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ABSTRACT

This research aims to discover the reasons for the reasons for homeownership for the younger
generations with vertical housing preferences in the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area (GJMA).
Indonesia's population, which is dominated by the millennial and Z generations, has led to an increase
in housing needs. The housing preferences of the younger generation based on their characteristics and
lifestyle in megapolitan cities are suitable for vertical housing. Quantitative methods were used on 807
respondents in Indonesia with a five-point Likert scale and several open-ended questions about
hobbies, reasons for owning a house, and perceived difficulties in owning a house. The results of
descriptive statistical analysis and cross-tab analysis of the tabulated primary data-based coding show
that the characteristics and lifestyles of the younger generation, as well as housing values, are more
dominant. Identification of the factors associated with the characteristics that fall into the category of
housing values was done through multiple linear regression analysis. The results of this study inform
the level of importance of homeownership among young people with vertical housing preferences in
urban and suburban areas within marital status classifications. This study contributes to the

improvement of future housing policies for Millennials and Gen Z.
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1. Introduction

In 2018, 55% of the world's population lived
in cities, and 68% of the world's population is
projected to live in cities by 2050 [1].
Indonesia is the fourth most populous country
in the world, where the economic activities
and population growth are concentrated in
Jakarta Province [2]. It continuously expands
to the neighboring cities/districts of Bogor,
Depok, and Bekasi in West Java Province and
also Tangerang in Banten Province.
Consequently, the cities and regencies are
agglomerated [3] to establish the Greater
Jakarta Metropolitan Area (GJMA), which is
the biggest metropolitan area in Indonesia.

However, accelerated urbanization poses
various problems, and one of them is the

outpaced housing backlog [4], which demands
sustainable housing development programs,
such as vertical housing [5]. Compact housing
should take into account the dynamic nature of
contemporary and quality and be located in the
city center such as the needs of the younger
generation [6]. The solution to sustainability in
cities is to look at vertical housing as a
sustainable housing alternative that can help
address urban density issues [7].

The phenomenon of Indonesia's population
growth rate recorded in the population census
of the Badan Pusat Statistik [8] was 270.20
million people, up 1.25% from 2010 of 237.63
million people. This number is dominated by
the millennial generation or Generation Y and
Z, 25.87% and 27.94% respectively, which
total 69.38 million people and 74.93 million
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people for a total of 53.81% [8]. Half of the
Indonesian population is in this age group that
has a high interest in homeownership [9].
Unfortunately, according to the latest report of
the Ministry of Public Works and Housing in
collaboration with The World Bank [10], the
number of households that do not own a house
is very high at 12.72 million people [10].

Various prior studies highlight that the housing
preferences of the millennials have a
significant  relationship ~ with  freehold
homeownership, landed housing, architectural
trends, location, and dense settlement [11],
[12]; [13]-[16], in a walkable, and amenity-
rich neighborhood. However, due to the
unaffordable housing market, their
homeownership is influenced and supported
by parents, which modifies their housing
preferences, including obtaining freehold
homeownership in vertical housing [17], [18].
Nonetheless, the reasons for obtaining freehold
homeownership in vertical housing by the
Indonesian young generation have not
received  sufficient scholarly  attention.
Therefore, this study aims to identify the
reasons for obtaining freehold homeownership
for the younger generations with vertical
housing preferences. The results serve as
empirical findings for policy for the
formulation of the evidence-based policy of
affordable housing provision in evergrowing
Indonesian metropolitan cities, especially for
the millennials and younger generations.

This study consists of two parts. The first part
identifies the priority ranking of housing
preferences in each socio-demographic
economic category according to housing
values. The second part analyzes the reasons
why home ownership is important for the
younger generation who prefer to live in
vertical housing.

