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Several factors have been implicated as responsible for 

personalization of dwellings. These factors ranges from 

demographic, socioeconomic and cultural. Demographic factors 
however, have been most frequently cited with respect to housing 

behaviour of households. Within the context of public housing, this 

study seeks to investigate factors influencing personalization of 

dwellings among residents of public housing estates using selected 

Public Housing Estates of the Lagos State Development and 
Property Corporation (LSDPC) as case study. The cross-sectional 

survey research design was employed in this study. This involved 

collection of primary data using structured questionnaire and 

personal observations. Four public housing estates were selected 

purposively comprising three low-income and one medium-income 
housing estate out of 22 low-income and 10 medium-income estates, 

being the largest estates. The sampling frame for the four selected 

estates comprised 9734 housing units in 1361 blocks of flat out of 

which systematic random sampling was used to select a sample size 
of 973 housing units. The result of the binary logistic regression 

revealed gender, religion, educational and income level, current 

household size, satisfaction with housing design, living status and 

availability of alternative dwelling were all significantly associated 

with personalization of dwellings. Lower odds of personalization 
was found among the men (OR=0.003, p<0.05) when compared to 

the women. While the odds of personalization was 82.0% lower 

(OR=0.18, p<0.05) among respondents from other religious group 

relative to respondents affiliated to the Christian religion, 

respondents affiliated to the Islam religion were 18.0% (OR=0.82, 
p>0.05) less likely to personalize their dwellings relative to 

Christian respondents, although the result was not statistically 

significant for respondents affiliated to Islam women. While 

respondents with higher education were 85.0% (OR=0.15, p<0.05) 

less likely to personalize their dwellings, respondents with 
secondary education were 69.0% (OR=0.31, p>0.05) less likely to 

personalize their dwellings relative to respondents with maximum of 

primary education, though the results was not statistically 

significant among respondents with maximum of primary education. 

Other factors that were significantly associated with personalization 
of dwellings include: higher income level, household size, level of 

satisfactions with design, residency status and ownership of 

alternative apartment. The findings of this study reinforced the 
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importance of socio-economic variables as important factors to be 

considered in the study of personalization of dwellings.   

 

Introduction 
 

Housing embraces the totality of residential 

neighbourhood and environment comprising of 

physical structures, facilities and all other needed 

services that guarantees the health and social 

wellbeing of individuals and family (Salau, 

Opara-Nadi, and Swennen 1992).  Furthermore, it 

symbolizes the status of an individual and 

describes one’s personality as defined by the 

society (Adetunji Babatunde and Egwaikhide 

2010). However, deviation in the expected role of 

housing as perceived by the occupants often 

results in modification and personalization of 

such house.  The concept of personalization refers 

to the use of visible marker to define personal 

identity, create boundaries with aim of regulating 

the level of communications and social 

interactions among residents (Kopec 2006). The 

need for dwellings personalization arose from the 

desire of people to mark and distinguish their 

house from others. In other words, people 

personalize their dwellings by modifying the 

physical environment in a distinct way that 

reflects ownership (Abu-Ghazzeh 2000; Marcus 

and Sarkissian 1988).    

Several factors have been implicated as 

responsible for personalization of dwellings. 

These factors ranges from demographic, 

socioeconomic and cultural. Demographic factors 

however, have been most frequently cited with  

respect to housing behaviour of households. For 

instance, changes in the size of the household has 

often been associated with changes in space need. 

The varying household size is a key factor that 

encourages occupants to personalize their 

dwellings because majority of these houses were 

not designed to meet the individual needs of the 

family.     

Improved finance of the owners is also a major 

factor that affects the nature and extent of the 

post-constructional changes in these housing 

estates. It is common to find changes taking place 

when the financial capability of the house owner 

improves which could be as a result of either a 

promotion, increase in salary or inheritance. 

Whichever the case is it simply means that when 

house owners have more money to spend, they are 

most likely going to try to improve their house. 

