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Abstract 

Housing tenure choice is one key decision that a household must make. This decision has been established to have direct 

implications for household housing affordability. This research assessed and compared the housing affordability of 

owners and renters of organized Private Sector Housing delivery in Nigeria. Data were collected from eleven (11) states 

and the Federal Capital Territory across the six (6) geo-political zones of Nigeria. A cross-sectional survey design was 

adopted with multi-stage sampling technique employed to select estates residents for interview. Structured questionnaire 

were administered on 10% (1,950) heads of households randomly selected from all the occupied houses. The study 

revealed that 48% of the residents were owners and 52% renters. It was discovered that more owners than renters are 

under severe housing affordability stress/burden. While 29% of owners enjoy “normal housing affordability” (housing 

expenditure of 1% - 30%), 41% of renters enjoyed such. Also, while 36% of owners enjoyed “tolerable housing 

affordability” (30.1% - 50% housing expenditure), 41% of the renters fall within that range. Furthermore, while 35% of 

owners are theoretically under severe housing affordability stress/burden (with >50% housing expenditure), only 18% of 

the renters are. The study confirmed that renters enjoyed better housing affordability than the owners. Major policy 

implications include the need for housing policy and delivery in Nigeria to recognize and facilitate rental housing while 

steps should be taken to relieve the burden of home ownership by working on mortgage penetration, cost of building 

materials and other incidental expenses of ownership so as to enhance housing affordability of Nigerians. 

Keywords: housing tenure choice, theory of consumer choice, owners and renters, normal housing affordability, tolerable 

housing affordability, housing affordability stress/burden 

1. Introduction 

One of the key decisions made by any household is the choice between owning and renting their home (Dagmar et al; 

2014). According to Arimah (1997), a key factor in tenure choice decision is the relative price of home-owning to that 

of renting. Although some authors viewed tenure choice decision as an independent decision, a more common opinion 

is that it is only one part of all other decisions households have to make in relation to consumption and investment 

(Turnner and O’Neal, 1986). Housing affordability is intended to guarantee the housing provided is moderate and 

affordable by every income earner group whether low-pay, middle pay and high paid group. Stone, (2006) has 

characterized that housing affordability is a connection between housing and people. Housing affordability is one of the 

key factors that can depict the financial strength and advancement of a nation. Therefore, what may appear as a simple 

binary choice, between renting and owning might as well reflect a tighter constraints on other items in the consumption 

basket of the household with serious implications for the overall welfare of the household (Jameson, et al, 2004); 

particularly, housing affordability.  

Housing tenure decision reflects a complex and inter-related set of factors. Range of variables influencing tenure choice 

is broad and includes household status and financial circumstances, as well as preference (Jameson et al, 2004). The 

neo-classical theory of consumer choice – “housing and other goods theory” is particularly relevant here as it 
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established that any decision to consume housing is a “trade-off between spending on housing and spending on other 

items in the consumption basket.” Therefore, if housing (owning or renting) consumes too high a proportion of 

household income, a household will be forced to consume less of other goods of necessity (non-housing goods). Since 

housing affordability, based on residual income approach, is a measure of the degree of incursion of housing 

expenditure on the residual of income for non-housing expenditure, tenure choice decision will always affect housing 

affordability. More importantly, since housing cannot be consumed in part, a certain minimum must be consumed by a 

household at any given time. Furthermore, since housing usually take first priority, and whatever is left is then available 

for non-housing goods of necessity, housing tenure choice decision therefore have direct effect on housing affordability. 

This is the rationale for this analysis of housing tenure choice and housing affordability of home-owners and renters of 

organized private sector housing delivery in Nigeria. This paper therefore compares the housing affordability of owners 

and renters of organized private sector housing to know which of the two groups enjoys better housing affordability. 

This paper is divided into six (6) parts. The first part is the introduction, while the second part takes a cursory look at 

housing policy and delivery in Nigeria. The third section is a discussion of the nexus between housing tenure choice and 

housing affordability. The fourth part of this paper is the research setting and methodology while the fifth section 

presents data analysis and results. The last section is devoted to the discussion of findings, policy implications and 

conclusion. 

2. Housing Policies and Delivery in Nigeria 

Housing policies and delivery in Nigeria until recently, have been erratic and uncoordinated, responding largely 

spontaneously to unfolding issues. Although housing policy and delivery in the country has been characterized by 

reactions to momentary problems, without much effort to look beyond the immediate problems, it nonetheless varied 

with different eras and governments. 