1.1. Characteristics of millennials and gen Z
in megacities

Prior studies attempt to classify the Millennials
according to their range of birth year from
1977 to 2001 [19], 1980 to 1995 [20], 1980 to
1999 [21], 1981 to 1996 [9], [22], [23], 1982
to 1993 [24], and 1982 to 1999 [25]. Despite
the inconclusive results, many studies identify
the characteristics of the millennials globally
prefer to have fewer children than their
predecessors [19], grew up in the internet era
[19], [20], [32]-[40], [21], [25]-[31], have a
high level of education [21], [27], [41], [42],
are confident [21], [26], [33], [39], [40], desire
to achieve challenges to reach their desired
goals [26], [36], tend to be open in
communicating with their leaders [36], and
tend to be more individualistic [26]. On the
other hand, they have a strong sense of
community [33], [43], low homeownership
rates as many choose to rent [19], and have
debt from credit cards [41].

Generation Z was born from 1995 to 2010
[44], [45], 1995 to 2012 [46], and 1995 to
2015 [47]. Generation Z has several
characteristics, including technological
proficiency, flexibility, intelligence, tolerance
for cultural differences, and global connections
[48]-[50]. They are very familiar with the
internet and smartphones, and are highly
skilled in using social media platforms such as
Instagram, Facebook, Twitter, and WhatsApp
[45], [48], [49], [51]-[54]. Generation Z also
has a clear financial orientation, has a good
understanding of finance from an early age,
and realizes the importance of saving and
investing for the future [44], [45], [47], [48],
[55]. However, they can be less sensitive to
privacy issues and more likely to favor instant
culture [48]. Generation Z is also concerned
about environmental issues and also values
ecological values and contributions to
sustainable development [47], [49], [53]-[55].
Generation Z 1is also more likely to be
interested in entrepreneurship and have a
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desire to create business opportunities [44],
[47], [49], [53], [55].

The gap between studies on the characteristics
of millennials and Z generations in Indonesia
and North America globally can be seen in
their desire to enter marriage [56]-[59], and
have and raise children [60], [61]. Therefore,
the different characteristics of the Indonesian
young generations determine their distinctive
housing preferences to live in vertical housing,
compared to their Global North counterparts.

1.2. Housing preferences in vertical housing

Housing preferences in vertical housing have
been discussed intensively within the last
decade. Fadilla et al [62] identify four
influential factors for millennials to live in this
housing type, such as the location of the house,
socioeconomic status, the housing’s physical
condition, and the social scope of the
community. Syafrina et al [63] discovered that
the physical and non-physical safety and
comfort factors are also important factors in
determining the desired home. Walkable home
locations with public facilities [64], density,
and dependence on motorized vehicles also
affect homeownership preferences [6].

Various studies from different countries show
that the determinants of homeownership
preferences, especially vertical housing, are
community-specific ~and not universal,
including economic socio-demographics [65]
[68] neighborhood [67], [69]-[71], dwelling
features [72], economic features [68], [73]-
[76], and urban-suburban location [77], [78].
Therefore, the aforementioned variables will
be examined to fulfill the purpose of this
study. Finally, home ownership preferences
are influenced by family structure and
socioeconomic differences [79], as well as the
age of the house, green concept, safe
environment,  environmental  cleanliness,
commuting distance to work, and restaurant
location [80].

2. Material and Methods
2.1. Research design

This research uses quantitative methods to
discover the reasons for the reasons for
homeownership for the younger generations
with vertical housing preferences in the
Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area (GIMA).
Housing attribute preferences and their
consequences based on socio-demographic
economic factors are measured by respondents'
subjective answers.

The Likert scale is the most likely to allow
researchers to collect quantitative estimates of
subjective traits, and produce numerical data
that can be summarized and visualized in the
same form. Likert scale is the most widely
used scale for research purposes, from a wide
variety of rating scales have been developed to
measure attitudes directly. Likert-type or
frequency scales use a fixed-choice response
format and are designed to measure attitudes
or opinions [81]-[88]. This ordinal scale
measures levels of agreement or disagreement.
Likert, Roslow, and Murphy [86] developed
the concept of measuring attitudes by asking
people to respond to a series of statements
about a topic, in terms of the extent to which
they agree with them, and utilizing the
cognitive and affective components of
attitudes. The employed Likert scale in the
questionnaire is an agreement (strongly agree,
agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly
disagree), and importance (very important,
important, moderately important, slightly
important, and not important).The type of
scale used to measure items on the instrument
is a Likert scale with 5 options.