Within the context of public housing, this 

study seeks to investigate factors influencing 

personalization of dwellings among residents of 

public housing estates using selected Public 

Housing Estates of the Lagos State Development  

and Property Corporation (LSDPC) as case study. 

The National Housing Policy (2012) defined 

housing as the process whereby secure, 

comfortable, attractive, functional, affordable and 

identifiable shelter in a suitable setting within a 

neighbourhood and supported by continuous 

maintenance of the built environment for daily  

living activities of individuals and families is 

provided while also putting into consideration 

their socioeconomic, cultural desires and 

preferences. Similarly, Abdul Karim (2008) 

argues that housing consis t of both physical and 

social components. The physical components 

include the house, facilities and utilities, while the 

social components comprises of the individuals 

occupying the house, neighbours and the 

community. When houses failed to perform the 

required function, the resultant effect is that 

people tends to engage in personalization.  

The process of personalization of dwellings  

have been found to be very important to occupants 

because the entire process ultimately aim to create 

a place that can be called home. Through 

personalization, occupants can modify their 

dwelling to suit their taste (Gifford 1997; Ressell, 

Potangaroa, and Feng 2008). Moreover, studies 

have identified personalization of dwellings to be 

influenced by several factors ranging from socio-
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demographic such as gender and religion, cultural 

reasons, level of satisfaction, need for privacy, 

identify among others. For instance, Sazally et al. 

(2012) in their study assessing personalization of 

houses in terraced houses in Malaysia identified  

the absence of mutual respect and respect to 

cultural values and rites as two key factors 

responsible for personalization of terraced houses  

(Sazally et al. 2012).   

Gender consideration have been identified by 

Tognoli (1980) as factor in personalization of 

dwellings (Tognoli 1980). According to this study 

which investigated gender differences with 

respect to their feelings towards domestic space, 

the author revealed both men and women 

demonstrated high level of sensitivity to their 

living space. For instance, it was found that while 

the women were able to recollect most of the 

events that occurred over the past week in their 

rooms, the men on the other hand were more 

concerned about the design and decoration in their 

kitchen and bathroom.  

Religious convictions have also been 

identified as one of the driver of dwellings  

personalization. Weibel and Weisner (1981) in 

their submission argued that values and ideologies 

has a way of influencing home environment 

especially where religious differences or strong 

ideological convictions are held with utmost 

importance (Weisner and Weibel 1981). Others 

have reported the need to reflect personality and 

lifestyle as a basis for personalization of 

dwellings. These studies suggest that people 

personalize their dwellings to give it meaning i.e. 

personalization of dwellings is use to express and 

showcase the level of emotional ties with other 

existing environment (Marcus and Sarkissian  

1988). Similarly, personalization of dwellings is 

reported to occur as a means of reflecting one’s 

interest, abilities, personality and value. As such, 

the various elements used in the process becomes 

signs by which observers form their impressions 

about the occupants of the dwelling. These 

impressions is now the yardstick for drawing  

inferences about the personality of the occupants 

(Gosling et al. 2002; Gosling et al. 2005). 

House owners also personalize their dwellings  

for financial benefits in addition to other needs 

from which they derive satisfaction. Improved  

finance of the owners is a major factor that affects 

the nature and extent of the post-constructional 

changes in these housing estates. It is common to 

find changes taking place when the financial 

capability of the house owner improves which  

could be as a result of either a promotion, increase 

in salary or inheritance. Whichever the case is it 

simply means that when house owners have more 

money to spend they are most likely going to try 

to improve their house. Also, dwellers respond to 

increased demand for space due to the expansion 

of household size, the inevitable increase in 

family size due procreation and extended family  

ties have also been cited as a motivation to 

carryout personalization. The need to create more 

rooms or enlarge existing ones to accommodate 

family members came as a pressing challenge 

which was tackled through what they considered 

to be most affordable when compared with other 

option opened to them. Most times, their sizes 

were quite small as at the time they moved in, 

compared to what happened years after or even 

their present sizes. 

