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Different inhibiting factors have affected the need for affordable housing provisions to keep pace with the increase in urbanisation and population growth, leading to the non-availability of desirable, affordable housing goals for low-income earners. Unfortunately, these inhibiting factors continue to create challenges that affect affordable housing development for low-income earners. Hence, this study examines the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provisions using Lagos metropolitan city, Nigeria, as a case study exemplar. A quantitative research design was employed, using the survey to collect data from the target populations of low-income earners in Lagos, Nigeria, through a purposive sampling technique with a high response rate of 75.3%. Descriptive and exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the retrieved data and Cronbach’s alpha test to determine data reliability and interrelatedness. Thirty-seven identified inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions were clustered into seven components: problems with affordable land and security of tenure; socioeconomic constraints; problems with conventional materials and technologies; unpredictable internal factors; absence of innovative framework and supply chain; absent of community collaboration and external economic factors; and urbanisation factors. The implications of the study findings provide a better understanding of land tenureship, improved social inclusion, community-based stakeholder collaboration, standardisation of indigenous construction materials and technologies utilisation, and housing policy reforms to alleviate the shortage of affordable housing delivery in metropolitan cities. The study recommends successful implementations of affordable housing provisions hinged on an innovative housing framework and affordable supply chain through design, standardisation of non-conventional materials and technologies utilisation and social inclusion. The study’s conclusion gives housing stakeholders, realtors, policymakers, and government agencies the ability to understand and implement strategies to overcome socioeconomic constraints, land security of tenure, and urbanisation factors to predict and improve affordable housing demand and supply in metropolitan cities.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Population growth and housing needs are significant concerns in most developing countries like Nigeria (Adeshina and Idaeho, 2019). This is because the housing shortage is hitting hard on the populace (Owolabi et al., 2022a). Musewe (2012) and Defo (2014) concurred that Africa as a continent has the prospect of the highest population growth rates globally. The continent accounted for 20% of the world’s slum dwellers, estimated at 200 million (The University of Dublin, Trinity College, 2015). This also represents that most African cities are densely populated, and about 75%–90% live in slums (United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2006). This condition further stirred housing shortage problems beyond Nigeria’s border (Ezeigwe, 2015). It has become a common problem experienced in developing countries (Ibimilua and Ibitoye, 2015) and a global concern in which countries seek government interventions to solve this menace (Zanganeh et al., 2013). Nevertheless, Ogunbayo et al. (2018) and Olufemi (2018) admitted that housing quality impacts national and community infrastructural development, reflecting individual users’ identity, cultural values, desires, and future expectations.
Researchers have expressed different views concerning the problems of affordable housing provision in metropolitan cities in developed and developing countries, which helps put this study in context (Boamah, 2010; Ibimilua and Ibitoye, 2015; Adeshina and Idaeho, 2019; Ajayi, 2019; Ogunbayo B. et al., 2022; Owolabi et al., 2022a). In Nigeria, Omiunu (2014), Makinde (2014), Fitzgerald (2017), Adeshina and Idaeho (2019), and Ogunbayo B. et al. (2022) attributed the problems of affordable housing provision to high urban migration, population growth, and high cost of building materials. Olanrewaju, Anavhe, and Hai (2016) attributed issues with affordable housing shortage to inaccessible financial support, low capital and budgetary distribution, the problem of land security of tenure, ineffective policies and regulations, legal issues, and conflicting government legal requirements. However, Ajayi (2019) noted that the standard of living in metropolitan cities is becoming a problem with the constant spatial variation in population growth rate, making affordable housing provisions for middle and lower-income earners unsolved (Ajayi, 2019; Ogunbayo B. F. et al., 2022). This is because of the continuous influx of people to metropolitan cities to improve their standard of living and seek employment opportunities (Owolabi et al., 2022b).
However, the objective of the Nigerian housing policy focuses on making housing stock available and accessible for all citizens (Azevedo et al., 2010; Ajayi, 2019). The government’s commitment to solving housing problems in developing countries, particularly Nigeria, has only resulted in insufficient and unaffordable housing unit provisions across the country (Ugochukwu and Chioma, 2015). In South Africa, Marutlulle (2021) linked the shortage of affordable housing provision to administrative tussle, unavailable land, population growth, urbanisation, and economic variables. This has led to poor access to basic amenities such as water supply, solid waste management, recurrent shack fires, security risks, and safety and health hazards (Marutlulle, 2021). In Ghana, Boamah (2010) shared the same view that the Ghanaian government cannot provide affordable housing due to unsuccessful housing interventions adopted over the years. Likewise, issues such as population growth, urbanisation, a low supply of housing stocks to meet growing demand, high unemployment rates, and inflation rates also contributed to the housing crisis (Boamah, 2010). Hence, Ansah and Ametepey (2014) admitted that government and private housing interventions implemented in most developing countries are yet to improve the accessibility to affordable housing (Boamah, 2010; Ansah and Ametepey, 2014).
The imbalance between housing supply and demand is causing the affordability housing crisis in metropolitan cities. Metropolitan cities, as described by Solís Trapero et al. (2015), citing Scott (2011), are the progressive wheels of the global economy. Sud and Yilmaz (2013) described metropolitan areas as an economic base, and innovative solid capacity cities contribute a significant share of gross domestic product, job opportunities, high-level skills, and economic growth rate and income. Napoli (2017) posited that a high-density city centre characterises metropolitan cities, solid economic activities interconnected with mobility and communication infrastructures, and a continuous influx of people, commodities, information, capital, and investment. As a metropolitan city, Lagos is located in Southwestern Nigeria and is adjudged one of the most popular cities and major economic centres (Aliyu and Amadu, 2017). Lagos metropolitan city is a commercial hub for industrialisation and urbanisation, leading to the rise in rural-urban migration and housing shortage (Ogunde et al., 2017; Ogundipe et al., 2018). Idris and Fagbenro (2019) noted that Lagos metropolitan city has made various progress in the last decades, stimulating rapid economic growth, infrastructure and services and significantly reducing crime rates. The study by Ibimilua and Ibitoye (2015), Ugochukwu and Chioma (2015) and Idris and Fagbenro (2019) showed that Lagos, like any other metropolitan city in developing countries, is faced with different factors affecting affordable housing provision.
