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In the middle of nowhere: Gated neighbourhoods in 
Vilnius region as a new lifestyle?
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Abstract

This article provides an overview about the new tendencies on the Lithuanian housing mar-
ket shedding light on the development of the gated and guarded neighbourhoods (GGNs). 
Field surveys and interviews with developers, residents as well as local planning authorities 
in Vilnius and its surroundings provide the basis of discussion about the “fencing phenom-
enon". Can this phenomenon be explained by such factors like socio-economic segregation 
in the city, extensive marketing or a specifi c niche on the market? The research results show 
that gated neighbourhoods are established not only because of the need to prevent residents 
from violence or to show their social status but also to protect their lives from the chaotic 
and socially unstable outside world where the gates have more symbolic meanings.

Keywords: gated communities, gated and guarded neighbourhoods, residential segregation, 
post-socialist cities, Vilnius, Lithuania

Introduction

Gated and guarded neighbourhoods (GGNs) have been increasingly spreading in most 
European countries, including those where this form of housing had been rare until 
the 1990s (i.e. post-socialist countries). Researchers started to explore the underlying 
factors and formulated theories about the emergence of GGNs (Glasze, G. 2003, 2005; 
Lentz, S. and Lindner, P. 2003; Madore, F. and Glasze, G. 2003; Raposo, R. 2003, 2006; 
Wehrhahn, R. 2003; Blandy, S. 2006; Blinnikov, M. et al. 2006; Lentz, S. 2006; Stoyanov, 
P. and Frantz, K. 2006; Wehrhahn, R. and Raposo, R. 2006; Schmigiel, C. 2009).
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The prevalence and popularity of GGNs is explained by various factors. 
Firstly, according to the club goods theory, the collective management and use 
of common resources is more cost-eff ective (Glasze, G. 2005). Consequently, 
strive for effi  ciency encourages the prevalence and popularity of GGN. The 
popularity of GGNs is also explained by the eff ect of certain global processes, 
such as ongoing socio-economic restructuring, democracy and government 
crises, and the withdrawal of state (Glasze, G. 2005; Lee, S. and Webster, C. 
2006). Finally, historical, socio-economic and regional factors might also play 
a role in the emergence of GGNs (Glasze, G. 2005).

Despite the extensive previous research on gated neighbourhoods, 
there is a lack of comprehensive understanding about this phenomenon. For 
instance, there is a need to analyse the potential infl uence of westernisation 
on the forms and functions of these neighbourhoods. Also, there is a paucity 
of studies examining the quality of life in GGNs. Finally, there is a lack of 
research analysing factors contributing to the emergence of GGNs in various 
post-socialist countries. Taken all these into account, the main objective of 
this article is to contribute to the literature by exploring the reasons of GGNs 
appearance in one particular post-socialist country – Lithuania. 

The appearance of GGNs in Lithuania, compared to other post-social-
ist countries (for example the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, or Russia) 
was late. The fi rst GGN appeared at the beginning of the 21th century and 
became popular in the middle of the fi rst decade. This period coincided with 
the country’s robust economic growth and a real-estate boom. 

Earlier papers in the fi eld analysed the development of GGNs and 
concentrated mainly on morphological aspects (Pociūtė, G. 2007; Pociūtė, G. 
and Krupickaitė, D. 2007; Krupickaitė, D. and Pociūtė, G. 2009). These initial 
studies revealed that the structure of Lithuanian GGNs diff ers from typical 
GGN models. The latest research on Lithuanian GGNs concentrated on explor-
ing why residents choose to move in such estates. It was found that the key 
reasons infl uencing the choice of Lithuanian residents to live in GGNs diff er 
from other countries (e.g. USA, Russia, Latin America) where security and 
exclusivity are the key reasons why people choose to live in GGNs, while in 
Lithuania the main motivation is to live close to nature and to be surrounded 
by people with similar status. 

