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Residents’ Willingness to Move from Slum to Rusunawa in
Tangerang City, Greater Jakarta:
Dimensions of Place Attachment in Housing Relocation
Alpraditia MALIK*1, Tomohiko YOSHIDA*2

Abstract:
The rapid urbanization of Greater Jakarta has resulted in the urban expansion of its
peripheral cities, one of which is Tangerang city, which is considered the most developed
peripheral city compared to the others. While the development of housing including highrise apartments and commercial centers is spreading all over Tangerang city, as a suburban
area, the development of infrastructure is still insufficient, especially in the case of the
neighborhood facilities. As an effect of rapid urbanization, the housing backlog as well as
the quantity of inadequate housing has increased, and many slum settlements have emerged.
The development of subsidized apartments was chosen by the planning officials to mitigate
the housing backlog by providing housing with better facilities and building features. One of
the important factors to be considered to understand people’s decisions to move to better
housing was place-attachment. This study investigates how far place-attachment affects the
slum dwellers’ willingness to move to Rusunawa by using quantitative methods in the form
of descriptive analysis and in-depth interviews. The results show that, to a certain degree,
place-attachment plays an important role in residents’ willingness to move.
Keywords: Place-attachment, Tangerang city, Public housing, Slum settlement

1. Introduction
The emergence of development in big cities in Indonesia has resulted in positive economic
growth in those cities. As a result, those cities will become a magnet for new residents to come seeking
work and eventually settle there, a process which is often referred to as urbanization. However, rapid
urbanization has caused various kinds of problems because it sometimes gets out of control. One of
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the biggest problems caused by urbanization is the uncontrolled population increase.
In turn, this kind of rapid urbanization has caused various other problems such as an increasing
number of slum settlements, areas where the quality of housing is poor and facilities are inadequate
(Khalifa, 2011). In Indonesia in general, an area or settlement is considered to be a slum if it is highdensity and neglected (falling below specified regulations), not in accordance with building technical
requirements, has poor quality infrastructures and lacks basic utilities such as roads, drainage, access
to clean water, electricity, and other things specified in the regulations1. Rapid urbanization can also
lead to a high rate of unemployment, which could eventually lead to an increase in urban crimes, and
many other problems. One city that has experienced this kind of rapid urbanization is Greater Jakarta.
As the capital of Indonesia, Jakarta is also known as one of the largest metropolitan areas in the world
and is the largest urban area in Indonesia and even Southeast Asia. The development of Jakarta
province has eventually spread into the surrounding peripheral areas of Bogor city, Bogor regency,
Depok city, Tangerang city, Tangerang regency, Bekasi city and Bekasi regency.
One problem of urbanization was the delayed development of infrastructure. A clear example of
this issue is Tangerang city, which is currently in the phase of developing its infrastructure with
projects such as the expansion of the airport, toll roads, building schools, health clinics, and so on.
Then starting from 2012, Tangerang city changed its function from an industrial city to a city for trades
and services. This attracted many private sector businesses to develop malls and apartments along the
city's main road, replacing the factories. One problem which usually happened in Greater Jakarta is the
emerging of slum areas (Pravitasari, 2015), and Tangerang city was no exception. With the developing
of infrastructure, private housing and commercial properties, land availability in Tangerang city has
been decreasing, which has caused the increase in slum settlements. In order to provide affordable
housing for the low-income households2, and to reduce the housing backlog3 with the limited land, a
kind of public housing called Rusunawa4 were developed by the government.
Rusunawas are under the housing provisions enacted to provide adequate and affordable housing
for low-income households, especially those who live in slums. Currently, there are three Rusunawas
in Tangerang which are Rusunawa Manis, Gebang, and Betet. All of the Rusunawas are managed by
the Technical Implementation Unit (UPTD), a unit established by the government. The residents of
Rusunawas were originally limited only to those who are considered as low-income households, and
the local residents of Tangerang City were prioritized. One block of Rusunawa was designed to
accommodate ninety-six households while currently each Rusunawa has a different number of blocks
based on the land availability at the time of construction. Another alternative to Rusunawa are
Rusunami5, which can be owned by the residents unlike Rusunawa. However, at the time this study
was done, there were no Rusunami in Tangerang city and the local government does not have any
plans to build one in the future.
1
2
3
4