Increasing the number of Likert items from 3
to 5 contributes to higher internal reliability
and extra discriminating power [89], [90]. The
odd Likert scale provides options for
indecision or neutrality. By giving respondents
a neutral response option, they are not required
to decide one way or the other on an issue, this
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can reduce the possibility of response bias,
which is the tendency to favor one response
over another [81], [86], [91]. Respondents do
not feel compelled to have an opinion if they
do not have one.

When using Likert-type scales, researchers
need to calculate and report Cronbach's Alpha
coefficient for internal consistency reliability.
Internal consistency reliability refers to the
extent to which items in an instrument are
consistent with each other and with the whole
instrument, Cronbach's alpha estimates the
internal  consistency reliability of an
instrument by determining how all items in the
instrument relate to all other items and the
total instrument [81], [82], [95]-[100], [83],
[85]-[88], [92]-[94]. The researcher should
sum the scales for data analysis and not worry
about analyzing the individual items in the
scale. If one does otherwise, item reliability
may be at best low, and at worst unknown,
Cronbach's alpha does not provide reliability
estimates for single items [81], [82], [97]-
[100], [83], [85]-[88], [92], [95], [96]. Using
the SPSS application, the Cronbach Alpha
value is 0.846. This value is more than 0.6 so
the results are reliable.

The instrument will be developed from the
core instruments in the literature of Jansen,
Coolen, and Goetgeluk's [101] book entitled
The Measurement and Analysis of Housing
Preference and Choice. The formulation of
questions on the questionnaire consists of
economic socio-demographics, lifestyle-life
value, and housing preference. Questions
related to respondents' demographic data in the
form of age, gender, city of domicile, last
formal education completed, and marital
status, while questions related to their socio-
economic conditions in the form of type of
work, income per month, and number of
dependents in the family [101]. Questions
related to life values include respondents'
Views on hedonism, self-direction,
universalism, and family security, while
questions related to lifestyle include hobbies

and their spatial needs, intensity, and time
interval of traveling outside the city [101].

Housing preference questions consist of
dwelling features, environment features, and
economic features [101]. Questions related to
dwelling features are in the form of dwelling
type, required space (bedroom and its number,
living room, family room, dining room,
kitchen, bathroom and toilet, laundry room,
yard and garden, vehicle parking (4 wheels),
terrace and/or balcony, and warehouse), house
architectural style, and building structure type
(landed house or vertical house) [101].
Questions related to environmental features in
the form of home location, home environment,
proximity to work, schools, relatives' homes,
houses of worship, shopping centers or
markets, public transportation, sports facilities,
entertainment facilities, government facilities,
and health facilities [101]. Questions related to
economic features in the form of house prices
according to desires, needs, and abilities,
residential status, Land and Building Tax
(PBB) expenditures, operational costs,
maintenance costs, and houses as investments
that can be inherited [101]. Finally, other
additional questions, namely home ownership
planning, reasons for the importance of
owning a house, the difficulty of owning a
house, willingness to live with family in one
house, willingness to live with other people in
one house, and willingness to live in flats or
vertical houses [101].

2.2. Data collection

Primary data collection was conducted cross-
sectionally using Google Forms via
smartphone in October 2022. Several open-
ended questions were presented to explore
information on hobbies and space needed,
reasons for the importance of owning a house,
and reasons for difficulty / at least in owning a
house in more depth. The questions in the
questionnaire were pilot-tested [102] and
corrected by the supervisor. The convenience
sampling technique was the method of
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distributing the questionnaire in this study,
disseminated through social media both
WhatsApp and Instagram to the community
around the author, such as the workplace,
alumni, other acquaintances, and the general
public [103]. Snowball sampling [104] was
also conducted to expand the reach of the
questionnaire. Stratified random sampling was
used to ensure an appropriate number of
respondents, which varied according to the
specified city or district. Data was collected
over one month, starting with a pilot test of the
questionnaire. Population department data in
each district was collected to identify
respondents belonging to the millennial and
Generation Z age groups.