Nonetheless, the affordable housing concept has evolved over the decades, and researchers have expressed different views. For instance, Perera and Lee (2021) and Bangura and Lee (2021), citing Stone (2006), describe the concept of housing affordability as the capacity of households to rent or purchase housing within their income levels to achieve life aspirations. Bieri (2013:1) expressed different perspectives of housing affordability as follows: 1) house-price-to-income ratio or rent-to-income ratio, 2) the difference between non-housing expenditures to what is left after paying for housing, 3) income affordability distinguishing between “purchase affordability” (the ability to borrow funds to purchase a house), or “repayment affordability” (the ability to afford housing finance re-payments). The concept has also been used to describe housing for the “poor” or low-income earners without being stigmatised (Ogunnaike et al., 2013). Ogunbayo et al. (2018) noted that the concept also describes government intervention in providing essential facilities such as roads, electricity, schools, markets, and healthcare services to deliver affordable housing. It also represents a suitable dwelling unit where an individual spends less than 30% of monthly household income on rent (Man, 2011). Different factors also influence affordable housing provisions, and they include the income level, the cost of land, the cost of building materials, and the cost of labour for the construction (Katz et al., 2003; Okeleheim, 2011; Ogunnaike et al., 2013; Odia and Nwaogazie, 2017; Bangura and Lee, 2021; Perera and Lee, 2021). Perera and Lee (2021) noted that housing affordability (housing cost and household income) was developed based on the post-war Keynesian welfare state model, which might be insufficient to meet the 21st-century housing market.
Moreover, the need to understand and holistically identify the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provisions in metropolitan cities created a knowledge gap, leading to the non-availability of desirable, affordable housing goals for low-income earners in Lagos, Nigeria. Adedeji’s (2023) study established the significance of affordable housing in addressing sustainable urban development to improve quality of life, social cohesion, and economic opportunities and reduce homelessness. Reid (2023) maintained that closing the gap in the provision of affordable housing requires identifying barriers hindering its design, construction, and delivery. Thus, this study assesses the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provisions using Lagos metropolitan city, Nigeria, as a case study exemplar. The study’s objective was achieved through a literature review to establish the inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions, followed by an exploratory factor analysis to explore the correlation and interrelatedness of each of the seven components of inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions using the perspective of low-income earners in Lagos, Nigeria. Thus, the study findings are expected to assist stakeholders in housing provisions, professional institutions, financial institutions, realtors, and government policymakers in understanding strategies to overcome inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions in metropolitan cities. Understanding these inhibiting factors would also stimulate the efficiency of the value chain supply of affordable housing provision and drive housing stakeholders, policymakers, and government agencies in housing policy formulation and initiatives towards attaining pillar one of Africa Agenda 2063 and sustainable development goals (SDGs) goal eleven in providing a high standard of living, quality of life, and wellbeing.
2 LITERATURE REVIEW
The literature review aspect of this study provides a theoretical understanding supporting affordable housing provisions, which provides contextual knowledge on individual behaviour toward housing needs. The section also conceptualised the Nigerian National Housing Policy and Land Use Act, detailing the importance of policy formulation in housing provision for low-income earners in developing countries. Further, the review identified the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provisions from existing literature on the subject matter. This was discussed in three sub-sections to give further credence to the study.
2.1 Theoretical background supporting affordable housing provisions
The sociological label theory provides a theoretical understanding for this study (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967). The label theory offers contextual knowledge based on self-identity or behaviour; it uses social status or characteristics as determinants for labelling. The theory has been previously used in race or crime literature in addressing social classification, making some individuals more vulnerable to the label and susceptible to the aftermath of stigmatisation (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967). In housing provision, affordability has also been labelled in expressing housing needs for the “poor” or low-income earners without being stigmatised (Ogunnaike et al., 2013). The sociological label theory in the context of this study is used to represent affordable housing provisions for low-income earners. Housing provisions in developing countries have taken on a new dimension over the years, with different innovative frameworks that help to label the classes of people and the housing types that represent their status in society (Adegoke and Agbola, 2020). For example, affordable housing is often labelled in the context of the housing market concerning the buying cost, rental value of the housing stock, or material applications (Katz et al., 2003). In the United Kingdom, local authorities linked affordable housing to local income levels; house or rental prices are grouped according to household types with provisions for specific eligible households whose housing needs cannot be met by the housing market (Okeleheim, 2011).
The demand for affordable housing depends majorly on population growth and urbanisation. Gopalan and Venkataraman (2015) contend that the progressive rate of urbanisation and population growth have a consequence on metropolitan cities. This has led to land and housing shortages, congested transit, and inadequate infrastructural facilities: water, power, and recreation centres (Gopalan and Venkataraman, 2015). Affordable housing has good linkages that balance human social-economic attributes. Gopalan and Venkataraman (2015), citing Rohe and Stegman (1994), argued that affordable housing provisions create access to adequate education, healthcare, perceived control, and satisfaction. Mueller and Tighe (2007) indicated that affordable housing is also linked to education, reduced homelessness, and health benefits to the larger community. In their study, Gopalan and Venkataraman (2015) attributed the benefit of affordable housing provisions in metropolitan cities to its economic growth drivers to attract and maintain workers that could drive economic success (Gopalan and Venkataraman, 2015). However, Wetzstein (2017) noted that housing costs rise faster than the user’s earnings. Thus, Adegoke and Agbola (2020) maintained that affordable housing indicates a balance or creates an imbalance in economic growth.
