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Abstract 

Housing implementation often overlooks socio-economic factors, which are crucial for ensuring 
inclusivity among Low-Income Communities (LICs). This study addresses this gap by measuring 
the influence of socio-economic variables in the management of public rental housing (Rusunawa) 
in Cimahi and slum upgrading programs (Kotaku) in Palembang, Indonesia. Employing a 
sequential mixed-methods design (QUAN → QUAL), 500 tenants were surveyed to assess 
employment stability, household income, financial accessibility, and housing affordability. Follow-
up interviews and focus group discussions were conducted with 30 policymakers, administrators, 
and tenants to explore qualitative perspectives. The findings reveal that socio-economic factors 
significantly influence rent payment consistency, tenancy security, and overall housing policy 
effectiveness. To improve policy effectiveness, the study recommends integrating socio-economic 
assessments into housing policy design, such as implementing income-based rental adjustments, 
providing targeted financial support for informal sector workers, and improving access to 
financial services for low-income tenants. These changes would promote greater inclusivity, long-
term sustainability, and social equity within housing programs. This study extends Kearns and 
Lawson’s (2008) framework by providing empirical evidence that socio-economic considerations 
are essential for the successful implementation of housing policies.  
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Introduction 

Access Access to adequate housing is a global challenge, particularly for low-income 
communities (LICs). This issue has become more complex with rapid urbanization, limited land 
availability, and socio-economic disparities in many developing countries (Kajiita & Kang’ethe, 2024; 
Smets & van Lindert, 2016; UN Habitat, 2012). Housing policies, in many cases, fail to create inclusive 
and sustainable solutions, often focusing only on physical infrastructure while neglecting the socio-
economic factors that significantly impact housing outcomes. 

The theory of housing policy implementation, as proposed by Kearns and Lawson (2008), 
emphasizes policy clarity, agency capacity, and inter-organizational relationships as key to success. 
However, existing frameworks often overlook socio-economic determinants, such as employment 
stability, household income, and financial accessibility, which are crucial for the sustainability of 
housing policies in low-income communities (Clapham, 2018; Famuyima & Babawale, 2014; Fields & 
Hodkinson, 2018; Hill & Hupe, 2002). 

This gap in housing policy theory is especially prominent in Indonesia (Candradewini et al., 
2018; Kementerian PPN/Bappenas, 2015), where programs like Rusunawa in Cimahi and the Kotaku 
slum upgrading program in Palembang face substantial challenges. These programs tend to focus on 
physical construction without adequately integrating socio-economic considerations, which limits 
their long-term effectiveness (Kushendar, 2023; Septanaya et al., 2021; Williams & Pocock, 2010). 

To address this gap, this study aims to measure the influence of socio-economic variables on 
housing policy outcomes in Indonesia, specifically focusing on the Rusunawa and Kotaku programs. 
Using a mixed-methods design (quantitative and qualitative) (Leavy, 2020), the study explores the 
mechanisms that link socio-economic factors to the effectiveness of housing policy, contributing to a 
more comprehensive understanding of housing policy implementation. 

While previous studies on slum upgrading programs, such as Kotaku, have identified issues 
like lack of collaboration, unclear roles of policy actors, and difficulty in building trust (Jin & Chen, 
2024; Zubaidah, Widianingsih, et al., 2023), there is a clear need to integrate socio-economic factors 
into these frameworks. Research suggests that addressing socio-economic challenges not only meets 
basic housing needs but also fosters social inclusion, resilience, and improved quality of life (Ariaee 
& Takalloo, 2024; Bhanye et al., 2024; Thomson et al., 2013; Harris et al., 2023; Winston, 2022). 

Existing models, like the one developed by Kearns & Lawson (2008), emphasize regulatory 
clarity and institutional capacity but fail to account for socio-economic variables that are crucial to 
ensuring inclusive, sustainable outcomes (Clapham, 2018; Hill & Hupe, 2002). The exclusion of these 
factors can result in unintended consequences, such as evictions or housing abandonment, especially 
in low-income areas (Emekci et al., 2025; Mullins & Healy, 2001). Integrating socio-economic 
considerations into policy frameworks not only aligns with Sabatier & Mazmanian’s (1980) 
implementation theory (Xu & Gao, 2017), but also supports the United Nations’ Sustainable 
Development Goal 11, which advocates for inclusive, safe, and sustainable urban housing (Adeyemi 
et al., 2024; Kazanskaia, 2025; UN Habitat, 2012; UN-Habitat, 2018). 

In Indonesia, government programs such as Rusunawa (low-cost rental housing) aim to 
provide affordable housing for low-income populations (Hapsari, 2024; Putri & Dwianto, 2024; 
Wijayanti et al., 2019). However, the success of these initiatives often depends on factors beyond the 
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physical quality of the buildings, such as the socio-economic characteristics of residents, the 
institutional capacity of local governments, and the network of relationships among policy actors 
(Alfianarrochmah et al., 2022; Kushendar, 2023). 

For instance, research in Cimahi on the implementation of the Rusunawa management policy 
has revealed that improvements are needed in income eligibility criteria, rental duration regulations, 
and budget allocation for public services. Additionally, better communication and socialization of 
policies are required to ensure more effective and equitable management (Crisp et al., 2017; Power, 
2012; Thomson et al., 2013). These findings underscore that the socio-economic characteristics of 
beneficiaries and the fiscal capacity of local governments are critical determinants of the 
sustainability of Rusunawa policies, extending beyond mere infrastructure provision (Kushendar, 
2023; Marmot et al., 2013; Williams & Pocock, 2010). 

In Palembang, the Kotaku program faces challenges in improving slum areas. Evaluations show 
that the failure to meet slum improvement targets is largely due to insufficient collaboration among 
stakeholders, unclear roles of policy actors, and difficulties in building trust within the policy 
network (De Gayardon et al., 2022; Manaf et al., 2018). The study also found that factors like 
"commitment" and "integrity" among policy actors influence the strength of relationships within the 
network, ultimately affecting the effectiveness of slum upgrading programs for low-income residents 
(Sururi et al., 2022; Zubaidah, Rusli, et al., 2023). These findings highlight that successful housing 
policies in Palembang, as elsewhere, require not only sound physical design but also cross-sector 
collaborative governance that is sensitive to the socio-economic realities of the target communities 
(Syed et al., 2025; Thomson et al., 2013). 