Online or web-based surveys have become
important due to the lower cost of
administering questionnaires, the ability to
reach large populations, geographically and
temporally, and to reach unique populations
easily [105]; [106]; [107]; [108]; [109]; [110];
[111]. Data collection time was limited to 18
days. The first page of the online survey
contained informed consent with the purpose
of the study and the option for respondents to
agree or refuse to participate in the study.
Respondents could proceed to the next page of
the questionnaire only after pressing the
"Agree" button.

However, there is an implication of online
survey results, which is that the frequency of
internet use should not be ignored when
selecting samples and/or analyzing internet
survey results, as it is likely to affect sample
composition and survey estimates [112]. Such
bias can be prevented by extending the survey
period [113].

The survey locations were in Jakarta, Bogor,
Depok, Tangerang, and Bekasi (Jabodetabek).
The total population of Jabodetabek is 31,06
million people. The population of each region,
namely DKI Jakarta Province is 10,6 million
people (34,26%), Bogor Regency and City is
around 6,53 million people (21,01%), Depok

City is around 2,06 million people (6,62%),
Tangerang City and Regency and South
Tangerang City is around 6,35 million people
(20,46%), and Bekasi City and Regency is
around 5,48 million people (17,64%) [8].

A total of 807 respondents, filtered by age
range of 20 years to 40 years and location in
Jabodetabek yielded 473 respondents. This
exceeds the minimum number required to
achieve a 95% confidence level according to
Slovin's formula, which is n=N/(1+Ne2). The
formula explains that n is the number of
sample respondents required, N is the total
population, and e is the margin of error. The
number of respondents from each city or
district ~was  distributed  proportionally
according to the population ratio of
Jabodetabek, with 163 respondents (34,61%)
from DKI Jakarta Province, 84 respondents
(17,76%) from Bogor Regency and City (West
Java), 109 respondents (23,04%) from Depok
City (West Java), 75 respondents (15,86%)
from Tangerang City and Regency and South
Tangerang City (Banten), and 42 respondents
(8,88%) from Bekasi City and Regency (West
Java).

Demographics 473 respondents, consisting of
163 men and 310 women. The current status of
residence has owned a house of 143 people
and has not owned a house of 330 people. The
last level of education ranged from high school
to master's degree. Formal employment is 318
people, informal employment is 95 people, and
not/not yet working is 60 people. Respondents
with an income of less than Rp.4.000.000,00
82 people, Rp.4.000.000,00 - Rp.7.000.000,00
188 people, Rp.7.000.000,00 -
Rp.14.800.000,00 142 people, and more than
Rp.14.800.000,00 61 people. The respondent
group 1is married 253 people, divorced
alive/dead 2 people, and not / not married 218
people. For analysis, a sample of 204
respondents was used, namely respondents
who have a preference for vertical housing.
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2.3. Data analysis

The first study objective was achieved by
identifying the average ranking of housing
preference levels of each housing attribute and
its consequences on current housing conditions
according to economic socio-demographic
characteristics, while the second objective was
achieved by finding reasons for the importance
of owning housing for millennials and Z
generations who have vertical housing
preferences. The housing preferences of each
housing attribute and consequence, such as life
value, neighborhood, dwelling features, and
economic features according to economic
socio-demographic characteristics ~ were
analyzed with descriptive statistics of multiple
linear regression. The second was analyzed by
a cross-tabulation method.

First, the average of each group of housing
attribute preferences and consequences derived
from the data-based coding according to the
five-point Likert scale results according to
each economic socio-demographic
characteristic to get an overview of the
housing attributes and consequences assessed
in respondents' housing preferences. Then, the
means of each group of housing attributes and
consequences in respondents according to
economic socio-demographic characteristics
were analyzed using multiple linear regression
to identify the salient housing attributes and
consequences that potentially led to reasons
for the importance of homeownership. Finally,

cross-tabulation analysis was used to find the
salient reasons for homeownership from the
components against marital status.