5

Based on Government Regulation No. 2/PRT/2016 regarding Quality Improvement for Slum Areas and
Settlements.
In Tangerang city, a low-income household is a household with income less than four million Rupiahs equal to
around USD 253 per month.
Housing backlog means the number of housing units that need to be provided by the government.
Rusunawa stands for “Rumah Susun Sederhana Sewa” which literally means “Rented Modest Apartment”. The
term is often used for a rented apartment where the monthly rental fees are subsidized by the government. These
apartments are designated to be occupied by low-income class residents exclusively.
Rusunami stands for “Rumah Susun Hak Milik” which literally means “Owned Modest Apartment”.
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At the time this study was done, the housing backlog in Tangerang City had reached around
56.000 households, meaning that those number of households either do not have any kind of housing
or currently live in inadequate accommodation. Currently, the government is planning to build another
ten Rusunawas. One method for acquiring land for the Rusunawa projects is converting slum areas
into Rusunawa. In one case, even after local government officials had managed to convince the slum
dwellers to sell their land and had actually built a Rusunawa, they had difficulty convincing some of
the former residents to live there. Instead, those people used the money they had gotten for their land
to buy a house outside Tangerang city, where prices were still low.
Based on their guidelines and regulations6, the criteria set by the government are that Rusunawas
should be close to the resident's workplaces with easy access to public transportation, and there should
also be neighborhood facilities such as schools, clinics, markets and stores, etc. These guidelines are
based on the slum clearance and the city rejuvenation projects that were set to be done in the
upcoming years.
People’s decisions to move are usually influenced by their housing satisfaction; that is, those who
are not satisfied with their old housing are more likely to move. In addition, housing satisfaction is
usually used to measure how successful a housing project is, where success means that the residents’
new housing is equal to or better than what they expected (Parker and Mathews, 2001; Hanif et al.,
2010). Homeownership7 was also found to be the predictor by some scholars concerning the relocation
discourse (Elsinga and Hoekstra, 2005; Lu, 1999). This kind of difference begs the question of what
factors are actually more important for those residents when deciding to move.
The local governments of Tangerang city expect that the remaining slum dwellers will move to
the Rusunawas in the same city. In 2018, officials had already carried out a survey of one-hundred
slum dwellers which found that around 60% of them were willing to move. Even though this was
already more than half of the respondents, they claimed that it was still not enough. However, it was
not clear why those people actually agreed or disagreed to move to Rusunawa.
This research is a part of a bigger study being conducted to assess the factors involved in the
decision of low-income households to move to Rusunawa, and also to determine the factors that could
predict their housing satisfaction. The purpose of this study is to investigate the reasons why they
decide to move to Rusunawa with particular stress on the place-attachment concept, in order to give an
initial perspective on the situation of housing relocation in Tangerang city. As there is no evidence of
any similar study done in Tangerang city, this study is expected to help the local governments to
successfully relocate the remaining slum dwellers without any dispute and decide the best direction for
the next development of Rusunawa in Tangerang city.

2. Previous Studies
There are some factors that influence people to move. Oswald, et al. (2002) stated that a single
individual might have wider reasons to move compared to the others. The ‘push’ factor caused by the
poor quality of housing and the ‘pull’ factor caused by a better one is also considered a trigger of
housing mobility (Lee, 1966). One of the factors that affect the willingness of people to change their
residence or to move to other housing is reduced housing satisfaction (Nelson and Winter, 1975),
6
7