This article is structured as follows: fi rstly, factors causing the emer-
gence of GGNs in various countries are overviewed. Secondly, the methodol-
ogy of the research is presented. Then the morphological characteristics of 
GGNs in the Vilnius region are introduced. Fourthly, the role of key stake-
holders, e.g. investors, residents and local government representatives, re-
garding the development of GGNs in Lithuania, are analysed. Finally, in the 
conclusions, the unique characteristics of GGN development in Lithuania are 
discussed, with reference to the tendencies of other countries.
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Between West and East: similarities and diff erences in the 
development of GGNs worldwide

The emergence of GGNs is mostly explained by such factors as safety, social 
homogeneity, prestige, and privacy. However, the role of these factors can be 
very diff erent in various parts of the world. In Western Europe GGNs can be 
found in Spain (Wehrhahn, R. 2003), Portugal (Raposo, R. 2003; Wehrhahn, 
R. and Raposo, R. 2006), France (Madore, F. and Glasze, G. 2003), the United 
Kingdom (Blandy, S. and Parsons, D. 2003; Blandy, S. 2006). However, the 
gating phenomenon is not widespread in these countries, and the number of 
people living in such enclaves is relatively low. Typically, the residents of GGNs 
in Western and Southern European countries are middle- and upper-middle 
class citizens, who wish to have more privacy and pursue more quality life. 

As opposed to Western Europe GGNs are very popular and wide-
spread in the USA. They diff er by type, lifestyle orientation, the functionality 
they provide, and the purpose for which they are built (Blankley, E.J. and 
Snyder, M.G. 1997; Low, S. 2004). Social scientists usually treat the American 
GGN as a prototype for other similar compounds all around the world, and 
explain the emergence of gated neighbourhoods in other countries by the 
growing infl uence of American culture (especially in Eastern European coun-
tries). Many scholars noted that the fear from rising crime rates and peoples’ 
need to “feel safe” is one of the key drivers why US residents tend to move to 
GGNs in large numbers (e.g. Blankley, E.J. and Snyder, M.G. 1997; Marcuse, 
P. 1997; McKenzie, E. 1998; Gmünder, M. et al. 2000; Handley, J. 2002; Low, S. 
2004; Frantz, K. 2001, 2006). Glassner, B. (1999) even stated that gated neigh-
bourhoods are a physical declaration of the “culture of fear”. 

Again, in Russia GGNs play a diff erent role. Rather than serving as 
instruments of security they typically serve as “ghett os” for the rich. The GGN 
phenomenon is not new in Russia. During the Soviet Union gated and strictly 
guarded sett lements were built for the leaders in order to “separate them from 
the controlled masses” (Voslensky, M.S. 1984; Blinnikov, M. et al. 2006). Aft er 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, GGNs became popular among the new rich. 
Scholars observed that these enclaves created a new “capitalist landscape” 
(Brady, R. 1999; Blinnikov, M. et al. 2006). 

GGNs in Russia are highly protected sett lements available only for the 
top elite, i.e. those who can aff ord paying the price (Rudolph, R. and Lentz, S. 
1999; Lentz, S. and Lindner, P. 2003; Lentz, S. 2006). They are mostly located 
around Moscow or Sankt Petersburg (Blinnikov, M. et al. 2006) are very exclu-
sive and without comparable examples from other countries. Prestige, a desire 
of wealthy people to separate themselves from the masses by high fences, and a 
desire to live in beautiful green spaces on the outskirts of Russia’s largest cities 
remain the key driving factors for the emergence of GGNs in Russia (Blinnikov, 
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M. et al. 2006). Life in GGNs allows for the wealthy people to feel safer, not be 
disconnected from the city, but at the same time be “secluded away from the 
underprivileged and frequently landless masses” (Blinnikov, M. et al. 2006).

In East Central Europe a gradual spread of GGNs has been reported in 
the last decade (Stoyanov, P. and Frantz, K. 2006; Frantz, K. 2006; Cséfalvay, Z. 
2009, 2012; Csizmady, A. and Csanádi, G. 2009; Hegedűs, G. 2009a,b; Johnson, 
C. 2009; Kovács, Z. and Hegedűs, G. 2014; Pociūtė, G. and Krupickaitė, D. 2007; 
Polanska, D.V. 2010a, 2010b). The fi rst studies exploring the causes of the emer-
gence of GGNs emphasised that this process was and is highly infl uenced by 
American culture. Aft er the collapse of communism American type GGNs were 
considered as desirable form of housing, and they were constructed as a novel 
form of sett lement in post-socialist countries. In other words, the desire to “fulfi l 
an American dream” (Stanilov, K. 2007) or to live as contemporary Americans 
were key driving factors for the emergence of the fi rst GGNs in East Central 
Europe. However, latest research indicates that it is no longer the case. 

