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 Abstract  

Rumah Susun Sederhana Sewa (Rusunawa) is a major public housing program 
for low-income communities in Jakarta. However, the accumulation of rent 
arrears—reaching IDR 95.5 billion between 2010 and 2025—raises critical 
concerns about its ability to ensure housing affordability. This study adopts a 
qualitative approach using secondary data with two main objectives: first, to 
assess housing affordability from a residual income perspective as experienced 
by residents, considering not only housing costs but also post-occupancy costs 
and broader housing attributes; and second, to examine whether persistent rent 
arrears reflect structural affordability constraints and, consequently, a form of 
policy failure. The findings show that low rental prices do not guarantee 
affordability. Rent-setting mechanisms fail to account for income instability and 
socioeconomic heterogeneity, while post-occupancy stress—arising from 
livelihood disruption and increased transportation costs—further erodes 
residents’ residual income. As a result, persistent rent arrears reflect structural 
affordability constraints rather than tenant non-compliance, highlighting a 
misalignment between policy design and residents’ lived economic realities. 
These findings suggest the need for differentiated rent-setting mechanisms 
based on household characteristics, alongside strengthened housing pathway 
support to facilitate transitions into private rental housing or homeownership. 

Keywords: House Affordability, Policy Failure, Public Rental Housing, Low-
Income Household, Housing Induced Poverty. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Substantial in-migration and population growth in Jakarta has intensified upward 

pressure on housing prices and rents, thereby exacerbating housing affordability challenges 

in the city. Among other global cities, Jakarta records the highest percentage of house rent to 

salary among major global cities, highlighting the severe strain placed on renters (see Table 

1). Furthermore, despite not being the highest, the city’s price-to-income ratio remains 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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markedly high. The consequences of this dynamic are already evident: Jakarta not only 

records the lowest homeownership rate among all Indonesian provinces, at just 54.44%, but 

also has the highest proportion of households living in rental housing, reaching 21.2% 

(Statistics Indonesia, 2025).   

Table 1. Housing Affordability Map in Global Cities 

City 
Average 

Salary 

Rent per 

Month 

% of House 

Rent to 

Salary 

Apartment 

Selling Price 

Price to 

Income 

Ratio (PIR) 

Jakarta 5,250,000 3,976,561 75,7% 14,215,038 21.42 

Kuala 

Lumpur 

21,628,720 5,769,245 48,7% 58,156,695 8.45 

Singapore 67,575,432 37,155,010 55% 248,305,119 23.04 

Bangkok 13,202,098 5,372,762 40,7% 44,445,069 26.5 

Tokyo 40,311,502 10,149,561 25,2% 83,393,755 15.05 

Seoul 50,810,278 8,960,774 17,6% 179,547,014 23.55 

Sydney 69,671,386 18,382,652 26,8% 81,700,729 8.09 

London 66,412,593 35,900,776 54,1% 184,286,131 19.91 

New York 84,819,869 45,704,923 53,9% 212,989,399 15.03 

Source: Wisanggeni et al., 2025 

As illustrated in Figure 1, average per capita housing expenditure has exhibited a 

sustained upward trend over the observed period. The share of housing expenditure relative 

to total monthly per capita expenditure has consistently exceeded the commonly used 

affordability threshold of 30% in most years (Sari & Khurami, 2018), except 2014. This 

persistently high proportion underscores the disproportionate burden of housing costs on 

household budgets and highlights the systemic nature of the city’s housing affordability crisis. 

Elevated housing expenditures constrain the ability of low-income households to allocate 

resources to other essential needs that are critical for inclusive growth, such as education and 

healthcare (OECD, 2020). 
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Figure 1. Average Monthly Per Capita Housing Expenditure in  DKI Jakarta Province  

Source: (Statistics DKI Jakarta Province, 2025) 

High rental prices and the high cost of homeownership have forced many households 

into substandard living conditions. In Jakarta, 19.27%—equivalent to roughly 540,856 

households—continue to live in slum conditions, while an estimated 61%, or 1,757,106 

households, lack access to adequate housing. Poor-quality housing frequently undermines 

residents’ health, which in turn restricts their ability to pursue additional sources of income 

(Haffner & Hulse, 2021). Enisen and Ogundiran (2013) argued that it is the responsibility of any 

effective government to ensure the provision of affordable housing for all citizens. 

One of the most prominent housing programs for low-income communities 

implemented over time in Jakarta is the Rumah Susun Sewa Sederhana, or Rusunawa. This 

program is classified as a supply-side housing subsidy, in which the government directly 

provides subsidized rental housing to target populations. Rusunawa provides rental vertical 

housing units at relatively low rates for low-income households, with monthly rents ranging 

from IDR 57,600 to IDR 1,800,000, excluding electricity and water charges. Rental prices of 

Rusunawa are determined differentiated based on building location, unit type, floor level, 
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occupant category (program beneficiaries or general residents), and specific conditions such 

as disability, elderly age, or veteran status. 

As of January 31, 2025, cumulative rental arrears in Rusunawa had reached IDR 95.5 

billion, reflecting arrears accumulated since 2010 (Ikhsanudin, 2025). This scale of arrears 

raises critical questions about the housing affordability within the Rusunawa program. 

Evidence from Australia indicates that rent arrears in public housing do not arise from 

excessively high rents, but rather from limitations in rent-setting mechanisms that fail to 

account for households’ residual capacity to meet essential non-housing needs (Martin, 2021).  

The magnitude of rent arrears in Jakarta’s Rusunawa provides analytical entry point for 

examining the program’s impact on housing affordability from a residual income perspective. 

Rather than treating non-payment as an isolated issue of tenant compliance, this study seeks 

to assess whether persistent arrears reflect deeper structural affordability constraints faced by 

low-income households. This interpretation is supported by the findings of Hickman and 

Reeve (2024), who demonstrate that rent arrears commonly arise from insufficient financial 

capacity to meet both housing costs and essential non-housing expenditures under conditions 

of precarious and unstable employment. 

Evidence from the United States indicates that residence in public rental housing (PRH) 

is associated with a 21% point reduction in the likelihood of experiencing housing cost burden 

(Gold, 2019). Research from China finds that PRH rental prices are affordable for low-income 

households when housing costs are considered in isolation (Wu et al., 2020). However, when 

transportation costs are taken into account, overall affordability declines. In contrast, a study 

from South Korea found that relocation to PRH increase housing cost burden for certain 

households, particularly those previously residing in extremely substandard private rental 

housing with very low rents (Seo et al., 2025).  

The studies on housing affordability among households residing in PRH discussed 

above predominantly rely on ratio-based approaches to affordability measurement. Dolbeare 

(1996) highlights the inadequacy of ratio-based standards in assessing housing affordability, 

particularly for low-income households. The residual income approach is more appropriate 

because it acknowledges that households of different types and sizes require varying levels of 

income to maintain a minimum standard of living—differences that cannot be adequately 

captured by ratio- or percentage-based measures. Stone (2006) aptly notes, “Affordability is 
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not a characteristic of housing—it is a relationship between housing and people. For some 

people, all housing is affordable, no matter how expensive it is; for others, no housing is 

affordable unless it is free”. 

To date, empirical research on housing affordability in PRH remains relatively limited, as 

the majority of affordability studies continue to focus on private rental housing (Decker, 2020; 

Dewilde, 2017; Waters & Wernham, 2023). More importantly, no previous study has applied a 

residual approach to examine housing affordability within the context of Rusunawa in Jakarta. 