In sum, the challenges faced by the Rusunawa program in Cimahi and the Kotaku program in 
Palembang illustrate the need for an implementation framework that integrates both structural 
aspects (e.g., regulations, financing) and socio-economic realities of residents. Without such 
integration, housing initiatives risk only relocating residents without ensuring long-term social, 
economic, and quality-of-life sustainability. 

 

Figure 1. Overview of Evidence on Socio-Economic Factors in Inclusive Housing Policy. Source: 
Processed by the researcher, 2025 



 

 
 

176 
Government & Resilience, 4(1) 

The implementation of housing policies must go beyond legal and institutional considerations 
to include socio-economic dimensions. This study underscores the critical role of economic stability, 
employment security, and affordability in ensuring inclusive housing solutions. By expanding the 
Kearns and Lawson (2008) framework, this research bridges the gap in existing policy models and 
provides a more comprehensive approach to housing policy implementation. 

The findings have significant implications for both theoretical advancement and policy 
practice. Governments and housing policymakers must recognize that socio-economic factors are not 
peripheral but central to housing policy success. By adopting a more integrated approach, housing 
policies can become more responsive to the realities of low-income communities, ultimately 
fostering social inclusion and sustainable urban development. 

While prior studies have examined institutional and social factors in policy implementation, 
there is limited empirical evidence on how socio-economic variables shape the effectiveness of public 
housing programs in Indonesia, particularly when comparing two distinct instruments: Rusunawa 
and Kotaku. 

This study addresses the following research questions: 

1. How do socio-economic factors (household income, employment stability, and financial 
accessibility) influence the implementation of Rusunawa and Kotaku housing policies? 

2. How does integrating socio-economic considerations enhance policy effectiveness, 
inclusivity, and sustainability in low-income communities? 

3. What are the key differences and similarities in implementation outcomes between 
Rusunawa and Kotaku programs in the Indonesian context? 

Based on the literature and empirical context, the study formulates the following testable 
hypotheses: 

H1: Tenants with higher household income and stable employment are more likely to make 
consistent rent payments and maintain longer tenancy in Rusunawa and Kotaku programs.  

H2: Access to financial resources (banking services, microloans, government assistance) positively 
correlates with housing stability and program effectiveness. 

H3: Socio-economic integration in policy implementation mediates the relationship between 
institutional capacity and tenant satisfaction.  

H4: Differences in program type (Rusunawa vs. Kotaku) lead to varying degrees of impact from socio-
economic factors on housing outcomes. 

Research Methods 

Reserch design 

This study uses a sequential explanatory mixed-methods design (QUAN → QUAL), as outlined 
by Creswell & Plano Clark (2018). In the quantitative phase, the study identifies key socio-economic 
factors such as employment stability, household income, and financial accessibility that influence 
housing policy outcomes. The qualitative phase then delves deeper into understanding the 
perspectives of stakeholders through interviews and focus group discussions. This phase goes 
beyond linking to the quantitative data; it provides detailed explanations of how socio-economic 
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factors shape policy implementation, offering insight into the mechanisms that influence housing 
outcomes. 

Study Context and Population 

The study focuses on public rental housing (Rusunawa) in Cimahi and slum upgrading 
programs (Kotaku) in Palembang, Indonesia, representing two distinct housing policy instruments 
for low-income communities. The target population consists of: 

a. Tenants – individuals and families residing in Rusunawa or affected by Kotaku programs. 
b. Policymakers – officials responsible for housing policy formulation and implementation. 
c. Housing Administrators – managers overseeing operational aspects of public housing 

facilities. 

Sampling Procedures 

1. Quantitative Phase (Tenants): 
a) Sampling method: Stratified random sampling based on income, age group, and 

employment type. 
b) Strata definition: 

a. Income: <IDR 2 million, IDR 2–4 million, >IDR 4 million. 
b. Age: 18–30, 31–45, 46–60, >60 years. 
c. Employment type: full-time, part-time, informal, unemployed. 
d. Sample size: 500 tenants across both cities. 

2. Qualitative Phase (Policymakers & Administrators) 
a) Sampling method: Purposive sampling targeting key decision-makers and housing 

managers with expertise in policy implementation. 
b) Sample size: 30 informants, including 12 policymakers, 8 administrators, and 10 tenant 

representatives. 

Data Collection Instruments 

1. Quantitative Survey: 
a) Constructs: Employment stability, household income, financial accessibility, housing 

affordability. 
b) Item sources: Adapted from validated scales in previous housing policy studies 

(Cronbach’s alpha: 0.72–0.85). 
c) Response format: Likert-type scales, categorical indicators, and numeric values. 

2. Qualitative Survey: 
a) Interview Guide: Semi-structured questions exploring policy challenges, socio- economic 

impacts, and program effectiveness. 
b) Focus Group Discussions (FGDs): Conducted with tenant representatives to capture 

collective experiences. 

 

Data Analysis 

1. Quantitative: 
a) Descriptive Statictics: Summarizes socio-economic characteristics, including income, 

employment status, and housing affordability. 
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b) Correlation Analysis: Identifies relationships between socio-economic factors and 
housing outcomes. 

c) Multiple Regression: Examines the influence of socio-economic variables on housing 
outcomes, with assumption tests for normality, multicollinearity, and heteroscedasticity. 

d) Model Diagnostics: Includes coefficients, standard errors, p-values, and model 
diagnostics to assess model significance and fit. 

2. Qualitative Survey: 
a) Thematic analysis conducted using NVivo software. 
b) Coding framework developed iteratively, reviewed by two independent coders to ensure 

inter-coder reliability >0.85. 
c) Saturation criteria applied to confirm no new themes emerged. 

Integration 

1. Quantitative results directly informed the development of qualitative interview questions. 
2. Themes from qualitative analysis were linked to specific quantitative findings, ensuring that 

the sequential explanatory design is explicitly demonstrated. 

The following diagram provides a visual representation of the research design and the 
methodology applied in this study. It illustrates the sequential integration of the quantitative and 
qualitative phases, demonstrating how the findings from one phase inform and explain the results 
from the other. This approach ensures a comprehensive understanding of the socio-economic 
factors influencing housing policy outcomes. 
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Figure 2. Research Methode. Source: Processed by the researcher, 2025 

 

 

Results and Discussion 

This section presents the results of the study on the role of socio-economic factors in the 
implementation of inclusive housing policies for low-income communities. The data were obtained 
using a mixed-method follow-up design, integrating quantitative analysis followed by qualitative 
exploration. The findings are structured into three key themes: (1) socio- economic conditions of 
public rental housing (Rusunawa) tenants, (2) affordability and financial accessibility, and (3) policy 
effectiveness in housing management. 