3. Results and Discussions

3.1. Priority ranking of housing attribute
preferences and consequences

In general, in millennials and Z generations
who have vertical housing preferences in
Jabodetabek, housing attribute dwelling
features are the highest housing preference
followed by housing attribute economic
features, life value, and neighborhood, as
shown in Table 1. This condition occurs in all
general conditions of all respondents, and most
socio-demographic economic characteristics,
such as age, gender, home ownership status,
education level, type of employment, monthly
income, and marital status. This shows that
space requirements in the dwelling, in this
case, bathroom and toilet, kitchen, and
bedroom are the top priority housing
attributes. Economic features, in this case
operating costs, maintenance costs, and Land
and Building Tax are ranked after dwelling
features. Family safety and independence, as
well as the location of housing close to houses
of worship, schools, and public transportation,
are also important housing attributes for
respondents.
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Table 1. Millennial and Gen Z housing preferences for vertical housing structure types by socio-demographic
economic characteristics

Housing attributes and consequences

Socio-demographic economy characteristics Life value  Neighborhood Dwelling Economical
features features

General (n=204) 4,296 4,130 4,465 4,314

Age* (years old) 20-26 (n=69) 4,282 4,130 4,465 4,314
27-40 (n=135) 4,296 4,184 4,500 4,272

Sex Male (n=59) 4,296 4,129 4,460 4,309
Female (n=145) 4,321 4,130 4,465 4,314

Tenure type Owned freehold (n=51) 4,320 4,183 4,495 4,272
Rent (n=153) 4,296 4,130 4,465 4,314

Level of education High school (n=7) 4,277 4,127 4,469 4324
Diploma (n=7) 4,291 4,138 4,462 4,306

Bachelor (n=139) 4,281 4,134 4,461 4,306

Master (n=51) 4,307 4,161 4,470 4,277

Types of employment Formal (n=145) 4,288 4,130 4,463 4,307
Informal (n=34) 4,281 4,134 4,461 4,306

Not working (n=25) 4,296 4,130 4,465 4,314

Monthly income** <4 (n=33) 4,296 4,130 4,465 4,314
(IDR million) 4-7 (n=86) 4,280 4,130 4,457 4,306
7-14,8 (n=61) 4,291 4,147 4,473 4,297

>14,8 (n=24) 4,289 4,141 4,465 4,302

Marital status Married (n=91) 4,315 4,172 4,482 4,293
Divorced (n=1) 4,400 4,111 4,545 4,000

Single (n=112) 4,296 4,130 4,465 4,314

*: This classification refers to William H. Frey (2020).
**: BTN

Source: Author, 2023

Table 1 shows that the neighborhood is,
surprisingly, the lowest priority among
respondents' housing preferences. This finding
contradicts many previous studies, which cite
proximity to the workplace and public
transportation facilities as important factors of
housing preference [114]-[116].

This shows that the need for housing space is
an important housing element for respondents
in determining housing attributes that may be
related to economic features and life value as a
source of sustainability for their physical and
social lives. Neighborhood serves to
accommodate all housing attributes with their
relationship to other attributes to meet the
needs of respondents.

The different results in Table 1 are seen in the
two socio-demographic economic groups. The
first group consists of those aged 27 years to
40 years (millennial generation), female,

respondents who already own a house,
respondents with a master's level of education,
and married marital status. The second group
consists of respondents with divorced marital
status. When compared to the majority group,
there will be similarities with both of them,
namely the importance of dwelling features
attributes. The majority group and the first
group also have another similarity, which is a
low ranking on the value of the neighborhood
preference attribute. The age range of 27 years
to 40 years in the first group prioritizes the
attribute of dwelling features (u = 4,500),
followed by life value (un = 4,296), economic
features (u = 4,272), and neighborhood (n =
4,184). The female respondents who are also
in the first group prioritize the attributes of
dwelling features (n = 4,465), followed by life
value (un = 4,321), economic features (p =
4,314), and neighborhood (n = 4,130). Then
respondents with a master's level of education
in the first group prioritize the attributes of
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dwelling features (n = 4,470), followed by life
value (un = 4,307), economic features (p =
4,277), and neighborhood (n = 4,161). Finally,
respondents with married marital status in the
first group prioritize the attributes of dwelling
features (n = 4,482), followed by life value (p
= 4,315), economic features (n = 4,293), and
neighborhood (u = 4,172). In the second

group, respondents who have divorced
prioritize the attributes of dwelling features (u
= 4,545), followed by life value (n = 4,400),
neighborhood (p = 4,111), and economic
features (u = 4,000).