2.2 Overview of Nigerian national housing policies
Housing policy is enacted by government laws for administrative regulations and practices, which directly and indirectly affect housing availability and delivery to end users (Ibimilua and Ibitoye, 2015; Olufemi, 2018:114). The Nigerian National Housing Policy 1991 aimed to solve housing problems by making decent shelters available and affordable to all Nigerians. The policy considers freedom, justice, equity, authority, and public interest in housing delivery. The fundamental issues raised in the Nigerian National Housing Policy include land ownership, housing finance, construction, and delivery. Above all, a housing policy requires a strategy to enforce the purpose of the intended action programmes (Ibimilua and Ibitoye, 2015). Ibimilua and Ibitoye (2015), citing Lawal (1997:139), posited that a comprehensive sustainable national housing policy requires government roles to look beyond planning and control, land, investment, construction and occupancy aspects of housing production. The focus must include specific problems involving land use, plans and controls, credit and financial aids, subsidies to low-income groups, rent control, slum clearance and relocation. The Nigerian National Housing Policy 1991 contained an introduction, goals and objectives, institutional framework for housing delivery, land and settlement development policy, housing finance, building materials and construction costs, low-income housing, mobilising private sector participation, and monitoring and evaluation.
As part of the strategies to realise the goals of the Nigerian national housing policy, various institutions were empowered under the policy, including the Federal Mortgage Bank of Nigeria, providing loans for housing research, construction, and delivery. The Standard Organisation of Nigeria (SON) standardised building materials to ensure the quality of housing delivered. The Nigerian Building and Research Institute was empowered to conduct adequate research into various alternative materials for housing construction and delivery in Nigeria. Other instituted organisations were the Real Estate Development Association of Nigeria (REDAN) and the Building Materials Producers Association of Nigeria (BUMPAN). The Nigerian national housing policy promotes collaboration and participation among non-governmental, governmental agencies, and community-based organisations in housing provision and delivery, emphasising using indigenous building materials. However, Ibimilua and Ibitoye (2015) attributed the failure of Nigeria’s national housing policy to poor administration, inadequate funding systems, inadequate housing budget/finance, government miss-priorities and insufficient infrastructural amenities. Olufemi (2018) postulates that global urbanisation in metropolitan cities in developing countries is due to increased economic hubs and the need for liveable and affordable housing. However, Ajayi (2019) maintained that the Nigerian housing policy could not address the issue of housing affordability because the policy was built upon the tenet that the government would provide houses for all citizens. In addition, Odoyi and Riekkinen (2022) noted that the housing policies under various ministries between 1991–2020 emphasised seven key policy strategies to strengthen affordable housing delivery. These include funds, schemes, governments, implementation, development, land, and rurality. Odoyi and Riekkinen (2022) concluded that the existing housing policy strategic theme does not equate to affordable housing provision and affordability for low-income earners. However, activating and implementing strategic themes could promote affordable housing development.
2.3 Perceived inhibiting factors of affordable housing
Globally, there are several factors inhibiting affordable housing provision. The government policy on the Land Use Act makes land and other housing inputs inaccessible (UN-HABITAT, National Trends in Housing Production Practices, 2006). Ibem and Azuh (2011) traced these factors to the weak socio-political climate and failed institutional frameworks of Nigeria’s housing policy. Olanrewaju, Anavhe, and Hai (2016) attributed the problem of affordable housing provisions to economic instability, housing policies, lack of legislation, legal crises, market conditions, and the construction industry. Ajayi (2019) concurred that the housing policy in Nigeria had not addressed the housing needs of the populace because the housing policy placed absolute responsibility on the government to provide housing for all citizens. Archer (2022) admitted that the organisations in which housing ownership and control are vested are affected by organisational form, internal rules and regulatory activity, and unique roles of residents/users, which influence the housing rent or prices. Thus, it is unclear whether housing affordability is a product of form and functions or other factors (Archer, 2022).
According to National Housing Policy (1991) and Gulghane and Khandve (2015), building materials account for more than half of the total housing production costs. Iwuagwu and Eme-anele (2012) conceived the high cost of using conventional building materials for housing production. Construction stakeholders play a significant role in specifying materials selection and standardisation for the housing project (Ogundipe et al., 2020a). The price of the housing stock is influenced by the choice of building materials and technologies, poor promotion of security of tenure, insufficient affordable land, and poor infrastructure and service (Ugochukwu and Chioma, 2015). Ugochukwu and Chioma (2015) noted that most housing developers and intending owners insist on using conventional building materials and technologies in Nigeria. Ogundipe et al. (2020b) noted that non-conventional building materials could be developed from agricultural and marine waste to reduce the cost of housing production. To this end, Ugochukwu and Chioma (2015) argued that the unacceptance of local materials and technologies affects affordable housing provision; most end users have inadequate knowledge about the performance of alternative building materials (Ogundipe et al., 2021). Shen et al. (2019) opined that lack of financial will, poor economic incentives, and ineffective legislation enforcement hindered housing affordability. Affordable housing provisions require end users’ input to meet their housing goals and quality delivery (Ogunbayo et al., 2021).
