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ABSTRACT
This study examined User-Initiated TransformatiaHT( in selected low-income public housing estaies
Lagos, Nigeria with a view to providing informatidnat could assist policy makers in more effectioeising
delivery. It employed a systematic sampling methodselect 315 housing units out of 8938 units fr8m
purposively selected estates for questionnaire migtration, namely: Abesan (156 units), Isolo (12fs) and
Iponri estates (31 units). The findings showed tfA8t0% (233 out of 295 retrieved questionnaires) of
respondents have transformed their houses one wdne @ther. The majority of residents (78.40%)ayeyl in
transformation by slight adjustment, such as: pagnte-tiling, and installation of shading devicbarglar proof
to openings, and fixtures and fittings. It was adéserved that 5.28% transformed by addition ofergpaces,
1.42 % by addition of doors and windows, 13.21%abdition of services, and 1.68% by total convershart
there was no indication of transformation by tetaonstruction. The study found that 48.3% and 96.6f the
respondents were not satisfied with the originahgnd level of adequacy of spaces of their houesgsectively.
These findings implied that the predominant paterhUIT of dwelling units in the study area wergdmainly
to residents’ dissatisfaction with the level of @dacy of spaces, and with the original plan. Theytoncluded
that greater attention needs to be given to uggeserences through their participation in the siec-making
process relating to the design and delivery of igumusing.
Keywords: dwelling units, physical transformation, user4atiéd transformation (UIT), public housing,
Lagos.

INTRODUCTION

Dwellers in public housing sometimes engage inratfien and extension activities aimed at adapting t
dwellings to better suit their needs, or as a medmesfurbishing housing in poor condition (Tipmeal, 2000;
Kallus & Dychtwald, 2010). Understanding this phevemon is a prerequisite to any attempt to provigeem
satisfactory housing environments and to improviadj conditions in existing ones. Public housingresents a
notable proportion of the housing stock in manyafeping countries (Sengupta & Tipple, 2007; Tipj@@00a).
Its shortcomings have been identified and examimedan attempt to investigate the possibilities of
improvements in future projects (Mukhija, 2004; fier et al, 2009). Habraken (1975) suggested thilicou
housing may not satisfy the needs of the occudaettause they are normally built without consulting future
occupants and it is unlikely for people to liveigaictorily within a fixed environment in which théhad no
input. Moreover, it is often difficult to pre-deteine the totality of occupants’ requirements, as¢hwould only
become apparent through their activities in the liilngss. Perhaps due to this failure, in many instam of
public housing to respond to users’ needs, it islto see residents engage in informal transfaomstwithin
the formal housing sector, through a variety of ifications — user-initiated transformation (UIT)carried out
in government-built housing projects (Sibley-Beh@003).

User-initiated transformation (UIT) contrasts witinterventions in the form of Government-initiated
neighbourhood renewal programmes to improve housimglitions and urban infrastructure (Elazar & Maro
1992). As Salim (1998) observed, it is common faner-occupiers, through their own initiatives arfims, to
alter or extend their houses in order to improwverthousing conditions or meet the growing needshefr
households. Tipple (2000a) notes that housing fioamsition in developing countries often involves
modifications and extensions of the external anerival parts of dwelling units. Much of the transfhation is
done either by the residents themselves or by ssnale hired contractors and artisans using localbilable
materials and labour, and is often so extensive tta original dwelling units could hardly be reoaged
(Tipple, 2000b). Such user-initiated changes cavige useful models for future policies on publicuking
(Ward & Peters, 2007). It is therefore imperatiweekamine the modalities and motives behind Ul@dwélling
units in public housing estates. This study is @ered pertinent as it will increase the understagnaf why
and how some people effect alterations, extensiomglifications or additions to the original formestent,
spatial configuration or uses of their housing siréind in some cases, their immediate environment.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
M eaning and Conceptualization of User-Initiated Transfor mation

Transformation of a dwelling has been defined asadleration or extension involving constructionivty and
using materials and technology in use in the loga(iTipple, 1991:4) Alterationsrefer to “internal changes to
the layout of the units without increasing the @aenet floor area”; whileextensionsnvolve built additions,
which add at least one functional component per (dipple, 1991:20). UIT describes any change todtiginal
form or spatial configuration of a dwelling unit lilge occupants in order to meet current needs anaotef
expectations (Salama, 1999; Kallus and Dychtwall02. Manalang et al. (2002) view UIT as self-built
improvement, which helps in understanding the ddjaat behaviours of residents, and also indicates they
have augmented for the deficiencies in their curresidences. Kim et al. (2005) describes transftion as the
remodeling of completed buildings resulting in aamche in the appearance or character of the buildiag
envelope or components. These activities have mesoases resulted not only in an increase of theahc
housing stock, but in changing entire housing emvitents into dynamic, mixed-use developments, where
maximum use of the available space and resourcemde. Although attitudes to transformation varigple
and Ameen (1999) argued for a change in the ofégrative official attitude to the phenomenon.

