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 Abstract 

Purpose of the study: This paper examined the housing quality, its 

affordability as well as the housing choices which residents of Calabar can 

make. Housing needs in the city continue to rise in response to rapid 

urbanization rates and thus lead to high housing demands. 

Methodology: About 384 questionnaires were distributed randomly within 

six purposively delineated housing districts in Calabar with a 78 percent 

success rate. The stratification covered all the housing types, from the low to 

medium and the high classes. The coordinates of respondents were also 

collected for spatial analyses in which the inverse distance weighted (IDW) 

interpolation method was used to create housing choice maps in the 

identified districts of the city. The Chi-square statistics were used to test the 

statistical significance of the created contingency tables.  

Main Findings: Significant relationship exist between housing affordability 

and housing quality ((f) = 11.463, p-value = 0.022 (p < 0.05)), and between 

average monthly income and expenditure on rented residential housing in 

Calabar ((f) = 539.473, p-value = 0.000 (p < 0.05)). Housing in the 

metropolis is not affordable to about 80% of residents who expend more than 

30% of their income on housing.      

Applications of this study: This study helps shape the policy direction of 

government in housing provision and such, encourage private developers in 

the sector. 

Novelty/Originality of this study: Previous studies only addressed housing 

cost and provision, not a choice, quality, and affordability. This is the first 

study to address residential housing choices, quality, and affordability in the 

Calabar metropolis, involving a cross-sectional survey questionnaire. The 

results will be helpful to developers, homebuyers, and policymakers alike 

towards affordable housing delivery in Calabar and others. African cities. 
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INTRODUCTION  

The current existence of deplorable housing conditions and costs is a reality that cannot be overlooked. As the 

population increases, lesser people are availed of basic needs such as adequate sanitation, improved water supply, 

durable and affordable housing, and adequate living space. The absence of these primary conditions has direct 

consequences on the physical and psychological wellbeing of urban populations. Globally, urbanization is increasing. 

The rate of increase in Nigeria is high within the last two decades. In Nigeria, data from the census in the early fifties 

had revealed how approximately 11 percent of the total population lived in about 56 cities. In the 1963 census, there was 

a dramatic rise in this number to about 19 percent in just over 100 cities. The urban population increased to 24.5 percent 

in 1985 and was estimated to be more than 30 percent in the 1996 census (Ajanlekoko, 2001). 

Housing is said to be affordable when its cost does not necessarily compromise the ability to meet other essential 

household needs such as food, clothing, and health care. Struky (2005) defined affordable housing as the ability to buy a 

reasonably standard house without compromising the ability to meet the demands of other essential needs. No nation has 

ever been known to have fully provided shelter for all its citizens. In most developed countries of the world, priority 

attention had never been to housing as a deliberate action to continue a national program that emanates from a well-

articulated housing policy. 

Many scholars have attempted various definitions of housing in different contexts. For example, Kalu, Agbarakwe, and 

Anowor (2014) defined housing as homes, shelters, dwelling places, or buildings where people dwell or live, which was 

used to define households’ standard of living. This provides a measure of the status of individuals or families as this is 

known to have a relationship with health, productivity, and personal wellbeing. This is why there is a constant argument 

that housing must not only be available but must also be affordable. The affordability criteria are a measure of housing 

cost, environmental factors, standards, cost of mortgages, and other essentials. Affordable housing is critical for the 

socio-economic, socio-cultural, socio-political, and national development of any nation. It enhances safety from 
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imminent threats such as invaders, weather, and climate. Housing is has a huge influence on the efficiency and stability 

of national economies and thus defines the direction of financial markets with huge impacts on the productivity and 

growth of nations. Bujang (2006) observed that the affordability of housing is compromised when more than 30 percent 

of the household income of those within the low-income group is spent on housing. 