2.1 The Colonial and Post-Independence Era (1900 –1966) 

The colonial era witness no policy for housing in the real sense of it, but had a firm commitment to housing provision 

for the expatriates and few top African civil servants. The post-independence era, which coincided with the first civilian 

administration between 1960 to 1966 witnessed a renewed emphasis on direct construction of houses for the top civil 

servants in the Government Reservation Areas across the country; an extension of the colonial housing legacy. During 

this period, the first of the five (5) yearly National Development Plan (1962 – 1968) was introduced to the country “as 

the vehicle for economic growth” (FGN, 1991). In the plan, housing was subsumed under Town and Country Planning, 

and funds allocated for this sector was very small (Onibokun, 1998). This period saw the birth of the Association of 

Housing Corporations of Nigeria, which still remains a vital institutional anchor for housing delivery in the country till 

today. Although the era sustained the elitist housing delivery legacy of the colonial era, the emergence of regional 

housing corporations that were to serve as effective vehicle for housing delivery in the country was a green light in the 

tunnel; despite the fact that they did not have much overall impact due to lack of funds and technical personnel” 

(Onibokun, 1985). 

2.2 The First Military Administration of 1966-1978  

This era coincided with both the three year civil war and post-civil war reconstruction activities. This period also 

witnessed “unprecedented growth in urban population and in the physical expansion of the cities of Lagos, Ibadan, 

Kano, Port-Harcourt, Enugu Benin-City and Kaduna” (Agbola et al, 2016). This period saw many concerted efforts of 

government to address housing challenges in the country. Prominent among these were the formulation of Second and 

Third National Development Plans to cover 1970 to 1974 and 1975 to 1980 respectively. During the period, the 

National Council on Housing was established. Also, as part of reconstruction efforts, “a target of 60,000 housing units 

was set to solve the urban housing problem and to rehabilitate war damaged dwellings; which eventually led to the 

establishment of Federal Housing Authority in 1973 to coordinate a nationwide (housing) programme” (Agbola et al, 

2016). As part of major efforts to confront the growing housing problems, the Third National Development Plan (1975 – 

1980) gave birth to the Federal Mortgage Bank of Nigeria. During the same period, Rent Control Law was passed in 

response to the outcry of tenants in the urban centres. Similarly, Land Use Act was passed in 1978 to easy the problem 

of access to land for housing. Also, Employers’ Housing Liability Edict, which made it mandatory for all employers 

with at least five hundred (500) workers to provide housing estate for them, was promulgated. All these were to boost 

housing supply and address acute shortage.  

It was not surprising that all these were initiated during this period, because it was in this third National Development 

Plan that government came out boldly, when it was stated that “government now accept it as part of its social 

responsibilities to participate actively in the provision of housing for all income groups and will therefore intervene on a 

large scale in this sector during the plan period.” According to (FGN, 1975), “the aim of this intervention is to achieve 

significant increase in supply and bring relief especially to the low income group who are the most affected by the 
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current acute shortage.” Unfortunately, much success was not achieved, due to shortage of funds, shortage of trained 

technical personnel as well as lack of both the will and the zeal needed to implement the housing delivery programmes. 

2.3 The Second Civilian Administration (1979–1983)  

This administration witnessed the most ambitious housing delivery plan in the history of the nation. The 1979 Federal 

Constitution laid the foundation for the impetus in the housing sector during this period. It states that “the welfare of the 

people shall be the primary purpose of government. That the material resources of the community are harnessed and 

distributed as best as possible to serve the common good… that suitable and adequate shelter are provided for all 

citizens” (FGN, 1979). Expectedly and in line with the constitutional provision, all political parties accorded very high 

priority to housing in their manifestoes. Subsequently, both the Federal and State Governments, despite differences in 

party affiliations, committed themselves to a programme of massive investments in housing. This led to an elaborate 

National Housing Programme in 1980 which was predicated on the “concept of affordability and citizen participation” 

(FGN, 1991); with the low and medium income groups as the target and “core housing concept” as a major strategic 

tool of the programme.  

The climax of the euphoria for housing delivery in Nigeria during this period was the formulation of the first National 

Housing Policy in 1981. Prominent among the objectives of this policy was “to encourage every household to own its 

own house, by providing more credits and to ensure that the provision of housing units is based on realistic standards 

which the prospective home owners can afford” (FGN, 1991). On the whole, little was achieved in term of actual 

housing delivery. The politics of housing overshadowed the provision of housing; and as rightly captured by FGN, 

(1991), less than 15 percent of the planned dwelling units during the period were actually completed (delivered).  