Constitution No. 20 Year 2011 regarding Apartments.
It refers to both house and land ownership.
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which is also supported by (Johnson- Carroll, Brandt, and McFadden 1995), who claimed that housing
satisfaction is an important influence on mobility later in life. In another study, housing satisfaction
also predicts the actual moves of the residents (Erickson, et al., 2006). Apart from being a major life
event, moving may result in an evaluation of one's housing satisfaction and attachment to the
community (Wiseman, 1980). Homeownership is one of the important factors related to housing
satisfaction (Elsinga and Hoekstra, 2005); it also decreases the likelihood of people moving from their
current housing (Oldakowski and Roseman, 1986). However, unsatisfaction to housing does not
always translates into willingness to move. In a study about Rusunawa in DKI Jakarta, even after the
residents decided to move and live in Rusunawa and were not satisfied with it, they did not want to
move because it was much cheaper to live there compared to other rental housing (Rumimper, 2018).
In addition to that, household characteristics, location, and housing satisfaction could contribute
to residential mobility (Varady and Wang, 2001). Gender difference also has an effect where males are
more likely to move compared to females (Markham & Pleck, 1986). Age also tends to affect people's
decision to move and becomes a barrier to housing mobility (Shaw, 1975) as when an individual’s age
increases, their willingness to move would also decrease (Swanson, et al., 1979). Some scholars stated
that residential mobility happens when individuals seek better employment and education (Kim, et al.,
2015; Ommeren, et al., 2000) and a better place to live (Boheim & Taylor, 2002). In other words, the
physical condition of the housing is also one of the predictors of willingness to move (Howley, 2009)
The study of place attachment has been quite popular and so has been defined under a variety of
terms (Scannel & Gifford, 2010). Place attachment, place satisfaction, place identity, place
dependence, sense of place, community attachment, sense of community, each of these has a different
meaning, even though the exact difference between any of them is still unclear. There are three
components that make a place and give meaning to it: the physical setting, the individual’s
psychological and social processes, and activities that are happening there (Relph, 1976; Stedman,
2003).
Place attachment was also considered as an important factor in people’s decision to move
(Altman and Low, 1992). Hidalgo & Hernandez, (2001) define place attachment as “the affective link
that people establish with place settings, where they tend to remain and where they feel comfortable
and safe”. In other studies, it can also be translated into people’s emotional bonds with places (Giuliani
and Feldman 1993) that manifest over time (Tuan, 1974; Manzo, 2003). Place attachment also can be
used to understand people's decision to move, such that those who are attached to their housing are
usually unwilling to move (Brown & Perkins, 1992). As place-attachment can reduce the likelihood
for someone to move (Earhart and Weber 1996; O’Bryant, et al., 1986), staying in one location for a
longer time or in other words, length of stay, could also be considered as a substitute for placeattachment (Sommers and Rowell, 1992; Miller, et al., 1999).
Kamalipour, et al. (2012) divided place-attachment into two attributes, physical and social. In
terms of physical features, the unique identity of a place tends to increase the level of place
attachment. Residential environments, open spaces, and accessibility are considered as the physical
predictors of place-attachment However, changes to the physical setting may negatively affect people's
attachment to a place. This is important as Tangerang city is one of the cities that have experienced a
change in its urban form (Abe & Kato, 2017) from an industrial city to a city for trades and services.
As for social predictors, one of the important factors was the length of stay (Hidalgo & Hernandez,
2001). The number of friends and homeownership also increase the attachment to a place
(Kamalipour, et al., 2012). A high level of crime could decrease the level of place attachment, while
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community-based events or activities could increase it (Brown, et al., 2003).
Objective and subjective measurements have been used in some studies of housing satisfaction
(Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Abe and Kato, 2017). Objective measurements record objective factors
of both physical and social features such as housing structure and floor area (e.g., Li and Song, 2009);
status of homeownership (Elsinga and Hoekstra, 2005); proximity to neighborhood facilities (TeckHong, 2012) and frequency of social interaction and participating in community events (Amérigo and
Aragonés, 1997). As in the study of place-attachment, Guest and Lee (1983) stated that individuals’
subjective perceptions of the environment are affected by both the objective features and their own
expectations about what the environment should be. This study focuses on place-attachment and has
also adopted some of the objective and subjective measurements used in those previous studies.
Up to this point, it can be concluded that variables used in housing satisfaction and placeattachment were similar. However, based on the study by Guest and Lee (1983), they described that
place-attachment was more of a sentimental feeling which is usually associated with people's
willingness to move. Ringel and Finkelstein (1991) stated that satisfaction was best conceived as the
behavioral components mostly related to the physical components of housing or neighborhood,
whereas attachment consists of both physical and social integration. Thus, in this study, housing
satisfaction was seen as a predictor of place-attachment and not the other way around.
In the case of developing countries, only a few studies can be found regarding the decision to
move from slum settlements to public housing. Although many studies have brought out the
willingness to move as a topic, in this author's knowledge, there was only scant evidence of studies
regarding willingness to move that have been done by considering the dimension of place-attachment.
This study will focus on Tangerang city as a city that is experiencing urban expansion and is more
advanced in development compared to other peripheral cities.