Existing studies in Indonesia have largely addressed affordability indirectly or in broader 

housing market contexts (Cahyono & Adianto, 2022; Tafridj, 2021). Meanwhile, Dewitaa et al. 

(2020) show that PRH is generally more affordable than commercial housing; however, their 

analysis is conducted in Bandung and focuses exclusively on housing and transportation costs. 

Unlike much of the existing literature, this study does not limit its analysis of housing 

affordability in PRH to housing costs alone. Haffner and Hulse (2021) stated housing 

affordability should move beyond housing costs alone and recognize the bundle of attributes 

that housing provides, including quality, security, and location in relation to employment, 

transportation, facilities, and essential services. This approach is particularly relevant given 

evidence from Canada and the United States showing that public housing for low-income 

renters is frequently located in areas marked by high levels of social and economic deprivation 

(Koschinsky & Talen, 2016; Leviten‐Reid et al., 2021).  

The findings of whether rent arrears reflect structural affordability constraints provide a 

critical foundation for assessing Rusunawa from a policy failure perspective. This assessment 

allows us to examine whether Rusunawa, as a policy instrument for delivering adequate and 

affordable housing to low-income households, has achieved—or fallen short of—its intended 

objectives and expected outcomes (Hall, 2011). As a subject of policy learning, the analysis of 

policy failure is essential for identifying why a policy has gone wrong and for guiding the 

development of more effective policy designs capable of addressing the problems they were 

originally intended to resolve (Howlett, 2012). 

This study has two primary aims. First, it assesses housing affordability among Rusunawa 

residents in Jakarta using the residual income approach. In this context, affordability is 

conceptualized not only in terms of housing costs, but also in relation to broader housing 

attributes. Second, by linking observed affordability outcomes to the persistence of rent 
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arrears, this study examines whether these patterns reflect structural affordability constraints 

and, consequently, a form of policy failure. Beyond informing technical adjustments to rent-

setting mechanisms, this study contributes to broader debates on PRH as a policy instrument 

for supporting residents’ socio-economic pathways. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

House Affordability 

Affordability is one of the key material housing outcomes, alongside overcrowding and 

the physical quality of housing (European Commission, 2025). Housing affordability can be 

understood as the extent to which income remaining after housing expenditures is sufficient 

to meet an adequate level of non-housing consumption (Stephens & van Steen, 2011). If 

housing expenditures excessively constrain other household spending, then that housing is 

considered unaffordable for the household (Thalman, 2003).  

Stone (2006b) emphasizes that housing affordability is inherently linked to housing 

standards, as affordability pressures often result in housing deprivation, including dwellings 

that fail to meet minimum physical standards and overcrowded living conditions. Accordingly, 

assessments of housing affordability should move beyond housing costs alone and recognize 

the bundle of attributes that housing provides, including quality, security, and location in 

relation to employment, transportation, facilities, and essential services (Haffner & Hulse, 2021). 

A variety of factors shape households’ ability to afford housing, including income levels, 

housing prices, demographic characteristics, mortgage interest rates, and the interplay among 

these variables (Nwuba et al., 2015).  

There are two main approaches can be used to assess house affordability, namely the 

ratio approach and the residual income approach. In the ratio approach, affordability is 

measured by the proportion of household income spent on housing (Hulchanski, 1995). 

Housing expenditure is considered an overburden when it exceeds 30-40% of a household’s 

disposable income (OECD, 2020; Sari & Khurami, 2018). Conversely, the residual income 

approach defines affordability in monetary terms as the difference between household 

income and housing costs. According to this conceptualization, a household faces an 

affordability problem if, after paying for housing, it lacks sufficient residual income to meet its 

non-housing needs at a minimally adequate level (Stone et al., 2011). 
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The residual approach may be regarded as more inclusive in addressing the 

vulnerabilities faced by low-income households, as it explicitly accounts for heterogeneity in 

household circumstances. In particular, this approach considers variations in expenditure 

needs, including differences arising from household size, type, income, and other specific 

characteristics that influence financial capacity beyond housing costs (Stone, 2006b). 

Households that are unable to afford essential non-housing necessities after meeting housing 

costs are considered to be experiencing housing-induced poverty (Kutty, 2005; Stone, 2006b). 

When households are burdened with excessive housing expenditures relative to their income 

over prolonged periods, they may experience housing insecurity that deepens and 

perpetuates poverty (Liu et al., 2023; Lozano Alcántara & Vogel, 2023). 

 

Policy Failure 

McConnell (2015) conceptualizes policy failure as occurring when a policy does not 

fundamentally meet its intended goals, notwithstanding minor successes, and is characterized 

by considerable opposition or an absence of support. Similarly, Hall (2011) defines policy 

failure as a condition in which a policy fails to achieve its intended objectives or expected 

outcomes. Bovens and ‘t Hart (1996) also emphasize that failure is not an intrinsic property of 

policy events themselves, but rather an evaluative judgment shaped by who is assessing the 

policy, the criteria applied, the information available, and the time frame considered. 

McConnell (2015) categorizes policy failure into three dimensions—process, program, 

and politics—drawing on the notion of doing articulated in Dye's (2012) definition of public 

policy. In this study, the analysis focuses on policy failure at the program level, where a policy 

may be considered successful only if it achieves or exceeds its original programmatic or 

technical objectives within approximately the same costs, levels of effort, and time frame as 

initially planned  (McConnell, 2010). McConnell (2015) suggests that policy outcomes do not 

lie at the extreme ends of success or failure. Rather, policy failure is rarely an absolute condition; 

instead, it often exists along a continuum, requiring judgment regarding the interpretation and 

significance of partial achievements, evidentiary gaps, and contested outcomes.  

Drawing on McConnell’s (2015) continuum of policy failure, which distinguishes 

between tolerable failure, conflicted failure, and outright failure, this study develops a context-

specific operationalization for assessing policy failure in the Rusunawa program. The 
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operationalization focuses on the program dimension of policy failure and translates 

McConnell’s conceptual criteria into observable indicators relevant to the Rusunawa context. 

The resulting continuum is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Degree of Policy Failure in Program 

Criteria Tolerable Failure Conflicted Failure (Outright) Failure 

Implementation 

in line with 

objectives 

Enforcement 

mechanisms, 

livelihood 

empowerment 

initiatives, and 

housing transition 

arrangements 

operate with some 

limitations, but these 

do not substantially 

undermine 

affordability 

outcomes. 

Weak enforcement 

capacity, limited 

effectiveness of 

livelihood 

empowerment 

initiatives, and the 

absence of structured 

housing transition 

pathways constrain 

the realization of 

affordability 

objectives. 

Persistent failures in 

enforcement, 

livelihood 

empowerment, and 

housing transition 

systems contribute to 

widespread 

affordability 

pressures, chronic 

arrears, and housing-

induced poverty. 

Achieving 

desired 

outcomes 

Affordable and 

adequate housing 

broadly achieved 

despite minor 

shortcomings. 

Improved housing 

access and quality 

achieved, but offset by 

unexpected and 

controversial failings. 

Intended outcomes 

largely absent; 

housing provision 

generates severe 

affordability and 

welfare problems. 

Benefitting 

target group(s) 

Low-income 

households broadly 

benefit from the 

program. 

Benefits are unevenly 

distributed; some 

residents gain access 

to adequate housing 

while others face 

affordability stress. 

Benefits are limited 

and outweighed by 

hardship among 

target groups. 
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Satisfying 

criteria highly 

valued in policy 

domain 

Core public housing 

values, including 

affordability, housing 

adequacy, housing 

security, and support 

for low-income 

households, are 

largely achieved 

despite minor 

shortcomings. 