Table 2. Relationships between housing characteristics and consequences with characteristic-related factors

Housing attributes and

Characteristic-related factors Coeff.  Std. error t Stat P-value
consequences
Life values Intercept 0,085 0,146 0,586 0,558
(avg. =4,337) Family security -0,197 0,256 -0,769 0,442
Pleasure in life 0,124 0,103 1,207 0,228
Multiple R 0,082 Independent -0,022 0,127 -0,173 0,863
R square 0,007 Making friends - - - -
Togetherness -0,001 0,133 0,004 0,997
Neighborhood Intercept -0,078 0,131 -0,595 0,552
(avg. =4,161) Workplace -0,007 0,103 -0,066 0,947
Sports facilities
Multiple R~ 0,180 Entertainment -0,117 0,115 -1,016 0,310
R square 0,033 School -0,161 0,115 -1,401 0,162
Relative’s house 0,020 0,093 0,209 0,834
Place of worship -0,209 0,117 -1,786 0,075
Government -0,060 0,100 -0,597 0,551
Shopping 0,067 0,107 0,621 0,535
Transport 0,139 0,113 1,228 0,220
Dwelling features Intercept -0,401 0,149 -2,687 0,007
(avg. =4,484) Bedroom -0,154 0,185 -0,831 0,406
Living room -0,222 0,102 -2,186 0,029
Multiple R~ 0,210 Family room -0,071 0,131 -0,542 0,588
R square 0,044 Dining room - - 0,427 0,669
Kitchen -0,152 0,203 -0,749 0,454
Bathroom and toilet 0,510 0,293 1,843 0,082
Laundry room -0,030 0,120 -0,253 0,801
Yard or garden -0,237 0,124 -1,906 0,057
Parking (4 wheels) -0,180 0,120 -1,507 0,133
Terrace and/or balcony -0,036 0,111 -0,325 0,745
Warehouse 0,028 0,110 0,252 0,802
Economic features Intercept 0,261 0,103 2,531 0,012
(avg. =4,293) Land and Building Tax - - 0,000 1,000
Operational -0,258 0,164 -1,575 0,116
Multiple R~ 0,152 Maintenance 0,093 0,143 0,652 0,515
R square 0,023 Home as an investment -0,199 0,105 -1,901 0,058

Source: Author, 2023

In the first group, female respondents with an
age range of 27 years to 40 years who are
married and own a house prioritize space
needs, apparently because it is tailored to the
needs of their family. This was followed by
the life value of family security, economic

features of maintenance and operational costs,
and neighborhood being the last priority.
Whereas in the second group, divorced
respondents are the same as the majority group
and the first group who prioritize space needs,
most likely due to changes in family structure.
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Followed by life value, which considers the
value of togetherness in the life of friends or
activities in the community as important.
Furthermore, this group is concerned with
housing near houses of worship and shopping
centers/markets. Changes in marital and family
status can affect the consumption of space in
the house, as mentioned in several journals
[117]-{121].

The preliminary findings of this study show
that dwelling features attribute is the top
housing preference, followed by economic
features, life value, and neighborhood.
Economic features came second after dwelling
features in the housing preferences of the
younger generation in urban areas, assumedly
because this generation is very careful in
spending their money so they think to consider
more about the operational and maintenance
costs of housing.

