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Although families often evaluate and modify their housing to meet evolving
needs, leading to decline or improvement of neighborhoods, comprehensive
studies on residential adjustment intentions remain scarce, particularly in
Ethiopia. This study explores determinants of residential adjustment intentions
among low-cost condominium residents in Addis Ababa. Using stratified
random sampling, 400 households were randomly sampled from inner,
intermediate, and outskirt neighborhoods and data were analyzed using
descriptive statistics and binomial logistic regression. The study operationalized
residential adjustment intentions as dichotomous while residential dimensions
satisfaction as ordinal variable with a five-point Likert scale. Results indicate that
physical adjustment intentions, like housing modifications and neighborhood
improvement participation followed by residential mobility, are the most
common, while non-physical adjustment intentions, family size and cognitive
adjustments are less frequent. Socio-demographic factors, including age,
marriage, family size, number of children, education level, employment type,
ownership, and residence duration, influence adjustment intentions, reflecting
the impact of life course dynamics. Residential satisfaction is a crucial factor,
where satisfaction with neighborhood facilities encourages physical and family
size adjustments, satisfaction with public facilities reduces the likelihood of
relocation but promote cognitive adjustment, and dissatisfaction with housing
characteristics promotes housing unit modifications. These findings underscore
the importance of developing housing policies and planning strategies as per
the various dimensions of residential satisfaction and adjustment intentions of
residents. The study also implies tailored planning interventions to address the
unique needs of different groups. Furthermore, the research calls for longitudinal
and cross-cultural studies to strengthen its generalizability and practicality of
evidence-based interventions.
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residential adjustment, residential satisfaction, socio-demographics, low-cost housing,
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1 Introduction

Global housing shortages, exacerbated by rapid urbanization,
necessitate the annual construction of approximately 28.25 million
new housing units (UN-HABITAT, 2023). To address these pressing
needs, some countries have initiated various schemes of low-cost
housing like Ganga Warrier et al. (2019) discussed low-cost housing
scheme in India; Ghasemih and Ozay (2018) discussed affordable
housing provision in Iran; Ulusoy et al. (2012) discussed mass
housing scheme in Turkey; Wang and Murie (2011) discussed
affordable and social housing provision system in China. Similarly,
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia’s capital faces a similar challenge, with
its growing population intensifying the demand for affordable
housing. In response, low-cost condominium housing program
targeting low- and middle-income groups has been implemented
since 2005 (UN-HABITAT and Rollnik, 2010). While the program
has contributed a lot to address quantitative housing shortages,
it has not sufficiently met the qualitative needs of residents
(Charitonidou, 2022; Delz, 2016). According to Priemus (1986)
such a mismatch between housing conditions and resident needs
diminishes satisfaction, potentially leading to stress. When this
dissatisfaction stress surpasses a certain threshold, households may
consider housing adjustment options (Morris and Winter 1975).

Residential adjustment intention refers to the desire to change
one’s living situation and is typically influenced by residential
satisfaction levels (Fattah et al., 2021; Maina and Mohammed,
2021; Obi et al., 2023). According to Rossi’s (1955) Life Course,
Morris and Winter (1975) Family Housing Adjustment theory
and Speare’s (1974) seminal work, residential adjustment can take
various forms, including physical modifications to the dwelling,
relocation, changes in family size and adaptation with existing
condition. There are considerable studies employed these theory but
the majority focus on residential mobility. For example, Aliu (2019),
Clark and Lisowski (2016) and Courter and Scott (2015) employed
life course theory to investigate dynamics of intra-urban residential
mobility in Nigeria, Australia and Great Britain, respectively,
and found that family life course, socio-demographic factors
and levels of residential satisfaction were significant predictors
of residential mobility. Moreover, Willibald et al. (2018) utilized
family house adjustment framework to evaluate the reasons for
people’s residential mobility and found that housing space deficient
and the subsequent conflict are among the reasons for moving.
There is also considerable empirical research on the determinants
of different forms of residential adjustment, such as residential
mobility adjustment (Afolabia et al., 2024; Fattah et al., 2021;
Maleszyk and Kędra, 2020), housing modification adjustment
(Latifa and Fatiha, 2024; Maina, 2023; Morakinyo, 2021), and
cognitive or behavioral adjustment (Obi et al., 2023; Okunola and
Bako, 2021; Warakapitiya et al., 2024). However, most research has
primarily focused on residentialmobility and one formof residential
adjustment independently, leaving other forms of residential
adjustment and their determinants underexplored. Moreover,
findings across studies have shown inconsistencies, with household
characteristics influencing residential adjustments in varying ways.
These discrepancies underline the need for context-specific studies.
Moreover, numerous studies on low-cost condominium housing
in local contexts primarily focus on provision, satisfaction, and
affordability (Delz, 2016; Hemen, 2020; Sunikka-Blank et al., 2021;

Tiumelissan and Pankhurst, 2016; Workineh, 2022). However, to
the best of our knowledge, no similar research has been conducted
within the context of Ethiopia. This study aims to fill this gap by
examining the forms and determinants of residential adjustment
intentions among residents of low-cost condominium housing in
Addis Ababa, with a particular focus on residential satisfaction as
a key determinant.

Understanding the factors that drive residential adjustments is
essential for effective housing policy and planning. For instance,
residential mobility can lead to the outmigration of higher-
income residents, resulting in the concentration of lower-income
households and accelerating neighborhood decline (Andersen,
2003). Cognitive adjustments, such as neglecting maintenance, can
exacerbate this decline, while housing improvements and balanced
mobility can enhance neighborhood conditions (Clark and Maas,
2013; Land and Doff, 2010; Seek, 1983). By identifying the factors
driving residential adjustment intentions, this study will provide
valuable insights to policymakers, urban planners, and designers,
enabling the development of targeted interventions.

