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Fig. 1 The concept of a gated community (left) and a non-gated community (right) Source: (Kim, 2006, p. 63)

Table 1: A number of common terms used in the literature gated communities

English expression

Feature emphasized

Gated residential development

A new geographical or physical unit developed on a new land plot
designed and built as a gated community from the beginning

Enclosed neighborhood

The nexus of relationships among individuals living in a
community with hard boundaries

Closed settlement

A gated and enclosed geographical feature with lesser focus on the

relationships among people

Security zone

Improving security in a physical or geographical unit

Defended community

Relationships among individuals who have fenced and fortified
their communities to protect themselves

Walled settlement

Walls or fences around a physical area

Retirement community

Type of the residents of the community who are retirees

Private neighborhood

Management of the community (privately managed)

Elite community

Socio-economic status of the residents of the community

Guarded community

The presence of guards and physical protection
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Table 2: Definitions of gated communities

Source

Definition

Blakely and
Snyder, 1997

“Gated communities are residential areas with restricted access in which normally public spaces are privatized.
They are security developments with designated perimeters, usually walls or fences, and controlled entrances
that are intended to prevent penetration by nonresidents.” (p. 2)

Landman,
2000

“By their nature gated communities are separate and enclosed areas: isolated from the broader urban
environment and enclosed through physical barriers. Whether the purpose is to enable a specific lifestyle within
the enclosed area or to protect the residents from possible intruders, gated communities reflect an urban entity
that is physically and often socially and economically differentiated from the surrounding urban environment.”
(pp- 1-2)

Touman,
2002

“The Gated Community is: an urban settlement surrounded by walls with several entrances. These entrances
are controlled by gates and they are guarded by security agents. Sometimes these gates are under video
surveillance. The access to these settlements is strictly reserved, generally, to the residents and their visitors.”
(®.-2)

Grant, 2005

“Gated communities are housing developments on private roads that are closed to general traffic by a gate
across the primary access. These developments may be surrounded by fences, walls or other natural barriers
that further limit public access.” (p. 276)

Atkinson,
Blandy, Flint,
and Lister,
2003

“In physical terms, a gated community is a fenced or walled residential area, to which access by non-residents
is either restricted or controlled by CCTV and/or security staff. A gated community is served by private internal
roads, and may include facilities such as a gym for the use of residents only. In legal terms: residents of a gated
community are tied into a common code of conduct, and there is generally a degree of self-management of the
development by the residents.”

Roitman,
2010

“Closed urban residential settlements voluntarily occupied by a homogeneous social group, where public space
has been privatized by restricting access through the implementation of security devices. Gated communities
are conceived as closed settlements from their inception and are designed with the intention of providing
security to their residents and prevent penetration by non-residents; their houses are of high quality and have
services and amenities that can be used only by their residents, who pay regular compulsory maintenance fees.
They have a private governing body that enforces internal rules concerning behaviour and construction.” (p.
33)

Atkinson and
Blandy, 2013

“Gated communities may therefore be defined as walled or fenced housing developments, to which public
access is restricted, characterised by legal agreements which tie the residents to a common code of conduct
and (usually) collective responsibility for management.” (pp. vii-viii)
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Table 3: Blakely and Snyder's (1997) general typology of gated communities

Type Features Subtypes Characteristics
. age-related complexes with suite of
. . Retirement o .
These projects emphasize common amenities and activities
amenities and cater to a leisure class . shared access to amenities for an
. . . Golf and leisure S
Lifestyle with shared interests; may reflect small- active lifestyle
town nostalgia; may be urban villages, master-planned project with suite of
luxury villages, or resort villages. Suburban new town amenities and facilities; often in the
Sunbelt
. Iy n riv
Enclaves of rich and secu.ed and guarded p lvacy 1o
. . . restrict access for celebrities and
These projects reflect desire for image, famous ) . .
. very wealthy; attractive locations
. privacy, and control; they focus on :
Prestige secured access for the nouveau riche;

exclusivity over community; few
shared facilities and amenities.

Top-fifth developments

often have guards

Executive middle class

restricted access; usually without
guards

These projects reflect fear; involve
retrofitting fences and gates on public
streets; controlling access

Security zone

City perch

restricted public access in inner city
area to limit crime or traffic

Suburban perch

restricted public access in inner city
area to limit crime or traffic

Barricade perch

closed access to some streets to limit
through traffic
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Table 4: Grant and Mittelsteadt's (2004) typology of gated communities

Type Boundary

Road access

Notes

Ornamental gating no marked boundary

landmark gates at
entry

Feature gates showing the subdivision name are
placed at the major entries to give identity to an
area.

Walled subdivisions  opaque fence or wall

open

Fully walled subdivisions are a common
suburban feature in western Canadian cities.
Cars and pedestrians may enter.

Faux-gated entries opaque wall or fence

narrowed entry,
removable chains or
bollards, guard house

Some subdivisions have physical features that
look like guard houses or private entries to
discourage uninvited vehicles from entering.