The quantitative results indicate that household income, employment stability, financial 
accessibility, and housing affordability are significant determinants of tenants’ ability to maintain 
residence in Rusunawa. Higher income levels and stable employment were strongly associated with 
regular rent payments and longer tenancy periods. Access to financial resources, such as banking 
services and government subsidies, further supported housing stability. 

Qualitative insights from in-depth interviews and focus group discussions highlighted the 
importance of institutional capacity, clear eligibility criteria, effective communication, and tenant 
support networks. Policymakers and housing administrators emphasized that social and relational 
dynamics among actors influence the effectiveness and equity of housing programs. 

The findings of this study highlight the critical influence of socio-economic factors on housing 
policy implementation for low-income communities in Indonesia. Across both Rusunawa in Cimahi 
and Kotaku programs in Palembang, tenants’ household income and employment stability emerged 
as strong predictors of their ability to maintain tenancy and make consistent rent payments. 
Interestingly, 64% of tenants were able to pay rent on time, reflecting a generally positive outcome, 
though the remaining households faced significant financial pressures. 

Qualitative insights revealed the human side of these statistics. Tenants often relied on family 
support and informal community networks to manage rent obligations (Hoffman et al., 1992), while 
policymakers and housing administrators emphasized that understanding these socio- economic 
realities was essential for effective program planning. One tenant reflected, “Sometimes we have no 
choice but to borrow from neighbors when income is delayed, otherwise we risk losing our home.” 
Meanwhile, an administrator noted, “We need to tailor assistance based on tenants’ financial 
conditions, not just enforce uniform rules.” 

Financial accessibility emerged as a crucial factor. Tenants with access to banking services, 
microloans, or government subsidies faced fewer challenges, highlighting the importance of linking 
housing policy with financial inclusion initiatives. Conversely, the lack of access for 60% of tenants 
indicated that policy effectiveness is constrained by broader socio-economic exclusion. 

The comparison between Cimahi and Palembang revealed nuanced differences. In Cimahi, 
program success depended heavily on institutional efficiency and clear rental regulations, whereas 
in Palembang, stakeholder collaboration, trust, and clear actor roles were decisive for program 
outcomes.  
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The differences between Cimahi and Palembang can be attributed to the varying objectives of 
the programs. While Rusunawa in Cimahi is a more individualistic approach, focusing on providing 
physical housing, Kotaku in Palembang is more community-oriented, emphasizing social cohesion 
and neighborhood improvement. Additionally, the level of institutional support differs between the 
two cities. In Cimahi, there is less integration between housing policy and broader social support 
programs, whereas in Palembang, the Kotaku program has stronger collaboration between local 
government agencies, community leaders, and residents. 

These comparative insights emphasize the need to tailor housing policies to local socio-
economic conditions. What works in one city may not be directly applicable to another, as the socio-
economic dynamics and community structures differ significantly. This comparison underscores the 
necessity of designing policies that are not only focused on housing infrastructure but also consider 
the social fabric and economic realities of the target population 

These contrasts underscore that socio-economic factors interact with program-specific 
dynamics, shaping the effectiveness of housing initiatives in distinct ways. 

Finally, integrating quantitative and qualitative findings revealed a holistic picture: sustainable 
housing outcomes require more than physical infrastructure. Policies must address the socio-
economic realities of tenants, provide financial support, and foster cooperative governance 
networks. By capturing both the numbers and the lived experiences of residents, this study 
demonstrates how socio-economic considerations are central to inclusive and sustainable housing 
policy. 

 
Figure 3. Result and discussion. Source: Processed by the researcher, 2025 

Based on the figure 3, Results and Discussion – Detailed Explanation: 
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1. Socio-Economic Conditions of Tenants 
The quantitative analysis showed that household income and employment stability are 
critical determinants of tenants’ ability to maintain residence in Rusunawa. Tenants with 
higher and more stable incomes were more likely to make timely rent payments and sustain 
longer tenancy periods. Qualitative data further revealed that informal social networks 
among tenants and family support play a key role in coping with financial pressures and 
enhancing housing stability. 
 

2. Affordability and Financial Accessibility 
Financial accessibility emerged as another significant factor. Tenants with access to banking 
services, microloans, or government subsidies experienced fewer difficulties in paying rent 
consistently. Focus group discussions highlighted challenges for households without access 
to formal financial instruments, underscoring the importance of integrating housing policy 
with financial inclusion initiatives. Rent-to- income ratios and payment consistency were 
found to be reliable indicators of housing sustainability. 

3. Policy Effectiveness in Housing Management 
The study found that institutional capacity, clear eligibility criteria, and effective 
communication are essential for equitable and efficient housing management. Policymakers 
and housing administrators indicated that unclear rules or weak coordination among 
agencies often hinder policy implementation. Interviews highlighted those relational 
dynamics, including trust and commitment among actors, strongly influence the success of 
housing programs. Effective collaboration across departments ensures that housing policies 
not only provide physical infrastructure but also support socio-economic stability of 
tenants. 

4. Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings 
Combining both strands of data reveals that physical provision of housing alone is 
insufficient. Sustainable and inclusive housing outcomes require policies that account for 
socio-economic realities, financial accessibility, and governance quality. This integration 
provides a holistic understanding of how low-income households interact with housing 
policies, offering guidance for future program design and policy improvement. 

The study surveyed 500 tenants across multiple public rental housing facilities in Indonesia. 
The socio-economic characteristics of the respondents are summarized in Table 1. Integrating both 
quantitative and qualitative findings demonstrates that successful public housing implementation 
requires combining structural provisions with socio-economic considerations and collaborative 
governance. Policies addressing both the physical and social dimensions of housing can enhance 
sustainability, inclusivity, and tenant well-being. 

Table 1. Socio-Economic Profile of Respondents 
Variable Category Frequency (n=500) Percentage 

Gender Percentage (%)  Male 270 54.0 

 Female 230 46.0 

Age Group 

18 - 30 years 120 24.0 
31 - 45 years 220 44.0 

46 - 60 years 110 22.0 
Above 60 years 50 10.0 

Employment Status 

Full-time 180 36.0 
Part-time 140 28.0 

Informal Sector 120 24.0 
Unemployed 60 12.0 
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Household Income 
Below IDR 2 million 190 38.0 

IDR 2 - 4 million 210 42.0 
Above IDR 4 million 100 20.0 

Education Level 

Primary School 80 16.0 
Secondary School 250 50.0 

Higher Education 170 34.0 

 

Many tenants (44%) are aged 31-45 years, indicating a working-age population. Employment 
is predominantly in the full-time (36%) and part-time (28%) categories, with a significant proportion 
engaged in the informal sector (24%). 38% of respondents earn below IDR 2 million per month, 
which is classified as low-income, reinforcing the need for affordable housing. 50% of tenants have a 
secondary education, and 34% have attained higher education, indicating a moderate level of 
educational attainment. 