Oyewole (2010) noted that high interest rates and delays in allocating cooperative multipurpose society loans also limit the cooperative member’s access to the required housing fund. Baqutaya, Ariffin, and Raji (2016) noted that housing policy regarding housing loan interest rates and the high cost of housing are the major factors militating against affordable housing provision. Ghaedrahmati and Shahsavari (2019) highlighted some affordable housing problems, including lack of affordable housing, transportation, Tehran’s air pollution, lack of health services, and increasing land prices and rent. Patel and Padhya (2021) opined that faulty housing regulations, inadequate low-cost green technologies, short supply chains, inadequate information, flawed construction processes, and high cost of sustainable practices affect affordable housing provision. Gopalan and Venkataraman (2015) studied affordable housing provision from the perspective of land, finance, and urban utilities/amenities by interviewing stakeholders. The study identified the problems of affordable housing provision: rising cost, regulatory constraints, tiling issues, scarcity of marketable land and shortage of land, lack of rural housing, lack of housing innovation, lack of affordable construction technology, higher floor index, and customer preference.
Additionally, Alhajri (2022) highlighted the challenges facing affordable housing delivery in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia as follows: the high price of residential land, high construction cost, high urbanisation rate, reduction of government housing budget, increase in the foreign labour force, new household formation, and difficulties in optioning housing mortgage and loans. Babalola and Hull (2019) observed that the inherent problem and poor implementation of the Land Use Act of 1978 had affected the Land Act to fulfil its goals, and the rural and low-income earners are mostly affected. The study attributed the problem with securing land in Nigeria to the complex process of securing the title of the land, land speculators, high rates/cost of land, and formal land registration not in the interest of the low-income earners. Oluwatayo, Omowunmi, and Ojo (2019) added that bureaucratic bottlenecks, high land registration costs, lengthy registration procedures, and inconsistent policy regimes affect land market development in Nigeria.
Oyewole (2010) noted that flexibility in accessing cooperative housing funds would increase access to affordable housing production more than the National Housing Fund (NHF). Saidu and Yeom (2020) postulated that affordable housing provisions required innovative design techniques, materials quality performance, energy conservation consideration, building orientation, and positioning to improve the housing situation. Ihuah, Kakulu, and Eaton (2014) attributed the failure of affordable housing to low quality, ineffective housing management, time and cost overruns, poor estate, project management, and corruption in housing delivery. However, Ezennia (2022) posited that the problem with affordable housing is beyond financial problems but lacks sustainability practices; though researchers often advocated for sustainable housing, its uptake in Nigeria is deficient. Hence, the various views expressed by researchers on inhibiting factors of affordable housing that often affect low-income earners in metropolitan cities are highlighted in Table 1.
TABLE 1 | Inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions.
[image: Table 1]3 RESEARCH METHODS
The study assesses the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provisions using Lagos metropolitan city, Nigeria, as a case study exemplar. The study used a quantitative approach to see the perspective of low-income earners on the subject matter, as illustrated in Figure 1. According to Apuke (2017), quantitative research methods describe and analyse phenomena unbiasedly using mathematical, statistical, or numerical data. The quantitative research approach uses a deducible way to connect theory and research, using structured questionnaires, voting polls, survey studies, or computational techniques to alter or validate existing statistical data (Akinradewo et al., 2020). Adopting a quantitative research approach in this study aids the generalisation of research findings based on data collection and analysis in the study area (Eyisi (2016). It further allows researchers to establish relationships, test hypotheses, and determine the opinions of a large population compared to the qualitative research approach (Eyisi, 2016). The choice of Lagos, Nigeria, was based on its commercial hub for industrialisation, leading to the rise in rural-urban migration (Ogunde et al., 2017). A purposive sampling method was adopted for the field survey to collect data from the targeted population of low-income earners, Government workers on levels 1–6, entrepreneurs, private sector workers and others (domestic staff, drivers and artisans) within Lagos metropolitan city. Purposive sampling is a non-probability sampling technique that allows a representative sample using a subjective method (Patton, 2001). Zhao, Hwang, Pheng-Low, and Wu (2015) posited that a non-probability sample could be adopted when the research sampling frame is unknown. Wilkins (2011) and Ezennia (2022) maintained that non-probability sampling allows the selection of respondents willing to participate in a survey when a random sampling method could not be used to choose respondents. Hence, through a purposive sampling strategy, a sample size of 150 participants with annual income levels of ₦250,000 ≤ X ≥ ₦1,000,000 comprises 50 Government workers on levels 1–6; 25 entrepreneurs; 40 private sectors; and 35 others (domestic staff, drivers and artisans) were selected.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Research method adopted for the study.
Before designing the research instrument for data collection, an extensive review of extant literature was conducted in line with the label theory to identify variables that measure the research objective. Hence, the survey questionnaire was designed based on a five-point Likert scale of 5 = highly significant, 4 = significant, 3 = moderately significant, 2 = less significant, and 1 = insignificant on the 37 identified inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions. The survey questionnaire was physically administered to the respondents, and 113 completed copies were retrieved from the 150 participants, representing a 75.3% response rate falling within the (Moser and Kalton, 1999) specification. The data obtained from the study were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistic V28. Descriptive statistics (percentages, mean, and standard deviation) and the Kruskal-Wallis were used to compare respondents’ annual income with the inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision in Lagos metropolitan city.