Some core public 

housing values are 

achieved, particularly 

improved housing 

quality and access to 

formal housing, but 

affordability pressures, 

rent arrears, and 

limited socio-

economic mobility 

undermine the 

realization of other key 

objectives. 

Core public housing 

values are largely 

unmet. Housing fails 

to provide 

meaningful 

affordability, security, 

or opportunities for 

socio-economic 

advancement, 

resulting in persistent 

deprivation among 

target households. 

Attracting 

support for 

programme 

The program enjoys 

broad support from 

residents, 

policymakers, and 

other stakeholders. 

Demand for 

Rusunawa remains 

strong, and criticisms 

are limited to minor 

implementation 

issues. 

The program 

continues to attract 

support because it 

expands access to 

adequate formal 

housing, but support 

is accompanied by 

growing concerns 

regarding 

affordability, rent 

arrears, livelihood 

disruption, and 

residents' long-term 

economic prospects. 

Support for the 

program is 

substantially 

weakened as 

stakeholders 

increasingly perceive 

that it fails to deliver 

affordable housing 

and meaningful 

socio-economic 

benefits. Criticism 

outweighs perceived 

benefits, 

undermining the 

program's legitimacy 

and sustainability. 

Source: Develop by authors based on McConnell, 2015 
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Hudson et al. (2019) identified four broad contributors to policy failure: overly optimistic 

expectations, implementation under conditions of dispersed governance, inadequate 

collaborative policymaking, and the uncertainties associated with political cycles. 

Overoptimism, in particular, arises from the interaction of several factors, including the 

underestimation of policy complexity and delivery challenges; weak evidence bases marked 

by insufficient, inaccurate, or untimely information on costs, timelines, benefits, and risks; 

misinterpretation of stakeholder interests and capacities; incentive structures that encourage 

actors to promote their own interests; and limited mechanisms for challenge and 

accountability, often driven by decision-makers’ pursuit of short-term recognition. Policy failure 

related to dispersed governance occurs because implementation remains highly dependent 

on local context, meaning that success in one location does not necessarily translate into 

similar outcomes elsewhere. Inadequate collaboration reflects the tendency for policymaking 

to occur within administrative silos, despite the fact that most policy interventions have cross-

sectoral impacts that affect external actors. Finally, the influence of political cycles contributes 

to policy failure insofar as policymakers are often drawn to initiatives that promise short-term 

and visible results. 

RESEARCH METHODS 

This study employs a qualitative policy analysis to assess housing affordability among 

Rusunawa residents in Jakarta, drawing on the residual income framework (Hancock, 1993; 

Stephens & van Steen, 2011) as an analytical lens. To complement the qualitative assessment, 

the study incorporates a macro-level quantitative affordability approximation based on 

available secondary data. Ideally, this approach requires detailed household-level data to 

accurately capture variations in income and expenditure. However, due to data limitations, this 

study employs a macro-level approximation using the median monthly wage of informal 

workers in Jakarta as a proxy for household income.  

The analysis draws on three key secondary data sources. First, the median monthly wage 

of informal workers in Jakarta, reflecting the dominant employment profile of Rusunawa 

residents (Ano, 2019). The median monthly income is approximately IDR 3,002,058, derived 

from wage data for informal workers across Jakarta that are disaggregated by educational 

attainment and municipality (Statistics DKI Jakarta Province, 2025). The median is used 
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because it provides a more representative measure of the earnings of typical informal workers 

and is less sensitive to income inequality and outliers than the mean. 

Table 3. Salary per Month of Informal Employee by Regency/Municipality and 

Educational Attainment in DKI Jakarta Province (Rupiahs), 2024 

 

Regency/ 

Municipality 

Educational Attainment 

No Schooling/ 

Didn’t Completed 

Primary School 

Elementary 

School 

Middle 

School 

High School 

Kepulauan 

Seribu 

2,644,347 2,450,637 2,361,815 2,890,312 

South Jakarta 2,493,239 3,896,750 3,448,233 4,638,535 

East Jakarta 1,996,155 2,374,384 3,002,058 4,224,670 

Central Jakarta - 2,579,989 2,742,057 3,721,199 

West Jakarta 2,592,793 2,976,916 2,883,290 5,077,941 

North Jakarta 1,496,283 4,992,705 3,708,364 4,071,965 

DKI Jakarta 

Province 

2,444,701 3,528,402 3,164,340 4,426,718 

Source: Statistics DKI Jakarta Province (2025) 

Second, non-housing expenditure requirements are derived from the official poverty 

line, representing the minimum consumption needed to maintain a socially acceptable 

standard of living. According to Statistics DKI Jakarta Province (2025), the official household 

poverty line in Jakarta is IDR 4,178,563 per month, based on an average household size of five 

members. After deducting IDR 515,509 allocated for housing expenditures, the minimum 

required non-housing expenditure is approximately IDR 3,663,054. Third, monthly Rusunawa 

rental prices are derived from Governor Regulation of the Special Capital Region of Jakarta 

No. 55 of 2018 concerning the Adjustment of Housing Service Fees.  

The assessment of housing affordability begins by estimating residual income, 

calculated as the difference between household income and monthly housing costs. The 

resulting residual income is then compared with the minimum non-housing expenditure 

requirement of IDR 3,663,054. Housing is considered affordable when residual income is 
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sufficient to meet this minimum non-housing expenditure threshold. Conversely, housing-

induced poverty is considered to occur when residual income falls below this threshold.  

The housing affordability assessment based on median income provides a more realistic 

representation of the earnings of typical informal workers than would be obtained using 

average income. However, the median remains an aggregate indicator that cannot fully 

capture the diversity and instability of household incomes. As such, the findings should be 

interpreted as indicative of structural affordability pressures rather than precise household-

level outcomes.  

To evaluate whether Rusunawa constitutes a policy failure, this study employs a 

qualitative, theory-informed policy failure analysis drawing on McConnell’s (2010; 2015) 

framework. Policy outcomes are assessed in one dimension, which is program by examining 

the extent to which Rusunawa achieves its affordability objectives, and the presence of support 

or opposition among affected stakeholders. Rather than treating failure as a binary outcome, 

the analysis situates Rusunawa along a continuum of success and failure. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

As of January 2025, Jakarta hosts a total of 156 blocks and 87 towers, comprising 33,830 

housing units distributed across the province (see Figure 2). There are two categories of 

Rusunawa occupants: program beneficiaries and non-program/general residents. Program 

beneficiaries include those affected by public development projects, natural disasters, urban 

space reorganization, and/or other comparable circumstances, who are therefore required to 

relocate to Rusunawa. For program beneficiaries, they are exempted from rental payments 

during the first six months, allowing them to adjust to their new environment without additional 

financial burdens. Meanwhile, general residents refer to low-income households who are 

eligible for tenancy based on meeting the established occupancy requirements.  



PUBLICA, Vol. 18 No. 1: 232-259 
Do Low Rents in Jakarta’s Rusunawa Program Improve Housing Affordability for Low Income 

Households? 
Muh Azis Muslim and Kania Falahiatika Hidayat 

 

                                                                            ISSN 2085-6555 ( Print )                ISSN 2715-9256 (Online) 
 

244 │ 

Figure 2: Geographical Distribution of Rusunawa Complexes 

Source: Author’s Mapping Based on data from Jakarta Provincial Agency for  Public Housing 

and Settlements, 2025 

Rental prices in Rusunawa are determined primarily based on operational and 

maintenance costs. The combined costs are subsequently allocated across the total number 

of housing units, after which rental rates are differentiated by building location, unit type (18, 

21, 24, 30, or 36 square meters), floor level, occupant category (program beneficiaries or 

general residents), and specific conditions such as disability, elderly age, or veteran status. 