A critical factor influencing housing sustainability is the ability of tenants to afford rent and 
access financial services. Table 2 provides an overview of rental payment consistency and financial 
accessibility. 

Table 2. Housing Affordability and Financial Accessibility 

Variable Category Frequency (n=500) Percentage 

Monthly Rent Payment 

Always on Time 320 64.0 

Late Occasionally 140 28.0 

Frequently Late 40 8.0 

Main Source of Rent 

Salary Income 300 60.0 

Government Assistance 80 16.0 

Family Support 70 14.0 

Loans 50 10.0 

Access to Bank Loans 
Yes 200 40.0 

No 300 60.0 

 

The majority (64%) of tenants pay rent on time, while 8% frequently experience payment 
delays, highlighting economic vulnerabilities. Salary income is the dominant source of rent payment 
(60%), but 16% rely on government assistance, and 14% depend on family support. A significant 
proportion (60%) lacks access to bank loans, indicating financial exclusion among low-income 
tenants. 

This section evaluates the perceived effectiveness of housing policies based on tenant 
satisfaction, accessibility of housing support programs, and the adequacy of services provided. Table 
3 presents policy effectiveness indicators. 

Table 3. Policy Effectiveness Indicators 

Variable Response Frequency (n=500) Percentage (%) 

Satisfaction with 
Housing 

Very Satisfied 80 16.0 
Satisfied 210 42.0 
Neutral 120 24.0 
Dissatisfied 60 12.0 
Very Dissatisfied 30 6.0 
Easy 140 28.0 
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Accessibility of Support 
Programs 

Moderate 190 38.0 
Diffucult 170 34.0 

Quality of Maintanance 
Services 

Good 200 40.0 
Fair 220 44.0 
Poor 80 16.0 

Source: Processed by the researcher, 2025 

42% of tenants are satisfied with their housing conditions, while 18% express dissatisfaction. 
Access to housing support programs is considered moderate by 38% of respondents, but 34% find 
it difficult to obtain assistance. Maintenance services are rated fair by 44% of tenants, indicating 
room for improvement in service provision. 

In-depth interviews with 30 key informants, including tenants, policymakers, and housing 
administrators, revealed several recurring themes. 

1) Economic Struggles: Tenants highlighted that fluctuating income levels make it difficult 
to meet rental obligations, particularly those in informal employment. 

2) Limited Government Support: Several respondents noted delays in accessing rental 
assistance programs due to bureaucratic hurdles. 

3) Maintenance Concerns: Many tenants reported slow response times for maintenance 
issues, particularly regarding water supply and waste management. 

4) Financial Exclusion: Limited access to credit was a major barrier to improving housing 
stability, with many tenants relying on informal lending sources. 

The research findings highlight key socio-economic challenges in the implementation of 
inclusive housing policies for low-income communities. While many tenants manage to pay rent on 
time, financial insecurity and limited access to banking services create vulnerabilities. Policy 
effectiveness is moderate, but barriers to government support and maintenance concerns indicate 
areas for improvement. These findings serve as a foundation for the subsequent discussion and policy 
recommendations aimed at enhancing housing sustainability for low-income populations. 

This section interprets and critically analyzes the research findings on the role of socio-
economic factors in housing policy implementation. The discussion focuses on how these factors 
influence housing affordability, financial accessibility, and policy effectiveness while comparing the 
results with existing literature. Key themes include employment stability, income levels, financial 
exclusion, tenant satisfaction, and the effectiveness of government interventions. 

1. Socio-Economic Determinants and Housing Stability 

Employment status is a critical determinant of a household’s ability to secure and sustain 
affordable housing. The study found that 36% of tenants had full-time jobs, 28% were part-time 
workers, and 24% worked in the informal sector. These findings align with previous studies 
indicating that informal employment increases the risk of housing precarity due to unstable income 
streams (Fields & Hodkinson, 2018; Lee et al., 2022). 

The correlation between employment type and rent payment consistency highlights the 
economic vulnerabilities of tenants in informal employment. Respondents working in the informal 
sector reported greater difficulties in making timely rent payments. This supports the findings of 
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Qin, Solino, & Albornoz (2017), who emphasized that job insecurity is a significant contributor to 
housing instability. 

Policy Implications: 

1) Governments should integrate employment programs with housing policies by offering 
job placement services for low-income tenants. 

2) Providing rent subsidies linked to employment status could mitigate housing instability 
among informal sector workers. 

A large proportion (38%) of tenants earned below IDR 2 million per month, with another 
42% earning between IDR 2-4 million. Given that housing affordability is defined as spending no 
more than 30% of income on rent (Gibb, 2011), many respondents faced financial stress. 

This aligns with findings from De & Vupru (2017), who demonstrated that exceeding the 40% 
threshold for housing costs results in reduced expenditures on essential services. In this study, 28% 
of tenants reported occasional late rent payments, and 8% frequently failed to pay on time, further 
emphasizing the affordability challenge (Huang & Du, 2015; Tyonum et al., 2025). 

Policy Implications: 

1) Implementing income-based rent adjustments can improve affordability. 

2) Expanding financial aid programs to supplement rental payments would benefit lower-
income tenants. 

2. Socio-Economic Determinants and Housing Stability 

Financial accessibility plays a crucial role in housing stability. The study found that 60% of 
tenants lacked access to bank loans, indicating financial exclusion. This aligns with Adade et al. 
(2022) and Diamond (2019), who identified credit inaccessibility as a major barrier to housing 
sustainability. 

Several tenants relied on informal lending, highlighting their vulnerability to predatory 
financial practices. Deshmukh et al. (2025) and Sabah (2025) found that structured financial 
inclusion programs, such as Shariah-subsidized mortgages, improved homeownership rates among 
low-income groups. Expanding such schemes could help address financial exclusion. 

Policy Implications: 

1) Governments should collaborate with financial institutions to provide low-interest 
microloans tailored to low-income renters. 

2) Encouraging digital financial literacy programs can improve banking participation rates. 