This paper is structured as follows: first, a review of the
forms and determinants of residential adjustment, followed by a
detailed description of the study’s methodology. The results are then
presented, followed by a discussion and conclusion.

2 Literature review

2.1 Residential adjustment and its
determinants

Residential adjustment intention refers to a household’s
propensity to modify their current living condition or environment
to meet changing housing needs (Priemus, 1986). Residential
adjustment can be categorized into five distinct forms. The first
two are non-physical adjustments: (1) Cognitive adjustment,
where households adapt their needs to align with current housing
conditions, and (2) Family size adjustment, involving compositional
or organizational changes within the household to suit the existing
housing situation. The remaining three forms involve physical
alterations; (3) Residential mobility, specifically confined to
relocation within the same urban area; (4) Housing modification
adjustment, where physical alterations are made to improve the
suitability of the dwelling; and (5) Neighborhood modification
participation adjustment, which entails active involvement in
neighborhood-level physical changes to enhance housing suitability
(Morris and Winter 1975; Priemus, 1986; Rossi, 1955). Unlike most
residential or housing adjustment studies, this study deals with all
the above forms of residential adjustment intentions.

A great deal of research has been conducted on residential
adjustment, drawing on two key theories: Life Course and
Family Housing Adjustment. According to Morris and Winter’s
(1975) family housing adjustment theory, families engage in an
ongoing process of evaluating their housing environment’s quality
and adequacy against established cultural and familial norms.
Discrepancies between the actual and preferred housing conditions,
as defined by these norms, result in dissatisfaction. When the
deviation becomes significant enough to generate substantial
housing dissatisfaction, families are most likely to consider various
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forms of residential adjustment like residential mobility, residential
modification, and family size adjustment. Residential satisfaction,
which ones level of confinement with one’s residential environment,
is seen as driver of residential adjustment in this theory.

However, Rossi’s (1955) Life course theory focuses on how
families adjust their housing in response to changing needs over
time. It suggests that family decisions regarding housing, such as
moving or modifying their home, are influenced by factors like
family size, composition, and economic conditions. The theory
posits that as families progress through different life stages, their
housing preferences and requirements evolve, requiring adjustments
to meet new needs. Socio-demographic and economic aspects of
households are seen as drivers of residential adjustment in this
theory. The preceding review of these theories suggests that socio-
demographic factors and residential satisfaction play a significant
role in influencing various forms of residential adjustment. This
study investigates the determinants of residential adjustment
intentions through the lens of the aforementioned theories.

Multiple studies have explored determinants of residential
adjustment based on Life Course and Family Housing Adjustment
theory. Some of these studies suggest that socio-demographic and
economic aspects of households are driver of residential adjustment.
For example, studies have consistently demonstrated that residential
mobility decreases as age increases (Afolabia et al., 2024; Aliu,
2019; Barreira et al., 2019; Clark and Lisowski, 2016; Jiang et al.,
2019). Similarly, most studies have found that older households are
more likely to undertake housing modifications or improvements
(Ahmad et al., 2000; Bravo et al., 2019; Cirman et al., 2013; Lee,
2000; Sinai, 2001). However, Plaut & Plaut (2010) found that young
households are more likely to undertake housing modifications.

The association between marital status and residential
adjustment has been extensively studied. Most studies found that
marital status plays a significant positive role in residential mobility,
particularly through events like marriage, family formation,
and union dissolution (Aliu, 2019; Clark and Lisowski, 2017;
Jiang et al., 2019; Maleszyk and Kędra, 2020; Pagani et al., 2021;
Spackova et al., 2016; Willibald et al., 2018). Likewise, married
household heads are more likely to engage in housing improvement
(Sinai, 2001). However, Yu et al. (2023) found that unmarried low-
income residents are significantly more likely to move than married
residents.

The other determinant of residential adjustment that has
been widely discussed in the literature is income. High income
households are found to be more mobile in many studies
(Afolabia et al., 2024; Aliu, 2019; Clark and Lisowski, 2017; Diaz-
Serrano and Stoyanova, 2010; Pagani et al., 2021). Similarly, high
income positively affects home improvement (Avogo et al., 2017;
Bravo et al., 2019; Kularatne et al., 2019; Latifa and Fatiha, 2024;
Maina andMohammed, 2021). Likewise, Kirtania et al. (2022) found
that family income is a significant positive predictor for cognitive
adjustment among higher secondary students. Nevertheless,
Morakinyo (2021) found that higher income levels were associated
with a lower likelihood of dwelling modification and Willibald et al.
(2018) discovered that low income families are more mobile than
high income ones due to affordability issues.

Residential adjustment is also influenced by factors such
as homeownership status and the duration of residence. Most
studies consistently have showed that ownership generally reduced

residential mobility compared to renting (Aliu, 2019; Clark and
Lisowski, 2017; Fattah et al., 2015; Pagani et al., 2021; Spackova et al.,
2016). Nevertheless, Jiang et al. (2019) found that renters exhibited
lower intentions to move. Moreover, most studies consistently
have found that homeowners were significantly more likely to
improve or modify their housing than renters (Ahmad et al., 2000;
Avogo et al., 2017; Bravo et al., 2019; Culp, 2011; Kularatne et al.,
2019; Sinai, 2001). Similarly, several studies have demonstrated that
the likelihood of relocation diminished with an increase in the
duration of residence (Afolabia et al., 2024; Basolo and Yerena,
2016; Clark and Lisowski, 2017; Diaz-Serrano and Stoyanova, 2010;
Spackova et al., 2016). Likewise, some studies indicated that a longer
duration of residence was positively associatedwith the likelihood of
renovations (Ahmad et al., 2000; Bravo et al., 2019; Sinai, 2001).