On the other hand, Natakun & O’Brien (2008) 

in their study conducted in Bangkok which 

investigated modifications to government-built  

houses in the metropolitan area of the region of 

the country revealed people resort to such 

modifications because of the simplicity of the 

buildings and the inability of the buildings to meet  

their needs (Natakun and O’Brien 2008). 

However, this assumption might not be 

completely right when examined in the order 

stated because it suggest that if the houses were 

not simple, modification will not occur. It is 

therefore, the different individual needs that were 

responsible for user-initiated modification .  

Overall, the authors identified four categories of 

modification carried out by the occupants of these 

buildings namely: extension of the size of the 

fence, replacing the earth with paving, 

enlargement of the indoor spaces and addition of 

decorations.  

Similar to findings from Natakun & O’Brien , 

Adebayo (2011) in a study of mass housing in 

Kwara state, Nigeria, highlighted three key 

categories of modifications carried out by 

occupants as: physical changes, changes in 

decoration and space conversion (Adedayo 2011). 

Explaining further, the first category of 

modification which is physical changes involved 

changes in relation to the structure of the building 

such as type of window and size, extension of the 

building envelop, provision of pre-sit areas, 

relocation of doors and making provision for 

lobbies. Changes made with respect to decoration 

were more of aesthetics in nature, while changes 

made with respect to space conversion include: 

conversion of courtyards to bedrooms, dinning 
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space to bedrooms and conversion of stores to 

toilets. These changes suggest these conversion 

might be informed by increased family size. 

Although, this study showed that all of these 

changed made to the apartment were carried out 

by house owners and not tenants and these 

changes were found to have permanent impact on 

the physical appearance of the housing pattern. It 

was therefore concluded that these changes where 

done because it was considered right by the 

occupants and also as a means of expressing their 

personality. 

 

 

Method 
 

The study area: Lagos State 

This study is conducted in Lagos, Southwest 

Nigeria between latitude 6° and 7° North of the 

equator, and longitude 3° and 4° east of the 

Greenwich Meridian. In terms of size, Lagos state 

is one of the smallest states in Nigeria (3,577 km2 ) 

but home to largest population in Nigeria with  

people from different ethnic background living in 

the state. With a population over 16 million , 

Lagos is regarded as the seventh fastest growing 

city in the world, and the second largest city in 

Africa (Dano et al. 2020). People from different  

ethnic and socio-cultural background resides in 

this city as a result of rural-urban migration which  

has significantly aided the rapid population 

growth.  Important districts include: the old city, 

(now the commercial district) on western Lagos 

Island, Ikoyi Island, situated just east of Lagos 

Island, Apapa, (the chief port district) on the 

mainland, low-lying Victoria Island, 

industrialized Iddo Island and a group of 

mainland suburbs, Ebute Metta, Yaba, Surulere, 

Mushin, and Ikeja, while places like Alimosho, 

Abule-Egba, Lagbado have further enlarged the 

residential, commercial and administrative 

landmass of Lagos State. 

Official intervention in housing provision in 

Nigeria began with the creation of the Lagos 

Executive Development Board (LEDB) in 1928 to 

tackle the housing-related bubonic plague and rid  

Lagos of the filth and unhealthy living and 

housing conditions that existed. Since then, 

government’s direct involvement in housing 

development and delivery has increased 

(Makinde 2015; Jiboye 2011). As part of their 

efforts to reduce the problem of housing shortage 

in Lagos, the Federal and Lagos state 

governments embarked on housing development 

for different categories of Nigerians residing 

within the Metropolitan Area. However, the direct 

impact of the Federal government was not felt in 

housing provision for the masses in Lagos until 

1973 when it established the Federal Housing 

Authority. This was subsequently followed by the 

creation of the Federal Ministry of Housing, 

Urban Development and Environment. Today, 

quite a good number of public housing schemes 

developed by both the Federal and State 

governments exist in virtually every major 

location within Lagos. 