According to Pallant (2016), Ade-Ojo and Awodele (2020), Ejidike, Mewomo and Anugwo (202), Kruskal-Wallis H is a non-parametric test used to compare variance in the mean scores on the continuous variables based on the survey participants responses at 95% significant value. This is followed by exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to analyse the respondents’ perceptions of the identified factors in line with the study’s objectives. Ledwaba (2012) describes descriptive analysis as using frequency and percentiles for the respondents’ demographic information. Ezennia (2022) describes EFA as a statistical analysis tool that eliminates the high tendency of interrelatedness or severe autocorrelation among the variable factors to produce orthogonal findings that are reliable and stable. It helps point out the relationship structure between the respondents and each variable; however, the data set must have multivariate and univariate normality (Pallant, 2016). As Yong and Pearce (2013) noted, using EFA in this study allows determining correlation patterns within the dataset to extract the variables into the different factor components. The data reliability was checked using Cronbach’s alpha because it measures the scale interrelatedness of variables in a test by considering the same construct of the variables. Pallant (2016) noted that a value of 0.6 is required for the coefficient of a scale using Cronbach’s alpha. The data collected returned Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.923, justifying that the data collection instrument is reliable and that the responses obtained are valid.
4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Respondents’ demographic characteristics
As indicated in Table 2, the respondents' demographic information comprises their age, occupations, annual income, family sizes, and residence status. Most respondents, 42% (48), are 36%–45%, 34% (38) fall within the age bracket of 25–35 years, 17% (17) age range from 46–55 years, and only 7% (7) are above 56 years. Likewise, 33% (37) of the respondents are level 1–6 government workers, followed by 32% (33) that work in private sectors; 18% (20) are entrepreneurs, and the other 20% (23) are individual workers comprising drivers, domestic staff, and artisans. The annual income of 45% (40) of the respondents is below #250,000; while 35% (31) earn an annual income between #250,000–#500,000. 2% (19) earn between #500,000 and #750,000 per annum, 10% (8) earn between #750,000 and #1,000,000 per annum, and only 2% (2) earn above #1,000,000 per annum. The information gathered from Table 32 shows the family size of the respondents. 40% (45) have a family size of 3–6 people, 38% (43) have a family size of 6–9 people, followed by 18% (21) have a family size of 1–3 people, and only 3% (4) have a family size above nine people. 39% (44) of the respondents live in a rented apartment, while 33% (38) squat with friends and family, and only 28% (31) live in their own houses.
TABLE 2 | Demographic information of the respondents.
[image: Table 2]4.2 Descriptive analysis of inhibiting factors of affordable housing
The descriptive analysis of the inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision determines low-income earners' opinions based on their knowledge and agreement with the survey questionnaire using the mean score (MS) and standard deviation (σ) ranking presented in Table 3. The land location outskirts of the town ranked first with MS 4.28; (σ) 0.69; the high cost of conventional building materials ranked second with MS 4.14; (σ) 0.84; stigmatisation of affordable housing dwellers ranked third with MS 4.11; (σ) 0.84; lack of security of tenure ranked fourth with MS 4.09; (σ) 0.79; and high inflation and foreign exchange ranked fifth with MS 4.06; (σ) 0.79. Low housing priority from successive governments with MS 4.04; (σ) 0.89; and low government housing budgetary distributions with MS 4.04; (σ) 0.83 ranked sixth; Inadequate innovative housing framework and supply chain with MS 4.01; (σ) 0.87 and low acceptance of housing innovation with MS 4.01; (σ) 0.90 were ranked eighth. Non-acceptance of local construction materials with MS 3.97; (σ) 0.89 and increase in the foreign workforce with MS 3.97; (σ) 0.78 were ranked 10th, respectively. Likewise, the problem of land rights and ownership with MS 3.96; (σ) 0.84, and funding for local construction materials research with MS 3.96; (σ) 0.83, ranked 12th; lack of rent and mortgage price control with MS 3.95; (σ) 0.91, and developers strong profit-driven mentality with MS 3.96; (σ) 0.82, ranked 14th; reliance on imported construction materials with MS 3.95; (σ) 0.87 ranked 16th; inadequate government support of infrastructural allocation with MS 3.93; (σ) 0.91 ranked seventh; the problem of land speculators with MS 3.91; (σ) 0.82 and rural-urban migration with MS 3.91; (σ) 0.76, ranked 18th; insufficient supply of affordable infrastructure with MS 3.90; (σ) 0.77, and inadequate innovative designs and technologies with MS 3.90; (σ) 0.81, ranked 20th.
TABLE 3 | Descriptive analysis of inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision.
[image: Table 3]Consequently, communities’ poor participation in housing development with MS 3.89; (σ) 0.75, and inadequate housing standards and legislation with MS 3.89; (σ) 0.91, ranked 20-s; inadequate execution strategies with MS 3.88 (σ) 0.88 and high mortgage interest rate with MS 3.88; (σ) 0.85, ranked twenty-fourth; ineffective maintenance management with MS 3.87 (σ) 0.86, unsuccessful government housing intervention with MS 3.87; (σ) 0.89, and high population growth with MS 3.87; (σ) 0.85, ranked twenty-sixth; insufficient financial income of low-income households ranked twenty-ninth with MS 3.85; (σ) 0.90; and poor housing policy implementation ranked 30th with MS 3.84; (σ) 0.85. However, the seven inhibiting factors least ranked thirty-first to thirty-seventh were profligacy, bribery and overpricing of contract sum with MS 3.80; (σ) 0.90; high cost of securing land in a choice area with MS 3.80; (σ) 0.88; inadequate mortgage schemes MS 3.79; (σ) 0.92; shortage of qualified construction managers and artisans ranked thirty-fourth with MS 3.73; (σ) 0.92; social exclusion of essential facilities with MS 3.69; (σ) 0.91; low investment in public housing with MS 3.66; (σ) 0.91; and poor national minimum wage with MS 3.65; (σ) 1.01. Hence, the findings of the descriptive analysis indicated that all the identified inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provision based on the perspective of low-income earners have a mean score above 3.65. According to Opawole and Jagboro (2016), an MIS value of 3.50 indicates the significance of the identified inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision in Lagos metropolitan city.