The association between household size and residential
adjustment is context-dependent. Larger households frequently
exhibit reduced mobility due to logistical and financial constraints
(Afolabia et al., 2024; Clark and Lisowski, 2017). However, in
situations where space becomes inadequate, increased household
size can act as a catalyst for mobility (Aliu, 2019; Pagani et al., 2021;
Willibald et al., 2018). Furthermore, numerous studies consistently
have showed that household size increase generally triggered
housing modification (Kularatne et al., 2019; Latifa and Fatiha,
2024; Maina, 2023; Umeh and Ezeji, 2023). Nonetheless, Morakinyo
(2021) found that households with more than four members
are less likely to personalize dwellings compared to
smaller households.

The number of children in a household also has a notable
influence on residential adjustment in various contexts. Families
that experience growth due to the addition of children are more
inclined to move in order to meet spatial requirements and enhance
living conditions (Aliu, 2019; Spackova et al., 2016; Willibald et al.,
2018).However, Clark & Lisowski (2017) observed that coupleswith
children tend to be less likely to relocate, as the family structure
often serves to anchor them to their current residence. Similarly,
the presence of children, especially in relation to household size,
appears to be a substantial factor in the decision to modify or
improve housing (Kularatne et al., 2019; Latifa and Fatiha, 2024;
Maina, 2023). On the other hand, Morakinyo (2021) discovered that
as the number of children in a family increased, the likelihood of
personalizing their dwellings decreased.

Several studies have indicated that gender does not significantly
influence residential adjustment (Aliu, 2019; Barreira et al.,
2019; Clark and Lisowski, 2017; Maleszyk and Kędra, 2020).
However, Yu et al. (2023) found that males were more likely
to relocate compared to females, whereas Morakinyo (2021) and
Schwanitz et al. (2021) observed that females were significantly
more likely to engage in housing personalization and residential
mobility, respectively. Similarly, the impact of education level
and employment type on residential adjustment found to vary
across studies. Aliu (2019) and Clark and Lisowski (2017)
found that higher education increased mobility. Likewise, Diaz-
Serrano & Stoyanova (2010) found that job mobility increased
likelihood to move while Barreira et al. (2019) found that
higher employment status negatively correlated with residential
mobility. However, Avogo et al. (2017), Bravo et al. (2019)
and Plaut and Plaut (2010) found that households with higher
education levels are more inclined to renovate while Morakinyo
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(2021) found that as education level increases, the likelihood of
personalization decreases.

Residential satisfaction impact on residential adjustment varies
over housing dimensions. Numerous studies consistently found
that dissatisfaction with housing unit features, housing unit
support services, public facilities, neighborhood facilities, and
social environment increased residential mobility (Aliu, 2019;
Barreira et al., 2019; Basolo and Yerena, 2016; Diaz-Serrano and
Stoyanova, 2010; Fattah et al., 2015; 2021; Jahanshahloo and
Daroudi, 2015; Jiang et al., 2019; Maleszyk and Kędra, 2020;
Nasrollahzadeh et al., 2021; Pagani et al., 2021; Spackova et al.,
2016; Willibald et al., 2018). Several studies also found that
dissatisfaction with housing unit features increased the likelihood of
modification (Carrasco et al., 2017; Lee, 2000; Maina, 2023; Umeh
and Ezeji, 2023). However, Cirman et al. (2013) found that social
environment satisfaction significantly increased the likelihood of
housing modification. Moreover, housing unit features, housing
unit support services, public facilities, neighborhood facilities, and
social environment satisfaction had positive impact on behavioral
or cognitive adjustment (Obi et al., 2023; Rahim and Hashim, 2018;
Warakapitiya et al., 2024).

The foregoing review of theories and empirical studies on
residential adjustment reveals that residential satisfaction and socio-
demographic factors influence adjustment levels and forms, but their
impacts vary by context, highlighting the need for case-specific
and comprehensive investigations to inform housing policies and
planning efforts. Moreover, most the empirical studies have focused
on residential mobility or housing improvement adjustment forms
independently, overlooking comprehensive assessments of multiple
forms of residential adjustment. This research aims to address these
gaps by exploring the determinants andmultiple forms of residential
adjustment in Addis Ababa’s low-cost condominium housing.

2.2 Conceptual framework

The study’s conceptual framework is grounded in Morris
and Winter’s (1975) Family Housing Adjustment Theory, Rossi’s
(1955) Life Course Theory, and findings from the foregoing review
of empirical studies. The Family Housing Adjustment Theory
asserts that dissatisfaction with one’s housing leads to intentions
for residential adjustment, which may ultimately result in actual
changes. Conversely, the Life Course Theory emphasizes that life
cycle factors, including socio-demographic characteristics, drive
residential adjustment. Empirical studies on residential adjustment
have highlighted the role of both residential satisfaction and socio-
demographic factors in shaping the levels and types of residential
adjustments. In alignment with these theories, the conceptual
framework of this study (illustrated in Figure 1) categorizes
Residential Adjustment Intentions—such as Housing Modification,
Residential Mobility, Neighborhood Modification Participation,
Family Size, and Cognitive Adjustment—as dependent variables.
Meanwhile, the independent variables consist of dimensions of
residential satisfaction (such as Housing Unit Features, Housing
Unit Support Services, Public Services, Neighborhood Facilities,
and Social Environment Satisfaction) and socio-demographic
characteristics of households.