3. Methodology
(1) Study Area
In this study, a descriptive analysis of the reasons why people move will be carried out to
understand the situation of the particular case. The scope of the research for this study was limited to
Tangerang city area. While some studies were done in Greater Jakarta region (which includes Jakarta
and all its peripheral cities), the purpose of this study was to give more insight and a detailed look at
what was happening in the city rather than entire Greater Jakarta area. Tangerang city is also in the
middle of developing its infrastructure, and at the same time has changed its function from an
industrial city to a city for trade and services. Therefore, it would be important to evaluate the
dimension of place-attachment in residents’ willingness to move to Rusunawa.
At present, there are three Rusunawas in Tangerang city. There are some differences in their
specifications in terms of the year built, number of blocks, units, rooms, and facilities. Initially, the
government set the specifications for each Rusunawa. For example, each unit was planned to have one
room with a floor area of 24m2 (including kitchen and bathroom). While this was true for the two
earlier Rusunawa, the newest Rusunawa consists of two rooms with a floor area of 36 m2. As for the
physical conditions of the building, the oldest Rusunawa seems to be in a worse condition compared to
the other two in a glance. Currently, for the future development of Rusunawa, the local government is
considering building Rusunawa as high-rise apartments.
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Table 1. Specifications of Rusunawa

Name

Stories

Blocks

Number of units

Room size

Year Built

Rusunawa 1

6

7

394

21

2002

Rusunawa 2

6

8

366

24

2008

Rusunawa 3

6

1

48

36

2015

As for the areas to be studied, three kampung8 (kampung A, B, and C) from different kelurahan9
were surveyed. The areas studied were categorized as different levels of slum10 by the local
governments with kampung A being the lesser level (in a better condition than both kampung B and
C). Even though it was classified as a slum area by the local government, the characteristics of
kampung A were quite different from the other two as it had better housing structure, better utilities
such as electricity and water, and better, cleaner roads. However, kampung A still had a lot of
inadequate housing. In addition, the water supply, drainage, and garbage collecting system, which are
significant negative features of slum settlements, were still poor. As for the other two villages, many
rental houses with poor conditions were found.

Figure 1. Location of the kampung that were surveyed, and the Rusunawa
8

‘Kampung’ in this paper refers to an area that consists of several RTs that were located next to each other. RT
(Rukun Tetangga/neighborhood) is the lowest division level in Indonesian administrative system.
9 Kelurahan is one of the sub-division in Indonesian administrative system directly under “Kecamatan”/Districts.
10 The levels of slums are defined by local governments by looking at three aspects; Physical (housing condition,
infrastructures, utilities), Social (population density, education, unemployment rate, health), and Economic
(income, occupation, location of the village). Each is then scored using a categorized scale (poor, average, and
good) and the average score determines their slum level. In general, a higher average score means a lesser level/
better living environment.
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Figure 2. Situation in kampung A

Figure 3. Situation in kampung B and kampung C

Figure 4. Difference between permanent(left) and semi-permanent housing (right)