Recent research has revealed that there is no single overriding explana-
tion for the emergence of such enclaves in ECE (Cséfalvay, Z. and Webster, 
C. 2012). A numerous studies found that privacy and prestige are important 
factors infl uencing their appearance and many residents move to GGNs for 
seeking social homogeneity (Lentz, S. and Lindner, P. 2003; Stoyanov, P. and 
Frantz, K. 2006; Schmigiel, C. 2009; Hegedűs, G. 2009b, Polanska, D.V. 2010a, 
b). Other scholars, however, emphasise that GGNs necessarily increase the 
level of social segregation within these societies (Brade, I. et al. 2009; Schmigiel, 
C. 2009; Polanska, D.V. 2010b). Bitusikova, A. and Luther, D. (2010) refer to 
the GNNs in ECE as “ghett os of homogeneity”. Aesthetics and environmen-
tal aspects are also noted as factors contributing to the popularity of GGNs 
(Stoyanov, P. and Frantz, K. 2006; Cséfalvay, Z. 2009, Polanska, D.V. 2010a). 

Researchers note that the environmental characteristics, such as “fresh 
air, water, silence” (Negura, O. 2009); “green surroundings and closeness to 
nature“ (Polanska, D.V. 2010a) are typically emphasized in advertisements 
of GGNs in post-socialist countries instead of focussing on the security factor. 
Even though the importance of security as a rationale for moving to GGNs in 
ECE countries is acknowledged by many authors (Pociūtė, G. and Krupickaitė, 
D. 2007; Schmigiel, C. 2009; Hegedűs, G. 2009b; Cséfalvay, Z. and Webster, C. 
2012), nevertheless, it is not regarded as crucial as in the USA or Russia. 

Research methodology

In order to fi nd out the increasing popularity of GGNs in Lithuania both quali-
tative and quantitative methods, including content analysis, semi-structured 
in-depth interviews with various target groups, fi eld survey were applied. 
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The results presented in this article are based on the material collected during 
2010. As GGN does not have special statistical defi nition in Lithuania, i.e. they 
are counted as detached houses or block of fl ats, there is no offi  cial statistics 
about their occurrence. Therefore, before exploring the reasons why GGNs 
have become so popular in the country, the spatial distribution of GGNs, their 
locations, size and morphological characteristics had to be clarifi ed. Although 
there was some data on the distribution and morphology of GGNs collected 
during the fi eld study in 2007, the information for this article had to be up-
dated. Consequently, a new fi eld survey was carried out in July 2010. 

During the survey the whole territory of Vilnius city municipality was 
investigated and all new housing compounds (3 or more complex of houses) 
that were built aft er the year 2000 were recorded. Also, the morphological 
characteristics of those sett lements (e.g. plot size, number of buildings, forms 
of security etc.) were registered. Houses with the following characteristics were 
assigned to GGN: 1) the land where they stand is fully fenced and entrance to 
it is limited for cars and pedestrians); 2) the territory is under video surveil-
lance or protected by security staff . 

Secondly, “Neries kilpos” gated neighbourhood was chosen for the 
purpose of case study, because its characteristics (size, security installations, 
socio-economic status) are very typical for other Lithuanian GGNs. “Neries 
kilpos” neighbourhood is located 35 km from Vilnius centre. It was built on a 
10 ha land between 2005 and 2007. The neighbourhood consists of 33 houses 
on 40 plots. All basic infrastructure necessary for such type of sett lement are 
provided (i.e. roads, water well, sewage systems, water treatment equipment, 
natural gas reservoir, and internet connection). 