The study tests the significant difference between the annual income of low-income earners and the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provision in Lagos metropolitan city, Nigeria. The Kruskal-Wallis H findings of the thirty-seven identified inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision returned values ranging from 2.509–14.777 for the chi-square (x2) and 0.020–0.747) for the p-value (Asymp-Sig). Seven out of thirty-seven statistically significant factors include land location on the outskirts of the town with a p-value of 0.009; low housing priority from successive governments with a p-value of 0.009; low government housing budgetary distributions with a p-value of 0.042; lack of rent and mortgage price control with a p-value of 0.050; inadequate execution strategies with a p-value of 0.020; high mortgage interest rate with a p-value of 0.008; and poor housing policy implementation with a p-value of 0.020.
4.3 Exploratory factor analysis result
The results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity, presented in Table 4, determine data appropriateness for EFA. The KMO test returned a 0.883 value, more than the recommended value of 0.6. At the same time, Bartlett’s test of sphericity has a significant value of 0.000 below 0.5o sets as standard by Eiselen et al. (2007) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), indicating the dataset’s suitability for factor analysis.
TABLE 4 | KMO and Bartlett’s test.
[image: Table 4]Table 5 shows the inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions (IFAHP) housing after the extraction; all the extracted values higher than 0.1 are considered suitable for exploratory factor analysis. This shows that the identified IFAHP are well fitted in their respective components without any signs of variance. The factor grouping can be relied upon since no variables have a low extraction value.
TABLE 5 | Communalities of inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions.
[image: Table 5]Table 6 presents the eigenvalues of the variables in the dataset. Kaiser’s criterion for retaining a factor with an eigenvalue above 1.0 was considered (Eiselen et al., 2007). Therefore, seven factors with an eigenvalue above 1.0 were retained. The eigenvalue of the retained components is as follows: 15.813, 2.910, 1.933, 1.693, 1.532, 1.146, and 1.097, which explains 42.737%, 7.866%, 5.224%, 4.576%; 4.141%; 3.098%, and 2.966% of the variance respectively. The seven components represent 70.608% of the cumulative variance, justifying the importance of the 37 variables measured.
TABLE 6 | Total variance explained.
[image: Table 6]4.4 Exploratory factor component report
The pattern matrix in Table 7 shows how factors in the components were clustered. The table presents the results of the exploratory factor analysis, returning seven components of inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision and the arrangement of variables in each component that align with their significance level. The common name assigned to each of the seven components is as follows: Component 1 is named: Problems with affordable land and security of tenure; Component 2 is named Socioeconomic constraints; Component 3 is named: Problems with conventional materials and technologies”; Component 4 is named: Unpredictable internal factors; Component 5 is named: Absence of innovative framework and supply chain; Component 6 is named: Absent of community collaboration and external economic factors; Component 7 is named: Urbanisation factors. According to Yong and Pearce’s (2013) recommendation, a 0.40 loading factor is adopted as a criterion for retaining loading value EFA components based on pragmatic reasons. The criterion guided this study in retaining a 0.4 and above loadings factor as underlying variables in the seven components.
TABLE 7 | Pattern matrix(a).
[image: Table 7]4.4.1 First component: problems with affordable land and security of tenure
As presented in Table 7, the distribution of variables in the component includes the location of the land on the outskirts of the town 53%; the problem of land speculators 51%, the problem of land rights and ownership 49%; high cost of securing land in a choice area 43%; and lack of security of tenure 41%. The first component emphasises problems associated with affordable land and security of tenure, with the highest loading inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision, explaining 42.74% of the total variance. This shows the significance of the variables in this component. These variables supported the findings of Gopalan and Venkataraman (2015) and Ghaedrahmati and Shahsavari (2019) regarding the increasing price of land and scarcity of marketable land, which is one of the significant factors of housing production (Marutlulle, 2021). Also, Olanrewaju et al. (2016) noted that the inefficient and overpriced land market impacts the affordable housing provisions among low-income earners in Nigeria. This is because industrialisation influences urban migration, and the available housing stock could not meet the housing needs of the migrants, thereby rendering many homeless or living in shanties. The income level of the respondents labelled as low-income earners made them not creditworthy to attract housing loans or access mortgage homes. The findings also align with Baqutaya, Ariffin, and Raji’s (2016) study, which advocated a policy regulating loan interest rates and mortgage administration. In addition, the study collaborated with Babalola and Hull (2019) and Oluwatayo et al. (2019) findings, who attributed the inherent problems and poor implementation of the Land Use Act of 1978 affecting access to affordable land due to complex processes in securing the title of the land, and activities of land speculators. Thus, the component provides an understanding for stakeholders, realtors, policymakers, and government agencies in the housing sector to develop innovative strategies for implementing and controlling the Land Use Act. Also, policymakers and government agencies must understand policies to control land speculators’ activities and ensure flexibility in accessing housing funds and mortgage loans targeting low-income earners.
