International Journal of Property Science Vol 6 Issue 1 2016

e-issn: 2229-8568

Factors Affecting Housing Products Price in Jakarta

Metropolitan Region

Raden Aswin Rahadi', Sudarso Kaderi Wiryono', Deddy Priatmodjo Koesrindartoto®,
Indra Budiman Syamwil®

! School of Business and Management, Institut Teknologi Bandung, Indonesia;

2 School of Architecture, Planning, and Policy Development, Institut Teknologi Bandung, Indonesia

"Laswin.rahadi@sbme-itb.ac.id

Abstract

This study addresses the issue of factors affecting housing products price in Indonesia, particularly in
Jakarta Metropolitan Region. Based on a conceptual model conceived in the study, this preliminary
study aims to validate the conceptual model and influencing factors for housing products price.
Through a specially designed questionnaire, responses from housing consumers in late 2014 were used
to analyse the current housing market products in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. Factors from the
conceptual model and information about current housing products in Jakarta Metropolitan Region were
combined to produce the questionnaire items. Eleven housing products from various areas and various
segmentations in Jakarta Metropolitan Region were applied into the questionnaire. The findings
suggested different preference factors for each of the housing development. They also confirm the
current housing market conditions in Indonesia are facing overpriced situation. The responses indicate
that consumers cannot afford the housing products offered at their current prices. This condition applies
for most of the socio-economic and demographics attributes including the housing market
segmentation, housing market locations and gender.

Keywords: Housing market, consumer preferences, Indonesia, housing price, property, real estate.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Residential product is widely recognized as one of the essential commercial product for people all
around the world. So essential for their consumers’ life that the purchasing decision for residential
products is often committed to a set of complex decision making process and it will require a large sum

of monetary funding from the consumers (Daly et al., 2003).

Due to the important position posited by the product, there are increasing numbers of studies about the

housing market behavior over the past years. However, the previous studies on market behavior were
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only limited to the extent on theoretical implications for residential markets, and only a few of them
studied on the practical implications of a theory of the residential markets. The implications of the
residential preference theory are important as it would offer explanation and information about the
current condition of the property industry in general and residential market position in detail. The
findings from the study are useful for all stakeholders involved in the industry, including the property

developers or practitioners, consumers and government.

This study aims to provide answers for residential consumer preference in Jakarta Metropolitan Region,
Indonesia. In Indonesia, housing product can be defined as landed house for single family residence, as
the concept of flats and shared housing is uncommon. For this study, we focused on the housing
consumers since housing product still has the largest market share of the residential market in
Indonesia, compared with other residential product, such as apartments or flats. Jakarta Metropolitan
Region is chosen for this research as it represents the highest concentration of city population for
Indonesia. It also has the largest demographic mix from all around Indonesia, as Jakarta serves as centre

of business and government for Indonesia.

The Jakarta Metropolitan area started out as Batavia. When Indonesia was declared independent in
August 17" 1945, Batavia took the name of Jakarta and was declared as the nation’s capital. Over the
years, Jakarta has served as the main country’s economic, business, and government centre and has
been drawing in migrants from all over Indonesia. Due to migration, the overall area of Jakarta has
continually expanded, particularly for the residential area, reaching their respective neighbouring

provinces of Banten and West Java.

According to the Multidimensional Poverty Index of 2014, 45.9 percent of the populations in Jakarta
Metropolitan Region are poor (Wright, 2015). Air quality is similarly poor, putting Jakarta at 112 out of
178 metropolitan jurisdictions (2014). Because of high land prices in central Jakarta as well as of air

pollution, most of the populations are increasingly scattered to the surrounding area of Jakarta, notably

to the locations such as Bekasi, Serpong, Tangerang, Depok, Bogor, and Cibubur.
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Figure 1: Jakarta Metropolitan Region Growth over time. Left Image Shows the Condition in the Year

20



International Journal of Property Science Vol 6 Issue 1 2016

e-issn: 2229-8568

of 1976, while the Right Image Shows the Condition in the Year of 2004. Images courtesy of report
from NASA Earth Observatory (2005).