This study is focused on the urban housing sector of Calabar, Cross River State, Nigeria. Calabar is the capital city of 

Cross River State in south-south Nigeria and is made up of mainly Calabar South and Calabar Municipality Local 

Government Areas (LGA). As shown in figure 1, the city lies between longitudes 8
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N and covers a land area of 137.039 square kilometers (sqm) and has an estimated population of 

435,196 in 2016 (NPC, 2006). The residential land uses cut across the three hierarchical density variations; the low, 

medium, and high-income densities. Examples of such areas include and are not limited to the high densities in Calabar 

South LGA, which includes, Mount Zion, Goldie, etc. Medium densities include, Parliamentary Village, Ikot Effa, etc., 

while the low-density areas are of Federal Housing, State Housing, etc.  

The requirement of housing for comfort, safety, experience, prestige, satisfaction, and the occupant’s convenience 

remain a global consensus. This is why it has remained a vital social condition that defines the living standard of a 

country’s citizens. When the quality of housing is available and adequate, capital expenditure on health, recreation, 

crime prevention, and pollution control is less from residents and government alike, and often enhances productivity and 

prosperity (Olanrewaju & Woon, 2017; Gan, Zuo, Wen & She, 2019). The lack of or inadequacy of housing, usually a 

consequence of high rates of urbanization, has resulted in its high demand and poor quality (Demographia World Urban 

Areas, 2017; Gan et al., 2017).  

Housing problems across Calabar is exacerbated by low investment in medium and low-income housing by both the 

private sector and government. Field observations showed how the private developers control most of the land which 

they are only interested in developing for luxury apartments, obviously beyond the affordability of the majority of urban 

dwellers. This leads to a housing crisis in the city with huge environmental consequences in terms of urban dwellers 

resorting to self-help for accommodation. Animashaun (2010) observed that the problem goes from residential housing 

adequacy to housing quality which he concluded has social, psychological, environmental, and cultural impacts on 

dwellers. The housing quality debate in Calabar and Nigeria continues unabated as the nations are yet to successfully 

implement any social housing since the first national development framework. The study aimed at assessing the socio-

economic impacts of rent, the relationship between the affordability of rent and housing quality as well as between 

income and expenditure on housing. It further invested the considerations for rented residential housing choice in 

specific districts of Calabar. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Housing has been defined in different ways by various authors. According to Omole (2001), housing is more than a mere 

shelter, but rather emphasized housing as a residential environment that man uses for shelter. He also described it as a 

structure needed or designed for man’s physical and mental health as well as his social well-being. For Onibokun (1985), 

housing represents a basic individual, family/household or community need that is essential for the survival of man 

ranked only second to food needs. In addition to being a prerequisite for survival, housing is also noted to be an 

environmental component with a high influence on social behaviour, health, satisfaction, efficiency, and economic value 

of a society. Essentially, there have been financial evaluations of demand for affordable housing in many countries, 

however, concerns are rife on the fact that affordable housing cannot be limited to mere economic concepts since 

housing issues cut across social wellbeing and matters of sustainability (Ezennia & Hoskara, 2019; Adabre & Chan, 

2019). For example, Bons, Onochie & Nzewi (2019) reported the difficulty of low and medium-income residents of 

Abuja (Nigeria) to afford decent and adequate accommodation. This often leaves them with no choice but to reside in 

squatters or infringes where the cost of transport to employment opportunities becomes unbearable. Earlier studies 

reported a housing deficit for over 20 million urban dwellers in Asia, Africa, and South America who often reside in 

slums or squatter housing. In Nigeria, the situation is more challenging as most urban residents live in sub-standard 

housing in slums (Makinde, 2014). This is in addition to Geissler, Österreicher & Macharm (2018) report that there is a 

deficit of 17 million housing units in Nigerian urban centres. 