Megapolitan cities that are growing rapidly in
terms of facilities make the low value of
neighborhoods in housing preferences because
it is very easy to find public facilities in cities.
However, the above is not suitable when
applied to the first group, especially the second
group. In the first group, dwelling features
hold the top rank, followed by life value,
economic features, and neighborhood. For the
second group, dwelling features are still the
priority for housing preferences, followed by
life wvalue, neighborhood, and economic
features. This finding confirms that marital
status still plays an important role in
determining the priority ranking of their
housing  preferences.  Therefore, space
requirements and marital status contribute to
the priority ranking of housing attributes in
formulating the housing preferences of this
younger generation.

As shown in Table 2, dwelling features are the
most prominent housing attribute for
millennials and Z-generations in Jabodetabek.
The results show that the majority of
respondents rated the dwelling features

attribute as an  indispensable  space
consideration needed for this generation in
urban areas, compared to economic, life value,
and neighborhood features. For millennials
and Z generations, the space needed after the
bathroom, kitchen, and bedroom is the living
room (p = 0.029 < 0.05). A living room is a
room that is also needed in a house [122],
[123].

3.2. Priority ranking of housing attribute
preferences and consequences

Mabin and Parnell [124] mention the reasons
why homeownership does not necessarily
mean stability and commitment to the
property, and explore the possible political and
economic impacts of home ownership by the
urban working class. Meanwhile, Lassarre
[125] provides reasons for owning a house to
provide protection against inflation and
provide respect and personalization in the
residence, in addition, home ownership also
provides advantages in labor mobility, and
provides more status in society. The reasons
for social and political stability are also
frequently mentioned in several studies [126].
The position of the house as a substantial asset
and investment is also a reason for owning a
house [127]-[130].

Based on Table 3 Location and reasons
owning a home is important according to
marital status, it is stated that the reasons for
owning a home for millennials and Z
generations who are married with location
preferences in urban areas, when ranked from
the most, are primary needs; second assets and
investment; third home and peace of mind,
family, cost; fourth independence; fifth other
reasons; and sixth privacy and security. The
reasons for owning a single millennial and Z
generation home with urban location
preferences, when ranked from the most are
primary needs; second assets and investment;
third home and peace of mind, cost, and other
reasons; fourth security; fifth family, stability,
and independence; and sixth privacy. The
similarities in the reasons for owning a house
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between millennials and Z generations with
urban location preferences between those who
are married and those who are single, in the
first three orders, are primary needs, assets and
investment, home, peace of mind, and cost.
Another similarity is privacy, which is in the

last position. The difference starts to show in
the fourth position, where the reason for
independence is independence for married
millennials and Zs, while security is the reason
for singles.

Table 3. Location and reasons for owning a home by marital status

Location Why owning a home is important Marricd Ma]r)litii):zzls Single (n;fotal %)

Urban Assets, investment 13 - 16 29 22,48
Primary needs 29 - 22 51 39,53
Home, peace of mind 4 - 5 9 6,98
Family 4 - 3 7 5,43
Privacy 1 - 2 3 2,33
Stability - - 3 3 2,33
Security 1 - 4 5 3,88
Cost 4 - 5 9 6,98
Independence 3 - 3 6 4,65
Other 2 - 5 7 5,43
(n) 61 - 68 129
(%) 47,29 0,00 52,71 63,24

Sub-urban Assets, investment 4 - 7 11 14,67
Primary needs 10 - 17 27 36,00
Home, peace of mind 3 - 3 6 8,00
Family 4 1 4 9 12,00
Privacy 3 - - 3 4,00
Stability 1 - 1 2 2,67
Security 1 - 2 3 4,00
Cost 2 - 3 5 6,67
Independence - - 3 3 4,00
Other 2 - 4 6 8,00
(n) 30 1 44 75
(%) 40,00 1,33 58,67 36,76