3 Materials and methods

3.1 Study areas

Ethiopia, the second most populous country in Africa, has
experienced rapid urbanization, particularly in its capital, Addis
Ababa, which has put immense pressure on the city’s housing
supply. To address the housing shortfall, the government launched
the Integrated Housing Development Program (IHDP) in 2005, a
low-cost condominium initiative aimed at alleviating the housing
deficit, successfully providing thousands of housing units in the
city (JTZ, 2005). To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no
research has been conducted on residential adjustment activities
in IHDP neighborhoods so far. This study focuses on four low-
cost condominium housing neighborhoods as shown in Figure 2:
Gottera, GofaMebrat, Bole Gerji, and Bole Summit. Gottera, located
in the core of Addis Ababa, contains 2,433 units and operationalized
in 2009 (Tigist, 2015). Gofa Mebrat, also in the inner city, includes
5,580 units and became functional in 2009 (Yonas, 2016). Bole
Gerji, situated in the intermediate part of the city, contains 696 and
transferred in 2006 (Samuel, 2017). Bole Summit, on the outskirts,
contains 10,001 units and operational since 2014 (Hemen, 2020).

3.2 Methodology

This study employed stratified random sampling to select
respondents, specifically household heads from low-cost
condominium housing units. The population was categorized into
three strata based on geographical location: inner, intermediate,
and outskirts neighborhoods. Given the large number of inner-city
neighborhoods, Gottera and Gofa Meberat were randomly sampled
to represent this stratum. Bole Gerji and Bole Summit were similarly
chosen for the intermediate and outskirts areas, respectively. These
neighborhoods are sampled taking into consideration variability
of time period, neighborhood location and size to get a better
representative sample in context, time and space horizon. The
number of respondents from each neighborhood was determined
proportional to its population size.

Although Yamane’s (1967) formula calculated a sample size of
391, a total of 400 household heads sample size was determined by
considering response rate expectations, population heterogeneity,
and logistical feasibility, ensuring robust and reliable findings. The
field survey, conducted continuously over 4 weeks starting inAugust
2023, achieved a remarkable 100% response rate. This success was
attributed to thorough training of data collectors and the use of
interviewer-administered questionnaires, which minimized non-
response bias.

The questionnaire consisted of seven sections. The first section
focused on the social, economic, and demographic characteristics
of households. Sections two to six assessed satisfaction levels
regarding various housing dimensions selected based on a
literature review (Table 1). Respondents rated their satisfaction
using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (very dissatisfied)
to 5 (very satisfied).

Additionally, housing adjustment were evaluated using a
binomial scale (0 = yes, 1 = no). Mean values for each attribute
were computed to derive satisfaction levels for each housing
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FIGURE 1
Conceptual framework of the study based on Morris and Winter’s (1975) and Rossi’s (1955) Theory.

FIGURE 2
Location map of the study area.

dimension. Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess internal reliability,
yielding values between 0.79 and 0.95, which indicate strong
reliability. Data analysis was performed using SPSS (version
25), employing percentage distributions and binomial logistic
regression.

3.3 Models

Five models were proposed to study the effect of housing
dimensions satisfaction and socio demographic characteristics on
five types of housing adjustment intentions. They are denoted by
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TABLE 1 Residential dimension and their attributes of the study.

Dimension Housing unit
features (HUF)

Housing unit
support services

(HUSS)

Public facilities
(PF)

Neighborhood
facilities (NF)

Social
environment

(SN)

Attributes

Number of Rooms Corridor Car Parking Workplace Accessibility Communication
Frequency

Rooms Size Staircase Play Field School Accessibility Neighbors Familiarity

House Area Block Water Supply Outdoor Spaces Health Facilities
Accessibility

Social Interaction
Frequency

Rooms Arrangement Block Sewerage System Local Street Market Accessibility Help Exchange
Frequency

Rooms Lighting Block Drainage System Street Light Recreational Facilities
Accessibility

Committee Activity
Participation

Rooms Ventilation Block Electric
Installation

Local Greenery Police Station
Accessibility

Social Activity
Participation

Construction Material Block Telecom Network Local Drainage System Transport Accessibility Organized Activity
Participation

Housing Unit Electrical
Installation

Block Waste Disposal Infrastructure
Maintenance

Urban Center
Accessibility

Noise Pollution

Housing Unit Sanitary
Installation

Block Cleanness Local Waste Disposal Religious Facilities
Accessibility

Crime Level

Floor Level Block Maintenance Local Cleanness Accident Level

Communal Block

Equation 1–5, where β0 represents the intercept, βi (i = 1, 2, ……, I)
indicates the coefficients of each independent variable, ɛ designates
the error term. The dependent variables of the study are Housing
modification intention (HMI), Residential mobility intention
(RMI), Neighborhood Modification intention (NMI), Family size
adjustment intention (FAI), and Cognitive adjustment intention
(CAI). Whereas the independent variables are Socio demographic
characteristics (SDC), Housing unit features satisfaction (HUFS),
Housing unit support services satisfaction (HUSSS), Public facilities
satisfaction (PFS), Neighborhood facilities satisfaction (NFS), and
Social environment satisfaction (SES) means.

HMI = β0 + β1SDC+ β2HUFS+ β3HUSSS+ β4PFS+ β5NFS+ β6SES+ ɛ
(1)

RMI = β0 + β1SDC + β2HUFS + β3HUSSS + β4PFS + β5NFS + β6SES + ɛ
(2)

NMI = β0 + β1SDC+ β2HUFS+ β3HUSSS+ β4PFS+ β5NFS+ β6SES+ ɛ
(3)

FAI = β0 + β1SDC+ β2HUFS+ β3HUSSS+ β4PFS+ β5NFS+ β6SES+ ɛ
(4)

CAI = β0 + β1SDC+ β2HUFS+ β3HUSSS+ β4PFS+ β5NFS+ β6SES+ ɛ
(5)