Because those kampungs were categorized as slum settlements, their residents were counted in
the housing backlog total which was used to calculate the number of Rusunawa units that needed to be
built. Therefore, they were encouraged by local government to move to Rusunawa. Unlike earlier
cases where slum settlements themselves were converted into Rusunawa, at the time this study was
done, the local government did not have any immediate plan for rebuilding these villages. Because of
that, the residents were free to choose whether they moved to Rusunawa or not for the time being.
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(2) Data
In this research, quantitative methods (in the form of a questionnaire survey) were conducted to
residents of villages by interviewing them face to face. This was done to avoid confusion and errors
when answering the questionnaire. The confidence level used for this study was 95%, with a toleration
for error of 5% and a standard deviation 50%. The total population of slum dwellers in these three
kampung was 792, and the majority of them were considered as low-income households. Based on
these settings and the total populations, 258 respondents were required for this study. However, as
many respondents did not provide clear answers or even refused to be interviewed, the number of
valid questionnaires could not reach the required number. The final respondents for this study were 92
respondents from all three villages with 30 respondents from kampung A, 42 from kampung B, and 20
from kampung C. The details of the survey items can be seen in Table 3.
(3) Variables
The selection of the independent variables for this study was based on previous studies done on
willingness to move and place-attachment with little modification. A preliminary survey was done six
months before the main survey, using the local language of Indonesia, with the objective of collecting
information on several things such as their housing conditions and preferences, and their thoughts
about the Rusunawa. Based on the preliminary survey, most respondents stated that homeownership
was the first priority for them regarding housing; that is, most respondents who already owned a house
regardless of its conditions were unwilling to move to Rusunawa. Some other preferences on housing
expressed by the respondents were related to the social environment, physical conditions of the
building, accessibility and location. Those results, along with several variables that were based on the
previous studies, were added to design the final questionnaire. The main survey was done in the local
language, as was the preliminary survey, with the help of two Indonesian assistants.
Table 2. Survey period

Period

Location

Methods

Surveyor

Preliminary Survey
(April 2019)

Kampung A, B, and C in
Tangerang city

Depth interview

Author

Main Survey
(September 2019)

Kampung A, B, and C in
Tangerang city

Quantitative,
Questionnaire Survey

Author and
two assistants

(4) Model and Hypothesis
This study regarding residents’ willingness to move to Rusunawa will utilize the model of placeattachment by using its predictor to see how each criterion within each predictor affects the residents’
willingness to move by checking the average. A qualitative approach in the form of an in depthinterview will also be used to further support the findings from the descriptive analysis. Based on the
previous studies, the hypothesis for this study is that place-attachment will affect the willingness to
move to Rusunawa to some extent.

99

Journal of the Asia-Japan Research Institute of Ritsumeikan University Volume 2 • October 2020
Table 3. List of questionnaire items

Category

Measurements

Question points

Household Characteristics
Basic questions

Scale and nominal

(a) Age (in years), (b) Income (per month, in
millions of Indonesian Rupiahs), (c) Number of
children, (d) Household size, (e) Education level,
(f) Occupation, and (g) Sex

Physical predictors
(Objective measurement)

Ordinal

(h) Condition of their housing structure
(permanent or non-permanent)11

Physical predictors
(Subjective perception)

5-scale Likert
The evaluation of subjective perception was
(1=strongly disagree, measured by the extent of the respondents’
5=strongly agree)
agreement with these statements12: (i) access to
public transports, (j) housing location, and (k)
physical conditions of housing

Social predictors
(Objective measurement)

Scale

Social predictors
(Subjective perception)

5-scale Likert
The evaluation of subjective perception was
(1=strongly disagree, measured by the extent of the respondents’
5=strongly agree)
agreement with these statements: (n) number of
friends, (o) frequency of social interaction, and (p)
frequency of participating in community events,
(q) security, (r) relationship with neighbors, and
(s) overall opinion regarding their neighbors13

Place Attachments

(l) Length of stay (in years) and (m)
Homeownership.

Others
Housing Satisfaction

5-scale Likert
(t) The evaluation of subjective perception was
(1=strongly disagree, measured by the extent of the respondents’
5=strongly agree)
agreement with statement regarding their overall
satisfaction of living in the current neighborhood

Willingness to move

Nominal and openended question

(u) The willingness to move to Rusunawa of the
respondents (“yes”, “no”, or “maybe”), and the
reason why in the open-ended question / depth
interview. Later, this answer was categorized into
simpler category.