The affordability of housing often refers to the capacity of an individual, family/household, or community to pay for 

housing costs/services. It impacts significantly on the general environment, economy, and social conditions of any city, 

country, or region. Yao (2011) defined housing affordability as the relationship between households and housing. In the 

same vein, housing affordability is expressive of the balance of payment challenges that individuals or households face 

between non-housing expenditures and the cost of actual or potential housing (Stone, 2006). It is the correlation between 

the individual or household income and actual expenditure on housing (Kutty, 2005). This is why housing expenditure 

must not exceed 30 percent of individual/household income otherwise, an indication of a huge financial burden or lack 

of capacity to meet up with other basic needs such as food, clothing, healthcare, and transportation (Bujang, 2006). 

Using a cross-sectional survey questionnaire, comprising 20 determinants and 468 householders/users, Olanrewaju and 

Woon (2019) explained the six determinants that are extremely important to households’ choice of housing. These 

determinants include financial factor, building factor, income factor, accessibility factor, market factor, and location 

factor. 
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Figure 1: Calabar metropolis showing major streets; Insert: Nigeria showing Cross River; and Cross River showing 

Calabar Metropolis. 

Source: GIS Unit, Department of Geography/Environmental Science, University of Calabar. 

Countries of the Third Word are experiencing pervasive housing deficits. Omojinmi (2000) observed that a higher 

percentage of the urban residents in Nigeria dwells in indecent housing units compared to those living in good houses. 

The increasing rate of urbanization in Nigeria like in other Third World countries rather compounds the already bad 

housing situation. Beyond the rising rate of urbanization and migration (in most cases, conflict-induced migration), the 

high rate of inflation leading to the high cost of building materials and construction cost accounts for a significant cause 

of this housing deficit (Olotuah & Adedeji, 2009). Using multiple regression analysis, Agbor, Ojikpong, Okon, & Obia 

(2016) revealed a poor-quality housing environment for Ikom Urban that is typical of poor or dilapidated housing units 

which lack basic services and facilities. The ‘housing-related urban poverty’ study of Ojoko and Okon (2018) also 

revealed a corresponding relationship (F(6, 402) = 8.903, p < .001.) between residential mobility and demographic 

factors such as job type, household size, marital status, annual income, education, and gender. The need for mass 

housing provision for low income was highlighted. Similarly, Okon, Ogba, and Adejumo (2012) identified three 

categories of land ownership such as patrimony, occupier, and investment which indicated different economic behaviour 

using the methodology provided in the CASHPOR House Index (CHI). The paper recommended preventive and curative 

strategies towards informal settlements including sites and services, land readjustment, review of the land use act of 

1978, among others. Ayedun and Oluwatobi (2011) reported the opinion of the 1976 United Nations Conference on 

Human Settlements that suggested a multi-faceted approach to addressing the hydra-headed housing problems, 

especially in developing countries. Part of the details of this proposed policy was the provision of housing schemes for 

low-income earners through different levels of loans and other incentives from international organizations. However, the 

failure of the implementation phase of this program has been reported in Nigeria and many other developing countries.  
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Zyed, Aziz, and Hanif (2016) reported the central role that Housing choice plays in offering an understanding of the 

economic status of households and their housing rent purchasing capability. Therefore, the housing affordability problem 

concerning housing choice which can be viewed in terms of purchasing perspective as contained in the right to housing 

framework, which government must guarantee for the comfort of individuals and households. This is bearing in mind the 

dynamicity of preferences and choices in any given society, which is also a reflection of the pattern of behaviour of the 

people. However similar to these housing preferences and choices may be, most housing literature uses both terms 

interchangeably (Zinas & Jusan, 2012; Kährik, Temelova, Kadarik & Kubes, 2016). 