PUBLICA, Vol. 18 No. 1: 232-259 
Do Low Rents in Jakarta’s Rusunawa Program Improve Housing Affordability for Low Income 

Households? 
Muh Azis Muslim and Kania Falahiatika Hidayat 

 

ISSN 2302-9366 ( Print )                ISSN 2302-9781 (Online) 
 

│ 245 

Rental prices range from IDR 57,600 to IDR 1,800,000 per month, excluding electricity and 

water charges.  

Table 4 presents the results of the housing affordability assessment using the residual 

income approach. The findings indicate that, even under regulated Rusunawa rental rates—

which are substantially lower than prevailing market rents—households experience housing-

induced poverty across all percentiles of the regulated price distribution. This occurs because 

residual income consistently falls below the minimum non-housing expenditure required to 

maintain basic living standards in Jakarta (IDR 3,663,054).  

Table 4. Identification of Housing-Induced Poverty Using a Residual Income Approach 

Median Monthly 

Income (Informal 

Employment) 

Rent Scenario 

(Based on Unit-

Level 

Distribution) 

Monthly 

Rent (IDR) 

Residual Income 

for Non-Housing 

Expenditure 

(IDR) 

Housing-

Induced 

Poverty 

IDR 3,002,058 Low rent  

(25th percentile) 

133,800 IDR 2,868,258 Yes 

IDR 3,002,058 Median rent  

(50th percentile 

230,200 IDR 2,771,858 Yes 

IDR 3,002,058 High rent 

(75th percentile) 

378,600 IDR 2,623,458 Yes 

IDR 3,002,058 New Rusunawa 

units (households 

earning IDR 2.5–

4.5 million; 

outside 

percentile-based 

regulation) 

765,000 IDR 2,237,058 Yes 

Source: Author’s calculations, 2026 

The housing affordability estimates presented above are based on a macro-level 

approximation and may therefore understate the extent of affordability stress experienced by 

Rusunawa residents. Evidence from previous studies suggests that many residents earn 
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substantially less than the median income used in the analysis. A survey conducted by Allam 

(2025) involving 52 household heads residing in Rusunawa Pesakih found that 60.8% of 

household heads earned less than IDR 1 million per month. Similarly, a study of Rusunawa 

Marunda reported a household income range of IDR 125,000–2,193,072 (Mitrabuana & 

Marwasta, 2015). These findings suggest that housing-induced poverty among Rusunawa 

residents is likely more severe than indicated by the affordability estimates. As a result, lower-

income households may face acute trade-offs between housing obligations and essential 

expenditures such as food, healthcare, and education, further exacerbating their socio-

economic vulnerability. 

In addition, the macro-level affordability estimate may either understate or overstate 

actual housing affordability because it cannot fully capture the diversity of household 

circumstances. Households may have multiple income earners, different numbers of 

dependents, unstable informal earnings, and varying expenditure needs, all of which influence 

their capacity to afford housing. Nevertheless, the analysis remains valuable for revealing the 

broader affordability pressures embedded within the Rusunawa system. While not intended 

to represent individual household experiences, the findings provide a useful indication of 

whether the program is likely to generate housing-induced poverty among its target 

population. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Housing Affordability in the Jakarta’s Rusunawa 

Housing affordability analysis should not be limited to housing costs alone, but should 

also account for the broader set of expenditures and constraints associated with housing, 

including but not limited to location (Wu et al., 2020). As shown in Figure 2, the majority of 

Rusunawa complexes are concentrated in East Jakarta. The disproportionate concentration of 

Rusunawa in peripheral areas generates additional costs for residents, particularly through 

higher transportation expenditures and reduced access to employment opportunities, 

thereby undermining housing affordability when assessed from a residual income perspective. 

Residents experience increased transportation costs because many Rusunawa 

complexes are not adequately served by an integrated public transportation system (Permana, 

2024). Although The Jakarta Provincial Government has provided mikrolet services, but their 
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schedules are often irregular and unreliable (Wisanggeni et al., 2025). As a result, long 

commuting times via public transport push many residents toward private transportation, 

which increasing travel costs and straining household budgets. 

The limited spatial dispersion of Rusunawa complexes also generates adverse 

consequences for program beneficiaries who are required to relocate far from their original 

neighborhoods. Many residents previously relied on location-specific, service-based 

livelihoods; relocation therefore disrupts established customer networks and leads to the loss 

of existing markets (DKI Jakarta Provincial Government, 2017). Another study conducted  in 

Rusunawa Marunda shows that 23% of residents experienced changes in employment 

following relocation (Ramadhan & Manaf, 2017). These livelihood disruptions reduce income 

stability and exacerbate post-occupancy vulnerability, as households must adapt to unfamiliar 

labor markets while continuing to bear housing costs. 

Livelihood disruptions require residents to change occupations or establish new 

income-generating activities. Of the 4,948 occupants residing in Rusunawa, more than 75% 

reported that they did not possess any marketable skills (DKI Jakarta Provincial Government, 

2017). In response to that, the local government has sought to enhance residents’ earning 

capacity through various skills training programs. However, these initiatives have faced 

important limitations, particularly due to the lack of post-training continuity, such as job 

placement, business incubation, or access to start-up capital (Kompas.id, 2017). As a result, the 

initiatives have been unable to meaningfully improve the economic capacity of Rusunawa 

households. 

Consistent with Stone (2006b), housing affordability must be assessed in conjunction 

with housing standards, as affordability pressures often manifest in housing deprivation. 

Overall, the housing quality of Rusunawa units is generally perceived as adequate. This 

assessment is largely attributed to the provision of several positive physical features, including 

adequate ventilation, access to natural lighting, relatively clean surrounding environments, 

open green spaces, and the availability of basic in-unit facilities (Akasah et al., 2025; Dany, 

2025). These attributes suggest that residents are not experiencing affordability-related 

deprivation in terms of minimum physical standards. 

However, despite these advantages, a number of concerns persist regarding housing 

adequacy. These include issues related to the structural durability of buildings, high levels of 
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residential density, and limited accessibility to public facilities, particularly healthcare services 

and commercial areas (Akasah et al., 2025; Fikriansyah, 2026; Kridarso et al., 2023). In addition, 

residents have raised concerns regarding security and exposure to criminal activity, as well as 

the limited effectiveness of economic empowerment activities to support residents’ livelihoods 

(Akasah et al., 2025; Kompas.id, 2017). Although these issues do not constitute immediate 

physical deprivation, they reflect constraints in access to essential urban resources that are 

critical for enhancing the socio-economic mobility of vulnerable households. 

 

Persistent Rent Arrears and Affordability Constraints in the Rusunawa Program 

As of January 2025, total Rusunawa’s rent arrears had reached IDR 95.5 billion, 

comprising IDR 54.9 billion from 7,615 units occupied by program beneficiaries and IDR 40.5 

billion from 9,416 units occupied by general residents. Persistent arrears indicate that, after 

housing costs, many households lack sufficient residual income to meet essential non-housing 

needs, leading them to prioritize basic consumption over rent payments. This aligns with 

Hickman (2021), who finds that during economic hardship, rent is often deprioritized within 

household spending priorities. Accordingly, rent arrears can be interpreted as a structural 

affordability constraint rather than mere non-compliance. This interpretation is reinforced by 

Hickman and Reeve (2024), who find that arrears typically stem from insufficient financial 

capacity to meet housing costs alongside essential expenditures, particularly under conditions 

of precarious and unstable incomes.  