Specifically, the study context comprises four 

selected estates in which the study was conducted. 

A preliminary survey was used to purposively 

select the four estates from the 20 low and 10 

medium-income public housing Estates in Lagos 

State. The selected four (4) LSDPC public 

housing estates in Lagos metropolis are: Abesan, 

Iponri, Isolo, Ijaiye, public housing estates. These 

estates have been observed to exhibit a 

preponderance of indicators of personalization in 

forms of physical, spatial and façade changes, 

extension and addition of extra units, change of 

use and function. These were estates also among 

those that have been inhabited over a long period 

of time.  The selected estates were:  

1. Abesan Low-Income Housing Estate, Ipaja; 

2. Iponri Low Income Housing Estate; 

3. Isolo Low-Income Housing Estate; 

4. Ijaiye Medium-Income Housing Estate. 

These brief descriptions of each estate were 

from the researcher’s personal observation and 

existing records on the estates. This was done in 

order to provide background information on the 

physical and other characteristics of the selected 

housing estates. 

 

Data source  

The data for this study were obtained from 

both primary and secondary sources. The study 

utilized a survey research design, in which  

primary data were collected using structured 

questionnaire and personal observations. 

Purposive sampling technique was used to select 

four public housing estates comprising three low-

income and one medium-income housing estate 

out of 22 low-income and 10 medium-income 

estates, being the largest estates. The sampling 

frame for the four selected estates comprised 9734 

housing units in 1361 blocks of flat out of which  

systematic random sampling was used to select a 

sample size of 973 housing units. Secondary data 
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were obtained from neighbourhood plans, 

architectural drawings of housing typologies, and 

the estate master plans.  

 

Study population and sampling technique   

Using Income criterion, two categories of 

housing, representing two income levels, were 

identifiable and selected for the study. They 

consist of low-income and medium-income 

housing estates. These patterns and categories are 

peculiar and similar to those available in public 

housing development in Nigeria, generally. They 

also provide useful anecdotes or examples to 

support more generalized statistical findings. 

These estates were carefully selected through a 

preliminary field survey method to demonstrate 

the complexities of the worldwide phenomenon 

amongst a number of public housing Estates in 

Lagos. They effectively represent residents’ 

personalization as it occurs in public housing 

schemes in Nigeria. 

 

Data analysis 

Background characteristics of respondents  

Table 1 shows the distribution of respondents 

according to their background characteristics. 

Distribution according to sex revealed more males  

(83.2%) than females (16.8%) across all the 

selected public housing estates. Age group 

distribution indicates (40.7%) of respondents 

were in the age group 41-50 years across, 

followed by (28.9%) of respondents in the age 

group 31-40 years, while respondents in age 

group 21-30 years (0.3%) were least represented 

across all the selected housing estates.  Overall, 

the results indicates more youthful household 

heads with the largest being the age group 

between 41 and 50 years. This pattern of age 

distribution may have an impact on the vibrancy 

and kinds of activities that might be taking place 

within these estates. On the other hand a young 

age group could suggest more personalization is 

expected in the future considering the stage in the 

life cycle. 

The presentation of respondents according to 

marital status revealed more than two thirds of the 

total respondents from all the selected housing 

estates were married, followed by respondents 

who are widower, accounting for (9.6%) and 

widow (9.4%) of the total respondents.  

Respondents who are divorced accounted for the 

least proportion (0.2%). The distribution of 

respondents according to ethnicity indicates the 

predominance of the Yoruba ethnic group across 

all the selected housing estates. The fact that 

about two thirds (64.0%) of respondents were 

from the Yoruba ethnic group can be attributed to 

the fact that this study was conducted in southwest 

Nigeria, predominantly occupied by people from 

the Yoruba ethnic group. This was followed by 

the Igbo ethnic group, accounting for (29.2%), 

respondents from the Hausa ethnic group 

accounted for the least proportion (6.8%).  