4.4.2 Second component: socioeconomic constraints
As presented in Table 7, the second component had nine variables of inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision with a 7.87% of the total variance. The importance of the factors in the component and the distribution of variables in the component are as follows: social exclusion of essential facilities 82%; inadequate mortgage schemes 82%; poor national minimum wage structure 70%; shortage of qualified construction managers and artisans 62%; stigmatization of affordable housing dwellers 60%; insufficient financial income of low-income households 57%; low investment in public housing 53%; rural-urban migration 42%; developers strong profit-driven mentality 40%. The findings from this component focus on the socioeconomic constraints from the respondents' perspective of factors inhibiting affordable housing provisions. The results align with the study of Boamah (2010) and Ansah and Ametepey (2014) findings on low-income levels, less supply of housing stocks to meet growing demand, and high unemployment rates causing socioeconomic constraints among low-income earners to access affordable housing matching their groups. In addition, the results support the findings of Alhajri (2022), who attribute inhibiting factors of affordable housing delivery in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia to the high price of residential land, growing urbanisation rate, increase in the foreign workforce, and difficulties in optioning housing mortgage and loans. The study findings further explain the stigmatisation attributed to affordable housing provision to low-income earners (Ogunnaike et al., 2013; Adegoke and Agbola, 2020). The findings of this study also align with the work of Misselhorn (2010) and Marutlulle (2021), who linked the shortage of affordable housing to administrative tussle, population growth, and economic variables, leading to poor access to basic amenities. Therefore, housing stakeholders, realtors, policymakers, and government agencies must understand and implement strategies to overcome the socioeconomic constraints (inflation rate, unemployment, national minimum wage) to predict and improve affordable housing demand and supply in metropolitan cities.
4.4.3 Third component: problems with conventional materials and technologies
The variables in the component are as follows: inadequate innovative designs and technologies 92%; unsuccessful government housing intervention 84%; reliance on imported construction materials 80%; ineffective maintenance management 76%; low acceptance of housing innovation 76%; low government housing budgetary distributions 73%; non-acceptance of local construction materials 63%; high cost of conventional building materials 58%; and inadequate government support of infrastructural allocation 52%. The third component explained nine inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision, with 5.22% of the total variance, stating the significance of the variables in the component. The study results align with the cost of building materials, which is one of the major determinant factors of affordable housing provision; Iwuagwu and Eme-anele (2012) linked this to the high price of imported building materials. In addition, Gulghane and Khandve (2015) stated that building materials account for more than half of the total housing costs. In agreement with Iwuagwu and Eme-anele’s (2012) study, the high price of using conventional building materials and technologies for housing production contributed to the high cost of housing stock. Previous research findings advocated using local technologies and materials for low-cost or affordable housing provisions. Ugochukwu and Chioma (2015) noted that the unacceptance of local materials and technologies affects affordable housing provision. The study findings further support the conclusion of Ogundipe et al. (2021), who noted that the end users lack awareness about the performance of alternative building materials. Likewise, the study findings also conform with Ihuah et al. (2014), who attributed the inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions to ineffective housing provision and maintenance management of public housing from government intervention. Therefore, the findings regarding inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision provide an understanding of how to ensure the standardisation of indigenous construction materials and technologies to alleviate the shortage of affordable housing delivery in metropolitan cities.
4.4.4 Fourth component: unpredictable internal economic factors
The fourth component had four variables inhibiting affordable housing provision factors: lack of rent and mortgage price control 87%; high mortgage interest rate 71%; low housing priority from successive governments 70%; and poor funding for local construction materials research 58%. The unpredictable internal factors that affect affordable housing provisions explained 4.58% of the total variance. This study finding emphasises the drive of realtors and private investors in the housing business to expect a competitive return on investment, leading to high mortgage interest rates, as noted in the studies of Oyewole (2010), Boamah (2010), Ansah and Ametepey (2014) and Olanrewaju et al. (2016). In addition, Gopalan and Venkataraman (2015) state that these factors result in the rising rental or purchasing prices of housing. The study findings imply that the supply of affordable housing in metropolitan cities must keep up with population and urbanisation growth to meet the demand of rural-urban migrants.
4.4.5 Fifth component: absence of innovative framework and supply chain
The fifth component explained 4.141% of the total variance, highlighting the six variables loaded into this component as follows: inadequate housing standards and legislation 88%; inadequate innovative housing framework and supply chain 87%; inadequate execution strategies 76%; increase in foreign workforce 65%; insufficient supply of affordable infrastructure 6%; and poor housing policy implementation 45%. The variables listed in this component agree with the findings of Ibem and Azuh (2011), Olanrewaju et al. (2016), and Owolabi et al. (2022a), who observed that the Nigeria National Housing Policy is known to have a weak socio-political climate and failed institutional frameworks to deliver affordable housing. This is because the National Housing Policy in Nigeria lacks innovative strategies to implement the absolute responsibility placed on the government to provide affordable housing for all citizens (Ajayi, 2019). In addition, the study findings support Olanrewaju et al. (2016) conclusion that the problem of affordable housing provisions is due to economic instability, housing policies, lack of legislation, and legal requirements crises. Also, the study findings agree with Gopalan and Venkataraman’s (2015) recommendations of factors inhibiting affordable housing provisions due to a lack of housing innovation and affordable construction technologies. Thus, the study’s results align with the existing empirical findings and recommendations for improving housing policies and regulations to embrace innovative frameworks, supply chains, and affordable technologies to improve housing supply.