Zinas & Jusan (2012) identified how need and demand are based on choice but not as important, as much as consumers 

like the good. However, they may prefer a good or service independent of the existence of alternatives (Olanrewaju & 

woon, 2017). According to Sirgy, Grzeskowiak, & Su, (2005) ‘choice is the description of consumers’ attitude and 

behavior’. As the price of the goods/services increases, the consumption rate tends to fall according to the law of demand 

(Napoli, 2017). Therefore, the choice of housing more often is determined by price rather than by preference. The choice 

remains a vital determinant upon which prices of houses are determined (Parkin, 2011; Karlan & Morduch, 2014; 

O’Sullivan, Sheffrin & Perez, 2013). While the differences between choice and preference can be complicated, housing 

choice usually reflects one or a combination of regulation, preference, availability, market condition, and/or 

internal/external factors such as lifestyle and social class (Jansen, Coolen & Goetgeluk, 2011). On the other hand, 

Housing preference does not usually highlight choice behavior according to Ghazali, Ngiam & Mutum (2019). 

While the focus of this research is not on sustainable development, it is important to remark on recent research evidence 

that points to the low knowledge of the concept of sustainable development (Olanrewaju, Tan & Abdul-Aziz, 2018). It 

implies the efficient use of natural resources in a manner that satisfies the present need as well as guarantees its future 

use for generations yet to come. This engenders peace across the social spectrum and maintains stable economic growth 

and environmental quality when applied to affordable housing (Vehbi, Hoskara & Hoskara, 2010). Sustainable 

development in affordable housing is usually premised on the three major objectives, such as environmental, social, and 

economic goals. The integration of sustainability and affordability into housing often referred to as sustainable 

affordable housing has been advocated by several housing experts (Adabre & Chan, 2019; Ghazali, Ngiam & Mutum, 

2019; Chan & Adabre, 2019). This is because sustainable affordable housing just as sustainable development will meet 

the present need of housing with a guarantee that future generations’ housing needs will not be compromised. It is 

therefore said to be housing designed and implemented to satisfy sustainable requirements (Ezennia & Hoskara, 2019; 

Adabre & Chan, 2019; Mulliner & Maliene, 2015). In Nigeria and many other countries of the developing world, there is 

a widened affordable housing gap which is due largely to income inequality and imbalance. 

“Our Common Future” produced by the Brundtland Commission for the United Nations (World Commission on 

Environment and Development, 1987) remains a serious expression of the concerns that the world has towards the 

environment. If the environment remains where we live, and development is what we do on the environment for our 

enjoyment, therefore, there is the moral burden to reflect on the future use of these same resources by future generations. 

Buildings or the built environment have a significant impact on the quality of life (Akintoye, 2006). Sustainable 

development deals with housing quality, affordability, availability, and accessibility, addressing social justice and equity 

in housing provision. This calls for an assessment of the life cycle of housing provision in such a manner that the basic 

concepts of affordability, quality, and accessibility (access) as was the concern of this paper, must be addressed. 

METHODOLOGY  

Data was obtained from primary and secondary sources. While the secondary data included excerpts from existing 

literature and publications, the cross-sectional research was adopted for primary data collection among the varying 

socio-economic backgrounds and ages in the metropolis. Data was collected from residents within the Calabar 

metropolis. A total of 384 questionnaires were administered in line with Smith (2000) and Saunders, Lewis, and 

Thornhill (2007) based on the metropolis population of 435,196 (<1,000,000), and 300 were successfully retrieved (78 

percent success rate).  The questionnaires were distributed randomly within 6 purposively delineated housing districts in 

Calabar. The districts and their case studies as presented in figure 2 include: (a) Commercial settlement, case study: 

Marian (b) Traditional settlement, case study: Ikot Ansa (c) Hybrid settlement, case study: Ekorinum (d) High-income 

settlement, case study: Federal Housing Estate (e) Medium income settlement, case study: Parliamentary and (f) low-

income settlement, case study: Ekpo Abasi area. The district stratification covered all the classes of income and 

settlement structures, from the low to medium and the high classes. The data was collected on household income, age, 

sex, household size, educational attainment, location and occupation of respondents, housing affordability, and factors 

that affect the geographic variation in rental housing affordability rate across the metropolis. The coordinates of 

questionnaire administration locations were also collected for spatial analyses. 