The distribution of respondents according to 

religious affiliation revealed that (71.0%) of 

respondents across all the selected housing 

estates, were Christians, followed by respondents 

who practiced Islam, accounting for one quarter 

(25.1%) of the total respondents across all the 

selected housing estates. Furthermore, 

educational background and the academic 

qualification of respondents, affect the choices 

that residents of a house make on housing. A more 

educated resident is expected to make more -

informed choices. The distribution of respondents 

according to educational attainment indicates 

approximately half (49.9%) of the total 

respondents surveyed across the selected housing 

estates had vocational education, followed by first 

degree holders, accounting for (30.4%), while 

those who possessed postgraduate degree 

accounted for (17.1%) of the total respondents 

surveyed. The distribution of respondents 

according to income category revealed more than 

half (55.5%) across all the selected housing 

estates belonged to the middle-income group, 

followed by respondents belonging to the high-

income group (26.6%), while respondents from 

the low-income group accounted for the least 

proportion (17.9%) of the total respondents. The 

result of the analysis also showed more than half 

(54.0%) have spent between 2-3 years in their 

apartment, with over three quarter (88.3%) 

admitting they will live in their present apartment 

for as long as possible. Block of flat constitute 

majority (99.8%) of the building type, while 

majority (44.7%) were previously living in a 

single dwelling before moving into the housing 

estate. 

 
Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of 

respondents 

Variables  Selected housing estates 
Sex Abesan 

LIH 
Iponri 
LIH 

Isolo  
LIH 

Ijaiye 
MIH 

Total 

Male  340  
(81.9) 

77  
(82.8) 

277 
(83.9) 

69 
(87.3) 

769 
 (83.2) 

Female  75  
(18.1) 

16 
(17.2) 

53 
(16.1) 

10 
(12.7) 

154 
 (16.8) 
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Variables  Selected housing estates 
Age group 

21-30 years 2 
(0.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(1.3) 

3 
(0.3) 

31-40 years 133 
(32.0) 

16 
(17.2) 

102 
(30.9) 

14 
(17.7) 

265 
(28.9) 

41-50 years 171 
(41.2) 

50 
(53.8) 

122 
(37.0) 

30 
(38.0) 

373 
(40.7) 

51-60 years 80 
(19.3) 

26 
(28.0) 

69 
(20.9) 

25 
(31.6) 

200 
(21.8) 

61-70 years 29 

(7.0) 

1 

(1.1) 

37 

(11.2) 

9 

(11.4) 

76 

(8.3) 
Marital status 

Single  15 
(3.6) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
 (0.6) 

0 
(0.0) 

17 
 (1.9) 

Married  297 
(71.6) 

78 
(83.9) 

273 
(82.7) 

66 
(83.5) 

714 
(77.9) 

Widow  50 
(12.0) 

6 
(6.5) 

24 
(7.3) 

6 
(7.6) 

86 
(9.4) 

Widower  49 

(11.8) 

8 

(8.6) 

24 

(7.3) 

7 

(8.9) 

88 

(9.6) 
Divorced  0 

(0.0) 

1 

(1.1) 

1 

(0.3) 

0 

(0.0) 

2 

(0.2) 
Separated  4 

(1.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
6 

(1.8) 
0 

(0.0) 
10 

(1.1) 

Ethnic group 

Yoruba  242 
(58.3) 

64 
(68.8) 

235 
(71.2) 

46 
(58.2) 

587 
(64.0) 

Hausa  148 
(35.7) 

20 
(21.5) 

73 
(22.1) 

27 
(34.2) 

268 
(29.2) 

Igbo  25 

(6.0) 

9 

(9.7) 

22 

(6.7) 

6 

(7.6) 

62 

(6.8) 
Religion 

Christianity  299 
(72.0) 

58 
(62.4) 

237 
(71.8) 

57 
(72.2) 

651 
(71.0) 

Islam  110 
(26.5) 

27 
(29.0) 

77 
(23.3) 

16 
(20.3) 

230 
(25.1) 

Traditional  0 
(0.0) 