2.4 The Second Military Administration (1984–1992) 

This era witnessed the emergence of the Fourth National Development Plan and the Second National Housing Policy. 

The Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP), a programme of stringent economic and financial restraints on public 

expenditure, was introduced. This period also coincided with the time the World Bank was canvassing “a number of 

important new policy directions for both the Bank and its borrowers” (World Bank, 1993). The central theme of the new 

policy directions is to  

“enable housing market to work more efficiently with governments advised to abandon 

their earlier role as producers of housing and adopt an enabling role of managing the 

housing sector as a whole.” 

In line with this paradigm shift, government thus sees housing as an economic sector as against the old perception of 

housing as an area of social responsibility. Sequel to the paradigm shift, the National Housing Policy trust to enhance 

effective housing delivery was hinged on two (2) policy objectives, which are: 

(i) Public sector intervention: The encouragement and promotion of all tiers of government in housing 

delivery. Also, all public institutions that are directly involved in housing delivery are to be strengthened 

so as to be more responsive to demand and emphasis housing investments which satisfy basic needs on the 

basis of affordability; and 

(ii) The encouragement of vigorous participation of private sector in housing development.  

This period witnessed the commercialization of housing delivery in Nigeria. This led to the strengthening of the Federal 

Mortgage Bank as apex housing bank in Nigeria and subsequent establishment of Primary Mortgage Institutions (PMIs) 

and National Housing Fund (NHF) in 1989 and 1992 respectively. 

According to FGN (2004) The National Housing Fund is to mobilize loanable funds from workers, which will be 

disbursed through the newly created Primary Mortgage Institutions (PMIs) with the Federal Mortgage Bank of Nigeria 

playing the role of apex/supervisory body. Urban Development Bank was also created through decree No. 51 of 1992 to 

finance urban infrastructure that will in turn facilitate individual and private sector housing development. All the above 

notwithstanding, Federal Government was still involved in direct housing construction through Federal Ministry of 

Works and Housing and Federal Housing Authority (FHA); at state capitals and the Federal Capital Territory. They also 

embarked on site and services scheme to “facilitate house ownership and orderly urban and rural development for all 

income groups with special emphasis on the low income group in major cities in the country” (FGN, 1991). 

This period was the beginning of commercialization of housing delivery and the recognition and encouragement of 

private sector participation in housing delivery in Nigeria. However, the failure to review the Land Use Decree of 1978 

and other vital institutions as contained in the National Housing Policy of 1991 greatly hindered the overall success of 

the policy to enhance housing delivery at the scale envisaged when it was formulated. 
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2.5 The Third Civilian Administration (1999 to Date) 

The new democratic dispensation kicked off with unprecedented zeal for housing delivery. Thus from the onset, concern 

has been expressed at various fora about the dire housing situation for virtually all segments of the Nigerian Population, 

except perhaps, the very rich (Mabogunje, 2004). The cumulative deficit in housing delivery, apparently, a reminiscent 

of failure of past governments efforts in addressing housing problems has resulted in a national housing crisis, which 

heightened affordability challenge. Therefore, determined to confront the ever increasing housing crisis, the new 

civilian administration set out to correct the lapses of the 1991 National Housing Policy. This led to the formulation of 

the Third National Housing Policy in 2002. The 2002 National Housing Policy marked a radical departure from the past 

and a pragmatic approach to the future. The main features of the policy that distinguishes it from all other housing 

policies in Nigeria was succinctly captured by Mabogunje (2004) as: 

“The main thrust of the new policy is to seek vigorously to make an increasing majority of 

Nigerians home-owners on the basis of mortgage finance. This entails the involvement of a 

large number of Private Sector Real Estate Developers and State Housing Corporations in the 

development of estates with houses for sale at affordable prices to low and middle income 

groups in the country; promoting the growth of many small and medium-size industrial 

enterprises to provide local construction materials of all types to keep the cost of producing 

houses within reasonable limits. Primary Mortgage Institutions are to be mobilized to assist 

any Nigerian desirous of purchasing a house to access mortgage finance and the restructuring 

of the Federal Mortgage Bank of Nigeria to be able to provide ample and abundant funds 

besides the National Housing Trust Fund to meet the secondary mortgage transactions for 

home-ownership; the reviewing and amendment of all legislations necessary to facilitate the 

robust development of home-ownership in the country. To also set up a Federal Ministry of 

Housing and Urban Development to regulate, promote, monitor and supervise all of these 

changes.” 