Since 1976, Jakarta Metropolitan Region has developed significantly, as seen by the conglomeration of
the green area in Figure 1, which expanded continuously over time. The expansion has widened, from
the centre of Jakarta area, to Serpong, Bekasi, Tangerang, Cibubur, and Depok areas. Currently house
prices in Jakarta Metropolitan Region have increased significantly. The Global Property Guide (2015)
reporting data from the Central Bank of Indonesia, observed that these have inflated by 6.27 percent in
the first quarter of 2015.As seen in figure 2(a), the nominal value of the housing price is increasing,
however as the inflation rate in Indonesia is climbing, particularly in the year of 2007-2008, during the
Asian financial crisis, the real value of the housing product is decreasing, as the sellers must bear the
consequence of high inflation rate.
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Figure 2(a): Housing Price Change in Jakarta Metropolitan Region (%).
Figure 2(b): Residential Property Price Index, Composite from 16 Cities Since year 2002 (2002=100).
Images courtesy ofreport from Global Property Guide (2015).

This research extends the previous studies by the authors that looked into factors influencing housing
product price in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. Previously, the authors conducted several preliminary
studies to find the determinant attributes for housing product price in Jakarta Metropolitan Region,
starting with the synthesis of literature on influencing factors for housing products (Rahadi et al., 2012)
followed by qualitative study on the synthesis results via in-depth interview (Rahadi et al., 2013). In
2014, the authors performed quantitative research based on the previous 2013 study on housing
consumers (Rahadi et al., 2014), followed by quantitative researches on housing consumers and real
estate developers in 2015 (Rahadi et al., 2015; Rahadi et al., 2015). Based on the research results,the
authors have been able to determine the factors influencing housing product price in Jakarta
Metropolitan Region. This paper will incorporate the latest findings of the study to address the practical

implications of the influencing factors in current housing product development.
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This paper is organized into six sections. The first section consists of the introduction of the research
paper. The second section provides an explanation of previous literature studies on residential consumer
preferences. The third section discusses the research methodologies. The fourth section explains the
data analysis. The fifth section discusses the research findings, and the last section provides the

conclusions for this study.

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

Consumers normally go through a series of steps before committing a purchase. In here, rational choice
behaviours underline the process of buying the product. Lerman (1976), Thaler (1980), and Bateman et
al. (2002) suggested that consumers always attempt to choose rationally when purchasing a product.
This applies to housing consumers, particularly in Indonesia. When selecting a housing product, most
consumers begin by identifying the price of the selected objects, their additional positive and negative

attributes (location, safety, facility, neighbourhood, and others), weighing the utility.

The first important factor for consumers when making decisions to purchase a residential product is
location. As first mentioned by Lord Harold Samuel in 1944, the most important factor for a property
product is “location, location, location” (Brodie, 2007). There have been are several studies that address
the importance of location in residential purchase decision. Locational proximity to important facilities
such as schools, activity center, shopping center, and religious center is considered as important factors
to residential consumers when deciding to purchase a residential product. This evidence is supported by
Colwell et al. (1985), Sirpal (1994), Gibbons & Machin (2008), Brandt et al. (2013), and Wen et al.
(2014). Besides locational proximity to important facilities, two additional location attributes are
important in Indonesian context: proximity to family member’s location and work place location.
Indonesians, as most South East Asians, greatly uphold family values and prefer to live closely with
their closest family members. It is common for a son and daughter to live with or near their parents or
brother and sister. Consumers who purchase housing in Serpong area are people who used to live and
grow up in the nearby areas of Pondok Indah, Bintaro Jaya, and Puri Indah. This is also in line with
several previous researches discussing the distance to workplace and residential price (Adair et al.,
2000 and Bina et al., 2006).

In relation to locational proximity to important facilities, the next influential factor for housing product
price comes from the ease of access to those important facilities. In Jakarta Metropolitan Region [since
public transportation service is unreliable (Sutomo et al., 1993 and Setiawan, 2013)], a majority of the

population depends on personal transportation means such as automobiles and motorcycles.

According to Pew Research Center (2015), more than 4 per cent of household owns car, and 85 per cent
of household own motorcycles or scooter. In Jakarta, according to the National Statistic Bureau,
everyday there are 2.43 million commuters travel in, out, or within the city daily, with 1.38 million of
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them are coming from outside of the city. From the commuters traveling from outside of the city, 70 per
cent of them commute using private cars and motorcycles (Budiari, 2015).