For the data analyses, cross-tabulation analyses were done to establish the relationships between variables, and Chi-

square statistics was used to test the statistical significance of the contingency tables created. The Inverse Distance 

Weighted (IDW) interpolation method was used to create housing choice maps based on attribute data obtained from a 

field survey of identified districts of the metropolis. This works with the assumption that things close together to share 

certain similarities (ESRI, 2013). 
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RESULTS/FINDINGS 

(a) Housing Quality Components in Calabar 

The analyses indicate that 8.2 percent of the respondents had no formal education while 91.8 percent had passed through 

at least the primary level of formal schooling. This implies that most residents are literate and could provide precise and 

adequate information on the questionnaire relating to the subject of investigation. Also, inquiry into the income structure 

of the respondents revealed that 50.3 percent of the residents make less than 10,000 Naira monthly, 30 percent make 

between 51,000 to 100,000 Naira monthly, 10 percent accrue between 101,000 to 150,000, 6 percent get 150,000 to 

200,000 Naira. In comparison, 2.3 percent make more than 200,000 Naira income on average monthly. This is a clear 

indication that housing affordability would most likely be relatively complex for low-income earners.  

Housing quality components were assessed considering the Statistic New Zealand (2015) housing quality indicators. 

These components incorporate the status quo of the internal structure such as the condition of water supply, sewage 

disposal, power supply, door type, wall type, electrical wiring, etc. also is the condition of the external structure like the 

structural integrity, weather tightness, security, material integrity, insulation, etc. The housing type that is predominant in 

Calabar, according to findings is the one-bedroom flat with 35 percent of all the responses. Single room residents made 

up to 23.3 percent mostly in the Ekpo-Abasi district. In comparison, 221 percent of residents stayed in 2-bedroom flats 

and 14.6 percent in 3-bedroom flats which most of Parliamentary and Ekorinim residents patronize. In the Federal 

housing district where conspicuously high-income earners reside, 5 percent of the respondents live in duplexes. 

Furthermore, 63.3 percent of residents sampled have wooden doors, while 32 percent stayed in houses with iron doors, 

and 4 percent went for soundproof doors. Also, 9.2 percent of residents had walls made of wood, metal and, other shanty 

slum characterized materials. In comparison, 31.6 percent stay in houses with brick walls and 59.3 percent reside in 

homes with concrete walls housing. In the same vein, 24 percent of homes in the study area had wooden windows fixed, 

9 percent used metal fabricated windows and 67 percent used glass windows across the metropolis, which is of higher 

quality. 

Hygiene was revealed to be improved in the city in 2016, although there is a need for more improvements. Only 2 

percent of the respondents used pit toilets, 1.6 percent used bucket toilets, 73 percent used water closets, and 19.6 

percent adopted open defecation in open spaces and water bodies around their vicinity. Also, the analysis showed that 

67.6 percent rely primarily on water from boreholes in their compounds and neighbourhood, while 27 percent rely on the 

government-supplied water and 4.6 use other sources such as water vendors, wells, and streams. Additionally, 55.3 

percent of residents dispose of their solid waste properly in the Cross River State Urban Development Authority waste 

collection bins while 30.3 percent use waste dumps, most of which are eventually evacuated by the same government 

authority, and 14.3 percent burn and incinerate their wastes. As well, 35 percent of the residents mostly use personally 

powered electricity generators for power supply while 64.3 percent depending on the Power Holding Company of 

Nigeria. 

Housing Affordability in Calabar 

The field survey further revealed that housing in the metropolis is unaffordable if we adopt the affordability criteria 

where only 30 percent of income should be spent on housing. As derived, 20.7 percent of residents use less than 30 

percent of their income for housing while 79.3 percent use more than 30 percent of their income for housing. It was 

revealed that 7.6 percent could afford less than 50,000 Naira for housing annually, 22 percent can afford between 50,000 

to 100,000 Naira, 46.6 percent between 101,000 to 200,000 Naira annually, 13 percent between 201,000 to 300,000 

Naira. In comparison, 6 percent can afford to pay above 400,000 Naira for rented housing annually. 