4 Results

4.1 Socio-demographic profile of
respondents

The socio-demographic profile of the respondents, as
summarized in Supplementary Appendix Table A1, reveals a
balanced gender distribution (49.5% female, 50.5% male). The
majority (40.0%) were aged 31–40 years, with 30.0% in the 18–30
range, 28.25% between 41–60 years, and 1.75% over 60 years.
Most respondents were married (56.0%), with 35.25% single,
and smaller proportions divorced (3.0%), widowed (2.5%), or in
union (3.25%). Educationally, 51.0% held a degree, 13.75% had
a diploma and 13.25% possessed post-graduate qualifications.
Family size showed 22.5% with four members and 21.0% living
alone. A significant portion (33.0%) had no children, while 27.75%
had one, and 26.25% had two. Regarding employment, 58.75%
worked in the private sector, 21.5% in government, and 11.75%
were unemployed. The largest occupational group (32.0%) was
engaged in business work, followed by office work (27.25%) and
service work (20.25%).Most respondents (41.75%) had lived in their
current residence for 4–6 years, with 53.0% residing in Summit,
29.75% in Gofa, 13.25% in Gottera, and 4.0% in Gerji. Housing
tenure revealed 67.0% were renters. Family income showed that
63.75% earned over 11,000 birr. These diverse socio-demographic
characteristics provide a comprehensive foundation for further
study analysis.
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FIGURE 3
Distribution of residential adjustment intentions.

4.2 Residential adjustment intentions
choice

Descriptive analysis was undertaken to identify the dominant
residential adjustment forms. The findings revealed diverse
adjustment intentions among residents, with the highest percentages
observed residential mobility in housing modification (71%),
neighborhood modification participation (70%), and (65%)
as shown in Figure 3. However just over half of the residents (53%)
reported an intention to adjust their family size and only 22.5% of
residents expressed cognitive adjustment intentions, indicating a
low perceived need for altering their family size and mind-set.

4.3 Logistic regression analysis of housing
adjustment intentions

Five logistic regression models were analysed to identify
determinates of housing adjustment intentions. The first model is a
logistic regression analysis of housing modification intention which
resulted in p-value <0.001 and explained only 45.6% of the variance
in intention to modify housing as shown in Table 2. While the
analysis provides useful insight, the model’s variance is not high,
indicating a limitation of themodel that could be improved in future
studies by incorporating more data.

The regression analysis on housing modification intention
revealed several factors with p-value <0.05. Dissatisfaction with
housing unit features was associated with a 56.8% increase
in the likelihood of housing modification. Conversely, higher
satisfaction with neighborhood facilities increased the likelihood of
housing modification by 99.3%. Moreover, middle-aged individuals
(41–60 years) were found to be 21.94 times more likely to
express housing modification intentions compared to younger
residents. Additionally, larger households were 14.99 times more
likely to undertake housing modifications than single family. In
contrast, single families exhibited lower likelihoods of modification.
Residents with longer lengths of residence, particularly those
residing between 7 and 10 years, were 6.15 times more likely to
modify their housing.

The second model is a logistic regression analysis of residential
mobility intention.This logistic regressionmodel resulted in p-value
<0.001 and explained only 35.9% of the variance in the residential
mobility intention as shown in Table 3.Though the analysis provides
useful insight, the variance explained by the model is not high,
indicating the limitation of the model that could be improved in
future studies by incorporating more data. The regression analysis
indicates that a higher level of satisfaction with public facilities
reduces the likelihood of moving by approximately 58%. On the
other hand, greater satisfaction with housing unit support services
though this result is marginally significant and social environment
increases the likelihood of moving, with the odds of moving
increasing by 86% for housing unit services and 112% for social
environment satisfaction. Families with four children are 95% less
likely to move compared to other family sizes, although this result
is marginally significant. Furthermore, unemployed residents, those
working in the endowment sector, the private sector, and NGOs are
all less likely to move, with the likelihood of moving decreasing by
87%, 87%, 94%, and 92% respectively. Furthermore, unemployed
residents, those working in the endowment sector, the private sector,
and NGOs are all less likely to move, with the likelihood of moving
decreasing by 87%, 87%, 94%, and 92% respectively. However,
individuals in technical work are 10 times more likely to express an
intention to move. Similarly, families with a low income (1,501 to
3,000 birr) are 25 times more likely to express an intention to move.

The thirdmodel is a logistic regression analysis of neighborhood
modification intention. This logistic regression model resulted
in p-value <0.001 and explained only 46.3% of the variance
in the neighborhood modification participation intention
as shown in Table 4. Although the model provides useful insight,
the variance explained by the model is not high, indicating a
limitation of the model that could be enhanced in future studies
by incorporating more data. The regression analysis indicates
that families with higher satisfaction with housing unit features
are 74.7% less likely to engage in neighborhood modification. In
contrast, families with greater satisfaction with housing unit support
services are 3.5 times more likely to participate, those satisfied with
neighborhood facilities are 1.5 times more likely to participate even
though this result is marginally significant, and those satisfied with
the social environment are 2.7 times more likely to participate.
Additionally, individuals with a high school education are over 43
times more likely and those with a diploma are 12 times more likely
to participate although this result is marginally significant. Larger
families are over 21 times more likely to engage in neighborhood
modification. However, families with four children are 97% less
likely to participate. Families employed in the endowment sector
are over 5 times more likely to participate. Furthermore, families
with medium (4–6 years) term residence durations are 67.3% less
likely to engage.

The fourth model is a logistic regression analysis of family size
adjustment intention. This logistic regression model resulted in p-
value = 0.001 and explained only 25.9% of the variance in the family
size adjustment intention as shown in Table 5. Though the analysis
provides useful insight, the variance explained by the model is not
high, indicating the limitation of the model that could be improved
in future studies by incorporatingmore data.The regression analysis
revealed that single families are 55.1% less likely while married
families are over 7 time and divorced ones are over 8 times more
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TABLE 2 Housing modification intention regression result.