Direct toll road access has emerged as one of the major influencing factors for high housing prices
(Waddell et al., 1993, Boarnet & Chaelermpong, 2001 and Vadali, 2008). Large real estate developers
such as Bumi Serpong Damai, Alam Sutera, Bintaro Jaya, Grand Wisata, and Gading Serpong are
willing to invest in direct toll road access to their area of development to increase the sales of their
products. Ease of access also means that there are more than one entrance and exit available to access a
real estate development (Smersh & Smith in 2000 and Molin & Timmermans in 2003). With heavy
traffic, it is important to have secondary or even tertiary alternatives to reach home during busy

weekdays.

The next influencing factor for housing product is the physical qualities of the product being offered to
consumers. This factor includes facade characteristics (Cetintahra and Cubukcu, 2014), infrastructure
condition (Kwanda et al. (2001); Famuyiwa & Babawale (2014), product specifications (Kwanda et al.,
(2001) and Epple et al.,(2013), and floor plan design (Xie et al. (2013), Aulia & Ismail (2013) and
Leung et al. (2013).

Attributes of concept do influence housing product price. Evidence includes studies by Blakely &
Snyder (1997), Spetic et al. (2005), Jim & Chen (2006), Sander & Polasky (2009), and Singh et al.
(2010), discussing the introduction of green concept in housing development. Blakely & Snyder (1997),
La Cour Little & Malpezzi (2001), Pompe (2008), Le Goix & Webster (2008), Hapsariniaty et al.
(2013) have also discussed the relationship between the introduction of residential cluster concept and
its influence towards housing price. Lastly, the introduction of premium facilities into a housing
development should influence the housing price being offered. Evidence can be found in the studies by
Raymond & Love (2000) and Feng & Humpreys (2008).

Other influencing factors for consumer preferences towards housing product price include brand and
reputation, with evidence on previous studies by Jiang & Rosenbloom in 2003, Davison et al. (2009)
and Shafiei et al. (2010). The factors of financial condition, with evidence of previous studies by
Edelstein & Lum (2004), Glaeser et al. (2005), and Favara & Imbs (2010). Last is the factor of
livability, with evidence on previous studies performed by Blakely & Synder (1998), Sander & Polaskly
(2009), Ratchakulpat et al (2009), and Singh et al. (2010).

Having performed the literature synthesis followed by qualitative and quantitative analysis in the
research process, the authors were able to create a conceptual model defining the influencing factors for
housing product price in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. As seen in figure 3, the influencing factors

consist of physical qualities, brand, financial condition, livability, location, accessibility and concept.
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Figure 3: Conceptual Model for Influencing Factors for Housing Products in Jakarta Metropolitan
Region (Rahadi et al., 2014)

This research uses the conceptual model to understand the housing consumer behavior towards price in
Jakarta Metropolitan region. The conceptual model then will be applied to the current housing market
condition in Jakarta Metropolitan Region, to create a questionnaire design that will uncover the current

market position of each housing product in the area.

The findings from this study would be useful for mapping the current housing market condition in
Jakarta Metropolitan Region. This approach can be justified to bridge the current gaps in the literature
for consumer preference in Indonesia. It will also be beneficial practically for all stakeholders involved

in the housing industry.

3.0 METHOD

A questionnaire survey was conducted in the late 2014. As this study is still considered as preliminary,
data was gathered data from a total of 100 respondents comprising current and future house owners
identified as housing consumers. The location was in Jakarta Metropolitan Region and its surrounding
satellite cities. The age range of the respondents was between 18-56 years old. The data was collected

using judgmental sampling with non-sequential approach.

The main aim of the survey was to elicit respondents’ preferences when presented with several
alternative housing products. It was expected that the consumer’s response would enable this study to
map the current housing market conditions in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. The respondents were then
asked about their willingness to buy the housing product, after learning about the existing attributes

embedded in each of the products.