The relationship between housing affordability and housing quality was further examined. The former was measured by 

the house type (number of bedrooms in the apartment) while the latter by the calculated percentage of income used for 

rent by the residents. A null hypothesis was stated that there is no significant relationship between rent affordability and 

housing quality. The two variables were measured as nominal data. The output of the Chi-square analyses as presented 

on Table 1 shows that the Pearson Chi-square statistic (f) = 11.463, p-value = 0.022 (p < 0.05). A p-value less than the 

alpha or significance level implies that the variables are dependent. Thus, there is a significant statistical relationship 

between housing affordability and housing quality. The alternate hypothesis was thus accepted. This implies that the 

type of house a city dweller in Calabar stays in is greatly influenced by the resident’s income. This does not disprove 

other factors that might influence a city dweller’s preference of house types, such as household size or just mere choice.  

The cross-tabulation analysis presented in Table 2 shows that 29 and 21.8 percent of residents who spend less than and 

greater than 30 percent of their income on rent respectively reside in single-room apartments. About 40.3 percent of 

residents who spend less than 30 percent of their income and 33.6 percent who spend more than 30 percent stay in one-

bedroom houses. Notably on the cross-tabulation are the residents who spend more than 30 percent and reside in high-

cost houses such as the 23.9 percent, 16 percent, and 4,6 percent who reside in two-bedroom, three-bedroom, and duplex 

apartments, respectively. City dwellers pay more for housing for many reasons such as the need for more space, the 

quality of the house, or just because of taste. 

https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
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Figure 2: Delineated housing districts in Calabar Metropolis 

Source: Author’s field survey, 2021 

Table 1: Chi-Square output for the relationship between housing affordability and quality 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11.463 4 .022 

Likelihood Ratio 11.900 4 .018 

Linear-by-Linear Association .705 1 .401 

N of Valid Cases 300   

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2021 

Table 2: Housing affordability and housing quality cross-tabulation 

 Housing Quality (house type) Total 

<30% >30% 

Housing Affordability 

Single Room 
Count 18 52 70 

% within Housing Quality 29 21.8 23.3 

One Bedroom 
Count 25 80 105 

% within Housing Quality 40.3 33.6 35 

Two Bedroom 
Count 6 57 63 

% within Housing Quality 9.7 23.9 21 

Three Bedroom 
Count 6 38 44 

% within Housing Quality 9.7 16 14.7 

Duplex 
Count 7 11 18 

% within Housing Quality  11.3 4.6 6 

Total 
Count 62 238 300 

% within Housing Quality 100 100 100 

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2021 
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The second hypothesis was formulated to assess housing affordability in Calabar in line with Kutty’s (2005) position that 

housing affordability can be interpreted as the relationship between household income and housing expenditure. The 

hypothesis stated no significant relationship between average monthly income and expenditure on rented residential 

housing in Calabar. This was to examine the relationship between how much a Calabar resident avails for 

accommodation based on accrued income. The two variables were measured as nominal data. The output of the Chi-

square analyses presented on Table 3 shows that the Pearson Chi-square statistic (f) = 539.473, p-value = 0.000 (p < 

0.05). This derivation denotes that the variables are dependent, thus enough evidence to infer a significant statistical 

relationship between average monthly income and average money expended on rented residential housing in the 

metropolis. Therefore, the stated null hypothesis is rejected. This means that the income of residents in Calabar greatly 

influences how much is paid for housing.  