      (Mabogunje, 2004, P.1) 

Thus apart from radical legislative reforms on land, the foreclosure procedure was to be made faster to enhance the 

operation of the new mortgage-based housing finance system. More importantly, the organized private sector housing 

developers was made the fulcrum of housing delivery in the country. This led to the facilitation of the formation of the 

Real Estate Developers Association of Nigeria (REDAN), made up of private real estate developers and state housing 

corporations that are accessing loans on concessionary interest rates to supply housing to Nigerians. Similarly, 

government facilitated the formulation of the Building Materials Producers Association of Nigeria (BUMPAN), who 

also access loans at concessionary interest rates to produce building materials at affordable prices to tackle high cost of 

mostly imported building materials relied upon by the building industry in the country. It is believed that all these will 

make prices of houses delivered by the organized private sector reasonable and affordable. Furthermore, recent efforts 

include the recapitalization of Federal Mortgage Bank of Nigeria with Five Hundred Billion Naira 

(N500,000,000,000.00) to enhance access to mortgage loan. Additionally, Federal Government built up the Nigeria 

Mortgage Refinancing Company (NMRC) to connect the financing cost of private home loans and advance the 

accessibility just as the affordability of good housing to Nigerians by giving expanded liquidity in the mortgage loan 

advertise through the mortgage loan and commercial banks. NMRC commenced with the World Bank concessional 

credit of US$300million to have the option to play out the appointed role in the Nigeria housing finance framework. 

The introduction of Collateral Replacement Indemnity (CRI), waiver of 10% down payment for mortgage loans less 

than Five Million Naira (N5,000,000.00) and Loss of Job Insurance as well as the amendment of National Housing 

Fund by National Housing Fund Establishment Act 2018. The introduction of One Trillion Naira 

(N1,000,000,000,000.00) Social Housing Fund, with a yearly contribution of One Hundred Billion Naira 

(N1,000,000,000.00) by the Federal Government to provide inexpensive mortgages to Nigerians, were all meant to 

boost inclusion and enhance mortgage penetration among Nigerians, particularly those hitherto undeserved. Finally, the 

Federal Government introduced the Federal Integrated Staff Housing Programme (FISH-P) to provide sustainable 

housing to low and medium income earners (Federal/Public Servants) who cannot afford the prevailing market prices. 

The cursory look at the housing policies and delivery has revealed the extreme bias in favour of home ownership with 

less consideration for renting as a tenure option. This was confirmed by Olufemi (1997) when he asserted that 

“Increasing the level of home ownership has been the cardinal goal of the Nigerian housing policy.” Despite the 

favourable disposition of succeeding governments and housing policies to home ownership in Nigeria, the number of 

tenants continues to grow, particularly in our urban centres; with the climax in Lagos, where today almost 76% of 

households are tenants. 
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3. Housing Tenure Choice and Housing Affordability: The Nexus 

The neo-classical Theory of Consumer Choice provided a nexus for housing affordability and housing tenure choice. 

This theory offered a good theoretical anchor for the analysis of the relationship between housing tenure choice decision 

and housing affordability and how they affect each other. 

The theory of consumer choice, according to Mankiw (2015) explains the trade-offs that people face in their role as 

consumers. This is anchored on the first of Ten Principles of Economics; which states that “people face trade-offs 

among alternative goals, that the cost of any action is measured in terms of forgone opportunities (alternative forgone), 

that rational people make decisions by comparing marginal costs and marginal benefits.” To illustrate this theory, it is 

assumed that there are only two items in the consumption basket. That means in taken decision, a household must 

decide on the best combination to choose; within their income and prices of the items. Here, a consumers budget 

constraint shows the possible combination of different goods that they can afford to buy given the income and the prices 

of the goods. Therefore, a household can choose to buy one of the two (2) items or combine them in a preferred 

proportion. The more of one consumed, the less of the other can be consumed. The preferences of the household 

represent their indifference curves. Different possible combinations of these two (2) items will therefore produce 

different indifference curves. So, if the household chooses to spend all their income on one of the items, they will have 

to forgo the other totally, in which case, the one they forgo can be regarded as the real cost of the chosen one. 