The questionnaire items were grouped into two parts. The first part deals with the demographics
information, while the last part deals with the validation of the conceptual model for housing consumers

in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. A total of 11 housing products from 10 property developers were
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included in this questionnaire survey. The products are located in all of Jakarta Metropolitan Region
area (Alam Sutera, Bogor Nirwana Residence, Bumi Serpong Damai, Citra Gran Cibubur, Depok
Permata Regency, Grand Wisata Bekasi, Jababeka Residence, Pantai Indah Kapuk. Summarecon

Bekasi, and Spring Hill).

A standard questionnaire format was adopted for each of the eleven housing products as seen in
Appendix 1. This was done to prevent bias selection by the respondents. Seven factors (Physical
Qualities, Brand, Concept, Location Uniqueness, Ease of Access, Financial Condition, and Livability)
and their attributes were included in the questionnaire, in relation to the previous presented pictures.
The study adopted the approach by Brown (2003). On each of the items, respondents stated their
willingness to purchase the housing at a specific price, judging from their current condition. The price
tag for each of the housing product is the current market price during the research process. Respondents
answered on the basis of Likert scale of 1-6, with a score of 1 representing high unwillingness to buy

and a 6 representing high willingness to buy the a fore mentioned products.

During the process of data collection, confidentiality of the respondent’s personal information was
maintained. Prior to the research process, the respondents were provided with instructions on
completing the questionnaire, the study purpose, and information about data confidentiality. All
respondents gave their consent to participate in this study. The research process, from constructing the
survey method, data collection, and data analysis was monitored and approved by the university

advisers.

4.0 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
This section summarises the findings from the data collected from housing consumers in Jakarta
Metropolitan Region. Descriptive statistics were deployed including mean analysis, mode analysis, and

analysis of the housing consumers’ willingness to buy.

4.1 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

The gender distribution of the respondents’ is rather even (55 female and 45 male). The bulk of the
respondents plan to purchase a house in the southern (42 percent) and eastern (33 percent) areas of
Jakarta Metropolitan Region. Approximately half of the respondents are married (57 percent), and most
of the respondents have more than four family members living in their house. More than half of the

respondents hold a Bachelor degree (53 percent).
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Table 1: Demography Information of the Respondents

Demographics Information Frequency  Percent
Female 55 55.0%
Sex
Male 45 45.0%
Central 3 3.0%
East 33 33.0%
. North 10 10.0%
Location

South 42 42.0%
West 9 9.0%
Others 3 3.0%

0,
Marital Satus Sngle 43 43.0%
Married 57 57.0%
Up to secondary school (high school) 28 28.0%
Diploma 12 12.0%
Education Bachelor's degree 53 53.0%
Master's degree 5 5.0%
Doctorate's degree 2 2.0%
) 1 8 8.0%
Numt;)er of family 2 12 12.0%
members in your 3 o5 25 0%

house (excluding .
you) 4 26 26.0%
>4 29 29.0%

*Respondents were allowed to choose more than one location respondents’ purchasing
characteristics. Most of the respondents (60 percent) already own a house prior to the decision to
purchase next house (60 percent). After purchasing a new house, they plan to occupy the new house
(71 percent). Most of them (60 percent) were prepared to pay up to 100 million rupiah for the house
down payment and they also prepare to spare up to 3 million rupiah per months for the house
installment payment (60 percent). Most of the respondents have a combined monthly family income
of five to ten million rupiah, and they prefer to purchase their house using housing mortgage or
KreditPemilikanRumah (KPR).
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Table 2: Purchasing Characteristics of Respondents

Demographics Information Frequency Percent
Do you own a house before? Yes 60 v
No 40 40.0%
Owner occupied 71 71.0%
What is your plan for the purchased house? Rent 25 25.0%
Sell 4 4.0%
<100 60 60.0%
Fund for down payment? In million Indonesian 100-300 2 S
) 300-500 5 5.0%
Rupiah (IDR)
500-1000 8 8.0%
>1000 2 2.0%
<3 60 60.0%
Fund for installment per month? In million 5 2 25.0%
) . 5-10 5 5.0%
Indonesian Rupiah (IDR)
10-15 8 8.0%
>15 2 2.0%
<3 5 5.0%
3-5 13 13.0%
Monthly family income? In million Indonesian 5-10 32 32.0%
Rupiah (IDR) 10-15 15 15.0%
15-20 16 16.0%
>20 19 19.0%
Hard cash (3 months installment) 5 5.0%
; Hard cash (12 months installment) 4 4.0%
Proposed ownership scheme ) )
Cash installment (up to five years) 26 26.0%
Housing mortgage (KPR) 65 65.0%

4.2 Mean Analysis
Prior to calculating the mean analysis, the data collected was tested for reliability. Using SPSS, the data
collected was found to have a Cronbach a score of 0.986, indicating that it was reliable.