The cross-tabulation executed and presented in Table 4 supports the outcome of the Chi-square test and buttresses the 

situation in the city. As shown, 100 percent of residents who less than 100,000 Naira on rent annually earn less than 

10,000 Naira monthly, and expectedly, no respondent who makes less than 10,000 Naira pay above 200,000 Naira for 

rent yearly. Also, 55.7 percent of respondents who make 51,000 to 100,000 monthly spend between 101,000 to200,000 

Naira annually, and 34.1 percent of residents who make within the same category spend between 201,000 to 300,000 

Naira annually. More so, 75.9 percent of residents who spend more than 200,000 Naira make between 101,000 to 

150,000 Naira annually, and no resident who makes less than 200,000 Naira resides home in the former price range. 

Further, 67.7 and 23.3 percent (9 percent of all counts) of residents who pay more than 400,000 Naira make above 

150,000 and 200,000 Naira monthly. Visibly, no resident who makes less than 150,000 Naira resides in houses with 

annual rents of more than 200,000 Naira. 

The 2002 New National Housing and Urban Development Policy (NNHUDP), (see Aribigbola, 2008), advocates a 

maximum expenditure of 20 percent monthly income on housing. This is hardly the case as many Nigerians expend far 

more than 20 percent of their monthly income on the high price of housing units as many studies demonstrated. The 

causes of the high price of housing units range from the cost of land, building materials, to housing-related 

infrastructure, and so on (Ibem, 2010; Ugochukwu & Chioma, 2015; Lawal & Adekunle, 2018; Bons, Onochie & Nzewi, 

2019) 

Housing Choice Consideration 

The reasons for choosing a residential apartment are enormous. Some of these reasons were considered in this study as 

listed 1 to 11 in Table 5. The reasons were assessed for the different housing districts delineated for the survey study. In 

Ekpo Abasi district, the most prevailing reason why residents choose a house was affordability, while they care less 

about safety and security. This is due to the low cost of housing in the area and the location of the Cross River 

University of Technology.  In Marian district, the most pressing reason is business and livelihood: This is apparently due 

to the closeness to business ventures since Marian is a commercial hub in Calabar. Some residents prefer to reside close 

to their shops and offices. The case of Ikot Ansa district is different. Here, infrastructure (that is, the quality of a building 

and the outlook of the environment) is the most apparent reason given by the respondents. Proximity to the workplace 

and ownership of houses were also prominent reasons in Ikot Ansa. 

Table 3: Chi-Square of the relationship between average monthly income and expenditure on housing. 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 539.473 16 0.000 

Likelihood Ratio 428.597 16 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association 210.917 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 300   

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2021 

Table 4: Average monthly income and expenditure on rented residential housing cross-tabulation 

 Annual Rent (000) Total 

<50 50-100 101-200 201-300 400> 

Monthly 

Income 

<10 
Count 23 66 62 0 0 151 

% within Annual Rent 100 100 44.3 0 0 50.3 

51-100 
Count 0 0 78 14 0 92 

% within Annual Rent 0 0 55.7 34.1 0 30. 

101-150 
Count 0 0 0 27 3 30 

% within Annual Rent 0 0 0 65.9 10 10. 

150-200 
Count 0 0 0 0 20 20 

% within Annual Rent 0 0 0 0 66.7 6.7 

>200 Count 0 0 0 0 7 7 

https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Inah_mark_housing/H951.docx
https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
https://d.docs.live.net/938b29825c36e082/Desktop/Okon_Mark.docx
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% within Annual Rent 0 0 0 0 23.3 2.3 

Total 
Count 23 66 140 41 30 300 

% within Annual Rent 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2021 

Table 5: Housing choice consideration in 6 delineated districts of Calabar (in percentages) 

s/n Variable  Ekpo-

Abasi 

Marian Ikot 

Ansa 

Ekorinim Parliamentary Fed 

Housing 

Agg. 

