. It
investigates the housing preference factors and the priority of
security facilities as the main reasons residents decide to live
in a mixed-income GC. Furthermore, this study investigates
the usage frequency of the facilities in the GC complex and
the frequency of social interaction among residents in the GC
in order to understand how often and where social interaction
occurred between residents from different economic strata.

Maintaining personal privacy and a lack of interest were the
main obstacles to obtaining primary data from GC residents
with a door-to-door survey, despite the fact that the estate
management and head of the neighbourhood issued survey
permits for each housing cluster. Although a survey permit
was issued, the estate management demanded anonymity for
any publication resulting from this study. Among the 480 res-
idents living in the two mixed-income housing clusters in the
GC complex, only eighty-nine respondents participated in this
study through snowball sampling,

All four aspects of the study were investigated using a five-
point Likert scale. This is a prominent analysis instrument in
post-occupancy evaluation in many studies worldwide (Has-
sanain, 2008; Najib et al., 2011; Owolabi, 2015; Eshaghi &
Khozaei, 2016). This study employs this instrument to analyse
housing preference factors and the priority of types of security
in the GC complex (1 = very important to 5 = least impor-
tant), as well as the usage frequency of the facilities provided
and the frequency of social interaction (1 = most frequent
to 5 = least frequent). It was accompanied by semi-structured
interviews to investigate the cause of the relationships between
the first three aspects and the reasons for social interaction
among residents in mixed-income housing clusters.
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Table 1: Housing preference factors by age, sex, and monthly income.

99

Preference factor General Age (yrs.) Sex Monthly income (USD)*
<45 > 45 M F < 300 300-600 600-1,000 > 1,000

Security 1.61 1.88 1.36 1.56 1.65 2.29 2.57 2.90 4.07
Facility quality/quantity 1.75 1.95 1.53 1.63 1.85 1.57 2.36 1.80 253
Safety 2.06 2.21 1.89 2.00 2.10 2.29 3.00 2.10 2.81
Investment 2.39 237 242 2.44 2.35 2.00 2.36 2.10 2.79
Strategic location 2.39 237 2.38 2.37 241 2.29 3.21 2.20 3.24
House design 249 2.63 2.38 2.34 2.63 343 1.71 1.10 1.72
Social cohesiveness 261 2.86 233 2.76 248 229 257 1.60 1.93
Note: *USD 1 = IRP 15,000
Table 2: Priority of types of security by age, sex, and monthly income.

Priority of types of security General Age Sex Monthly income (USD)*

<45 45-65 M F <300 300-600 600-1,000 > 1,000

Security at cluster gate 1.67 174 162 163 171 2.00 2.00 1.40 2.16
Regular security patrol 1.75 191 1.62 163 185 1.57 236 1.60 1.66
Security at main gate 191 200 1.84 176  2.04 2.29 3.64 2.20 3.02
CCTV in neighbourhood 2.01 202 202 176 223 2.14 2.86 2.70 3.91
Segregating wall 2.08 200 2.8 195 219 2.14 1.71 1.50 2.76
Neighbourhood regulations 2.19 233 209 200 235 2.00 2.14 1.50 2.62
Security in facilities 2.55 272 240 260 250 2.57 1.71 1.30 2.02

Note: *USD 1 = IDR 15,000

4 Findings and discussion

4.1 Priority of housing preference factors

Among the eighty-nine respondents, as shown in Table 1, secu-
rity (1.61) was the main reason for purchasing and living in the
GC, followed by the quality and quantity of facilities (1.75),
features in the neighbourhood (2.06), investment considera-
tions (2.39), strategic location (2.39), house design (2.49), and
social cohesiveness (2.61). Fear of crime in the neighbourhood
was a consideration for the respondents, considering increasing
residential criminal activity in Jakarta, such as property theft
and child abduction. The availability of facilities was also a
preference factor due to the lack of good quality public facil-
ities in the city and the low number of public facilities as well.
Furthermore, poor construction of infrastructure and careless
drivers in the city create unsafe neighbourhoods, especially for
the elderly and children, which makes mixed-income housing
clusters in a GC the preferable housing option. Because of the
security, facilities, and strategic location, houses in a GC have
emerged as a promising investment commodity, regardless of
the house design offered. Although it is still regarded as an
important preference factor, social cohesiveness is the lowest
priority of residents living in the GC.

The residents” highest housing preference factors are security
and available facilities (Blakely & Snyder, 1997). The results for
the respondent group under 45 agree with the general results
of the survey, whereas the older group shows certain differenc-
es. For the older group, social cohesiveness is not the lowest
preference factor, but is higher than house design, strategic
location, and investment consideration. This finding demon-
strates that social cohesiveness within the neighbourhood is
still a necessity that must be met in GCs, as argued by some
rescarchers (Edgii & Cimgit, 2011; Garip & Sener, 2012).