Barricaded streets no marked boundary

public streets closed
by fences, planters, or
concrete barriers

Many cities barricade streets creating cul-de-sac
streets within the grid as a form of traffic control.
Pedestrian access remains open.

lift or swing arm

Rural cottage subdivisions may feature gates
that are only closed for part of the year.
Communities on First Nations Reserves may
have gates but no walls. Pedestrian access is
open.

lift or swing arm

Prestige communities on islands, peninsulas, or
remote areas may limit access through combined
natural and man-made features.

Partially gated roads  no marked boundary

Fully gated roads natural features .such
as water or ravines

Restricted entry fence or wall, and/or

natural features that

bounded areas ..
limit access

gate with limited
control access

Suburban communities may completely restrict
public access; video or telephone systems may
allow visitors to be vetted by residents.

fence or wall, and/or
natural features that
limit access

Restricted entry,
guarded areas

gate with limited
control access;
security guards, police
or army

Suburban communities may completely restrict
public access; video or telephone systems allow
visitors to be vetted by residents. US-style gated
communities have guards at the gates or
patrolling the premises. In some zones guards
may carry automatic weapons.
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The emergence and spread of planned residential developments with hard and
controllable boundaries called gated communities and the social consequences of living
in such communities have attracted the attention of researchers for decades. The
increasing growth of these communities signifies a new form of residence and has led
to many studies on how and why these communities emerged. Despite the emergence
of gated communities in Iran in the 1960s, there is a dearth of research on such
communities in Iran. Reviewing theories and empirical studies conducted in this area,
this paper is an attempt to examine the existing definitions of gated communities, their
types, causes of their expansion, and their positive and negative consequences.

The origins of gated communities can be traced back to the previous century and the
strong fortifications of ancient cities which were built to protect against invaders,
enemies or even wild animals. Systems of class segregation and differentiation such as
citadels and fortified cities, common in ancient Iran, were designed to protect against
enemies and strangers and prevent them from entering the community. During the early
Islamic period, the walls and gates of the inner city were destroyed. In this period,
encouraging the expansion of the outer city, that is, part of the city whose people did
not belong to upper social classes, toward middle city was the most important policy
adopted by the Islamic state. The disappearance of the walls and gates of the inner city
and a new relationship between the new government and people who were oppressed
before then led to the formation of new strata in opposition to the old strata. The inner
walls and gates were destroyed in an effort to bring justice and eliminate class
segregation. However, as a sign of city’s defensive power, the outer walls remained
intact to protect from attack and enhance security.

It seems that new gated communities first appeared during the early 1960s with the
enforcement of the third (1963-1967) and fourth (1968-1972) Reconstruction Plans of
the country. During this period, as housing proved to be a major issue, housing
provision by the private sector burgeoned. The target profile was an emerging social
class formed owing to the economic and political changes of the early 1960s. With the
formation of the new social class and the entry of the private sector into housing market,
gated residential communities became a marketing opportunity and a means of
attracting particular markets for private housing developers. The developers of large-
scale projects started their research considering this reality and the needs of the new
social class. Although the first gated community of the country appeared in Tehran,
today, gated communities have increased their market share not only in big cities but
also in smaller cities of the nation. Gated communities have four main features: (1)
impermeable boundary and controlled access to the community, (2) shared private
ownership of common spaces and private access to them, (3) the presence of private
facilities and amenities for communal use of residents, and (4) the presence of a
common code of conduct to regulate behaviors and activities.
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According to existing typologies, gated communities in Iran can be grouped into
lifestyle, prestige, and security zone communities. Lifestyle communities focus on
leisure activities and shared amenities and facilities offered within the community
attracting those looking for an identity and a shared lifestyle. Examples of lifestyle
communities in Iran are Daryakenar and Lavasan. Prestige communities attract people
caring about the image of their socio-economic situation symbolizing wealth and social
status. Such communities are exemplified by developments such as Park in Isfahan and
Saeedieh in Hamedan. Security zone communities in Iran include communities that
were not originally gated but were later gated by residents. In such communities, public
streets are often closed to non-residents. Ekbatan is such a community in Tehran.

The advocates of gated housing claim that gated communities meet individuals’ needs
for security, identity, and sense of community; provide services and infrastructure in
the areas that were not previously well-equipped; secure property values; prevent
outsiders from entering the community; provide a safer environment for pedestrians
due to their lower traffic flow; and often feature high quality spaces and attractive
amenities.

Those against gated communities emphasize the social costs of gated communities.
They believe that gated developments are a threat to social integration and their
expansion has led to many physical and social problems in urban areas. Social
differentiation leads to the fragmentation and segmentation of the society.

Despite these negative views on gated communities, it is unignorable that there is an
increase in demand to live in such developments. Neither the demand in the housing
market nor the negative consequences of gated communities can be denied. Hence, it is
necessary to find a way to achieve a balance between their consequences and mediate
their negative effects since gated communities have the potential to become even more
prevalent in the landscape of cities in coming decades.
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