Table 3: Mean analysis results by factor category across all housing products.

Na. ltem C:.TZT:E:: rand  Concept  Accessibility  Location g;ud?;:r: Livability
1 Depok Permata Regency 3040 350 3.420 3.290 3.080 3250 3100
2 Bogor Nirwana Residence 3240 32%0 3.440 3.460 3.240 3310 3230
3 Pantai Indah Kapuk 3240 0 3270 3.150 3.100 2970 2780 3.040
4 Spring Hill 3.080 3.180 3.230 3.250 3.100 3010 3.050
5 Bumi Serpong Domai 3450 3320 3.420 3.280 3.150 3170 3.360
& Alam Sutera 3.730 3.580 3.610 3.450 3.340 3.080 3510
7 Grond Wisato Bekosi 3560 3410 3.510 3.310 3310 3210 3.180
8 Citra Gron Cibubur 36300 3440 3.500 3.240 3.200 3190 3320
9 Summarecon Bekosi 3590 3.560 3410 3.320 3.270 3.160  3.300

10 Jobobeka Residence: Oscor Residence 33700 3370 3.270 3.030 310 2900 3.180
11 Jobobeko Residence: Simprug Gerden 3.040  3.060 3.060 2.970 2.920 3.000 2990

*Seore 1 =Unwillingnessto purchase; Score&=Willingnessto purchase

Table 3 shows the different results for each of the housing products. The respondents have presented the
strengths and weaknesses for each development. For Depok Permata Regency housing development,
physical qualities scored the lowest mean (3.040), while concept scored the highest mean (3.420). The
development of Bogor Nirwana Residence scored their lowest mean value (3.230) for livability

category and their highest mean value of (3.460) for accessibility category. Pantai Indah Kapuk
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development scored their highest mean value of (3.270) for category of brand with lowest mean (2.780)
for financial condition category. For Spring Hill development, the lowest mean value is conceived as
their financial condition category (3.010) and their highest mean value is achieved for their accessibility
value (3.250). Bumi Serpong Damai development scored their lowest mean value of 3.150 for location
category and 3.450 for their physical quality category. The Alam Sutera development has the lowest
mean value for financial condition category (3.080) and the highest mean value for physical quality
category (3.730). The housing development of Grand Wisata Bekasi has the lowest mean value of
(3.180) for their livability category and the highest mean value of 3.560 for their physical quality
category. Citra Gran Cibubur has the lowest mean value for their financial condition category (3.190)
and the highest mean value for physical quality category (3.630). For Summarecon Bekasi housing
development, it has the lowest mean value for financial condition category (3.160) and the highest
mean value for physical quality category (3.590). For Oscar Residence in Jababeka Residence, the
lowest mean value is scored by financial condition category (2.900) and the highest mean value is
scored by the physical quality and brand categories (3.370). Finally, for Simprug Residence in Jababeka
Residence, the lowest mean value is scored by location category (2.920) and the highest mean value is

scored by brand and concept categories (3.060).

Overall, the highest mean value for all of the housing development is scored by the physical quality
category for Alam Sutera housing development (3.730). The lowest mean value for all of the housing
development is scored by the financial condition category for Pantai Indah Kapuk housing development
(2.780). From all eleven housing developments pitched in this research, six of them have the highest
mean value scored in physical quality category, while six have the lowest mean value scored in

financial condition category.

4.3 Mode Analysis
A mode analysis was also undertaken for a further insight. Results are as in Table 4.

Table 4: Mode analysis results by factor categories across all housing products.