4.2 Priority of security facilities

Table 2 shows that security at the housing cluster gate (1.67)
is the main preferred type of security, followed by a regu-
lar security patrol (1.75), security at the main gate (1.91),
CCTV in the neighbourhood (2.01), a segregating wall with
the surrounding neighbourhood (2.08), neighbourhood reg-
ulations (2.19), and security in the facilities for the complex
residents (2.55).

Although the priorities between the age and sex groups are

similar, there are notable differences between the monthly
income groups. For respondents with a monthly income less
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Table 3: Usage frequency of facilities provided in the GC complex.
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Facilities in GC complex

China Sport Food court  Market Park Worship School Bank Bus
Village
Frequency 448 3.40 2.39 1.57 3.65 1.89 2.58 225 3.58
Use for needs -
Correlation .03 (.04) .26 19 RA 13 (.09) RA .16
Interact with Frequency 484 3.79 2.84 2.01 3.69 2.02 2.96 2.84 3.89
others Correlation (.02) (.05) .20 .16 .09 17 .01 .19 15

than USD 300, a regular security patrol is the highest prior-
ity rather than security at the cluster gate because it impedes
their family members living outside the GC from visiting.
Neighbourhood regulations to increase awareness of security
and safety within the cluster has higher priority than securi-
ty at the main gate and CCTV in the neighbourhood. The
first shares the same reason with the security at the cluster,
and the second will increase the monthly maintenance fee. In
contrast, for the higher income groups (USD 300 - 600 and
USD 600 - 1,000), exclusive facilities for complex residents
are the highest priority. The security and safety aspects are
compromised because they are shared with the non-complex
residents, whom they barely recognize.

This finding confirms that the priority for types of security is
determined by the capacity for crime prevention. Additional
technology such as CCTV is the least preferred type of se-
curity for most respondents because it increases the monthly
expenditure but offers less direct crime prevention. Security at
the housing cluster gate and a regular security patrol are the
most favourable types of security because of their success with
direct crime prevention.

4.3 Usage frequency of facilities provided in the
GC complex

Table 3 shows that the market (1.57), worship place (1.88),
bank (2.25), food court (2.39), and school (2.58) are the most
frequently used facilities in this case. In contrast, sport (3.40),
bus (3.58), park (3.65), and the China Village recreational
arca (4.48) are the least frequently used by respondents. Al-
though the availability of facilities is one of the highest pref-
erence factors for residents for living in a GC, the correlation
with usage frequency is insignificant. This signifies that the fa-
cilities provided are the main attractive quality of the mixed-in-
come housing cluster, but the residents do not frequently use
the facilities to meet their needs.

According to the interviews, the types of sports facilities pro-

vided do not suit the needs of the residents. Most respondents
are reluctant to use these facilities because of a mismatch be-
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tween the types and cost of the sports facilities. Sports facil-
ities, such as the gym and golf course, are not the preferred
types for most of them. The respondents prefer communal
sports facilities with an affordable cost, such as a swimming
pool and sports field. Large numbers of non-resident users,
especially on the weekend, also increase the disinclination to
use the facilities. A long queue for using equipment in the
gym, and noise and crowding inside the facility, create an un-
pleasant ambiance for residents. It is similar for the shuttle
bus, which is mostly used by non-residents to travel to and
from their relatives’ homes in the GC or to use the facilities.
Furthermore, most residents prefer to use their own vehicles
rather than the bus.

Although the GC’s parks are spacious and have an artistic
layout, and the residents appreciate them visually, they are
reluctant to use them for weekend picnics or to use any other
outdoor facilities. They prefer indoor activities due to the un-
pleasant humid tropical weather. Although the China Village
offers a comfortable space for a tour, it attracts more non-res-
idents than residents. For residents, it is the least necessary
facility and they only utilize it to amuse their relatives who stop
by, especially children. This finding identifies a discrepancy
between the priority of housing preference factors with the
usage frequency of the facilities provided. They are the primary
housing preference factors of the respondents and why they
choose to live in the GC (after security, of course), yet they
rarely use the facilities. This occurs because of the mismatch
of needs and the lack of exclusivity. The open access allowing
non-residents to utilize the facilities has eradicated the sense
of a secure, privileged, and prestigious lifestyle, as argued by

Blakely and Snyder (1997) and Erkip (2003).