4. Discussion
By looking at Table 3, it can be seen at a glance that there are some significant differences
between respondents from different villages. For (m) homeownership, most respondents in kampung A
were homeowners that had a large household and the longest length of stay compared to the other
villages. As for (e) education level, kampung A inhabitants were also more educated than the other

11 Referring to conditions set by local government, it states that permanent housing refers to housing with at least
concrete wall and columns, with a wooden or steel roof frame, and a ceramic roof. Semi-permanent housing refers
to housing with wooden, clay, or lesser materials for its walls and roof.
12 The way it was presented to the respondent: “If I said, ‘public transportation is accessible from here’, from 1 to 5,
with 1 being lowest, how much do you agree with it?”
13 The higher the score, the higher respondents regard their neighbors as good or friendly.
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villages. However, for (b) income, the average was higher in kampung C compared to kampung A,
even though it was categorized at a worse slum level. The only inhabitants with a formal occupation
that were interviewed were factory workers, while some of the other respondents ran little stalls in
front of their houses. As expected from a better condition of slum settlement, respondents from
kampung A were pretty much in agreement that the physical condition of their housing was good
enough compared to other villages with a greater level (a worse condition) of slum.
If we look at their subjective perception of physical conditions, we can see that most respondents
from kampung A agreed that their (i) access to public transport was better compared to respondents
from the other villages. Unlike the other villages, kampung A is located very near to the collector
street, meaning that a lot of public transportation passes nearby. However, most respondents from all
the villages felt that their houses were not in a favorable condition. As for their subjective perception
of social conditions, no significant differences could be seen.
In general, for (t) housing satisfaction, meaning their overall satisfaction of living in the current
neighborhood, residents were pretty much satisfied with their current housing. That being said, more
than half of the respondents from kampung B and kampung C indicated a willingness to move to
Rusunawa. This means that in this case, (t) housing satisfaction did not influence their willingness to
move, which is contrary with the findings of previous studies that stated that otherwise (Nelson and
Winter, 1975; Johnson, et al., 1995; Erickson, et al., 2006)
Table 4. Descriptive statistics of each variable by each kampung

Kampung A

Kampung B

Kampung C

n=30

n=42

n=20

Means

St.dev

Means

St.dev

Means

St.dev

45.5

14.2

40.2

8.6

38.0

9.3

(b) Income per month (in millions IDR)

2.7

1.4

2.8

1.1

3.3

2.0

(c) Number of kids (people)

2.6

1.6

1.5

0.7

2.1

1.5

(d) Household size (people)

5.3

2.3

3.9

0.9

4.9

1.9

Household characteristic
(a) Age (years)
14

(e) Education
Elementary

20.0%

47.6%

16.0%

Junior High

46.7%

33.3%

2.0%

Senior High

33.3%

19.0%

2.0%

Formal (factory workers)

13.3%

59.5%

23.8%

Non-formal (merchant)

33.3%

19.0%

9.5%

Non-formal

46.7%

19.0%

38.1%

Housewives

6.7%

2.4%

23.8%

Male

56.7%

88.1%

40.0%

Female

43.3%

11.9%

60.0%

(f) Occupation

(g) Sex

14 As of 2020, IDR 16.650,75 is approximately equal to 1 USD. Source by Morningstar for Currency and Coinbase
for Cryptocurrency.
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Physical predictors
(h) Housing Structure
Permanent

80.0%

69.1%

55.0%

Semi-permanent

20.0%

30.9%

45.0%

(i) Public transportations are accessible (5L)15

4.5

0.7

3.7

0.8

4.0

0.0

(j) This location is strategic (5L)

4.2

0.5

3.8

0.4

3.5

1.1

(k) My house has a satisfying condition (5L)

3.3

0.9

3.3

0.9

3.1

1.1

34.1

18.4

20.9

14.5

25.6

14.5

Social predictors
(l) Length of Stay (years)
(m) Homeownership
Owners

80.0%

64.3%

60.0%

Renters

20.0%

35.7%

40.0%

(n) I have lots of friends here

3.9

1.2

3.7

1.2

2.6

0.5

(o) I often interact with my neighbors

4.8

0.4

4.5

1.0

3.7

1.7

(p) I frequently join community events

3.8

1.1

3.6

1.2

2.3

1.5

(q) I feel secure living here

3.9

0.5

3.8

0.4

3.9

0.3

(r) I have a good relationship with neighbors

4.3

0.4

3.9

0.3

4.0

0.5

(s) The neighbors are good or friendly

3.9

0.7

3.9

0.4

3.9

0.5

4.3

0.7

4.4

0.9

4.6

0.8

Housing Satisfaction
(t) Overall, I feel satisfied living here (5L)
(u) Willingness to move
Yes