In the context of Rusunawa, rent arrears can be understood as an empirical manifestation 

of housing-induced poverty. At first glance, the high level of arrears may appear inconsistent 

with the conventional definition, which assumes that household unable to afford essential non-

housing necessities after meeting housing costs (Kutty, 2005). However, residents often 

prioritize essential non-housing expenditures over rent payments, despite housing typically 

being the largest and least flexible component of household budgets (Stone, 2006a). In this 

sense, housing-induced poverty reflects underlying economic constraints rather than the 

sequence of payments: when housing costs constitute a binding obligation, meeting them 

would push households below a minimum subsistence threshold. 

Rent arrears in Rusunawa point to broader limitations in the design of Rusunawa rent-

setting mechanisms. Rusunawa’s rent prices differentiation, which is based solely on housing 



PUBLICA, Vol. 18 No. 1: 232-259 
Do Low Rents in Jakarta’s Rusunawa Program Improve Housing Affordability for Low Income 

Households? 
Muh Azis Muslim and Kania Falahiatika Hidayat 

 

ISSN 2302-9366 ( Print )                ISSN 2302-9781 (Online) 
 

│ 249 

attributes while ignoring household characteristics, fails to capture the affordability constraints 

faced by low-income households. Such an approach does not adequately account for 

heterogeneity in household circumstances, including income levels, housing expenditures, 

household size and composition, the number of working household members, and the 

number of dependents, among other relevant characteristics. 

The only regulation that explicitly governs the setting of Rusunawa rental prices is 

Minister of Public Works and Housing Regulation No. 7 of 2022, which stipulates that rental 

fees for low-income households should not exceed one-third of the provincial minimum wage. 

However, this threshold implicitly assumes that all low-income households earn incomes 

comparable to the regional minimum wage, enjoy income stability, and share relatively 

homogeneous household characteristics. In reality, households with children, very low 

incomes, larger household sizes, or female-headed households tend to face higher non-

housing cost burdens (McClure, 2005).   

Evidence from Australia and Phillipines shows that rent arrears in public housing do not 

arise from excessively high rents, but instead from the limitations of ratio-based affordability 

standards that overestimates the payment capacity of low-income households, thereby 

obscuring the extent of affordability stress they experience (Magno-Ballesteros et al., 2022; 

Martin, 2021). A similar pattern appears to be present in the context of Rusunawa in Jakarta, 

where rental prices are already set at relatively low levels. These findings provide empirical 

support for the Indonesian government to reconsider existing rent-setting mechanisms and 

adopt a residual income approach when determining rental charges for PRH residents. 

 

Design Flaws in the Rusunawa Program 

The rent-setting mechanism in Rusunawa overlooks the heterogeneity of resident 

characteristics, meaning that even the lowest rents may not ensure genuine affordability for a 

substantial share of households. Moreover, the regulatory framework—Jakarta Governor 

Regulation No. 111 of 2014—cannot be considered pro-poor, as it reflects a standard landlord–

tenant model rather than a poverty-sensitive housing approach. The regulation imposes a 

uniform three-month security deposit, a flat 2 percent late-payment penalty, and eviction for 

non-payment. These provisions are regressive for households with limited savings, penalize 

income instability rather than deliberate non-compliance, and frame rent arrears as behavioral 
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failure rather than a structural affordability constraint. Consequently, the framework aligns 

more closely with cost-recovery governance than with pro-poor housing objectives. 

This does not imply that enforcement mechanisms should be absent. The imposition of 

rental charges is intended to promote individual responsibility and reduce long-term 

dependence on state support (Manzi et al., 2024). However, enforcement must be 

accompanied by supportive interventions that enable compliance. This dynamic can be 

understood through the COM-B framework, which posits that behavior (B) change depends 

on the interaction between capability (C), opportunity (O), and motivation (M) (Ford & Seavers, 

1998).  

In the Rusunawa context, enforcement measures and penalties may act as sources of 

motivation by encouraging residents to secure employment and generate income. However, 

motivation alone is insufficient. Residents must also possess the capability to comply, including 

the skills, competencies, and work capacity needed to obtain and sustain stable employment 

and adequate income. In practice, many residents lack marketable skills, limiting their ability to 

meet these expectations.  

At the same time, Rusunawa’s residents face constrained opportunities. Skills training 

programs are often not effectively linked to employment, while the peripheral location of many 

Rusunawa complexes restricts access to labor markets, customers, and business opportunities. 

These constraints hinder residents’ ability to translate skills into sustainable income. Overall, 

the COM-B components do not operate synergistically, as gaps in capability and opportunity 

undermine the role of motivation in producing compliant behavior. 

When applied effectively, the COM-B framework can help public housing function as a 

“stepping stone,” providing low-income households with temporary support to transition into 

the private rental market or homeownership (Baker et al., 2020). This approach aligns with 

Wardrip et al.'s (2011), who argue that housing policy should facilitate low-income households’ 

integration into the urban economy, support income generation, and improve overall quality 

of life. Within this framework, Rusunawa management should extend beyond tenancy 

administration to actively support residents’ economic advancement and housing mobility. 

Design of the Rusunawa program exhibits fundamental structural weaknesses. The 

current policy approach remains largely constrained by a perspective that treats PRH as a 

consumptive welfare good, rather than as a productive form of capital investment and a 
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strategic tool for income generation (McCallum & Benjamin, 1985 cited in Chiu-Shee & Zheng, 

2019). As illustrated in Figure 3, PRH should instead be understood as an integrated social and 

economic instrument, embedded within broader urban development strategies and spatial 

planning frameworks. From this perspective, the presence of PRH’s residents represents an 

opportunity for human capital accumulation that can contribute to enhancing regional 

economic competitiveness. 

 

Figure 3. The Consumptive and Productive Features of Public Housing 

Source: Chiu-Shee & Zheng, 2019 

The Rusunawa program indicates a failure to build supportive economic ecosystem 

around PRH. The absence of coordination between housing provision, employment access, 

skills development, and urban spatial planning has resulted in fragmented livelihood support, 

ultimately limiting the capacity of Rusunawa to promote sustainable economic inclusion for 

low-income households. From the outset, skills training initiatives appear to have been 

designed as supplementary interventions, rather than as integral components of the Rusunawa 

housing system, further weakening their impact and underscoring a broader failure to embed 

livelihood support within a coordinated housing–employment framework. 
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Informal Tolerance of Rent Arrears in the Rusunawa Program 

In a boomerang-like effect, the failure of the DKI Jakarta Provincial Government to 

improve residents’ income-generating capacity has led to the prolonged tolerance of rent 

arrears. On the one hand, this tolerance has enhanced tenure security, helped prevent 

evictions, reduced the risk of pushing low-income households back into informal settlements, 

and upheld the social function of housing. On the other hand, the absence of a corresponding 

policy redesign has produced a series of structural governance problems. Prolonged arrears 

tolerance has operated as an informal and unplanned subsidy, characterized by limited 

transparency, weak targeting, and the lack of clearly defined exit mechanisms. Rather than 

resolving affordability constraints, this arrangement obscures underlying policy failures and 

delays necessary institutional adjustment. 

Informal tolerance of rent arrears does not necessarily benefit Rusunawa residents. 

Rather than providing security, prolonged and discretionary arrears tolerance may place 

households in a condition of uncertainty. This ambiguity can weaken residents’ sense of tenure 

stability rather than strengthen it. Another issue arising from repeated exposure to rent arrears 

tolerance is the potential encouragement of non-compliant behavior among tenants. When 

tenants become accustomed to arrears and arrears management processes, and begin to 

doubt the landlord’s willingness or capacity to enforce eviction, this may lead some 

households to become accustomed to non-payment (Ford & Seavers, 1998). 