Variable B S.E. Sig Exp(B)

Age group

41–60 years 3.088 1.247 0.013 21.936

Family size

One −1.484 0.662 0.025 0.227

Five 2.707 1.266 0.033 14.990

Length of residence

0–3years 0.847 0.392 0.031 2.332

7–10years 1.816 0.726 0.012 6.148

Ownership

Owners 1.597 0.478 0.001 4.939

Housing unit features satisfaction −0.839 0.350 0.016 0.432

Neighborhood facilities satisfaction 0.690 0.206 0.001 1.993

Constant −2.022 2.314 0.382 0.132

−2 Log likelihood
Cox & Snell R Square
Nagelkerke R Square
Sig. (Significance)

328.102
0.319
0.456
0.000

Independent Variable: Housing Modification Intention.

likely to adjust family size. Similarly, families with two, three and
four members are over three, five and twenty times more likely
to adjust family size. Families with two children are 83.5% less
likely to adjust family size. Families having higher satisfaction with
neighborhood facilities are 60.3% times more likely to express an
intention to undertake family size adjustment.

The fifth model is a logistic regression analysis of cognitive
adjustment intention which resulted in p-value <0.05 and explained
only 23.9% of the variance in cognitive adjustment intention
as shown in Table 6. While the analysis provides useful insight,
the model’s variance is not high, indicating a limitation of the
model that could be improved in future studies by incorporating
more data. The regression analysis revealed that adults are over
4.5 times more likely to report cognitive adjustment intentions
compared to youths. Similarly, higher satisfaction with housing unit
support services increases the likelihood of cognitive adjustment
intentions by approximately 92.2%. However, higher satisfaction
with neighborhood facilities decreases the likelihood of cognitive
adjustment intentions by 46.1%

5 Discussion

Families frequently evaluate and modify their housing to
meet changing needs, a process that can influence neighborhood
dynamics, either enhancing or deteriorating the local environment.

Despite the critical role of these adjustments, empirical research
on residential adjustment intentions remains limited, particularly
in the Ethiopian context. This study aims to explore the factors
shaping multiple residential adjustment intentions among low-
cost housing residents in Addis Ababa. The findings reveal that
residents primarily prioritize physical adjustments, such as housing
modifications and neighborhood improvement activities, followed
by residential mobility. In contrast, family size and cognitive
adjustments is significantly lower. These results align with Bunster
and Bustamante (2019) and Bravo et al. (2019) studies, which
found that most households preferred improving their housing in
Chile (87.5%) and Sweden (88%), respectively.This preference likely
reflects the financial constraints typical of low- and middle-income
households, which limit their ability to move to better housing and
encourage adaptation within their existing living environments.

The findings also revealed that socio-demographic factors
significantly influence residential adjustment intentions across
various dimensions. Older individuals, larger households, and
long-term residents exhibited a greater propensity for housing
modifications. These findings align with previous studies:
Bravo et al. (2019) and Cirman et al. (2013) observed that older
households were more likely to engage in housing improvements
in Kronoberg County, Sweden, and Central and East European
countries, respectively; Kularatne et al. (2019) and Umeh and
Ezeji (2023) found that larger families had a higher likelihood
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TABLE 3 Residential mobility intention regression result.

Variable B S.E. Sig Exp(B)

Number of Children

Number of children (4) −2.975 1.551 0.055 0.051

Sector of employment

Unemployed −2.068 0.987 0.036 0.126

Endowment −2.025 0.949 0.033 0.132

Private −2.800 1.356 0.039 0.061

NGO −2.510 1.128 0.026 0.081

Category of employment

Technical work 2.360 1.054 0.025 10.594

Monthly Income

3,001 to 5,000 birr 3.219 1.581 0.042 24.999

Housing unit support services satisfaction 0.621 0.324 0.055 1.861

Public facilities satisfaction −0.870 0.279 0.002 0.419

Social environment satisfaction 0.752 0.297 0.011 2.122

Constant −4.931 2.188 0.024 0.007

−2 Log likelihood
Cox & Snell R Square
Nagelkerke R Square
Sig. (Significance)

397.203
0.261
0.359
0.000

Independent Variable: Residential Mobility Intention.

of undertaking such improvements in Sri Lanka and Nigeria,
respectively; and Bravo et al. (2019) highlighted the positive
influence of extended residency on housing modifications in
Sweden. This could be attributed to the increasing space demands
associated with growing family size and the sense of attachment
developed over prolonged residence. These results suggest that
extended residency and family size growth over the life cycle can
drive the physical modification of housing.

Furthermore, low-income families and individuals in technical
jobs demonstrated a higher likelihood of relocating. These findings
contradict the conclusions of the majority of empirical studies,
including those by Afolabia et al. (2024), Aliu (2019), Clark
and Lisowski (2017), Diaz-Serrano and Stoyanova (2010), and
Pagani et al. (2021), which had consistently established a positive
association between income levels, employment, and residential
mobility in Nigeria, Australia, South Europe and Switzerland
respectively. The findings suggest that, contrary to the majority of
existing studies, low-income families and individuals in technical
jobs are more likely to relocate. This is due to socio-economic
differences between the study area and previously studied contexts.
Predominantly renters, low-income families face persistent rent
increases, making them highly susceptible to affordability problems.