Mo. Item Physical Qualitias Brand Concept Accessibility Llocation FI“U.“L ol Livability
Conditian

1 Depok Permato Regency 3 3 4 3 3 3 3
2 Bogor Nirwona Residence 3 3 3 4 3 3 3
3 Pantai Indah Kapuk 3 3 3 4 3 1 4
4 Spring Hil 4 4 4 4 4 3 4
5 Bumi Serpong Domai 4 4 4 4 4 4
& Alam Sutera 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
7 Grand Wisata Bakaos 4 3 3 3 3 3 3
8 Citra Gran Cibubur 4 : 4 3 3 3 4
@ Summarecon Bekos 4 4 4 3 ]
10 Jababeka Residence: Oscor Residence 4 4 4 3 3 3 3
11 Jobobeka Residence: Simprug Gorden 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

“Score 1= Unwillingness to purchase; Score & = Willingness to purchase

The results suggest that the mode analysis does provide additional information about the reasoning
behind the respondents' choice. As seen from the mode analysis, Bumi Serpong Damai, Alam Sutera,

and Summarecon Bekasi all have the most positive answers on willingness to purchase by the
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respondents, while Pantai Indah Kapuk has a score of 1 (unwilling to purchase) for the financial
condition category. This is quite to be expected, as current housing development growth in Jakarta
Metropolitan Region is more focused on Serpong and Bekasi area, where all of those housing

developments take place.

4.4 Willingness to Purchase
For the final question, respondents were asked whether they willing to purchase the housing product
under the current condition offered by each of the property developers, and with the current price

offered by each of the property developers.

Table 5: Consumers’ willingness to purchase for each of the housing products.

Are You Willing To Buy

No. Item Price (in IDR)  Price (in US$) This House?
No Yes

1 Depok Permata Regency 475,000,000 35,714 70 30
2 Bogor Nirwana Resdence 580,000,000 43,609 69 31
3 Pantai Indah Kapuk 3,750,000,000 281,955 91 9
4 Soring Hill 1,400,000,000 105,263 82 18
5  Bumi Serpong Damai 1,600,000,000 120,301 76 24
6 Alam Sutera 4,800,000,000 360,902 85 15
7 Grand Wisata Bekas 1,700,000,000 127,820 78 22
8 Citra Gran Cibubur 2,000,000,000 150,376 80 20
9  Summarecon Bekas 1,550,000,000 116,541 76 24
10 Jababeka Resdence: Oscar Resdence 1,577,000,000 118,571 84 16
11 Jababeka Resdence: Smprug Garden 700,000,000 52,632 75 25

Note: 1 US$ in July 2016 isequal to IDR13300

Table 5 presents the final results of whether the respondents are willing to purchase those houses,
judging from the price and current conditions. As seen in the results, most of the respondents were
unwilling to purchase the products, even when the price offered are proposed in various value
segmentation, ranging from 475 million rupiah (US$ 35.714), up to 4.8 billion rupiah (US$ 360.902).

5.0 DISCUSSION
This section will try to delve into the practical and theoretical implications for consumers’ preference
for housing product in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. It will also present the limitations and further

research opportunities from this study finding.

5.1 Practical Implications

The findings on mean analysis indicate that contrary to the reasons for current common practice
performed by the property practitioners when determining housing price, housing consumers do have
their own system of preferences and analysis for each of property developers’ housing products
strengths and weaknesses. With the current model presented in this research, property developers can

follow up on identifying each of their own products selling points, and capitalise their potentials while
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improving their deficiencies.

The mean analysis results suggest that all of the responses do not have any indication of absolutely
positive response on their willingness to buy. Most of the responses are ranged between score of 2
(unwilling to buy) up to 4 (slightly willing to buy). This is worrying as it means that most of the
housing products being offered in the Jakarta market are not attractive enough to their consumers. The
category of physical quality has the highest mean value responses, while the category of financial

condition has the lowest mean value responses.

These findings are also supported by the results of the consumers’ willingness to purchase analysis. The
results show that less than 30 percent of the respondents are willing to purchase all of the eleven
property products being offered in the questionnaire at their respective prices. This suggests that the
current housing price offered by the property developers, for all of the location, with all of price
segmentations, and all of the conditions offered by the development are overpriced from consumers’
point of view. The result is consistent with the reports from several property consultants such as RLB
(2015), Colliers International (2014), and Global Property Guide (2015) that portrayed a housing
market slowdown in Indonesia. This finding is also somewhat consonant with the current situation in
the country where 20.5 percent of the country’s total populations do not own a house (BeritaSatu, 2014)

and 40 percent of the country’s total populations cannot afford to purchase a house (Ramadhiani, 2014).