8 
(8.6) 

16 
(4.8) 

5 
(6.3) 

29 
(3.2) 

Atheist  6 

(1.4) 

0 

(0.0) 

0 

(0.0) 

1 

(1.3) 

7 

(0.8) 
Total  415 

(45.3) 

93 

(10.1) 

330 

(36.0) 

79 

(8.6) 

917 

(100.0) 

**LIH = Low Income Housing; 

MIH = Medium Income Housing 

 
Table 2. Housing characteristics 

How long 
have you been 
staying in this 
apartment  

Selected Housing Estate  
Total  Abesan 

LIH 

Iponri 

LIH 

Isolo 

LIH 

Ijaye 

MIH 

 

Less than 

1 year 

Freq 18 0 7 0 25 

% 4.3 0.0 2.1 0.0 2.7 

2-3 years 
Freq 225 53 172 45 495 

% 54.2 57.0 52.1 57.0 54.0 

4-6 years 
Freq 54 16 24 11 105 

% 13.0 17.2 7.3 13.9 11.5 
More 
than 6 

years 

Freq 118 24 127 23 292 

% 28.4 25.8 38.5 29.1 31.8 

How long do you think you will stay 

 

Want to 

move as 

soon as 

possible 

Freq 1 0 0 0 1 

% 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Freq 2 0 0 2 4 

Will 

move in 
2-5 years 

% 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.4 

Will stay 
more 

than 5 

years 

Freq 60 5 27 10 102 

% 14.5 5.4 8.2 12.7 11.1 

Will live 

as long 

as 
possible 

Freq 352 88 303 67 810 

% 84.8 94.6 91.8 84.8 88.3 

Type of building occupied 

 

Detached 

bungalo
w 

Freq 1 0 0 0 1 

% 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Block of 
flat 

Freq 413 93 330 79 915 

% 99.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 

Duplex 
Freq 1 0 0 0 1 

% 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Type of previous apartment 

 

Single 

dwelling 

Freq 177 34 160 39 410 

% 42.7 36.6 48.5 49.4 44.7 

Apartme

nt 

Freq 138 17 62 16 233 

% 33.3 18.3 18.8 20.3 25.4 
Row 

house/du

plex 

Freq 86 37 106 22 251 

% 20.7 39.8 32.1 27.8 27.4 

Lodging 
Freq 14 5 2 2 23 

% 3.4 5.4 0.6 2.5 2.5 

Total 
Freq 415 93 330 79 917 

% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
Table 3. Factors influencing personalization of 

dwellings among residents of public housing estates 
Personalization 
of dwellings  

O dds 
ratio 

Std. 
Err. 

P>z 
95% Confidence 
interval 

Gender 

Female  RC     
Male 0.0034 0.0026 0.00 0.0007 0.0154 

Religion       
Christianity  RC     

Islam 0.8163 0.2335 0.48 0.4659 1.4300 

Others 0.1836 0.1322 0.02 0.0448 0.7528 
Educational level 

Maximum of 
Primary RC     
Secondary 0.3056 0.2174 0.10 0.0758 1.2321 
Higher  0.1460 0.0425 0.00 0.0825 0.2584 

Income level       

Middle income RC     
Low income  0.0160 0.0059 0.00 0.0078 0.0329 
High income  0.1611 0.0517 0.00 0.0859 0.3024 

Current household size 

Less than 4 
persons  

RC 
    

Greater than 4 

persons 
0.4573 0.1477 0.02 0.2428 0.8613 

Satisfied with housing design  

Yes  RC     
No 13.9150 8.4509 0.00 4.2319 45.7550 

Living status        
Temporarily  RC     
Permanent  2.9336 0.6775 0.00 1.8657 4.6129 

Have another apartment    
No RC     
Yes 0.0876 0.0267 0.00 0.0483 0.1590 



Kolawole Opeyemi Morakinyo:  
Factors influencing personalization of dwellings among residents of selected public housing estates Lagos Nigeria   

91 

 

Personalization 
of dwellings  

O dds 
ratio 

Std. 
Err. 