Consequently, frequent mobility emerges as an adaptive strategy to
mitigate housing cost burdens. On the other hand, larger families
and households employed across multiple sectors are less likely to
relocate, contradicting studies such as those by Aliu (2019), Diaz-
Serrano and Stoyanova (2010), Pagani et al. (2021), Spackova et al.
(2016), and Willibald et al. (2018), which found that growing
family size often preferred relocation for larger accommodations.
However, these findings align with Afolabi et al. (2024), who
suggested that logistical costs and family decision-making reduced
relocation likelihood in Nigeria, as well as Barreira et al. (2019)
and Fattha et al. (2015), who reported families employed across
various levels of employmentwere also less likely tomove inPortugal
and Malaysia, respectively. The findings show that while family size
generates spatial pressure, housing affordability is the main driver
of mobility in the study area due to low socio-economic status of
the residents unlike earlier researches with different socio-economic
background. In conclusion, the residential mobility patterns
observed among low-income families adhere to Life Course Theory,
which states that housing decisions evolve based on life course
factors like family size, income and employment change. As families
progress through life course, mismatched housing needs result in
dissatisfaction, prompting them to seek residential adjustments
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TABLE 4 Neighborhood modification participation intention regression result.

Variable B S.E. Sig Exp(B)

Education level

High School 3.764 1.366 0.006 43.132

Diploma 2.491 1.323 0.060 12.079

Family size

Five 3.062 1.131 0.007 21.370

Number of children

Four −4.174 1.787 0.019 0.015

Category of employment

Endowment 1.678 0.823 0.041 5.354

Length of Residence

4–6years −1.117 0.537 0.038 0.327

Housing unit features satisfaction −1.375 0.364 0.000 0.253

Housing unit support services satisfaction 1.266 0.348 0.000 3.547

Neighborhood facilities satisfaction 0.384 0.199 0.054 1.468

Social environment satisfaction 1.001 0.328 0.002 2.721

Constant −6.955 2.476 0.005 0.001

−2 Log likelihood
Cox and Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R Square (Sig.)Significance

330.711
0.326
0.463
0.000

Independent Variable: Neighborhood modification participation intention.

like residential mobility in an effort to restore compatibility
(Rossi, 1955).

Similarly, larger families, individuals with higher education,
and those employed in the endowment sector exhibited a greater
involvement in neighborhood modifications. These findings align
with the research of Latifa and Fatiha (2024) and Maina (2023),
which indicated that family size growth correlated with increased
participation in modifications; Plaut and Plaut (2010), Bravo et al.
(2019), andAvogo et al. (2017), who found that educated households
were more inclined to engage in modification activities; and
Ahmad et al. (2002), who observed that permanent employment was
associated with a higher likelihood of undertaking improvements.
This is due to the essential role social facilities play in the daily
activities of larger, working families. The findings indicate that
these families prioritize the accessibility of social facilities within
their neighborhood. Meanwhile, families with more children and
medium term residence durations are less inclined to engage in
neighborhood modifications. This aligns with Morakinyo (2021),
who found that households with more than four children were
less likely to participate in neighborhood improvements in Nigeria,

and Bravo (2019), who noted that longer residence time was
positively associated with neighborhood improvements in Sweden.
These findings suggest that families with many children and
limited neighborhood attachment prioritize internal housing needs
over neighborhood modifications due to the stresses of managing
children and settling in.

Similarly, married or divorced households and larger families
were more likely to adjust their family size, while single-family
households and those with two children were less inclined. These
findings align with Sinai (2001) and Yu et al. (2023), who noted that
married household heads were more likely to adopt non-relocation
adaptations. This tendency may result from their ability to postpone
or plan childbirth in response to spatial constraints in their housing.
The results underscore family size and composition adjustment as a
possible and effective form of adaptation to housing conditions.

Similarly, adults were more inclined to adopt cognitive
adjustments. This finding is consistent with Bravo et al. (2019)
and Cirman et al. (2013), who observed that older households were
more likely to engage in non-relocation housing improvements.
This tendency may be attributed to their strong attachment to their
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TABLE 5 Family size adjustment intention logistic regression result.

Variable B S.E. Sig Exp(B)

Marital status

Single −0.800 0.370 0.030 0.449

Married 1.970 0.938 0.036 7.171

Divorced 2.116 1.021 0.038 8.298

Family size

Two 1.159 0.550 0.035 3.187

Three 1.610 0.686 0.019 5.001

Four 3.034 0.985 0.002 20.772

Number of children

Two −1.801 0.557 0.001 0.165

Neighborhood facilities satisfaction 0.472 0.173 0.006 1.603

−2 Log likelihood
Cox and Snell R Square
Nagelkerke R Square

Sig

466.811
0.194
0.259
0.001

Independent Variable: Family Size Adjustment Intention.

TABLE 6 Cognitive adjustment intention regression result.

Variable B S.E. Sig Ext(B)

Age group

31–40 years 1.514 0.572 0.008 4.543

Housing unit support services satisfaction 0.654 0.319 0.041 1.922

Neighborhood facilities satisfaction −0.617 0.202 0.002 0.539

Constant 0.114 2.087 0.956 1.121

−2 Log likelihood
Cox and Snell R Square
Nagelkerke R Square
Sig. (Significance)

358.242
0.157
0.239
0.036

Independent Variable: Cognitive Adjustment Intention.

home and neighborhood, emphasizing the significance of spatial
attachment for older households. These findings underscore the
distinct influence of life course factors on residential adjustment
decisions in linewith Life course theory of Rossi (1955), highlighting
how socio-demographic characteristics shape residents’ preferences
and behaviors in their residential environments.

The level of residential satisfaction was also found to influence
residential adjustment intentions through diverse pathways.
For example, satisfaction with neighborhood facilities and
dissatisfaction with housing unit features were key drivers of

housing modifications. This aligns with the findings of Maina
(2023) andUmeh and Ezeji (2023), who reported that dissatisfaction
with dwelling unit design significantly triggered housing
modifications in Nigeria. The preference for housing modification
over relocation can be attributed to families' satisfaction with social
services in neighborhood for their children, emphasizing the critical
role of accessible social services in housing decisions.