3. Effectiveness of Housing Policies and Tenant Satisfaction 

Only 28% of respondents found government support programs easily accessible, while 34% 
considered them difficult to obtain. Bureaucratic complexity and lengthy approval processes were 
frequently cited as barriers. This is consistent with findings by Friedman (2009) and Xu & Gao 
(2017), who emphasized that administrative inefficiencies hinder policy effectiveness in social 
housing programs. 
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Policy Implications: 

1) Streamlining housing application processes through digital platforms can enhance 
accessibility. 

2) Decentralizing decision-making to local governments may reduce bureaucratic delays. 

Tenant satisfaction with housing conditions was moderate, with 42% satisfied and 18% 
dissatisfied. Maintenance services were rated fair by 44% of respondents, while 16% considered 
them poor. Delays in repairing essential utilities, such as water and waste management systems, were 
among the top complaints. 

This finding is supported by Gopalan & Venkataraman (2015), who noted that weak 
maintenance efforts contribute to declining housing conditions. Addressing this issue requires 
increased funding and improved governance structures for public housing maintenance (Xu & Gao, 
2017; Yap, 2016; Friedman, 2009; Somerville, 1994). 

Policy Implications: 

1) Implementing tenant feedback mechanisms can improve maintenance efficiency. 

2) Allocating additional government resources to housing maintenance programs can 
enhance living conditions. 

4. Qualitative Insights into Housing Challenges 

In-depth interviews provided deeper insights into socio-economic challenges faced by 
tenants. Many tenants expressed concerns about fluctuating income levels affecting their ability to 
meet rental obligations. This was particularly evident among informal sector workers who lacked 
stable wages. 

Several respondents highlighted difficulties in accessing rental assistance programs, citing 
bureaucratic 

inefficiencies and eligibility restrictions. Poor maintenance response times were a common 
grievance, with tenants calling for more proactive management of public housing facilities. 

The findings reinforce the significant influence of socio-economic factors on housing policy 
effectiveness. Employment stability, income levels, and financial accessibility are key determinants 
of housing sustainability. Addressingfinancial exclusion and improving policy implementation 
mechanisms can enhance housing security for low-income communities. 

Future research should explore innovative financing solutions for low-income renters and 
assess the 

long-term impact of employment-linked housing subsidies. Policymakers must take an 
integrated approach, combining housing policy with social and economic support programs to 
ensure truly inclusive housing solutions. 
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5. Implications of Theoretical, Practical, and Policy 

Implications article "Bridging the Gap: Socio-Economic Factors in the Implementation of 
Rusunawa and Kotaku Housing Policies in Indonesian Low-Income Communities" offers crucial 
insights into how socio-economic dimensions significantly impact the success of housing policies 
for low-income communities in Indonesia. By addressing the practical, theoretical, and governance 
implications, the article highlights the need for a more inclusive and responsive approach to 
housing development. 

1) Practical Implications 

For policymakers, the study underscores the importance of including socio-economic 
assessments when designing housing programs. It stresses that programs like Rusunawa and 
Kotaku need to align with the financial constraints of low-income communities to ensure they are 
both affordable and accessible. Furthermore, it emphasizes the need for collaboration among 
various stakeholders, such as government entities, private sector developers, and local community 
organizations, to ensure housing solutions are sustainable and effectively address the needs of the 
target populations. 

2) Theoretical Implications 

From a theoretical perspective, the article builds on the framework established by Kearns & 
Lawson (2008), extending it by considering socio-economic factors in greater depth. It proposes a 
model that integrates both quantitative and qualitative methods to offer a clearer understanding of 
how socio-economic variables influence housing outcomes. This addition provides valuable 
contributions to academic literature by suggesting a more comprehensive way to analyses and 
evaluate housing policies for low-income communities. 

3) Policy Implications 

In terms of policy, the study advocates for a governance structure that is flexible and 
adaptive, capable of responding to changing needs. It suggests that housing policies aimed at low-
income communities should streamline bureaucratic processes to improve effectiveness and 
efficiency. Continuous monitoring, along with feedback from stakeholders, is essential for 
evaluating and adjusting housing programs to ensure they remain relevant and impactful over time. 
This approach ensures that policies are responsive and effective in meeting the evolving needs of 
communities. 

Through these three perspectives, the article offers a comprehensive framework for 
improving housing policies in Indonesia, while also providing useful insights for other countries 
grappling with similar low-income housing challenges. It calls for a more inclusive and adaptive 
approach to policy development, underlining the need for effective collaboration, theoretical 
expansion, and dynamic governance to address housing issues in vulnerable communities. 

These findings not only offer a deeper understanding of housing policy effectiveness in 
Indonesia but also have broader implications for urban planning and social policy worldwide. The 
comparison between the Cimahi and Palembang cases emphasizes the importance of tailoring 
housing policies to local socio-economic conditions, suggesting that what works in one city may not 
be directly applicable to another. By highlighting the complex relationship between socio-economic 
factors and policy outcomes, this study underscores the need for a more inclusive, context-specific 
approach to housing policy. 
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Globally, the findings advocate for a more adaptable and holistic approach to addressing 
housing challenges, particularly in developing nations. As urbanization continues to accelerate, 
integrating socio-economic dynamics into housing policy design is essential for creating 
sustainable, equitable, and resilient urban environments. The study contributes to the theoretical 
framework of housing policy implementation by demonstrating how socio-economic variables 
shape policy effectiveness, providing valuable insights for policymakers, urban planners, and 
scholars alike. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this article offers a detailed framework for enhancing housing policies in 
Indonesia, with wider implications for other nations facing similar socio-economic challenges. It 
advocates for a comprehensive approach that bridges the gap between policy creation and the real 
needs of communities, ensuring a more inclusive and sustainable future for low-income households. 

The study shows that the success of housing policies for low-income groups in Indonesia 
depends heavily on integrating socio-economic factors into their design and execution. By analyzing 
the Rusunawa program in Cimahi and the Kotaku program in Palembang, it became clear that 
household income, employment stability, and access to financial resources play a significant role in 
tenants' ability to maintain their homes and comply with the program's requirements. While 
quantitative data provided clear patterns, qualitative insights added depth, shedding light on how 
tenants, policymakers, and administrators deal with the challenges of housing programs. 

Unlike traditional models that focus only on institutional capacity and regulatory structures, 
this research builds on Kearns and Lawson’s (2008) framework, emphasizing the importance of 
incorporating socio-economic realities into housing program strategies. This integration not only 
improves policy effectiveness but also promotes greater social equity, inclusivity, and long-term 
sustainability. 