The conceptual basis for UIT resides in the prilegf ‘self-help’, such as: ‘the freedom to buijltiousing as

a verb’, ‘housing as process’, ‘housing by peoglirner, 1976). It may be conceptualized as a fofraelf-
help housing, which Harris (1999) views to be vhlaain providing inexpensive dwellings and copinghw
housing deficits in developed and developing caestrTipple (2000a) and Tipple et al (2000) positt tself-
help strategies are useful not only for new-buiusing, but also for user-adaptation of governnierit-
housing. Transformation of public housing may t#ke form of attaching informal developments to thest
formally developed neighborhoods (Sibley-Behloud032). It could also be in the alteration of thegoval
internal spatial arrangement of a house to accorateothore spaces, as evident in some low-incomeubl
housing. Although many studies on UIT focus on there intensive, tangible and visible phenomenon of
‘outward extension’, Popkin et al. (2012) descrihesasing transformation to include activities ramggfrom the
rearrangement of internal furniture and paintingpam, to structural amendments such as additiomafe
rooms or even demolition of parts of some housimigsu

The benefits of UIT have been suggested to incladiewing residents to adapt their home environment
according to their personal needs and expectaf®ibdey-Behloul, 2003); and enabling them to reniaitheir
community rather than move elsewhere, thereby pitevg neighbourhood deterioration (Carmon, 200247

cuts across societal strata, tenure forms, andstyfarmon, 2004). The basic implication howeverthiat
housing transformation is often an initiative ofnt@-owners or occupants who seek to improve thaising
conditions or provide more spaces to accommodatagihg or increasing household needs. Tipple ¢2G0)
based on a four-nation comparative study, affirmattgovernments and citizens have more to gain by
encouraging, rather than preventing transformafidnis buttresses the enduring advocacy for resgermiblic
housing (Carmon and Oxman, 1986).

Motivationsfor User-Initiated Transfor mation

People may engage in housing modification in a remalb ways and for a range of reasons: for self&sgon;

to make their homes more aesthetically pleasinghare suitable for their needs; to conform to tedbgical
requirements or social norms; or due to changdammilial or socio-economic circumstances. Spapalysical,
socio-economic, structuralist, psychological, lom@él and other pragmatic motives have been offeasd
explanations for UIT. According to Goodchild (1998he main factor that contributes to UIT of hogsia
essentially spatial — the shortage of accommodatioth the desire for an increase in the space utider
dwellers’ control. Tipple (2000a) posits that trfmmation was common in public housing because rizte
residents were rarely involved in the planning dadigning of their estates, and as such the dweliinits were
neither in tune with their socio-economic, religioand demographic characteristics nor a refleatibtheir
expectations and aspirations. In such situatidmes,résidents found their housing units to be inappate to
their personal and household needs and ways oflifeé thus explored avenues of physically adjudtiegunits
to suit their needs and lifestyles. Tipple et 20Q0) however, found that the dwelling charactiessivere more
influential in the decision to transform, than th@usehold and housing characteristics. While aedaielling
designs or types may be more prone to being tremsfb, others may constrain the potential for UIamEs
(2004) suggests that UIT is pronounced in publigditg because public housing estates are oftenramidnd
monotonous and offer limited opportunities for setpression by the residents.

The economic perspective views the requirement xtfaespace for the household, for income-generating
activities and home-based enterprises (HBEs) as ni@n motivations for transformation (Salim,
1998).According to Kellet and Tipple (2000), “A hmiis a production place, market place, entertawmhime