4.4 Frequency of social interaction among
residents in the GC

Generally, as shown in Table 4, respondents interact or so-
cialize with non-cluster residents (1.97), followed by cluster
residents (2.72), non-complex residents (3.61), and complex
residents (3.74). This indicates that interaction occurs in the fa-
cilities, such as at the market or sports facility, where they meet
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Table 4: Frequency of social interaction among residents in the GC complex.

Frequency of social interaction in GC General Age Sex Monthly income (USD)*
complex

<45 45-65 M F <300 300-600 600-1,000 > 1,000
With non-cluster residents 1.97 2.05 1.84 2.02 1.92 1.57 1.57 1.00 1.64
With cluster residents 2.72 281 2.60 283 2.63 229 3.29 2.00 271
With non-complex residents 3.61 3.67 3.56 3.66 3.56 3.86 2.50 1.60 2.72

Note: *USD 1 = IRP 15,000

with various complex residents. The interaction in the cluster
neighbourhood occurs when there is a special event, such as
an independence day ceremony, voting in the general election,
or a wedding or funeral ceremony for a neighbour. Interaction
with non-complex residents, who also use facilities such as the
market or the sports facilities, has the lowest frequency.

There is a similar ranking in most of the respondent groups
by age, by sex, and mostly by monthly income, except for the
USD 300 - 600 and USD 600 - 1,000 groups. These groups
have a higher frequency of interaction with non-complex res-
idents than their cluster residents. This occurs in the facilities
shared with non-complex resident users and minimizes the
possibility of crime occurring within the complex. Accord-
ing to the respondents, this interaction will create social ties
between residents and non-residents, which significantly pre-
vents the occurrence of crime and reduces the crime rate within
the complex.

This finding contrasts with previous studies, which argue that
segregation is the ultimate desire of all the residents living in a
GC (Burke & Sebaly, 2001; Low, 2003; Manzi & Smith-Bow-
ers, 2005; Roitman, 2005). The enactment of Ministry of
Public Housing Decree 10/2012 has successfully minimized
the negative effect of segregation in this mixed-income GC
complex, but not in the confined housing clusters. This GC
is partially porous and penetrable by non-residents.

In the confined housing cluster, the residents rarely interact
with cach other, unless they are from the same family or the
same social group. Different economic strata share major ob-
stacles to social interaction, such as disconnected topics of
conversation and feelings of inferiority among others. The
residents tend to socially interact with the same econom-
ic strata in surrounding clusters, rather than different social
classes within their own cluster. To some extent, this confirms
the claims of several scholars (Edgii & Cimsit, 2011; Garip &
Sener, 2012), who optimistically argue that social interaction
and cohesiveness grow in mixed-income GCs. However, it
introduces a new pattern of trans-cluster homogeneous social
class interaction. The mixed-income housing cluster cannot
develop shared common interests compared to the relative-

ly homogencous social class, as Xavier (2008) asserts. This
indicates that the enactment of Ministry of Public Housing
Decree 10/2012 is not working effectively to foster social in-
teraction in mixed-income GCs.

5 Conclusion

In order to significantly minimize social segregation, the gov-
ernment encouraged mixed-income housing by enacting Min-
istry of Public Housing Decree 10/2012 on balanced housing.
It is designated to foster social interaction among residents
from different economic strata with different monthly in-
comes. However, it reduces the exclusivity of GCs in terms of
the usage of facilities and social class homogeneity. This study
shows the ineffectiveness of mixed-income GCs in fostering
social interaction among residents from different economic
strata.

Security is the main preference factor for the residents of GCs.
The poor security and facilities provided by the government are
the root of their willingness to live in a GC. They also hope
to avoid accidents or crime because the government is unable
to provide safety and security for their families. However, the
findings of this study also identified a discrepancy between
the priority of housing preference factors with usage frequency
of the facilities provided. Facilities are the primary housing
preference factor among the respondents and the reason they
choose to live in a GC, yet they rarely use them. This occurs
because of a mismatch of needs and a lack of exclusivity. There-
fore, the facilities in the GC fail as a medium to foster social
interaction among residents from different economic strata.

Social interaction among residents in the housing cluster also
rarely occurs. The different economic strata create different
common interests and discourage interaction. Nonetheless,
trans-cluster interaction among the same social class is evident
in the emergence of social interaction with the same social
class beyond the segregated walls. This also provides substan-
tial evidence of the ineffectiveness of mixed-income GCs in
fostering social interaction among residents from different eco-
nomic strata. Therefore, more advanced studies are required to
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foster social cohesiveness among different economic strata in
mixed-income GCs. The spatial pattern of social interaction,
and high-quality housing and neighbourhood design merit
further investigation to minimize the negative implications
of GCs in the future. This study also contributes to the im-
provement of housing policy for creating better mixed-income
housing and neighbourhoods in the future.
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