Total (n) 91 1 112 204
(%) 44,61 0,49 54,9

Source: Author, 2023

The reasons for owning a home with a location
preference in suburban areas for millennials
and Z generations who are married, if ranked
from the most, are primary needs; second
assets, investment, and family; third home and
peace of mind, privacy; fourth cost and other
reasons; and fifth stability and security. The
reasons for owning a house for millennials and
Z generations who are single with location
preferences in sub-urban areas, when ranked
from the most are primary needs; second
assets and investment; family and other
reasons; fourth home and peace of mind, cost,

and independence; fifth security; and sixth
stability. Plus one respondent with marital
status divorced with a location preference in
sub-urban areas who gave family reasons in
the reasons for owning a house. The
similarities in the reasons for owning a house
between millennials and Z generations with
location preferences in sub-urban areas
between those who are married and those who
are single, in the first two sequences are
primary needs, assets, and investment. Another
similarity is instability, which is in the last
position. The difference begins to appear in the

54 | Pratami Fadillah, Joko Adianto



International Journal of Built Environment and Scientific Research

e-issn: 2580-2607 | p-issn: 2581-1347 | Pg. 45 - 62

Volume 08 Number 01 | June 2024

third order, which in the married millennial
and Z generations the reasons are home peace
of mind, and privacy while in singles it is
family.

The similarity of the reasons for owning a
house in millennials and Z generations with
location preferences in urban and suburban
areas lies in the two most common choices,
namely primary needs and assets, and
investment. In urban locations, the percentage
of primary needs is 39.53%, while in suburban
locations it is 36%. The second order of assets
and investment in urban location preferences
was chosen by 22.48%, while in suburban
locations it was 14.67%. The difference in the
reasons for owning a house for millennials and
Z generations with location preferences in
urban and suburban locations lies in the final
ranking. For urban location preferences,
privacy and stability are the least selected
options at 2.33% each. For sub-urban location
preferences, stability is the least preferred at
2.67%. Family reasons are prominent in the
sub-urban location preference as it is not
among the top two choices as mentioned in the
previous paragraph, but it has a percentage
above 10%, at 12%.

Zhan [131] mentions that the reason for urban
migrant home ownership is the negotiation of
political status as a true citizen of the city.
Liao, Wu, and Zhang [132] found similar
reasons for social welfare in the city, and these
reasons were more important for married
migrants than for single migrants. The same is
true for increasing the chances of success in
marriage [133]. Garcia & Kim [134]
mentioned that the importance of having a
place to live for individuals and families is
about security and comfort.

4. Conclusion

The study on housing preferences and needs of
younger generations in the Greater Jakarta
Metropolitan Area (GJMA) has provided
valuable insights and recommendations for

policymakers, urban planners, and developers.
Through the use of quantitative methods, the
study was able to identify the reasons for
homeownership, housing attribute preferences,
and the consequences of these preferences on
socio-demographic and economic factors.

Relating to the first objective of this study, the
results showed that the most important housing
attribute for millennials and Z generations is
the neighborhood, followed by dwelling
features and life value. In terms of
consequences, the most significant factor is
economic features, followed by socio-
demographic features. This highlights the
importance of creating affordable and
desirable neighborhoods for the younger
generations in GJMA. While relating to the
second objective of this study, the results
showed that the main reasons for
homeownership are for investment purposes
and to have a sense of security and stability.
This indicates the need for policies that
support and encourage homeownership for the
younger generations.

Therefore it is important to understand the
housing preferences of young people in urban
planning and housing development. It does not
only ensure that policies reflect their needs and
aspirations, but also create an urban
environment that is inclusive and sustainable.
Further, it also minimizes the mismatch
between the housing supply and demand, in
particular for this social group because of the
distinctive economic and socio-demographic
characteristics when analyzing housing
preferences, as well as using quantitative
methods to understand the reasons for
homeownership among young people with
vertical housing preferences.

Future studies are necessary to investigate
their ability and willingness-to-pay to calculate
suitable and reasonable housing prices for this
social group, as their monthly incomes and
composition of expenditure may not fit the
soaring housing price in various locations in
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the GJMA. Living in an expensive apartment
with  different  physical and  social
neighborhood qualities is worth examining in
the future to provide design guidelines for
suitable housing according to the aspirations,
preferences, and lifestyles of this social group.
Further, the possibility of long-lease rental
housing in GJMA for an alternative housing
right to endorse their tenure security should be
delivered as  freehold  homeownership
implicates the problematical affordability for
this social group.
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