In the case of housing affordability the two goods to choose from are housing and other non-housing necessities, which 

must be combined in a reasonable proportion in order not to jeopardize the health of the household. In the case of 

choosing between owning and renting, a household can only choose either of the two. Interestingly, that is the nexus 

between the housing affordability and the tenure choice decision. Therefore, the household will have to make the tenure 

choice decision first, and whatever decision is made will affect housing affordability of the household, because it is the 

residual that is left that will be available for other non-housing necessities. This therefore takes us to the Housing and 

Other Goods Theory and its relevance to both housing affordability and housing tenure choice decision. This theory is 

an adaptation and application of the neo-classical theory of consumer choice to explain housing tenure choice decision 

and how it affects housing affordability of a household. Once a household chooses either owing or renting, it will 

determine how much the household will spend on housing and how much is left (Residual) for other non-housing 

necessities and hence housing affordability. According to Jameson et al (2004), the neo-classical theory of consumer 

choice is therefore helpful so far as it potentially identifies the inter-related set of influences that impact at the high level 

choice between housing and other goods. It also provides the rationale for pursuing investigation of the rental versus 

ownership options.” 

4. Research Setting and Methodology  

4.1 Research Setting 

This research was based on data collected from eleven (11) states and the Federal Capital Territory, in the six (6) 

geo-political zones of Nigeria. The 2002 National Housing Policy introduces a major shift in the housing delivery in 

Nigeria from public delivery to public sector facilitated private sector housing delivery. However, the emphasis was still 

on homeownership without any formal recognition of rental housing market, despite its growing importance in the 

housing of urban dwellers in Nigeria. The emergence and growing importance of organized private sector Real Estate 

Developers Association of Nigeria (REDAN) in housing delivery lead to the development of housing estates in all parts 

of the six (6) geo-political zones of the country, but mostly in urban areas. The selection was based on two (2) states 

with the prevalence of organized private sector housing estates. The selected states in each of the six (6) geo-political 

zones are: South-West: Lagos and Ogun; South-South: Edo and Rivers; South-East: Enugu and Abia; North-Central: 

Federal Capital Territory and Nassarawa; North-West: Kaduna and Katsina; and North-East: Bauchi and Gombe. 

4.2 Research Methodology 

A cross-sectional survey design was adopted while multi-stage sampling technique was used to choose residents of the 

sampled estates for interview. Structured questionnaires were administered on 10% (1,950) heads of households that 

were randomly selected from the occupied houses (19,500) in the selected estates. A simple random sample is a subset 

of a statistical population in which each member of the subset has an equal probability of being chosen (Creswell, 2017). 

The structural questionnaire was used to elicit information on household’s social, economic, and demographic attributes 

such as household size, income, status in the house (owner or renter), and housing expenditure, among others. The 

information collected was analyzed to determine the proportion of household income being expended on housing and 

thereafter establish the residual that is available for other non-housing necessities. The tenure status was equally 

analyzed and the degree of incursion of housing expenditure into what is available for all other non-housing necessities 

required for a healthy living was compared for owners’ and renters’ households. 

https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation.aspx?paperid=99528#ref9
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5. Data Analysis and Result  

The beneficiaries of organized private sector housing were first separated into owners and renters. Thereafter, their 

housing affordability were analyzed relying on the residual income approach, anchored on the housing and other goods 

theory. Thus, we assumed that there are only two items in the consumption basket of a household – housing and all 

other goods of necessities; to which household expend their income. Since housing affordability measure the degree of 

incursion of housing expenditure into what is available for other non-housing necessities, the housing affordability of 

owners and tenants were then compared. The analysis of tenure status revealed that about 48% are owners; while about 

52% are tenants. Further analysis revealed that among the owners 7%, 10% and 12% spent 1 - 10%, 10.1 - 20% and 

20.1 – 30% of their income on housing respectively. Those that spent between 30.1% and 50% on housing constitute 15% 

and 21% respectively. The other 35% spent between 50.1% and 80% of their income on housing which is made up of 

28%, 5% and 2% that spent 50.1% - 60%; 60.1% - 70% and 70.1% - 80% on housing respectively. For the renters, 

further analysis revealed that about 8%, 18% and 15% spent 1 -10%, 10.1 -20% and 20.1% - 30% of the households 

income on housing respectively. Those that spent 30.1% - 40% and 40.1% - 50% constitute 23% and 18% respectively. 