In addition, there are children’s playground, basketball, tennis and volley-
ball courts, and a house for community purposes. “Neries kilpos” is well secured 
by fences (Photo 1), automatic gates and video cameras. Finally, the whole territory 
is supervised by the territory manager on workdays. The residents of the sett le-
ment have established the owners’ community in 2007. This community actively 
deals with common problems and fosters community development (sport com-
petitions, spring “cleaning bee”, school start event etc.). The socio-demographic 
structure of “Neries kilpos” is quite homogeneous. The majority of the residents 
belong to the upper-middle class (monthly income per family is above 2000 euro), 
most of them have a university degree, are employed or free-standing high quality 
specialists, businessmen, medical doctors etc. Finally, the family structure is also 
typical, in most cases families consist of two adults and two children. 

In-depth interviews were carried out to fi nd out the main driving 
forces behind the mushrooming of GGNs in Vilnius and its surroundings. 
Interviews were made with residents and developers of the GGN, as well as 
with local government offi  cials responsible for urban development. The re-
search team conducted 21 interviews in total. Five were made with residents 
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living in “Neries kilpos”, six with representatives of the municipality, archi-
tects and developers of the “Neries kilpos” neighbourhood. 

Finally, ten interviews were conducted with developers, real estate 
agents and administrators of GGNs in other parts of Vilnius. Interviews were 
carried out in 2010. In addition, in order to get a more comprehensive and reli-
able picture about the spread of GGNs in Vilnius and its surroundings, content 
analysis of 16 GGN advertisements and 24 articles about GGN in the country’s 
main newspapers (“Lietuvos rytas”, “Respublika”, etc.) was performed. 

Gated communities in the Vilnius metropolitan region

The fi rst sett lement in Vilnius, which is comparable to present day GGNs was 
built in Soviet times. In Vilnius and in other capital cities of Soviet republics 
fenced and strictly secured neighbourhoods were built for the ruling elite. This 
early development is still in use as the present and past presidents of Lithuania 
have had their residences there. The fi rst commercial GGN in Vilnius region 
and in the whole Lithuania was built in 2001 called “Bendorėliai”. Later, due 
to the improvements of economic situation in Lithuania and recovery of real 
estate market, fi ve more gated communities (3 individual blocks and 2 blocks 
of fl ats in the city centre) were built by 2006 (Figure 1 and 2). At the same 
time, the construction of eleven new GGNs (respectively 6 and 5) were started 
(Pociūtė, G. and Krupickaitė, D. 2007). 

Photo 1. Fences of “Neries kilpos” gated community in Vilnius (Photo: Krupickaitė, D.)
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Fig. 1. Residential space completed in Vilnius 
region in thousand square metres, 1989–2011. 

Source: Statistics Lithuania Database

Fig. 2. Number of gated communities in 
Vilnius region, 2006–2010. 

Source: own survey

Fig. 3. The location of gated communities in Vilnius region. Source: own survey

Our survey in 2010 showed that thirteen out of fi ft y-three (around 25%) 
newly built neighbourhoods with detached or semi-detached houses in Vilnius 
region were gated and guarded (Figure 3). Their share on the housing market was 
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not at all signifi cant they encompassed only around 2.5% of the housing stock in the 
Vilnius region, yet, their symbolic role was very important. Also, the economic crisis 
and other external factors resulted that many GGNs were either not completely 
built or security control functions were abandoned (only fence remained). 

It is important to emphasise that the majority of newly-built neigh-
bourhoods with detached or semi-detached houses (36 out of 40) were fenced 
and most of them were equipped with automatic gates controlling the entrance 
to territory (in 24 neighbourhoods). Overall, it can be noticed that the external 
security measures (i.e. guards, cameras) that are common for classical GGNs, 
did not play very important role in Lithuania. This can also be related to the 
fact that an alarm system was installed in most of the newly-built houses. 
Fencing, however, is dominant feature of GGNs in Lithuania and it plays more 
important role than other security measures. 

The average size of GGN was 24 houses or fl ats. The number of homes 
in one GGN varied from 5 to 74. While comparing the level of technical facilities’ 
quality in GGN and other newly-built neighbourhood, it could be observed that 
the quality was higher in GGN. Such type of neighbourhoods more oft en had 
bett er arranged infrastructure (streets, lighting, sewerage and water supply).