Satisfaction with housing unit support services and the social
environment fostered participation in neighborhood modifications.
However, housing unit feature satisfaction has a negative impact on
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such participation. This result corroborates Cirman et al. (2013),
who found that positive perceptions of the social environment
significantly increased modification likelihood in Central and
Eastern Europe, as well as Umeh and Ezeji (2023), who observed
that dissatisfaction with housing features prompted participation in
modifications in Nigeria. Families satisfied with housing support
services and social interactions are more likely to invest in
neighborhood improvements, even when dissatisfied with their
housing unit features, as they seek to compensate for deficiencies
in social interaction without opting for relocation. This underscores
the importance of social interaction facilities in shaping housing
decisions.

While satisfaction with housing unit support services and the
social environment encouraged residential mobility, satisfaction
with public facilities reduced relocation intentions. These findings
contradict Fattha et al. (2021) and Nasrollahzadeh et al. (2021),
who observed that dissatisfactionwith housing unit support services
and the social environment increased mobility in Malaysia and
Turkey, respectively. Similarly, they diverge from the findings of
Maleszyk and Kędra (2020) and Spackova et al. (2016), which
showed that dissatisfactionwith public facilities heightenedmobility
in Poland and the Czech Republic, respectively. This disparity could
be explained by households prioritizing aspirations for improved
housing unit support services and social environments, whereas
satisfaction with public facilities contributes to residential stability.
The results suggest that even when households are satisfied with
certain dimensions of their living conditions, they may relocate to
fulfill broader aspirations.

Furthermore, satisfaction with neighborhood facilities
facilitated family size adjustments but reduced cognitive adjustment
intentions, while housing support service satisfaction fostered
cognitive adjustments. These results are at odds with Obi et al.
(2023), who found that neighborhood facility satisfaction
contributed to cognitive adjustments in Nigeria. However, they
align with Obi et al.'s (2023) observation that meeting service
expectations positively impacted cognitive adjustments. This
is because decisions regarding household size adjustment are
influenced by the availability of social facilities in the neighborhood.
Additionally, when housing support services meet expectations,
households adapt to their living conditions through minor
improvements. These findings align with the Family Housing
Adjustment Theory proposed by Morris and Winter (1975), which
emphasizes that residential satisfaction influences diverse patterns
of residential adjustment. In summary, the results highlight the
critical need to address specific dimensions of satisfaction and
account for socio-demographic variations when designing targeted
interventions to meet the diverse needs of residents in low-cost
housing developments.

6 Conclusion

Although several empirical studies have investigated
determinates of residential adjustment intention, the focus
is on residential mobility while other forms of residential
adjustment are underexplored, particularly in Ethiopia. This
study provides a comprehensive analysis of the determinants
of residential adjustment intentions across five dimensions,

housing modifications, neighborhood modification participation,
residential mobility, family size adjustments, and cognitive
adjustments, in low-cost housing contexts. The findings revealed
that physical adjustment intentions, such as housing modifications,
neighborhood modification participations followed by residential
mobility, are the most prevalent forms of adjustment, while
family size and cognitive adjustments remain less frequent. Socio-
demographic factors, including age, marriage, family size, number
of children, education level, employment type, ownership, and
residence duration, significantly shape these intentions, highlighting
the critical role of life course dynamics in residential decision-
making. For instance, older individuals and larger families are more
likely to engage in housing modifications, whereas low-income
families exhibited higher mobility intentions, highlighting the roles
of socio-demographics in housing decision-making.

Moreover, the study revealed that residential satisfaction is
vital predictor of residential adjustment intentions. Satisfaction
with neighborhood facilities and dissatisfaction with housing unit
features encourage housing modification intentions. Satisfaction
with housing unit support services and the social environment
promotes participation in neighborhood modification intentions.
While satisfaction with housing unit support services and the social
environment fosters residential mobility intention, satisfaction
with public facilities reduces relocation intentions. Furthermore,
satisfaction with neighborhood facilities supports family size
adjustments but diminishes cognitive adjustment intentions
whereas housing support service satisfaction fosters cognitive
adjustments intentions, highlighting the critical role of residential
satisfaction dynamics in residential decision-making.

This study enhances our understanding of the factors
influencing residential adjustments, offering valuable insights
to housing policymakers, urban planners, and municipalities
for developing sustainable, resident-centered housing policies,
strategies, and practical interventions. Thus, the study implies
planning and policy interventions to target affordable housing
units and neighborhood features improvement, social engagement
and interaction schemes expansion, and selective investments in
infrastructure to promote residents residential satisfaction based on
socio-demographic profiles. However, the proposed models explain
small portion of the variance in residential adjustment intentions
which shows the goodness of fit of the models are not so high.
This is a limitation of the study and because there are additional
factors not included in the model which may influence the model
explanatory power. Hence, future studies should include more
data and additional variables such as economic, psychological and
cultural dimensions of housing to increase the model robustness
and cautions should be taken in to consideration concerning the
practicality of the study recommendations in different context.
Moreover, the findings are drawn from cross-sectional data limited
to four low-cost housing neighborhoods in Addis Ababa. This
compromises the generalizability of the findings to larger context
even if the findings provide a useful foundation for future research.
Hence, longitudinal studies with additional number of housing
neighborhoods, settings and typologies are needed to track evolving
residential adjustments over time, space and contexts, particularly in
rapidly changing urban areas. Expanding this approach to include
economic, environmental, psychological and cultural dimensions
and conducting cross-cultural analyses will further enhance our
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understanding of low-cost housing dynamics. By integrating
these findings into housing policies and urban planning efforts,
stakeholders can address the diverse and complex needs of low-cost
housing residents effectively.
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