13.3%

52.4%

70.0%

No

46.7%

23.8%

30.0%

Maybe

40.0%

23.8%

0.0%

According to the in-depth interview, forty respondents (around 43% of total respondents) were
willing to move based on several reasons. Most of them were willing to move because they were
looking for housing that was more comfortable, had a better location, was more appropriate, and other
reasons mostly related to the physical conditions of their housing. This is aligned with the study of Lee
(1966), which stated that the ‘pull’ factor from better housing could influence people to move. In this
case, as the Rusunawa had better conditions and location, it became the pull factor.
Thirty respondents (around 33% of total respondents) were not willing to move based on several
reasons. Sixteen respondents claimed that they ‘feel at home’ in their current housing even though
some are living in non-permanent housing. This also aligned with a previous study which claimed that

15 It is the abbreviation for 5-scale Likert.
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those who are attached to their housing, as a proxy for place-attachment (Earhart and Weber, 1996;
O’Bryant, et al., 1986) are usually unwilling to move (Brown & Perkins, 1992). Another reason was a
dislike of apartment style buildings, which means that they do not like the idea of living high above
the ground because they do not want to use the stairs every time they leave the house. The other
remaining respondents were still not sure whether to move as they wanted to have a look at the
Rusunawa first before finally deciding to move there.

Figure 5. Ratio of willingness to move and the reasons why

More than half of the male respondents were willing to move to the Rusunawa, while more than
half of the female respondents preferred to stay where they were. As explained in the previous study,
males were more likely to be willing to move than females (Markham and Pleck, 1986). Respondents
who were not willing to move were on average older than the others. There is a possibility that the
more people age, the more they manifest some sort of attachment to their place (Tuan, 1974; Manzo,
2003) which can be translated into an unwillingness to move. Concerning (e) education level, most
respondents who had only completed elementary school were mostly not willing to move compared to
others. As for (f) occupation, most respondents who had non-formal jobs were willing to move to
Rusunawa compared to other occupations. As for (c) number of children, respondents who were
willing to move had more kids on average. Based on the interviews, some respondents were against
moving because their children were already settled in school, and they did not want to risk their
children losing their friends due to moving.
Most of the homeowner respondents preferred not to move unlike the tenants. Oldakowski and
Roseman (1986) stated that (m) homeownership could reduce the likelihood of moving. Most of the
tenant respondents were living in the rental houses in poor condition which made it natural for them to
be willing to move in order to live in better conditions. Similarly, seventy-five percent of respondents
who lived in semi-permanent housing were willing to move, compared to only around thirty percent of
respondents who lived in permanent housing. To conclude, most respondents who were renters and
lived in semi-permanent housing were willing to move to the Rusunawa, and they were mostly from
kampung B and kampung C.
In addition, respondents who on average had lived longer in their current houses wanted to stay. In
contrast, respondents who were willing to move had a lower average (l) length of stay. This is aligned
with the previous studies which claimed that (l) length of stay could be translated into place attachment
(Sommers and Rowell, 1992; Miller, et al., 1999) thus influencing their (u) willingness to move.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics of household characteristic, place-attachments,
and overall, by respondents’ willingness to move

Yes

No

Maybe

(a) Age (in years)

36.1

48.7

41.2

(b) Income per month (in millions IDR)

3.2

2.6

2.7

(c) Number of children

1.7

2.6

1.5

Elementary

33.3%

42.9%

23.8%

Junior High

53.3%

20.0%

26.7%

Senior High

50.0%

30.0%

20.0%

Formal (factory workers)

33.3%

46.7%

20.0%

Non-formal (merchant)