The motivations of actors regarding the development of gated 
neighbourhoods in Vilnius region

Motivations of developers to build gated neighbourhoods

The idea for development of such neighbourhoods in Lithuania came from 
abroad. The first settlement – “Bendorėliai” – was founded by a Lithua-
nian who came back from the USA. This company sought to bring the 
idea of American GGN tradition (Mituzienė, A. 2001) (Photo 2). This type 
of neighbourhood was a novelty in Lithuania, because in the 1990s indi-
vidual houses were typically built around Vilnius without any infrastructure. 
These neighbourhoods did not have connection to the city’s sewage system 
and the water was supplied from individual wells. Thus, GGN appeared as a 
civilised way of building suburban sett lements. 

However, “Bendorėliai” neighbourhood fulfilled the original idea only 
partially. People received this novelty with reservations. One of the main rea-
sons of their reservations was an insufficient adjustment of this type of settle-
ment to the Lithuanian housing market. First of all, there was no tradition for 
building uniform single family houses in the country (it was associated with 
the uniform constructions of state-socialism). In addition, the plots around 
the houses were very small in comparison with the regular ones. 
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“Neries kilpos” is another good example for the fi rst gated neighbour-
hoods in Lithuania. Its developer also brought the idea from the US. However, 
opposed to “Bendorėliai” this project was successful because its layout and 
development was adjusted to the local market. Part of the success was that by 
then due to robust economic growth, and improving welfare conditions and 
credit opportunities demand for gated housing signifi cantly increased on the 
market. As a result of growing income among bett er off  households exclusive 
housing projects became more and more att ractive. 

The detailed analysis of advertisements of gated neighbourhoods re-
vealed that comfort, quality and “fascinating” exclusive landscape were unani-
mously emphasised by ads. The geographical location in the urban region was 
another important factor, which was followed by the prestige of the sett lement. 
Regarding the security aspect, the real estate advertisements underlined not 
only property protection but also the granting of more privacy: „exceptional 
att ention to safety and privacy“ („Verkių slėnis“ advertisement), and possibil-
ity to leave the children to play in the yard safely: „your children will be able 
to play safely in the closed courtyards“ (“Šaltinių namai“ advertisement). 

As “Neries kilpos” neighbourhood was developed near the impressive 
loop of the Neris river (the sett lement even has the name of the river), adver-
tisements of this housing compound put special emphasis on environmental 
aspects. This sett lement focused on customers with medium or slightly higher 
social status, and also on young families due to the relatively long distance 
from Vilnius city centre and the cheap land. The security aspect was not so 
much highlighted, even in the initial plan there was no fence.

Photo 2. “Bendorėliai” the fi rst gated community in Lithuania (Photo: Krupickaitė, D.)
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According to the experts, the fence became an integral part of such neigh-
bourhoods only later. It allowed to defi ne the borders of the sett lement and to 
distinguish it from the surrounding environment. According to the Director of 
Lithuanian Real Estate Development Association, one of the main reasons why the 
majority of newly built neighbourhoods were gated was their artifi cial nature plain 
fi eld: “maybe only this fence allows people to feel that it is also a sett lement”.

According to the developer of “Neries kilpos” residents wanted to 
fence the sett lement because of prestige and exclusiveness. Moreover, it was 
obvious that the fence and guard of the sett lement was not a crucial aspect, 
but just an extra important advantage which allowed the investors to att ract 
customer’s att ention easier. The fact that security instalments promised by the 
investors were not always realised in GGNs also confi rms that the question of 
safety has not always been essential. 

At the beginning almost no att ention was paid to the emergence of 
gated communities in the public. On the one hand, the sale of housing in gated 
neighbourhoods did not diff er from other new homes on the market: in most 
cases the potential buyers were att racted though public advertisements. As it 
was believed, the place, the price of housing, etc. att racted residents with simi-
lar age, status and hobby, and the community would develop unconsciously. 