Informal tolerance of rent arrears can lead to inequitable and inefficient subsidy 

allocation. Without clear enforcement and targeting mechanisms, implicit subsidies may be 

distributed unevenly, failing to distinguish between households facing chronic poverty, 

temporary income shocks, or strategic non-payment, thereby diluting support for those 

experiencing genuine hardship. Beyond its distributional consequences, the unplanned 

tolerance of rent arrears also undermines fiscal sustainability. According to the Head of the 

Jakarta Provincial Housing and Settlement Areas Agency, the provincial government faces 

growing difficulty in expanding Rusunawa, as an increasing share of the budget is absorbed 

by post-construction operational and management costs, which amount to approximately IDR 

409 billion annually (Al-Hamasy, 2025). Recent signals of stricter arrears enforcement 

beginning in 2025 reflect mounting fiscal pressure on the provincial budget and highlight the 

unsustainability of the program under its current design (Sari, 2025). 
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The DKI Jakarta Provincial Government is drafting a policy to introduce time limits on 

Rusunawa tenancy, which previously had no explicit duration restrictions. Under the proposed 

revision, program beneficiaries may renew their leases up to five times (ten years), while 

general residents are limited to three renewals (six years). While tenancy limits may promote 

resident turnover and enabling units to be reallocated to other low-income households in 

need, the absence of adequate economic preparation and exit support risks forcing 

households back into informal or substandard housing. Without parallel policies to strengthen 

income stability, employment access, and housing mobility, time-limited tenancy may function 

as a mechanism of displacement rather than a pathway toward upward housing transitions. 

Having previously examined the extent to which Rusunawa has achieved its objective of 

providing affordable housing for low-income households, this section turns to the issue of 

resident support for the program’s existence and implementation. Based on the author’s 

review, there appears to be limited overt opposition to the Rusunawa policy, either in 

mainstream media or across social media platforms. Many residents express gratitude for the 

opportunity to live in Rusunawa, particularly due to the adequate housing quality and healthier 

living environment  with affordable rates (Wijaya, 2025).  

However, a substantial number of residents report difficulty in meeting regular rental 

payments because difficulties in securing stable employment, persistently low income levels, 

reliance on a single income earner in households with multiple dependents, and serious health 

conditions affecting household heads (Dhany, 2025; Syarifudin, 2025). Consequently, 

Rusunawa enjoys conditional social legitimacy: support is sustained insofar as residents remain 

able to pay rent amid income instability. This fragility underscores that, while Rusunawa has 

improved housing quality, it has not fully resolved the underlying affordability constraints faced 

by low-income households. 

 

Policy Failure in the Jakarta’s Rusunawa 

Using the median monthly income of informal workers as a proxy, the findings show that 

Rusunawa residents face persistent affordability pressures across the entire range of regulated 

rental prices. These pressures are likely more severe for lower-income residents than 

suggested by macro-level estimates, particularly given the instability of informal earnings. 

Affordability challenges are further intensified by post-occupancy vulnerabilities, as residents 
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must adjust to disrupted livelihoods while facing increased transportation costs and limited 

access to essential urban services that support socio-economic mobility. 

Whether Rusunawa constitutes a policy failure depends on its effectiveness in providing 

adequate and affordable housing to low-income households and the level of support or 

opposition it generates. The high incidence of rent arrears—affecting 17,031 units 

(approximately 50.34 percent of Rusunawa)—suggests that the program has struggled to 

deliver housing affordability for a substantial share of residents. As public rental housing is 

explicitly intended to expand access to adequate and affordable housing (Gold, 2019), it must 

remain affordable even under conditions of income instability and socioeconomic 

heterogeneity among low-income households. 

Taken together, the evidence suggests that Rusunawa represents a case of conflicted 

failure according to McConnell's (2015) framework on degrees of policy failure. While the 

program has succeeded in expanding access to adequate formal housing for a segment of 

low-income households and remains affordable for a portion of its residents, these 

achievements are offset by substantial and unintended shortcomings. Livelihood disruptions, 

rising transportation costs, the failure to improve residents’ income levels, and persistent rent 

arrears collectively indicate that the program has fallen short of delivering housing affordability 

for a substantial share of its target population. These mixed outcomes—characterized by 

uneven benefits, limited depth of impact, and contested interpretations of success—

underscore that Rusunawa cannot be classified as either a clear policy success or an outright 

failure. Rather, it reflects a conflicted policy outcome, shaped by misalignment between policy 

objectives, policy instruments, and the lived economic realities of low-income households. 

Policy failures may originate at different stages of the policy process, ranging from 

agenda setting to policy evaluation (Leong & Howlett, 2021; McConnell, 2010). In the context 

of Rusunawa, evidence suggests that policy failure has emerged as early as the policy 

formulation and policy implementation. During the policy formulation stage, insufficient 

attention appears to have been given to the multiple factors shaping housing affordability for 

low-income households, nor were the downstream effects of the selected policy instruments 

adequately anticipated.  

At the policy implementation stage, the DKI Jakarta Provincial Government has also 

struggled to manage problems that have arisen during program execution, including 
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increased transportation costs, disruption of residents’ livelihoods, and the accumulation of 

rent arrears. These outcomes suggest a divergence between policy intent and 

implementation, driven by weak enforcement capacity, limited effectiveness of economic 

empowerment programs, and the absence of structured guidance along public housing 

transition pathways. As a result, the program has struggled to support residents’ economic 

stability and upward housing mobility.  

The conflicted failure of the Rusunawa program can be attributed to a tendency toward 

policy overoptimism in addressing access to adequate housing in Jakarta, a challenge that 

fundamentally constitutes a wicked problem. This overoptimism is reflected in the 

misinterpretation of stakeholder capacities and the use of insufficient and inaccurate 

information regarding policy costs and risks. The prolonged tolerance of accumulating rent 

arrears since 2010 further suggests the absence of an effective risk mitigation strategy for 

affordability-related failures that should have been anticipated from the outset. It also indicates 

a failure to translate early warning signals into timely policy adjustment, whereby affordability 

stress has been managed through informal tolerance rather than addressed through coherent 

policy redesign.  

It is important to recognize that access to affordable housing constitutes a wicked 

problem, shaped by the interaction of housing markets, labor conditions, urban spatial 

structure, and social protection systems. In such contexts, no single policy instrument—

particularly a stand-alone housing program—can be expected to resolve affordability 

challenges in isolation. The limitations observed in Rusunawa therefore do not stem solely from 

implementation shortcomings, but from an overreliance on a single policy tool to address a 

multidimensional problem. This underscores the need for a more integrated and strategically 

coordinated policy approach, in which rental housing provision is aligned with income 

support, employment policies, transportation planning, and targeted social assistance. 

Without such coordination, even well-intentioned housing programs risk delivering partial and 

fragile outcomes, as observed in the Rusunawa case. 

CONCLUSION 

The findings show that low rental prices alone do not guarantee housing affordability, as 

rent-setting mechanisms fail to account for income instability, socioeconomic heterogeneity 
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among low-income households, and the post-occupancy stress experienced by Rusunawa 

residents. These factors erode residents’ residual income, causing rent arrears that reflect 

structural affordability constraints rather than tenant non-compliance. More fundamentally, 

these outcomes indicate that PRH has remained narrowly focused on shelter provision, thereby 

limiting its potential contribution to residents’ long-term income security and regional 

economic competitiveness. Taken together, the evidence indicates that Rusunawa constitutes 

a case of conflicted policy failure.  