Key Findings: 

1) Employment Stability: Tenants in informal or unstable jobs face higher eviction risks due 
to fluctuating incomes. 

2) Housing Affordability: Rent often exceeds 40% of a tenant’s monthly income, creating 
financial strain and threatening tenancy sustainability. 

3) Financial Accessibility: Limited access to formal financial services forces tenants to rely on 
informal lending, reducing long-term housing security. 

4) Government Support: Subsidies and housing programs are valuable but often hindered by 
bureaucratic inefficiencies and accessibility problems. 

5) Tenant Satisfaction: Maintenance and infrastructure issues affect the perceived quality of 
life, emphasizing the need for more responsive service delivery. 

Policy Recommendations: 

1) Integrated Employment and Housing Programs: Link housing support with job placement 
initiatives to improve income stability. 

2) Income-Linked Rental Schemes: Adjust rental fees based on tenant incomes to improve 
affordability. 
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3) Financial Inclusion Strategies: Expand access to microfinance, low-interest housing loans, 
and digital financial services for low-income renters. 

4) Streamlining Bureaucracy: Simplify housing support program application and approval 
processes. 

5) Enhancing Public Housing Maintenance: Allocate more resources for 
infrastructure improvements and establish tenant feedback mechanisms 

By focusing on socio-economic factors, policymakers can better align housing programs with 
the realities of low-income tenants, ensuring housing solutions are not only structurally sound but 
also socially sustainable. The study stresses that housing policies must address both the physical and 
economic needs of low-income communities, promoting inclusivity, resilience, and adaptive urban 
development in line with Sustainable Development Goal 11. 

Further research should investigate the long-term effects of employment-linked subsidies, the 
role of digital financial services, and comparative analyses of housing policies in different socio-
economic settings. These studies would provide a deeper understanding of how socio-economic 
strategies can improve housing stability for vulnerable populations. 

Limitation 

While the study offers valuable insights, there are some limitations. First, the research focuses 
primarily on the Indonesian context, specifically the Rusunawa and Kotaku programs. The findings 
may not be directly applicable to other countries or regions without further contextual adaptation. 

Additionally, the study relies on existing frameworks and secondary data, which may limit its 
depth by excluding first-hand experiences from the affected communities. Future research could 
benefit from incorporating direct interviews, case studies, or fieldwork to gather richer insights into 
the lived experiences of low-income housing beneficiaries. 

Finally, while the study thoroughly explores socio-economic factors, it does not examine other 
potential influences such as political dynamics, cultural barriers, or environmental factors that may 
also affect the success or failure of housing programs. Expanding future research to address these 
aspects could provide a more comprehensive understanding of the challenges and opportunities in 
implementing low-income housing policies. 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

All authors contributed equally in conceptualization, study design, data collection, data analysis 
plan, data interpretation, manuscript writing. 

Acknowledgment 

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal 
relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper. 

Use of Artificial Intelligence (AI)-Assisted Technology 

The authors declare that no artificial intelligence (AI) tools were used in the preparation, 
analysis, or writing of this manuscript. All aspects of the research, including data collection, 
interpretation, and manuscript preparation, were carried out entirely by the authors without the 
assistance of AI-based technologies. 



 

 
 

189 
Government & Resilience, 4(1) 

References 

Adeyemi, A. B., Ohakawa, T. C., Okwandu, A. C., Iwuanyanwu, O., & Ifechukwu, G.-O. (2024). Affordable 
housing and resilient design: Preparing low-income housing for climate change impacts. 
International Journal of Applied Research in Social Sciences, 6(9), 2179–2190. 
https://doi.org/10.51594/ijarss.v6i9.1585 

Adade, D., Kuusaana, E. D., de Vries, W. T., & Gavu, E. K. (2022). Housing finance strategies for low-
income households in secondary cities: Contextualization under customary tenure in Ghana. 
Housing Policy Debate, 32(3), 549–572. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2021.1905026 

Alfianarrochmah, I., Nugroho, A. S. B., & Handayani, T. N. (2022). The influence of resident’s income 
level on Rusunawa perceptions of satisfaction, convenience, and management. INERSIA: 
Informasi Dan Ekspose Hasil Riset Teknik Sipil Dan Arsitektur, 18(2), 196–205. 
https://doi.org/10.21831/inersia.v18i2.49245 

Ariaee, A. M., & Takalloo, S. (2024). Impact of affordable housing programs on social equity and 
economic development. International Journal of Management and Accounting, 6(5), 108–117. 
https://doi.org/10.34104/ijma.024.01080117 

Bhanye, J., Lehobo, M. T., Mocwagae, K., & Shayamunda, R. (2024). Strategies for sustainable 
innovative affordable housing (SIAH) for low income families in Africa: A rapid review study. 
Discover Sustainability, 5(1). https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00353-9 

Candradewini, D., Rusli, L., & Muhtar, R. (2018). Housing policy implementation for low-income 
communities in Indonesia. International Journal of Housing Policy, 18(2), 154–172. 

Clapham, D. (2018). Housing theory, housing research and housing policy. Housing, Theory and 
Society, 35(2), 163–177. https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2017.1366937 

Crisp, R., Gore, T., & Lindsey, M. (2017). Addressing transport barriers to work in low-income 
neighbourhoods: A review of evidence and practice. National Standards in American 
Education, 59–97. https://doi.org/10.7190/cresr.2017.3465773384 

De, A., & Vupru, H. (2017). Affordable housing and financial accessibility: A global perspective. Housing 
Studies Journal, 32(3), 357–374. 

De Gayardon, A., Callender, C., & Desjardins, S. L. (2022). Does student loan debt structure young 
people’s housing tenure? Evidence from England. Journal of Social Policy, 51(2), 221–241. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S004727942000077X 

Deshmukh, M., Shanthi Priya, R., & Senthil, R. (2025). Influence of technological and socioeconomic 
factors on affordable and sustainable housing development. Urban Science, 9(12), 1–35. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci9120547 

Diamond, M. (2019). Affordable housing: Of inefficiency, market distortion, and government failure. 
University of Richmond Law Review, 53(3), 3–4. 