4.4.6 Sixth component: absent of community collaboration and external economic factors
The two variables loaded into the sixth component: community poor participation in housing development 64% and high inflation and foreign exchange 77%. The component had 3.098% of the total variance. The findings align with Shen et al. (2019), who state that a lack of financial will, poor economic incentives, high inflation, and foreign exchange affect affordable housing provision. The study findings support Ibimilua and Ibitoye (2015) and Olanrewaju et al. (2016), who noted that the absence of community-based participation and collaboration with governmental or non-governmental agencies inhibits affordable housing delivery. Thus, prioritising support for community-based collaboration and partnerships with governmental intervention schemes will improve the supply of affordable housing delivery in metropolitan cities. Furthermore, partnering with non-governmental agencies will increase financial support for community-based intervention schemes to improve the supply of affordable housing in metropolitan cities.
4.4.7 Seventh component: urbanisation factors
The seventh component comprises two variables: high population growth 77% and profligacy, bribery, and overprice of the contract 53%. The component explained 2.966% of the total variance. In line with most of the available literature on affordable housing in developing economies attributed the inhibiting factors of affordable housing to an increase in population growth and urbanisation and overstressing the housing stock in urban centres. In line with Ajayi’s (2019) recommendation, the standard of living in urban cities is becoming a significant problem with the population growth rate. Omiunu (2014), Makinde (2014), Fitzgerald (2017), and Adeshina and Idaeho (2019) noted that commercialization in metropolitan cities attracts rural-urban migration, and population growth increases the demand for housing. In line with Ihuah, Kakulu, and Eaton (2014), ineffective housing management and corruption in housing delivery inhibit affordable housing provisions. The study findings imply that the government and stakeholders in the housing sector must understand the growth rate to forecast future demand and supply of affordable housing provision in metropolitan cities.
4.4.8 Component correlation matrix and reliability of the factors
Table 8 shows the relationship between the established seven clusters in the component correlation matrix. The 0.300 value in the component correlation matrix shows positive relationships among the variables, and the variables of the components correlate with one another. It also suggests dependence and connection within the variables because of Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient test value above 0.7 (Kothari, 2004; Eiselen et al., 2007).
TABLE 8 | Component correlation matrix and reliability of the factors.
[image: Table 8]5 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
The need for affordable housing provisions to keep pace with urbanisation and industrialisation in metropolitan cities has led to different research findings on improving housing stocks and deficits. This study explored relevant literature on affordable housing provisions and identified inhibiting factors that prevent affordable housing provision from reducing its negative impact on low-income earners in metropolitan cities. In this study, the inhibiting factors affecting affordable housing provision were holistically identified and validated through exploratory factor analysis based on the perspective of low-income earners, which explored the relationship and the correlation between the identified factors. The 37 identified inhibiting factors of affordable housing provision were clustered into seven components as follows: problems with affordable land and security of tenure; socioeconomic constraints; problems with conventional materials and technologies; unpredictable internal factors; absence of innovative framework and supply chain; absent of community collaboration and external economic factors; and urbanisation factors. The study concludes that the seven inhibiting factors of affordable housing provisions are imperative to guide the construction industry’s stakeholders, professionals, and regulatory agencies to improve affordable housing provisions in metropolitan cities, keep up with population and urbanisation growth and meet the demand of rural-urban migrants. Therefore, the study findings give housing stakeholders, realtors, policymakers, and government agencies the ability to understand and implement strategies to overcome socioeconomic constraints (inflation rate, unemployment, mortgage and rent price control, national minimum wage) to predict and improve affordable housing demand and supply in metropolitan cities. It also provides a roadmap driving housing stakeholders, policymakers, and government agencies in housing policy formulation and initiatives towards attaining pillar one of Africa Agenda 2063 and sustainable development goals (SDGs) goal eleven in providing a high standard of living, quality of life, and wellbeing.
Moreover, the study’s primary focus is on the challenges of affordable housing provision in metropolitan cities, and the data analysed was limited to the perspective of selected low-income earners (as described in the research methods) in Lagos Metropolitan City, Nigeria. The study findings inform future research to explore the accelerators, facilitators, and opportunities associated with affordable housing through the perspective of housing stakeholders, professionals and agencies regulating housing to significantly influence affordable housing development in terms of quality, identity, and aspirations, among other factors. In addition, further study could also explore more case studies involving a large sample size of respondents from the private and public sectors in the Nigerian housing sector to mitigate the dearth of research and improve the generalisation and application of the findings. Despite these limitations, this study provides various practical and theoretical understandings that successful implementations of affordable housing provisions hinged on an innovative housing framework and affordable supply chain management. The practical implication of this research finding is that it provides an understanding to stakeholders, financial institutions, realtors, policymakers, and government agencies in the housing sector to adopt innovative strategies for implementing and controlling the Land Use Act to promote affordable housing provision. Also, the findings imply that policymakers and government agencies require an understanding of implementing policies to control land speculators’ activities and ensure flexibility in accessing housing funds and mortgage loans targeting low-income earners.
The study recommends understanding users' perceptions, social inclusion, and the standardisation of indigenous construction materials and technologies to alleviate the shortage of affordable housing delivery in metropolitan cities. This could provide practical solutions to affordable housing issues like dependence on imported materials, technology, inflation, and foreign exchange rates toward reducing homelessness and slum dwellers, especially in Lagos metropolitan city, Nigeria and other developing countries owing to similarities in context. The study highlights various actionable recommendations for the government to incorporate the study’s findings into its affordable housing provisions, thereby fostering development. These potentially actionable strategies include prioritising support for community-based stakeholders' collaboration with governmental housing intervention schemes to improve the supply of affordable housing delivery in metropolitan cities. Also, partnerships with non-governmental agencies are required to increase financial support for community-based intervention schemes to improve the supply of affordable housing in metropolitan cities. In addition, the study also calls for research collaboration among higher education institutions, professional bodies, and governmental and non-governmental agencies to standardise indigenous construction materials and technologies.
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