This study highlights several important policy implications for the design and 

implementation of public PRH in Indonesia. First, move beyond ratio-based affordability 

benchmarks and adopt a residual income approach for setting PRH rents. Rental charges 

should be tailored to household characteristics, including employment status, income, 

household size, and dependency burden, with particular consideration for vulnerable 

households. Residents can be grouped into affordability tiers linked to different rent levels, 

supported by periodic reviews to ensure rents remain aligned with changing household 

financial conditions. 

Second, PRH should be integrated into urban development and spatial planning as both 

a social and economic policy instrument. This requires linking Rusunawa with local economic 

ecosystems through nearby income-generating activities and job training programs aligned 

with local labor market needs. Third, stronger housing pathway support is needed to help 

residents transition to private rental housing or homeownership. This should include tailored 

mentoring, regular household assessments, individualized transition plans, and financial 

assistance to overcome housing costs, alongside stronger linkages to affordable private rental 

markets. 

REFERENCES 

Akasah, A. M., Olivia, D., & Hardi, R. T. (2025). Analisis Tingkat Livability di Rusunawa Rawa 
Bebek Jakarta Timur. Jurnal Ilmiah Mahasiswa Teknik Dan Desain, 1(2), 375–385. 

Al-Hamasy, A. I. (2025, February 14). Pemprov Jakarta Kesulitan Bangun Rusunawa Baru. 
Kompas.Id. Retrieved from https://www.kompas.id/artikel/pemprov-jakarta-
kesulitan-bangun-rusunawa-baru 

Allam, M. H. (2025). Rusunawa Jakarta: Antara Akses Hunian Layak dan Beban Tunggakan 
Sewa. Jakarta: Populi Center. 

Ano, S. (2019, September 4). Dilema Warga Tinggal di Rusunawa. Kompas.Id. Retrieved from 
https://www.kompas.id/artikel/dilema-warga-yang-tinggal-di-rusunawa 



PUBLICA, Vol. 18 No. 1: 232-259 
Do Low Rents in Jakarta’s Rusunawa Program Improve Housing Affordability for Low Income 

Households? 
Muh Azis Muslim and Kania Falahiatika Hidayat 

 

ISSN 2302-9366 ( Print )                ISSN 2302-9781 (Online) 
 

│ 257 

Baker, E., Leishman, C., Bentley, R., Pham, N. T. A., & Daniel, L. (2020). Social Housing Exit 
Points, Outcomes and Future Pathways: An Administrative Data Analysis . Melbourne: 
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute. 

Bovens, M., & ‘t Hart, P. (1996). Understanding Policy Fiascoes. Piscataway: Transaction 
Publisher. 

Cahyono, R. S., & Adianto, J. (2022). Analysis of the Impact of Limited Access to Housing on 
Socio-Economic Conditions in Jakarta Slums DKI Jakarta. Indonesian Interdisciplinary 
Journal of Sharia Economics (IIJSE), 5(2), 978–987. 

Chiu-Shee, C., & Zheng, S. (2019). A Burden or a Tool? Rationalizing Public Housing Provision 
in Chinese Cities. Housing Studies, 36(4), 1–44. 

Dany, F. W. W. (2025, August 25). Sembilan Bulan Menanti Kunci Rusunawa PIK Pulogadung. 
Kompas.Id. Retrieved from https://www.kompas.id/artikel/sembilan-bulan-menanti-
kunci-rusunawa-pik-pulogadung 

Decker, N. (2020). Affordable Housing Without Public Subsidies. Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 87(1), 67–72. 

Dewilde, C. (2017). Explaining the Declined Affordability of Housing for Low-Income Private 
Renters Across Western Europe. Urban Studies, 55(12). 

Dewitaa, Y., Burkea, M., & Yen, B. T. H. (2020). The Relationship Between Transport, Housing 
and Urban Form: Affordability of Transport and Housing in Indonesia. Case Studies 
on Transport Policy, 8(1), 252–262. 

Dhany, F. W. W. (2025, June 24). Warga Keluhkan Biaya Sewa Rusunawa, Tunggakan Capai 
Rp 58,7 Miliar. Kompas.Id. Retrieved from https://www.kompas.id/artikel/warga-
keluhkan-biaya-sewa-rusunawa-tungakan-capai-rp-58-miliar 

DKI Jakarta Provincial Government. (2017). Potensi Pengembangan Perekonomian di Rumah 
Susun DKI Jakarta. Jakarta: DKI Jakarta Provincial Government. 

Dolbeare, C. N. (1996). Housing Grants for the Very Poor. Philadelphia: Philadelphia Housing 
Association. 

Dye, T. R. (2012). Understanding Public Policy. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall. 
European Commission. (2025). Housing Crisis. Brussels: European Commision. 
Fikriansyah, I. (2026, June 29). Malangnya Rusun Tepi Laut Jakarta: Lantai Retak, Tembok 

Tumbuh Tanaman. DetikNews. Retrieved from 
https://www.detik.com/properti/berita/d-8330695/malangnya-rusun-tepi-laut-
jakarta-lantai-retak-tembok-tumbuh-tanaman 

Ford, J., & Seavers, J. (1998). Housing Associations and Rent Arrears: Attitudes, Beliefs and 
Behaviour. Coventry: Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 

Gold, S. (2019). Does Public Housing Reduce Housing Cost Burden Among Low-Income 
Families with Children? Journal of Children and Poverty, 26(1), 1–21. 

Haffner, M. E. A., & Hulse, K. (2021). A Fresh Look at Contemporary Perspectives on Urban 
Housing Affordability. International Journal of Urban Sciences, 25(1), 59–79.  

Hall, C. M. (2011). Policy Learning and Policy Failure in Sustainable Tourism Governance: 
From First- and Second-Order to Third-Order Change? Journal of Sustainable 
Tourism, 19(4–5), 649–671. 

Hancock, K. E. (1993). Can Pay? Won’t Pay? Or Economic Principles of Affordability. Urban 
Studies, 30(1), 127–145. 

Hickman, P. (2021). Understanding Social Housing Tenants’ Rent Payment Behaviour: 
Evidence from Great Britain. Housing Studies, 36(2), 235–257. 

Hickman, P., & Reeve, K. (2024). Tenancy Sustainment in Social Housing: Final Report. 
Sheffield: Sheffield Hallam University. 



PUBLICA, Vol. 18 No. 1: 232-259 
Do Low Rents in Jakarta’s Rusunawa Program Improve Housing Affordability for Low Income 

Households? 
Muh Azis Muslim and Kania Falahiatika Hidayat 

 

                                                                            ISSN 2085-6555 ( Print )                ISSN 2715-9256 (Online) 
 

258 │ 

Howlett, M. (2012). The Lessons of Failure: Learning and Blame Avoidance in Public Policy-
Making. International Political Science Review, 33(5), 539-555. 

Hudson, B., Hunter, D., & Peckham, S. (2019). Policy Failure and the Policy-Implementation 
Gap: Can Policy Support Programs Help? Policy Design and Practice, 2(1), 1–14. 