% 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Business/livelihood 

Safety/security 

Affordability of housing 

Owner-occupier 

Proximity to workplace 

Proximity to child’s school 

Near kinsmen 

Near the place of worship 

Environment  

Near recreational/natural area 

Mixed land-use area 

1.7 

0.3 

10 

0 

1 

0.3 

0 

0.3 

3 

0 

0 

7.3 

1 

1.7 

0 

1 

1.7 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

1.3 

1.3 

2.3 

3.3 

3.3 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

1.7 

5 

1.7 

0 

1 

0.3 

0.3 

0 

6.7 

0 

0 

1 

3.3 

1.7 

0.3 

1.7 

1.7 

0.3 

0.3 

6.3 

0 

0 

0.7 

5 

0.3 

1.3 

0.3 

1 

0.3 

0.3 

6.7 

0.3 

0.3 

13.7 

15.9 

17.7 

4.9 

8.7 

5 

0.9 

0.9 

31.7 

0.3 

0.3 

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2021 

Infrastructure was again a significant factor in Ekorinim as well as safety and security. In the Parliamentary district, 

where most of the buildings are of good quality with middle-income settlers, infrastructure was the most given reason 

followed by safety and security. Federal housing district houses mostly high-income immigrants with high-quality 

buildings. In the Federal Housing scenario, infrastructure was again the leading reason for housing consideration, safety, 

and security. Figure 3 further buttresses the spatial spread of these considerations in the six districts. For most of the 

districts, the map shows sharp color progressions from very light blue.  This represents the first three variables of 

consideration. The dark blue represents variable number nine as shown in Table 5. This depicts that, just as aggregated 

in the table, infrastructure had the highest percentage (31.7 percent), followed by the affordability of housing (17.7 

percent), safety and livelihood (15.9 percent), and business/livelihood (13.7 percent). Nearness to recreational/natural 

areas and mixed land use were the most minor reasons for housing choice consideration in the city and were barely 

represented on the map. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Man needs shelter and this accommodation is needed where economic opportunities prevail, including informal 

activities, such as in urban areas. When the metropolitan area becomes saturated, it becomes expedient for the teeming 

population to occupy the pockets of idle lands. The proliferation of substandard houses becomes the last resort for low-

income urban dwellers with fragile livelihoods who cannot afford decent houses in the city. In Calabar, the rising cost of 

housing and land has become a source of concern to all stakeholders. 

This study revealed that housing in the metropolis is not affordable as about 80 percent of residents use more than 30 

percent of their income for housing. This is so because payments are low compared to housing costs., The one-bedroom 

flat becomes the most predominant housing type in the city as it is somewhat affordable and can accommodate the 

swarming youth population and families alike. The quality of house a city dweller in Calabar chooses to stay in is 

showed to be significantly influenced by income and income also showed to significantly affect how much is paid for 

housing greatly. Infrastructure was revealed to be the most significant determinant of resident’s choice of 

accommodation, followed by the affordability of housing, safety and livelihood, and location of business place., 

However, affordability stood out to be most significant for residents of the Ekpo Abasi area. 

It is recommended that the relevant government agencies intensify efforts not only to provide standard and affordable 

housing but initiate policies and programs that would encourage private developers to venture into the provision of low-

cost housing in the metropolis.  This can be replicated in many other cities of the developing world. Also, regulations 

must be put in place to deter landlords from preying on tenants who before now are at the mercy of their homeowners. 

This phenomenon is not unique to the study area, but across many cities in the developing world.  Housing standards 

should also be enforced by the relevant agencies of government to ensure that its quality is not compromised. Most 

importantly, the results of this study should be adopted as a decision-making guide. The reasons why people shy away or 

embrace some residential locations should be noted to aid necessary improvements in what is lacking in such negated 

areas. For example, public infrastructure and security call for improvement in the Ekpo Abasi area since housing is more 

affordable therein and low-cost housing is provided in some other areas (such as the location of the abandoned Ikot Ekpo 

housing estate in the far northern flank of the city, which requires renovation) to reduce congestion in the heart of the 

city. 
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Figure 3: Variation in the housing choice consideration in 6 delineated districts of Calabar 

Source: Author’s fieldwork, 2021 
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