The remaining 18% spent between 50.1% - 60% and 60.1% - 70% of the household’s income on housing at 13% and 5% 

respectively. The comparative housing affordability graph of owners and renters is depicted in figure 5.1 below. The 

implication of this finding is that while only 28% of owners are within “normal housing affordability” 41% of renters 

enjoyed the same. Similarly, while 37% of owners fall within “tolerable housing affordability,” 41% of renters are 

within that zone. Finally, while about 35% of owners are under “housing affordability stress,” only 18% of tenants are 

under housing affordability stress. Therefore, we can infer from the findings that comparatively, renters enjoy better 

housing affordability than the owners. 

 

 
Figure 5.1. Comparative Housing Affordability of Owners and Renters of Organized Private Sector Housing 

 

6. Findings, Policy Implications and Conclusion 

6.1 Findings and Policy Implications 

The major finding from this research is that more owners are under severe housing affordability stress/burden when 

compared to the renters. Also, this research revealed that generally, the renters enjoyed better housing affordability. This 

study therefore confirmed that ownership option worsened housing affordability of most owners in Nigeria. This is why 

some households can hardly meet most of their needs for other non-housing necessities after meeting their housing 

expenditure which may eventually lead to what Kutty (2005) properly described as “housing induced poverty” and which 

Stone (2006) called housing poverty. This is reflected in this study where 29% of owners fall within normal housing 
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affordability (spending 1% - 30% of income on housing), 41% of renters are within the zone. Furthermore, while 41% of 

renters fall within tolerable housing affordability zone, (spending 30.1% - 50% of income on housing) only 36% of 

owners are within that zone. Similarly, while 35% of the owners are theoretically under severe housing affordability 

stress/burden (those spending above 50% of their income on housing), only 18% of renters are having similar experience. 

Interestingly, the findings from this study are a departure from the findings from most developed countries, where renters 

experienced severe housing affordability more than owners. For instance, Giaccaria et al (2008), confirmed a strong trend 

to the homeownership for the families of renters and that high level of rent is systematically associated with a reduced 

chance of changing for the medium-income households. Furthermore, Moore and Skaburskis (2004) in a study in Canada 

concluded that tenure is a fundamental differentiator of the incidence of high expenditure-to-income ratios, as renters 

have the highest percentage of households paying more than 30% and more than 50% of income on shelter. In opposition 

to the discoveries from the developed world, it is anyway obvious from this study that while numerous owners are under 

substantial burden of housing affordability (Spending over half of their pay on housing), less tenants are under 

comparable condition. The contrast between our discoveries and those from developed world might be because of 

different assistance given to the property owners and presence of well-developed mortgage system in the developed 

countries. 

The most significant policy implication of the finding is that the objective of access to housing at affordable rate might be 

better accomplished if rental housing is perceived as a housing solution in government housing policy and delivery. 

Besides, more individuals can be brought out of housing affordability stress/burden if government housing delivery policy 

gives priority attention to rental housing as given to ownership. This is particularly important in our urban areas where the 

number of renters is increasing rapidly. On the other hand, government should review the conditions for home ownership 

such as mortgage terms, particularly, down payment, interest rates and repayment period; so as to relief the burden of 

home ownership. Finally, efforts should be made to ease the burden of home ownership by critically working on cost of 

building materials, property taxation and all other incidental expenses of ownership so as to make housing affordability 

profiles of owners more favourable. 

6.2 Conclusion 

In the course of a lifetime, individuals exercise tenure choice decision. One of the key decisions made by any household is 

choice between owning and renting their home (Dagmar et al, 1997). Arimah (1997) confirmed that a key factor in tenure 

choice decision is the relative price of home-owning to that of renting. The findings from this study revealed that tenure 

choice decision have serious implications on other decisions of the household and hence their general wellbeing. Thus, 

housing tenure choice decision that may appear as a simple binary choice between renting and owning might as well 

reflect a tighter constraints on other items in the consumption basket of the household; (Jameson and Nana, 2004) with 

serious implications for the overall welfare of the household. This study has established the effect of housing tenure 

choice decision on housing affordability in Nigeria. Therefore, housing tenure choice decision must always be taken as an 

integral part of an overall decision of a household rather than an isolated independent decision. Furthermore, since 

housing tenure choice decision infringes on housing affordability, government should de-emphasis ownership in their 

housing policy and delivery and recognize rental tenure as an option in enhancing access to housing in the country. Also, 

efforts should be made to ease the burden of home ownership by critically working on cost of building materials, access to 

land, mortgage terms, and property related taxes. All these will go a long way to reduce the negative impact of housing 

tenure choice decision on housing affordability and thus enhance the housing affordability profiles of Nigerians. 
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