Finally, from the mode analysis, we can see which housing products are more accepted by housing
consumers. This finding is important and can be followed up to produce a transparent report on each
housing developer’s performance and condition. It would be beneficial for housing consumers and also

for government.

5.2 Theoretical Implications

In terms of theoretical implications, we can confirm that there is a possibility to develop a conceptual
model for housing consumers’ preference. The findings for housing consumers’ preferences in each of
the housing development location can be useful to develop a characteristic model for housing
consumers in Jakarta Metropolitan Region. This study has shown that there are distinctive
differentiations between each of the housing products being offered, even if offered at nearby location
by the same property developers. As the study on the property in Indonesia is still considered to be
scarce, the findings in this study should be valuable for the body of knowledge and property theory

development in Indonesia.

5.3 Limitations and Further Research
In this research, we have identified four limitations and their possible consequences. The first one is the

locational limitations. As the sample of respondents gathered for this research come from the area of
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Jakarta Metropolitan Region, the results of this study might not applicable in other regions or countries.
The second limitation is the timeline of this study. As this research is performed in the late of year 2014,

different results might apply in the future as this survey only captures a certain window of time.

The third limitation of this study is the limited number of respondents. Using the confidence interval
and confidence level diagram provided by lIsrael (1992), the accountability of this population
calculation is represented with represents confidence level of 95% and confidence interval of 10%. A
higher confidence interval can be achieved with a greater number of respondents. The final limitation
of this study is the random locational preference from the respondents. Although all of the respondents
have been provided with complete information about each of the housing products, there are
possibilities that a considerable amount of the housing products are not recognised by the respondents.

There are opportunities for this study to be expended based on the limitations of this study. The
conceptual model and questionnaire construct can be reapplied in different regions or countries. The
research model can also be replicated with a greater number of respondents and careful respondents’
demographics profile segmentation. Finally, the conceptual model and questionnaire construct can be

re-administered into different types of residential products, such as apartments or flats.

6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study produces one of the initial studies on consumer preferences towards housing product price. It
identifies the factors influencing housing product price. Given that, this study is the first to be
conducted in Jakarta Metropolitan region and Indonesia, the research findings have strong significance

for the property market in the area, as well as contributing to the property development theories.

The main practical implication of this study is the strengths and weaknesses map of housing
developments in all areas in Jakarta Metropolitan region. This map should be useful for both consumers
and property developer, as well as for government. It would benefit the consumers as it provides them
with transparent information about the current condition of a housing development. It would be
beneficial for the property developers as it shows them the potentials and deficiencies of the current
product they marketed. Actions could be made to improve the sales of their products. In the future, it
would also be favourable for them as it provides them with historic information about their own
products strengths and weaknesses. Lastly, it would be constructive for the government to create better

rules and regulations for property industries sustainability in Indonesia.

This study’s main contribution for body of knowledge is the conceptual model and characteristics map
of housing preference for each of housing products in each location. It would provide a varied
procedure for property practitioners to conduct their own SWOT (Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, and

Threat) analysis, compared with their current regular approach.
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Based on the study results, we propose several recommendations that are useful for the current housing

industry in Jakarta Metropolitan Region;

» Housing developers should start developing their products based on their respective consumer’s
preferences. The research outcome shows that most of the current housing products offered in the
market are not attractive enough for the consumers to purchase. By communicating with the
consumers, housing developers would be able to create products that are both good and useful.

=  The current market price for housing products is overpriced. This phenomenon serves as the first
indication of market bubble in the area (Smith and Smith, 2006). With this in mind, government
and real estate organizations should start to treat it cautiously, to prevent the events of real estate
market bubble.

= In relation to the overpriced housing situation, and the fact that most of the total populations in
Indonesia cannot afford to purchase house, creative approaches should be taken by the government
to address the issue. With number of populations growing exponentially each year, the supply of

affordable housing has become a pressing concern of the nation.
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APPENDIX 1

Example of Survey Questions for this Research

Questions for Depok Permata Regency Housing Development

The picture below contains information about the aforementioned housing product information. Please
provide the most honest answers based on the given information. For further information about Depok,
Permata Regency housing development can be seen on their official website at
http://permatadepokgroup.com/permata_depok_regency.html.