133



Civil and Environmental Research www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-5790 (Paper) ISSN 2225-0514 (Online) 5-'—.’l1
Vol.10, No.6, 2018 ||$ E

centre, financial institution and also a retreapfle (2000b) notes that many households transfdrtheir

dwellings because they needed to work in their froare let out additional spaces created in theseoof the
transformation activities, thereby adding valuethe existing housing stock. Hasan's (2006) stradisir

explanation asserts that UIT of dwelling units egidents in public housing schemes was a responteet
failure of the government-constructed housing teqagtely cater for the housing needs of the pedpie

implies that housing transformation is on the iasedue to the perceived gap between what resideatsand
what they are provided with by public housing pders (Kellet et al,1993). The psychological exptama
indicates that transformation activities can enkamesidents’ sense of pride, confidence and feebtihg
attachment to their dwelling units: ‘residents ebfdel at home and secured when they graduallyaugpand

maximize the space within and around their residen@analang et al, 2002). It is perhaps on thésmpse that
Turner et al. (2009) conclude that housing tramsédion helps to improve the value of housing, iaseethe
housing stock within a locality, and attracted m@sidents into the neighbourhood. Carmon (2008aijtpthat
self-help housing extensions allow residents toaiaenin their community while adapting their immedia
environment to changing needs. Differences betveetates also proved to be significant among theyasf

factors that may inform the need for UIT (Tippleagt2000).

Patterns of User-Initiated Transfor mation

Originally, most public housing units and apartmigioicks appear similar and homogenous, but witle tieach
building often gains a character of its own, raeglfrom common tendencies in transformation ati&isi These
tendencies are defined, in this study, as “pattefrisansformations”. These may also be viewed &z of

behavioral pattern influenced by not just spatidéted housing needs, but also residential satisfgcsocio-
economic factors, demographic changes, level of&tibn and general attitude to housing matterss irhplies
that, users may transform their dwelling units naty because of their needs but also because tleeynat

satisfied with the spaces as they are and may toemadify these to suit their tastes. This diséatison may be
reflected in the act of adding more space withid anound the dwelling unit to increase the useaplece
available to the household. Four patterns of haus@nsformation have been identified in literatur@mely: by
slight adjustment, by addition and division, byatatonversion and total transformation by recomston (Seek,
1983).

(@ Transformation by slight adjustment: is transformation by functional change rather ttienphysical
or spatial modifications of the spaces.

(b)  Transformation by addition and division: enables an increase in the number of rooms tds#tis
dwellers’ needs, and especially owners who mayesubéir houses. Services are known to have been
improved by some ‘transformers’ (Tipple et al, 2D0&dditions may provide new services that are
compatible with modern lifestyle. Divisions may éb maximize privacy where the dwelling is shared
by more than one household.

(c) Transformation by total conversion: involves complete conversion of the residentiatsufor new
purposes, especially for commercial use.

(d)  Transformation by total reconstruction: involves the demolition and reconstruction of ading unit
in terms of house type, materials and technolodpe [Evels of demolition and reconstruction would
reflect how much the people are influenced by thesk type, materials, and technology in their hagsi
transformation decisions.

RESEARCH METHODS

This study employed primary and secondary datamdtsi data were obtained from a field survey of shely
area through the use of structured questionnasgarcher observation and documentation. Threef @ low-
income public housing estates in Lagos metropobksewpurposively selected for the study, namely Abes
Isolo and Iponri low-income housing estates, bemglargest. The sample frame of these 3 estataprised of
1261 blocks of flats with 8938 housing units. Ussygtematic random sampling, one housing unit femery
4th block was selected (See Table 1).

134



Civil and Environmental Research www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-5790 (Paper) ISSN 2225-0514 (Online) 5-'—.’l1
Vol.10, No.6, 2018 ||$ E

Table 1: List of Selected L ow-Income Public Housing Estates

Selected Housing No. of No. of Oneunit in every
Estates Units blocks 4" block

Abesan 4272 624 156

Isolo 3664 512 128

Iponri 1002 125 31

Total 8938 1261 315

Source: Authors’ Field Survey, 2017

This amounted to 156 housing units from Abesan,H&&ing units from Isolo and 31 housing units friganri
low-income housing estates, giving a sample siZ&l&fhousing units. The questionnaires were adtei@d on
the household heads of the housing units to elitfibrmation on their socio-economic and household
characteristics, housing characteristics, and pettef housing transformation. Two-hundred and tyifize
(295) questionnaires, representing 93.6% wereeratd for analysis. The primary data were subjedted
descriptive and inferential analysis. Secondara daich as drawings, maps, and reports on the pldblising
estates were obtained from the Lagos State Developand Property Corporation (LSDPC).