Emekci, S., Abbas, A., Pehlivanoğlu, B. A., Savur, D., & Taç, G. (2025). Catalysts of choice: Unraveling the 
dynamics of housing preferences across diverse societal contexts – Evidence from literature. 
Journal of Engineering Research, 13(3), 2308–2319. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jer.2024.06.023 

https://doi.org/10.51594/ijarss.v6i9.1585
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2021.1905026
https://doi.org/10.21831/inersia.v18i2.49245
https://doi.org/10.34104/ijma.024.01080117
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00353-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2017.1366937
https://doi.org/10.7190/cresr.2017.3465773384
https://doi.org/10.1017/S004727942000077X
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci9120547
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jer.2024.06.023


 

 
 

190 
Government & Resilience, 4(1) 

Famuyima, A., & Babawale, G. K. (2014). Public housing implementation in developing countries. 
Journal of African Real Estate, 9(1), 45–63. 

Fields, D. J., & Hodkinson, S. N. (2018). Housing policy in crisis: An international perspective. Housing 
Policy Debate, 28(1), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1395988 

Friedman, J. (2009). A crisis of politics, not economics: Complexity, ignorance, and policy failure. 
Critical Review, 21(2–3). https://doi.org/10.1080/08913810903030980 

Gibb, K. (2011). Housing policy and affordability: A critical analysis. International Journal of Housing 
Policy, 11(1), 73–85. 

Gopalan, K., & Venkataraman, M. (2015). Economic determinants of housing sustainability. Journal of 
Urban Planning, 28(4), 389–412. 

Hapsari, P. P. (2024). Affordable but adequate? Effectiveness of Rusunawa for low-income housing in 
Cepu. Indonesian Journal of Agrarian Law, 1(2), 173–192. 
https://doi.org/10.15294/jal.v1i2.31087 

Harris, E., Franz, A., & O’Hara, S. (2023). Promoting social equity and building resilience through value-
inclusive design. Buildings, 13(8). https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13082081 

Hill, M., & Hupe, P. (2002). Implementing public policy: Governance in theory and in practice. Sage 
Publications. 

Hoffman, L., Tan, Y., & Liu, S. (1992). Social networks and housing stability: An empirical study. Journal 
of Housing Research, 7(1), 58–74. 

Huang, Z., & Du, W. (2015). Housing affordability in urban China. Journal of Housing Economics, 24(2), 
112–125. 

Jin, C., & Chen, Z. (2024). Housing inclusion perspective: The causal structure of housing cost burden, 
fertility intentions, and social housing in urban China. Sustainability, 16(21). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16219352 

Kajiita, R. M., & Kang’ethe, S. M. (2024). Socio-economic dynamics inhibiting inclusive urban economic 
development: Implications for sustainable urban development in South African cities. 
Sustainability, 16(7). https://doi.org/10.3390/su16072803 

Kazanskaia, A. N. (2025). Challenges and opportunities in implementing the sustainable development 
goals. NEYA Global Journal of Non-Profit Studies. https://doi.org/10.64357/neya-gjnps-
sstdvgltch-07 

Kearns, A., & Lawson, L. (2008). Housing stock transfer in Glasgow - The first five years: A study of 
policy implementation. Housing Studies, 23(6), 857–878. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030802416635 

Kementerian PPN/Bappenas. (2015). Strategi nasional perumahan dan permukiman berkelanjutan di 
Indonesia. Bappenas. 

King, R., Orloff, M., Virsilas, T., & Pande, T. (2017). Confronting the urban housing crisis in the global 
south: Adequate, secure, and affordable housing (World Resources Report 40). World 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1395988
https://doi.org/10.1080/08913810903030980
https://doi.org/10.15294/jal.v1i2.31087
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13082081
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16219352
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16072803
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.64357/neya-gjnps-sstdvgltch-07&authuser=3
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.64357/neya-gjnps-sstdvgltch-07&authuser=3
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030802416635


 

 
 

191 
Government & Resilience, 4(1) 

Resources Institute. https://files.wri.org/d8/s3fs-public/towards-more-equal-city-
confronting-urban-housing-crisis-global-south.pdf 

Kushendar, D. H. (2023). Implementation of public housing management policy: A case study in 
Rusunawa of Cimahi, West Java, Indonesia. Jurnal Manajemen Pelayanan Publik, 7(1), 35–48. 
https://doi.org/10.24198/jmpp.v7i1.47689 

Leavy, P. (2020). Research design: Quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods approaches. Guilford 
Press. 

Lee, Y., Kemp, P. A., & Reina, V. J. (2022). Drivers of housing (un)affordability in the advanced 
economies: A review and new evidence. Housing Studies, 37(10), 1739–1752. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2022.2123623 

Manaf, A., Wahyono, H., Puspita Sari, I., & Aprilia, D. (2018). Housing satisfaction and willingness to 
move to low-cost rental apartments of slum dwellers in Semarang urban area. In 2nd 
International Joint Conference on Advanced Engineering and Technology, IJCAET 2017 and 
International Symposium on Advanced Mechanical and Power Engineering, ISAMPE 2017 (Vol. 
159). EDP Sciences. https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201815901048 

Marmot, M., Bloomer, E., & Goldblatt, P. (2013). The role of social determinants in tackling health 
objectives in a context of economic crisis. Public Health Reviews, 35(1), 1–24. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03391694 

Mazmanian, D. A., & Sabatier, P. A. (1980). A multivariate model of public policy-making. American 
Journal of Political Science, 24(3), 439–468. 

Mullins, P., & Healy, E. (2001). Examining the links between housing and nine key socio cultural factors 
(AHURI Final Report). Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited. 
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/5 

Power, A. (2012). Social inequality, disadvantaged neighbourhoods and transport deprivation: An 
assessment of the historical influence of housing policies. Journal of Transport Geography, 21, 
39–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.01.016 

Putri, A. C. P., & Dwianto, R. D. (2024). Rusunawa as an urban living space: Sociospatial perspective. 
Jurnal Indonesia Sosial Teknologi, 5(1), 39–51. https://doi.org/10.59141/jist.v5i1.883 

Sabah, F. Y. (2025). Global approaches to affordable housing: Comparative insights from developed 
and developing countries and the case of Palestine. Frontiers in Built Environment, 11, 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fbuil.2025.1653057 

Septanaya, I. D. M. F., Navitas, P., Yusuf, M., Navastara, A. M., Faradisa, S., & Stefanugroho, P. K. (2021). 
Vulnerability assessment of public rental housing (Rusunawa) residents in facing the risk of 
COVID-19 transmission (Case study of Surabaya). IOP Conference Series: Earth and 
Environmental Science, 778(1), 012026. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/778/1/012026 

Smets, P., & van Lindert, P. (2016). Sustainable housing and the urban poor. International Journal of 
Urban Sustainable Development, 8(1), 1–9. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19463138.2016.1168825 