Please answer the questionnaire item with Likert scale of 1 to 6, your unwillingness or willingness to

purchase the housing development based on given information.

Perumahan di kawasan DEPOK
Jakarta Selatan

nformasi Umum:
Jkuran LB/LT | 65/84
farga Rp 475.000.000,- (belum termasuk biaya Pajak,Notaris,
| administrasi, dan biaya lainnya)
Keamanan 24 jam non-stop
Sistem |
Pembayaran KPR, Cicilan Tunai, Cicilan Keras
Konsep I
Perumahan Cluster
Spesifikasi Produk:
Pondasi | Batu kali, sloof beton bertulang
Dinding | Bata / hebel
Rangka atap Baja ringan
Penutup atap | Genteng beton, alumi foil
Plafon Gypsum di cat
usen, Pintu & Jendela
usen Kamper di cat / alumunium
Pintu depan Panel di cat
Pintu lainnya Dobel triplek di cat
Pintu & kusen KM|Fiber
endela Kayu kamper di cat
Keramik
[Lantai Granite tile 60 x 60 e¢m (tipe 70 & 100)
=== B KM/ WC | Lantai keramik, dinding keramik tinggi 1,7m
r IDapur | Meja dapur keramik & bak cuci piring
- s istrik dan Air Bersih
®) _istrik | 2200 watt (tipe 70 & 100); 1300 watt (tipe 38 & 45)
i — Air bersih | Sumur jetpump
Pagar dan Carport
‘agar depan
amping | 0.5 m diplester
s — | ar belakang | Keliling diban tinggi 2,5m diban tanpa plester
L | Carport | Beton screed
& alan kavling | Beton tanpa hotmix
a e jalan tol terdekat 110 km (Tol Jagorawi)
arak ke transport publik
terdekat 5 l\m (Stasiun Depok Lama);
5 e Stasiun Depok Baru)
Depoh Ban Sone 5 st e | Jamk ke sekolah ludd\ at Universitas Indonesia)
Rerind e Pk luarga Depok)
tayam)
Kubah Mas);
2 km ((urq a Katolik St. Paulus)
ey km (Hotel Santika Depok)
Pobes Kla Orpok 3 5 km (Kantor Walikota Depok)
Jarak ke p Kota |8 km (Depok Town Square, Margo City, dll
L ol Jarak ke pusat hiburan terdekat |27,5 KM (The Jungle Bogor);
- 12 km (Telaga Golf Sawangan)
J:
——
North dakarta Babeian
Tangerang - e Jakata | [ ST
\Jakarta \
= \ .Y Sakarts, Bekasi Bekasi
soutn’ | )
Tangerang Y e
rom
Panng Setu G
Dy Cuning 'ﬂl “rm o]
s
ey Feemata Depek Regency s
e Topa alrgy opa o000l
89mu0<wl"ﬂw‘t1 é . e S
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Questionnaire Items

Not Purchase
1

e-issn: 2229-8568

Purchase
4 5 <)

Considering the above information, | think the factor of physical qualities (facade,
infrastructure, Right of Way (ROW), rooftop design, and floor plan layout) influence
my decisionto _this housing product.

Considering the above information, | think the factor of brand (developer
commitment, product quality, after-sales service, and reputation) influence my
decisionto  this housing product.

Considering the above information, | think the factor of concept (green concept,
theme of the housing, following trend, cluster concept, and type variations)
influence my decisionto _~~~ this housing product.

Considering the above information, | think the factor of accessibility (direct foll
access, location near family, near working place, near activity center, near
shopping center, near education center, and ease of accessibility) influence my
decisionto - _ this housing product.

Considering the above information, | think the factor of location uniqueness (near
religious center and location uniqueness) influence my decision fo
_ thishousing product.

Considering the above information, | think the factor of financial condition (payment
scheme variation, reinvestment value, economical background, and alfernative
pricing scheme) influence my decision fo this housing
product.

Considering the above information, | think the factor of livability (prestige, social
status, lifestyle, privacy, complete fixtures, and similar age & background) influence
my decisionto  this housing product.
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