On the other hand, there were some exceptions also among the newly 
developed GGNs. First of all, houses of the extremely luxurious “Laurai” 
GGN were sold only to people who had exclusive status and recommenda-
tions (Pocienė, A. 2005; Varnas, J. 2007). There were also several sett lements 
(i. e. “Džiaugmas” sett lement, Photo 3) which were developed by a group of 
private persons (Pocienė, A. 2006). 

Photo 3. The entrance to “Džiaugmas” gated community (Photo: Peciukonytė, L.)
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Motivations of residents to move into gated neighbourhoods

An exclusive landscape and att ractive place for recreation were the most im-
portant motives that inspired the respondents to choose „Neries kilpos sett le-
ment”: „When we went there, in fact, the view of the landscape amazed us“ 
(male, around 45). Other two criteria which were essential for choosing the 
„Neries kilpos“ sett lement were the relatively low price (due of the distance 
from the city) and the quality of infrastructure. 

When choosing the neighbourhood residents also found it important 
to live together with similar people. Also, they were satisfi ed with the idea of 
having common rules and creating jointly a safe neighbourhood (i.e. residents 
were prohibited to fence their own houses inside the neighbourhood). All 
these rules made the neighbourhood att ractive for people with similar needs 
and residential ideals. 

The community aspect also played an important role in the decision 
of those who moved in this neighbourhood. Therefore, buying the house in 
the sett lement which had its own rules and an idea of community in advance 
(to create house owners community) guaranteed a bett er social security. It 
was like a creation of safe society model as an opposition to the chaotic envi-
ronment in the outside world. In such neighbourhood the environment was 
supervised perpetually and everyone was involved in its supervision. At the 
same time, residents were independent from the decisions made by clerks: 
„[Would you like to improve something there?] When we will need, we will 
improve“ (male, 43). 

The fact that the neighbourhood would be fenced was not essential: 
„The fence was not a criterion, not a necessity“ (male, around 45). In fact, the 
fence in “Neries Kilpos sett lement” plays two symbolic roles. Firstly, fence is 
understood as a barrier. It is necessary to close off  the neighbourhood from 
strangers that could bring a feeling of insecurity and uncertainty. The fence 
clearly defi nes the safe playground’s boundaries for children. In this area 
residents also take care of each other’s children: „Fence is the necessity, be-
cause there is a busy road not far away. A lot of cars go there and if we start 
thinking about children safety…” (male, 33). Secondly, fence is treated as a 
framework of community spirit: “We want to be diff erent in some way. There 
should be some border as we do not want to be a hundred separated houses 
sett led somewhere in the fi elds“ (male, around 30). Fence is also understood 
as a physical boundary between the “wild” nature and the “comfortable” 
civilised environment.

It might be assumed that isolated sett lement is a model of the new 
lifestyle. It provides an opportunity to live in a “modern” civilised way where 
everybody complies with the rules. The democratic principles are also applied 
there: “Also, the management of the place was very interesting. […] I think 
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that if the management of “Neries kilpos” was placed there, people would 
be able to live much more happily. In our sett lement everything is done for 
the sake of people, not for money” (male, 43). It should be underlined that 
“Neries kilpos” is not the only gated community where the above mentioned 
principles played an outstanding role. 

According to our interviewee, “Džiaugmas” neighbourhood was estab-
lished not because of the security needs but because of the wish to have and 
feel a sense of community. The idea of the community was also essential in 
“Žali kalnai” sett lement. According to experts, the concept of such sett lement 
created conditions for the emergence of community, because residents were 
forced to take responsibility for the maintenance of their common territory.

Public evaluation of gated and guarded neighbourhoods

There has been no public opinion on GGNs in Lithuania (except for some 
discussions on internet web pages). Also, there has been hardly any scientifi c 
discussion on this topic (except for a couple of publications). During the last 
ten years only around 25 press articles appeared in the popular media. The 
provided information about GGNs was usually neutral or marketing type. 
Interviewed representatives of Vilnius municipality and planning department 
were also unable to express an offi  cial opinion about gated neighbourhoods. 
Moreover, admitt edly the municipality did not have too much infl uence over 
the gating phenomenon: “...if the plot is private, there is an opportunity to 
fence the territory. The local government cannot do anything about it...” (senior 
urban planner, Vilnius Municipality).