The analysis of the patterns of UIT presented in #tudy required first, that the level and natofethe
phenomenon be examined across the three seledisésesn terms of their variation. Furthermorewds
important to define the dominant types of UIT aitids. While studies on UIT usually emphasize theren
prominent and visible phenomenon of ‘extensionsslintensive modifications to the original desigruse of
the housing unit or part thereof would be no lespartant. For analytical purposes, the possible$oof UIT
activities were identified, defined, and classifietb five categories, namely: surface, slightysss, spatial, and
structural.Surface modifications include: painting and finishes suhfresh tiling (on walls, floors, ceilings).
Slight modification would refer to installations of compmts and fixtures such as sun-shading deviceglamyr
proof to openings, fixtures and fittings, doorsg avindows.Service modification describes any form of addition
or improvement on services such as alternative meamvater supply, sewage disposal, electricityegation,
that are integrated into the fabric or structuretld housing unit or blockSpatial modification describes
division, extension, or use-conversion of spacehiwior around the hous&tructural modification would
involve fundamental changes to the structure ofhitnese. The third aspect of the analysis involvweahening
the types of UIT activities in terms of the interimf exterior aspect of the housing unit in whitley occurred.
These three levels of analysis are presented ingkesection.

ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Transfor mation acrossthe Estates

Although patterns of UIT varied across the thrdected housing estates, the majority of respondiemtshis
study had altered or modified their houses in olg or the other. Table 2 shows the distributiorogsgrthe
estates in terms of the proportion of respondehis kad altered or modified their housing unitsdaté: Abesan
estate — 71.4% (105 out of 147 respondents); Ipestate — 95.8% (23 out of 24 respondents); arld &siate —
84.7% (105 out of 124 respondents). The result gdigerevealed a high level of modification in tlieree
estates, but the highest being observed in Ipantithe lowest in Abesan.

Table 2: UIT of Housing Units Across the Selected Estates

S/No Options Selected Housing Estates
Abesan Iponri Isolo Total

Freq % Freg % Freq % Freq %
1, Altered, Modified, or Transformec 55 794 23 958 105 847 233 790
the house in any way
2. No form of transformation 42 28.6 1 4.2 19 15.3 62 21.0

Total 147 100.0 24 100.0 124 100.0 295 100.0
Source: Authors’ Field Survey, 2017

The overall high level of transformation is perhapseflection of the locational impact of the phewmal
urbanization occurring in Lagos mega-city. The testaand their neighbourhoods have transformed fitzem
hitherto highly-organised, isolated, or secludethomnes of government housing, to becoming intedrat®
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and almost indistinguishable from the rest of thuelran milieu. In particular, the level of transfation appears
to be inversely related to the sizes of the est#tedargest proportion of UIT was reported in gmeallest of the
three estates (Iponri), while the least proporti@s reported in the largest estate (Abesan). Thatian in UIT
among the three estates may also be a reflectidheaf unique evolution and locational charactersstiponri
estate for example, is a highly commercializedtess@uated in a major municipal hub of Lagos nmgofis, in
proximity of the National Stadium and National Ttrealt is planned along a high-traffic route — \ées
Avenue — one of the major roadways linking mainlamdhe Island. In contrast, Abesan estate, thgekrbut
least transformed of the three estates is located part of the city that was sub-urban at inceptidhe
integration of the estate with surrounding areasaias relatively restricted due to its proximityttee Apapa-
Oshodi expressway, which limits the level of pedastmovement.

Types of Transformation Activities

Table 3 shows the distribution of respondents atingrto the types of modifications they had effdcba their
houses, as an indication of the patterns of UlTvitiets in the selected estates. The most promiaetivities
observed were surface and slight modificationshezfcwhich accounted for about 40% respectivelyrf&ie
modifications included: painting (24.05%) and fimés/tiling (15.27%); while slight modification refed to
installations of sun-shading devices (15.01%), laumygproofs to openings (12.17%), fixtures e.g.escr walls
(11.90%), and changes of doors and windows (1.426Jvice modifications through the addition of or
improvement of services (water tanks, air-conditignand satellite dishes) constituted 13.21%. [East form
of modifications was spatial (6.96%): addition pases such as entrance foyers, ground floor tesrg&c28%)
and functional conversions (1.68%). Cases of atratimodifications were not reported or observeaury of
the three estates.

The predominance of surface and slight modificatjan contrast with service and spatial changesfares
the importance of the design, type and form of tinglas a potential factor in transformation. Than be
explained in terms of the design configuration led housing blocks — load-bearing wall structureshich
practically disallowed any appreciable extensiafjustment to room dimensions and limited multi-ftioxal
use of spaces.