Ikhsanudin, A. (2025, February 24). Tunggakan Rusun Rp 95 M, Gerindra Minta Pemprov DKI 
Tegas ke Penghuni Mampu. DetikNews. Retrieved from 
https://news.detik.com/berita/d-7792314/tunggakan-rusun-rp-95-m-gerindra-
minta-pemprov-dki-tegas-ke-penghuni-mampu 

Kompas.id. (2017, October 11). Penghuni Harapkan Pemberdayaan Ekonomi dari Gubernur 
Baru. Kompas.Id. Retrieved from https://www.kompas.id/artikel/penghuni-harapkan-
pemberdayaan-ekonomi-dari-gubernur-baru 

Koschinsky, J., & Talen, E. (2016). Location Efficiency and Affordability: A National Analysis of 
Walkable Access and HUD‐Assisted Housing. Housing Policy Debate, 4–5(1–15). 

Kridarso, E. R., Zayadi, R., Winandari, M. R., Iskandar, J., & Magdalena, F. M. (2023). Tepat 
Guna Lahan pada Kawasan Rumah Susun Sewa Rorotan - Jakarta Utara. Metrik Serial 
Teknologi Dan Sains, 4(2), 1–10. 

Kutty, N. K. (2005). A New Measure of Housing Affordability: Estimates and Analytical Results. 
Housing Policy Debate, 16(1), 113–142. 

Leong, C., & Howlett, M. (2021). Policy Learning, Policy Failure, and the Mitigation of Policy 
Risks: Re-Thinking the Lessons of Policy Success and Failure. Administration & Society, 
54(7), 1379-1401. 

Leviten‐Reid, C., MacDonald, M., & Matthew, R. A. (2021). Public Housing, Market Rentals, 
and Neighbourhood Characteristics. The Canadian Geographe, 66(2), 263-277. 

Magno-Ballesteros, M., Ramos, T. P., & Ancheta, J. A. (2022). Measuring Housing Affordability 
in the Philippines. Quezon: Philippine Institute for Development Studies. 

Manzi, F., Caleo, S., & Heilman, M. E. (2024). Unfit or Disliked: How Descriptive and 
Prescriptive Gender Stereotypes Lead to Discrimination Against Women. Current 
Opinion in Psychology, 60(101928), 1-6. 

Martin, C. (2021). Australia’s Incipient Eviction Crisis: No Going Back. Alternative Law Journal, 
46(2), 34-140. 

McClure, K. (2005). Rent Burden in the Housing Choice Voucher Program. Cityscape: A 
Journal of Policy Development and Research, 8(2), 5-20. 

McConnell, A. (2010). Understanding Policy Success: Rethinking Public Policy. Basingstoke: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 

McConnell, A. (2015). What is Policy Failure? A Primer to Help Navigate the Maze. Public 
Policy and Administration, 30(3-4), 221-242. 

Mitrabuana, A., & Marwasta, D. (2015). Kualitas Lingkungan Permukiman Rusunawa Marunda 
dan Non-Rusun di Keluarahan Marunda. Jurnal Bumi Indonesia, 4(1), 33–42. 

OECD. (2020). Housing and Inclusive Growth. Paris: OECD. 
Permana, V. (2024). Identifikasi Faktor Pengaruh Pengambilan Keputusan Konsumen Mbr 

Terhadap Penentuan Perencanaan Rusunawa Di Jakarta (Studi Kasus : Rusunawa 
Marunda). Menara: Jurnal Arsitektur dan Teknik Sipil, 12(1), 27-41. 

Ramadhan, J., & Manaf, A. (2017). Preferensi Penghuni Terhadap Lingkungan Tempat 
Tinggal di Rusunawa Marunda, Kecamatan Cilincing Jakarta Utara. Jurnal 
Pembangunan Wilayah Dan Kota, 13(4), 425–437. 

Sari, B. B. P. (2025, February 6). Dinas Perumahan DKI: Penghuni Rusun di Jakarta Nunggak 
hingga Rp 95, 5 M. DetikNews. Retrieved from https://news.detik.com/berita/d-



PUBLICA, Vol. 18 No. 1: 232-259 
Do Low Rents in Jakarta’s Rusunawa Program Improve Housing Affordability for Low Income 

Households? 
Muh Azis Muslim and Kania Falahiatika Hidayat 

 

ISSN 2302-9366 ( Print )                ISSN 2302-9781 (Online) 
 

│ 259 

7765767/dinas-perumahan-dki-penghuni-rusun-di-jakarta-nunggak-hingga-rp-95-5-
m 

Sari, Ö. B. Ö., & Khurami, E. A. (2018). Housing Affordability Trends and Challenges in the 
Turkish Case. House and the Built Environment, 38(1), 305-324. 

Seo, B. K., Hwang, I. H., & Lee, H.-J. (2025). The Effect of Supply- and Demand-Side Subsidies 
on Low-Income Renters’ Housing Outcomes: Evidence from South Korea. Housing 
Studies, 40(3), 538–564. 

Statistics DKI Jakarta Province. (2025). DKI Jakarta Province in Figures 2025. Jakarta: Statistics 
DKI Jakarta Province. 

Statistics Indonesia. (2025). Percentage of Household by Province and Ownership Status of 
The Dwelling is Private (Percent), 2025. Retrieved from 
https://www.bps.go.id/en/statistics-table/2/ODQ5IzI=/persentase-rumah-tangga-
menurut-provinsi-dan-status-kepemilikan-bangunan-tempat-tinggal-yang-ditempati-
milik-sendiri.html 

Stephens, M., & van Steen, G. (2011). ‘Housing Poverty’ and Income Poverty in England and 
The Netherlands. Housing Studies, 26(7–8), 1035–1057. 

Stone, M. E. (2006a). Housing Affordability: One-Third of a Nation Shelter Poverty. In R. G. 
Bratt, M. E. Stone, & C. Hartman (Eds.), A Right to Housing: Foundation for a New Social 
Agenda (pp. 38–60). Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Stone, M. E. (2006b). What Is Housing Affordability? The Case for the Residual Income 
Approach. Housing Policy Debate, 17(1), 151–184. 

Syarifudin, T. (2025, February 24). Warga Rusun Marunda Banyak Nunggak Sewa karena 
Harga Naik-Pendapatan Minim. DetikNews. Retrieved from 
https://news.detik.com/berita/d-7769073/warga-rusun-marunda-banyak-nunggak-
sewa-karena-harga-naik-pendapatan-minim 

Tafridj, I. (2021, May). Mapping the Housing Needs of the Urban Middle Class in Greater 
Jakarta. 3rd International Seminar on Livable Space, IOP Conference Series: Earth and 
Environmental Science. 

Wardrip, K., Williams, L., & Hague, S. (2011). The Role of Affordable Housing in Creating Jobs 
and Stimulating Local Economic Development: A Review of the Literature. Washington 
DC: Center for Housing Policy.  

Waters, T., & Wernham, T. (2023). Housing Quality and Affordability for Lower-Income 
Households. London: Institute for Fiscal Studies. 

Wijaya, F. T. (2025, January 23). Rusunawa Jakarta, Tidak Cukup Hanya Fasilitas Layak untuk 
Pindahkan Warga. Kompas.Id. Retrieved from 
https://www.kompas.id/artikel/rusunawa-jakarta-tidak-cukup-hanya-fasilitas-layak-
untuk-pindahkan-warga 

Wisanggeni, S. P., Rejeki, S., & Widyastuti, R. S. (2025, May 28). Biaya Hunian di Jakarta Lebih 
”Mahal” daripada Tokyo dan Paris. Kompas.Id. Retrieved from 
https://www.kompas.id/artikel/soal-rumah-jakarta-lebih-mahal-dari-tokyo-dan-paris-
2 

Wu, H., Zhai, G., & Chen, W. (2020). Combined Rental and Transportation Affordability under 
China’s Public Rental Housing System—A Case Study of Nanjing. Sustainability, 12 
(8771), 1-18. 