The fact that the total number of gated communities is quite low in 
Lithuania explains why so litt le att ention has been paid to them. As it was 
mentioned, these sett lements have been developed only recently and they are 
associated with the comprehensively developed sett lements. As long as GGNs 
maintain their own infrastructure (road, green areas etc) they are perceived 
positively by city administrators: “Such situation is economically profi table 
for us. There is no diff erence, if it is fenced or not”. Another local government 
offi  cial emphasised: “...behind the fence there is more cleanness, because with 
fencing you become responsible for your territory”. Fencing was seen only as 
one of the elements of the infrastructure, it was considered similar to fencing 
a family house: „...everyone thinks about his own quality of life and can fence 
his territory. The same is with the community. If its members decide to build 
a fence, it is their choice...”. The foundation of GGNs was not the desire of 
planners; it was more determined by the demand on the market and planners 
did not have any power to infl uence it.
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Discussion and conclusions

It is possible to distinguish several aspects that describe the main features of 
the Lithuanian model of gating phenomenon:

– Gated and guarded neighbourhoods in Lithuania have been 
established quite recently. Such neighbourhoods form one type of new 
housing developments, i.e. a variant of a complex neighbourhood with 
full infrastructure. They comprise a relatively small part of the hous-
ing market and the phenomenon is neither typical nor widespread. The 
morphology of gated neighbourhoods slightly differs from other types 
of neighbourhoods; however, they are better equipped.

The fi rst gated sett lements were built according to the ideas brought 
from the USA. However, GGNs became successful only aft er their adoption 
to the needs of the Lithuanian market. Thus, the development of GGNs in 
Lithuania is distinctive and corresponds to the local peculiarities. 

The most important aspects for the residents living in such neighbour-
hoods are the community, assurance of safe social environment, economic 
profi t, the lack of control compensation and maintenance of the sett lement. 

Fence in GGNs is a symbol of the border which determines safe and 
united space. It also provides physical security for children. As a result, the 
investors tend to create an image of GGN as a safe, and more comfortable 
residential area. As the maintenance of security is quite expensive, only a small 
part of GGN residents want to invest in them. 

As the construction of such neighbourhoods is related to the develop-
ment of advanced individual housing model, the public opinion about them 
is positive. 

The above mentioned aspects might be found in other countries. 
However, some differences between Lithuanian and foreign gated com-
munities can also be pointed out. First of all, the development of GGNs 
in Lithuania was started later than in other post-socialist countries, and 
they did not receive such popularity as in Russia, Poland, Hungary, and 
the Czech Republic. Also, there are almost no manifestations of luxury. 
These settlements are not exclusively prestigious.

It is possible to hypothesise that an important factor for the limited 
development and variety of such neighbourhoods is the size of the housing 
market. The housing market in Lithuania is relatively small and it does not 
attract big foreign investors – almost all such neighbourhoods were built 
by small local companies. Of course, it is difficult to check this hypothesis 
without thorough analysis of GGNs in Estonia and Latvia; however, the 
development of GGNs in Lithuania differs from the tendencies in other 
post-socialist countries, and it is more similar to the trends of countries 
where such type of living is not very popular (e.g. Spain, France). 

–

–

–

–
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Yet, the idea to live in a small closed community with people of 
similar status and to enjoy the beauty of the environment becomes more 
and more attractive as well. As our case-studies showed residents of 
such neighbourhoods wanted to realise some of these ideas. Moreover, 
children also play an important role; their safety regularly comes to the 
fore. To sum up, as people miss social safety in the chaotic outside world 
where they face a lot of unsolved problems, such neighbourhoods pro-
vide an alternative with their safe and ordered landscape. 

The residents’ wish to isolate themselves from the outside world, 
the desire to fence the territory around their houses can be paradoxically 
associated with the formation of civil society. In other words, residents 
want to take the responsibility for the territory which is near their houses, 
but at the same time they want to know that they can maintain the order. 
Therefore, they seek to get the possibility for fencing their territory. This 
would also allow them to create a more predictive and socially safer 
environment. 
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