P>z 
95% Confidence 
interval 

Statistics: Pseudo R
2
=0.4724, Prob >(chi

2
) =0.001 LR chi

2
 (11) 

=580.62 

 

 

Result and discussion 
 

Factors influencing personalization of dwellings   

Factors influencing personalization of 

dwellings in the study area was examined using 

binary logistic regression. The choice of binary 

logistic regression was informed by the 

categorical nature of the outcome variable i.e. 

whether the occupants have at one time or the 

other changed or modified their building to meet  

their needs. The result of the binary logistic 

regression revealed gender, religion, educational 

and income level, current household size, 

satisfaction with housing design, living status and 

availability of alternative dwelling were all 

significantly associated with personalization of 

dwellings.  

Lower odds of personalization was found 

among the men (OR=0.003, p<0.05) when 

compared to the women. Findings from similar 

study by Wells (2000) revealed the intention to 

personalize often differ by sex and that 

personalization among women is generally a 

means of expressing identity and improve their 

feelings (Wells, Thelen, and Ruark 2007). On the 

other hand, personalization among men was seen 

as a way of expressing their status. Jones et al 

(2007) also investigated preferred bedroom 

contents for eighth and ninth grade adolescents 

(13 to 15 age range) (Jones et al. 2007). They 

found that girls and boys differed on their 

bedroom design preferences. Boys preferred more 

of masculine designs, sports related items, and 

things they could build. The boys were also not 

very involved in designing their bedrooms. The 

girls had a mixture of both feminine and 

masculine items such as pictures, stuffed animals , 

chess board games, vanity dressing tables, 

makeup/hair accessories, floral designs as they 

were not constrained by traditional gender 

boundaries. While odds of personalization was 

82.0% lower (OR=0.18, p<0.05) among 

respondents from other religious group relative to 

respondents affiliated to the Christian religion , 

respondents affiliated to the Islam religion were 

18.0% (OR=0.82, p>0.05) less likely to 

personalize their dwellings relative to Christian  

respondents, although the result was not 

statistically significant for respondents affiliated  

to Islam women. There was a decreased odd of 

personalization of dwellings with increasing 

education. While respondents with higher 

education were 85.0% (OR=0.15, p<0.05) less 

likely to personalize their dwellings, respondents 

with secondary education were 69.0% (OR=0.31, 

p>0.05) less likely to personalize their dwellings  

relative to respondents with maximum of primary  

education, though the results was not statistically 

significant among respondents with maximum of 

primary education.  

Furthermore, higher income level was 

associated with lower odds of personalization of 

dwellings, respondents in the lower and high 

income level were 98.0% (OR= 0.02, p<0.05) and 

84.0% less likely to personalize their dwelling  

when compared to respondents in the middle 

income level, while respondents with more than 

four persons in the household were 54.0% (OR= 

0.46, p<0.05) less likely to personalize relative to 

household with less than four persons. Finally, 

respondents not satisfied with housing design 

(OR=13.9, p<0.05), are permanent residents 

(OR=2.93, p<0.05) were multiple times more 

likely to personalize their dwellings relative to 

those satisfied and about three times more likely  

to personalize relative to respondents with  

temporary residence status, while lower odds of 

personalization of dwellings was found among 

respondents who have another apartment (OR= 

0.09, p<0.05) relative to respondents not having 

another apartment.   

 

 

Conclusion 
 

This study has investigated factors influencing 

personalization of dwellings among residents of 

public housing estates in Lagos, Nigeria. Socio-

demographic and socioeconomic factors namely  

sex, educational level, income level, religion , 

current household size, satisfaction with building 

design, living status (temporary or permanent 

residence) and having alternative apartment were 

significantly associated with personalization of 

dwellings in the study area. The outcome of this 

study therefore underscores the importance of 

demographic and economic factors with respect to 

personalization of dwellings. 
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