Somerville, P. (1994). On explanations of housing policy. Scandinavian Housing and Planning Research, 
11(4), 211–230. https://doi.org/10.1080/02815739408730365 

https://files.wri.org/d8/s3fs-public/towards-more-equal-city-confronting-urban-housing-crisis-global-south.pdf
https://files.wri.org/d8/s3fs-public/towards-more-equal-city-confronting-urban-housing-crisis-global-south.pdf
https://doi.org/10.24198/jmpp.v7i1.47689
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2022.2123623
https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201815901048
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03391694
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.01.016
https://doi.org/10.59141/jist.v5i1.883
https://doi.org/10.3389/fbuil.2025.1653057
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/778/1/012026
https://doi.org/10.1080/19463138.2016.1168825
https://doi.org/10.1080/02815739408730365


 

 
 

192 
Government & Resilience, 4(1) 

Sunday Festus, D., Lim, N. H. A. S., & Mazlan, A. N. (2021). Sustainable affordable housing strategies for 
solving low-income earners housing challenges in Nigeria. Estudios de Economia Aplicada, 
39(4), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.25115/eea.v39i4.4571 

Sururi, A., Rusli, B., Widianingsih, I., & Ismanto, S. U. (2022). Housing policy for low-income 
communities in Indonesia and its reforms: An overview. Public Policy and Administration, 
21(1), 158–174. https://doi.org/10.5755/j01.ppaa.21.1.30151 

Syed, K., Mohanty, S. N., Bhatnagar, M., Kumar, P., Khanna, R., & Jain, A. (2025). Exploring the impact 
of affordable housing finance on urban inclusivity: A structural equation modelling study of 
access, perception, and financial empowerment. Frontiers in Sustainable Cities, 7. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2025.1602317 

Thomson, H., Thomas, S., Sellström, E., & Petticrew, M. (2013). Housing improvements for health and 
associated socio-economic outcomes: A systematic review. Campbell Systematic Reviews, 9(1), 
1–348. https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2013.2 

Tyonum, E. T., & [Penulis 2], G. T. (2025). Factors shaping housing affordability in secondary Nigerian 
cities: Review article. [Nama Jurnal Hilang], 1(4), 1–13. 

UN-Habitat. (2012). Sustainable housing for sustainable cities. UN-Habitat. 

UN-Habitat. (2018). Tracking progress towards inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable cities and 
human settlements. https://doi.org/10.18356/36ff830e-en 

Wijayanti, S. H., Pandia, W. S. S., & Sutarno, H. Y. (2019). The concept of Green Rusunawa for the urban 
community in Indonesia. ASEAN Journal of Community Engagement, 3(2). 
https://doi.org/10.7454/ajce.v3i2.1061 

Williams, P., & Pocock, B. (2010). Building “community” for different stages of life: Physical and social 
infrastructure in master planned communities. Community, Work and Family, 13(1), 71–87. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800902903300 

Winston, N. (2022). Sustainable community development: Integrating social and environmental 
sustainability for sustainable housing and communities. Sustainable Development, 30(1), 191–
202. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2238 

Xu, Q., & Gao, L. (2017). The causes analysis of public policy implementation deviation: Based on a 
framework of Paul A. Sabatier and Daniel A. Mazmanian. 157(Iceiss), 298–303. 
https://doi.org/10.2991/iceiss-17.2017.71 

Yap, K. S. (2016). The enabling strategy and its discontent: Low-income housing policies and practices 
in Asia. Habitat International, 54, 166–172. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.11.026 

Zubaidah, S., Rusli, B., Djaja Saefullah, A., & Widianingsih, I. (2023). An overview of slum upgrading 
programs in developing countries: Case study in Indonesia. Cogent Arts and Humanities, 10(2). 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311983.2023.2264021 

Zubaidah, S., Widianingsih, I., Rusli, B., & Saefullah, A. D. (2023). Policy Network on the Kotaku 
Program in the Global South: Findings from Palembang, Indonesia. Sustainability, 15(6), 4784. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064784  

 

https://doi.org/10.25115/eea.v39i4.4571
https://doi.org/10.5755/j01.ppaa.21.1.30151
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2025.1602317
https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2013.2
https://doi.org/10.18356/36ff830e-en
https://doi.org/10.7454/ajce.v3i2.1061
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800902903300
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2238
https://doi.org/10.2991/iceiss-17.2017.71
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.11.026
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311983.2023.2264021
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064784


 

 
 

193 
Government & Resilience, 4(1) 

Authors Bio* 

Siti Zubaidah (SZ) is a Lecturer in the Department of Public Administration, STIA Bala Putra 
Dewa, Indonesia. Her research interests include Public Policy, Tourism, Sustainability, and Smart 
City. Email : sitizu@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id. (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7870-2315) 
(Corresponding author) 

Deden Hadi Kushendar (DHH) is a Lecturer in the Department of Public Administration, 
Universitas Nurtanio, Indonesia. His research interests include Public Administration and Public 
Policy. Email : dedenhadi@unnur.ac.id. (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1161-799X) 

Jumroh (J) is a Lecturer in the Department of Public Administration, STIA Bala Putra Dewa, 
Indonesia. His research interests include Public Administration and Human Resource 
Management. Email : jumroh@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id. (https://orcid.org/0009-0005-
6454-4562) 

Siti Waliah (SW) is a Lecturer in the Department of Public Administration, STIA Bala Putra Dewa, 
Indonesia. Her research interests include Public Administration. Email : 
sitiwaliah@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id. (https://orcid.org/0009-0003-7472-3965) 

Hermansyah (H) is a Lecturer in the Department of Public Administration, STIA Bala Putra 
Dewa, Indonesia. His research interests include State Administration, Public Administration, and 
Public Policy. Email : hermansyah@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id. (https://orcid.org/0009-0005-
5882-3426) 

Cifebrima Suyastri (CS) is a Doctoral Candidate in the Doctoral School of Sociology, 
International Studies Programme, Faculty of Social Sciences, Eötvös Loránd University, Hungary. 
Her research interests include International Relations, Refugee Protection, and Paradiplomacy. 
Email : cifebrimasuyastri@soc.uir.ac.id. (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8189-1460) 

 

 
 

 

sitizu@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7870-2315
dedenhadi@unnur.ac.id
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1161-799X
jumroh@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-6454-4562
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-6454-4562
sitiwaliah@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-7472-3965
hermansyah@kampusbalaputradewa.ac.id
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-5882-3426
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-5882-3426
cifebrimasuyastri@soc.uir.ac.id
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8189-1460