30.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Non-formal

61.8%

23.5%

40.0%

Housewives

37.5%

25.0%

37.5%

Male

54.8%

21.0%

24.2%

Female

20.0%

56.7%

23.3%

Kampung A

13.3%

46.7%

40.0%

Kampung B

52.4%

23.8%

23.8%

Kampung C

70.0%

30.0%

0.0%

Semi-permanent

75.0%

14.3%

10.7%

Permanent

29.7%

40.6%

29.7%

(i) Public transportations are accessible

4.0

4.1

4.1

(j) This location is strategic

3.7

3.8

4.0

(k) My house has satisfying condition

3.2

3.2

3.4

18.7

35.0

28.1

Owner

30.2%

41.3%

28.6%

Renter

72.4%

13.8%

13.8%

(n) I have lots of friends here

3.0

3.8

4.2

(o) I often interact with my neighbors

3.9

4.9

4.9

(p) I frequently join community event

2.9

3.4

4.3

Household Characteristic

(e) Education

(f) Occupation

(g) Sex

Village

Physical predictors – Objective Measurements
(h) Structure

Physical predictors – Subjective Perception

Social predictors – Objective Measurements
(l) Length of stay (in years)
(m) Homeownership

Social predictors – Subjective Perception
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(q) I feel secured living in here

3.8

3.9

3.9

(r) I have a good relationship with neighbors

4.0

4.1

4.0

(s) The neighbors in here are friendly

3.9

4.1

3.6

4.2

4.7

4.4

Housing Satisfaction
(t) In overall, I feel satisfied living here

If we look at at the objective measurement and subjective perception of both the physical and
social predictors, some differences can be seen.
In the objective measurement of the respondents’ housing structure, those who lived in semipermanent housing were mostly willing to move compared to those who lived in a permanent ones.
This could indicate that they were looking for better housing conditions in the Rusunawa. However,
looking at the subjective perception of the respondents, there was no significant difference between
those who were willing to move and the others in their perception of their satisfaction with their
housing conditions. It also means that their perception of (i) access to public transport, (j) housing
location, and (k) physical conditions of housing were not influencing their willingness to move.
For the social predictors, the only differences between objective measurements and subjective
perception were variables where objective measurements showed similar results, whereas subjective
perception did not. Both (l) length of stay and (m) homeownership resulted in the respondents’
unwillingness to move. Among the subjective perceptions in the social predictors, only four variables
have significant correlation to their (u) willingness to move; that is, their perception about (n) number
of friends, (o) frequency of social interaction, (p) frequency of participating in community events, and
(s) overall opinion regarding their neighbors. Their perceptions about (q) security and (r) their
relationship with neighbors do not have any correlation to their (u) willingness to move.

5. Conclusion and Recommendations
The reasons why respondents were willing to move and the results from the descriptive analysis
were consistent. Most respondents who were willing to move to the Rusunawa expressed their
intention to do so because they sought better conditions, and more comfortable and appropriate
housing. As for those who were not willing, they would rather stay in their current housing because of
several reasons such as being already ‘attached’ to it, disliking apartments, and feeling that moving to
a new location is exhausting. Based on the results from the descriptive analysis, the significant
difference in the average values between those who were willing to move and those who were not can
be seen in the (h) condition of housing structure, (m) homeownership, and some of the variables from
the social predictors.
It can be concluded that respondents’ (u) willingness to move was influenced by some predictors
of place-attachment. (m) Homeownership, (l) length of stay, their perception of (n) number of friends,
and (p) frequency of participating in community events were the predictors of place-attachment that
influenced respondents’ willingness to move. In other words, it can be said that place-attachment
affects (u) willingness to move to some extent.
For household characteristics, (g) sex, (a) age, (e) education level, and (f) occupation also play an
important role in influencing (u) willingness to move. However, there was no evidence that each
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variable of the said characteristics correlated with each other.
In the case of the methodology of measurement, this study shows mixed results. For the physical
predictors, the objective measurement could predict the willingness to move of the residents while
subjective perception could not. As for the social predictors, both objective measurement and
subjective perception could predict the willingness of the residents to move. Thus, up to this point, it
can be said that objective measurements can predict more accurately than subjective measurements in
this case.
In conclusion, some of the reasons given by those who were unwilling to move were related to
their attachment or rootedness, and homeownership. Thus, it would be a challenge for the local
government to persuade them to move to a Rusunawa. For those who were unwilling to move because
of their attachment to their place, one thing that could be done is to build a Rusunawa relatively near
to their original location and move them there, as they were attached to the location rather than their
physical house. As for those who owned a house, offering them some sort of additional compensation
might work, as this strategy has proved successful when relocating residents from their homes in the
past.
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