Table 3: Types and Locations of UIT activities

Types of Living Dining  Kitchen Store Bedroom Outdoors Total

Transfor mation room

Activities f % f % f % f % f % f % f %

Surface Modifications

Painting 303 243 162 3 202 172 1085 24.0

Tiling 230 150 99 2 154 54 689 15.3
533 393 261 5 356 226 177489.3

Slight Modifications

Sun-shading 235 133 79 1 171 58 677 15.0

Burglary-proof 175 37 65 2 134 136 549 12.2

Fixture/Fittings 115 48 172 1 196 5 537 11.9

Doors/Windows 17 2 5 1 36 3 64 1.4
542 220 321 5 537 202 182740.5

Service Modifications

Addition of new 9 1 195 2 146 243 596 13.2

services

Spatial Modifications

Addition/Division 1 0 0 4 16 217 238 5.3

of spaces

Space Conversion 3 0 0 0 2 71 76 1.7

4 0 0 0 18 288 314 7.0
Total (%) 24.1 13.6 17.2 04 234 21.7 100.0

Source: Authors’ Field Survey, 2017
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Spatial Distribution of UIT within the housing units

Transformation took place in virtually all the faimmal spaces in the housing units: living roonaufiges),
dining rooms, kitchens, stores, bedrooms, and @utdpaces. A wide array of transformation was rdedr
during the survey. The result of the patterns ah¢formation of housing units in the study areatasvn in
Table 3 (bottom total) indicates that living rootresd the highest level of transformation (24.1%ofeed by
bedrooms (23.4%), outdoor spaces (21.3%), kitcflEn2%), dining rooms (13.6%), and stores (0.35%).

Transformation in living rooms (semi-public areasyl bedrooms (private areas) involved varied sarfslight,
and spatial modifications, which reflected to aagreegree users’ needs for improvements relatinghéo
aesthetics, comfort, privacy, security, and terdtdy of their dwellings, and their desire forcieased
satisfaction. Also importantare transformation \A@ti&s in outdoor spaces, that is, the immediateekpe and
surrounding spaces around the housing blocks: mrgreanopy; enclosed entry; covered, balustradedsulior
screen-walled terraces; ground-floor shops alomgléhgth of buildings (wooden structures, steelt@ioers);
perimeter dwarf fence; generator house; sunk vegllsore-holes; and covered parking spaces and detiar
of car parks (See Plates 1-5 in the Appendix). @Heglings suggest that user transformation of iputdbusing
projects should not be considered as a simple spaleegement process, but rather as a result ofrplex set
of inter-related determinants associated with loothtext and dwelling characteristics.

CONCLUSION

Studies of user-initiated transformation (UIT) set@mindicate its inevitability; hence, the need forbetter
understanding of the phenomenon, to ensure apptepdiesign and policy responses. This paper eealibte
patterns of UIT of dwelling units in three publiousing estates in Lagos, Nigeria. Using descripgtedistics, it
presented summary of the patterns of UIT in thdysarea. The implication of this study for susthieshousing
development is premised on the finding that pe@plgage in UIT of dwellings in an array of ways dod
varied reasons, including the need to make the homee aesthetically pleasing, more suitable foiirthe
needs,for qualitative improvement, and for econore@sons. Findings corroborate the growing reatinahat
housing, especially among the low-income earnsraspt for home life alone, but also for economiodurction.
The spatial attributes of the main activity aredghe dwelling units in the three estates were gahenot
adequate in meeting occupants’ needs and expewatience, most of the respondents were not satigfith
these aspects of their dwelling units. Surfacetiapand service-related transformation by thedersts were
therefore an attempt to improve the attributes, bBgdextension enhance their satisfaction levelssatar
attention should therefore be given to users’ pegfees through their participation in the decisioaking
process relating to the design and delivery of iputbusing. Housing providers should pay closegraibn to
the spatial and related characteristics of speaifiivity areas in order provide houses that meetsi needs.
Housing should be viewed as a process of constansformation and endless variation, rather thatatic
artifice or product; and UIT as an unfolding, coming open-ended process.This paper presented iesuks
from a broader study on the nature and determinaintsansformation in public housing. Further resbais
desirable on the elements and degrees of UIT adncssne-levels, house types, and in private housing
urban popular settlements. Issues related to haseeb enterprises (HBEs), income-generating poteotia
housing, and their gender and sustainability ingblims also merit closer investigation. These caqriavide
information that would enhance effective policiesl amplementation of housing delivery systems, arate
responsive public housing.
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APPENDIX

Plate 3: Territoriality through covered terrace and eniclggailings in Abesan Estate
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Plate 4: Covered terrace, scaffold-supported water taAKsunit on walls,and bedroom converted into Home-
based enterprise (HBE) in Iponri Housing Estate

"

Plate 5: Metal barricades and covered terrace and padgages in Iponri Housing Estate
Source: Authors’ Field Survey, 2017
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