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Abstract  

 

This paper seeks to determine whether privacy has a moderating effect on the 

relationship between residential livability and life satisfaction among low-income 

groups in Dutse, Jigawa State, Nigeria. The study utilized a quantitative research 

design, whereby descriptive and inferential analyses were employed. This was 

achieved through a well-structured questionnaire administered to low-cost housing 

residents in the state. The data were subjected to descriptive analysis using the 

Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) software and structural equation 

modelling (SEM) using AMOS. The results indicated that about 73.4% of the residents 

experienced a low level of life satisfaction. The findings from the SEM showed that the 

moderating effect of privacy in the relationship between the dwelling unit and life 

satisfaction was good. Meanwhile, privacy was not a moderator in the relationship 

between social environment and life satisfaction. Finally, the paper revealed that the 

residents’ life satisfaction could be improved if dwelling unit features and privacy 

were considered in the low-cost housing design. Practically, the study serves as a 
blueprint for government policy in designing low-cost housing in the future.  
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Introduction 

The overall level of life satisfaction of people in Nigeria—a developing 

country—ranges from a mean of 3.1–4.5, which is quite low compared to South 

Africa, whose mean is 5.43 (Botha, 2013), or a developed country such as Australia, 

whose life satisfaction mean score ranges between 7.5 and 8.5 (Deaton, 2008). 

Studies have shown that there is a significant relationship between low levels of life 

satisfaction and unrest among the population, which could result in loss of life, 

property (Mafini, 2017) and premature death (Farha, 2019). According to Lynch 

and Kull (2013), a quality housing environment is among the most important factors 

affecting the life satisfaction of people, their productivity and standard of living. 

Similarly, Gou et al. (2018) argued that, socially, the most important factors in overall 

life satisfaction are constituted in housing. In this regard, the life satisfaction of people 

deserves special attention of both the government and researchers. This study 

focuses on residential livability (housing conditions) and its influence on residents’ life 

satisfaction by examining the moderating effect of privacy in the relationship 

between residential livability and life satisfaction. 

Nicholas and Patrick (2015) defined housing as one of the most important 

factors used to measure a country’s development. It is regarded as a basic human 

need, providing not only shelter but also the private and dynamic settings for social 

activities and interactions (Dankani, 2013). As a basic necessity, its importance 

approximates that of food and clothing (Festus & Amos, 2015). Further, in addressing 

the importance of housing to human life, Alaghbari et al. (2011) argued that it plays 

a role in both the social and economic aspects of the world’s total living 

environment. 

Unfortunately, despite the importance of housing, most low-income earners in 

Nigeria live in substandard, poor-quality housing because access to quality housing is 

far beyond their economic reach (Makinde, 2014). This situation has led to a high rate 

of housing shortages, both in terms of quality and quantity, in rural and urban 

centres (Makinde, 2014; Olotuah, 2016). Further, most towns and cities in Nigeria face 

multiple challenges, such as privacy and poor quality of life, thereby attracting the 

attention of housing managers and planners towards livability measures (Baig et al., 

2019). 

The main focus of livability in relation to the residents of a particular 

environment is how well this environment serves its inhabitants in the provision of 

basic services for their living (Iyanda et al., 2018). Thus, livability is a relative term, 

whose meaning depends on the place, the purpose of the assessment, time and the 

value system of the assessor (Iyanda et al., 2018). As a result, scholarly views on 

livability have varied because of differences in location and planning. For 

Bandarabad and Shahcheraghi (2012), livability means a good quality of life, while 

for Okulicz-Kozaryn (2013), it has to do with the well-being of residents in a town, city 

or region. Livability, therefore, encompasses different views relating to quality of life in 

any human living environment. It is concerned with optimising the performance and 

integrity of human life (Ellis & Roberts, 2016). 

In the previous literature, the concept of livability is seen as culturally 

specific. For Kennedy et al. (2015), culture is important in determining the housing 

form and design, and this importance cannot be overemphasized (Olayiwola et al., 

2006). Rapoport (2014) found a strong relationship between culture and 
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environmental design, and as such, cultural differences must be considered in the 

design procedure. 

The concept of culture is broad and includes factors such as values, norms, 

social interaction and privacy (Pandey et al., 2013). Privacy is emphasized here 

because it plays a major role in influencing people’s lives and well-being, especially 

through housing (Ahmad Hariza & Zaiton, 2010). Privacy usually acts as a regulating 

mechanism in housing and can be achieved through behavioural and 

environmental mechanisms. Behavioural mechanisms are influenced by socio-

cultural factors (Altman, 1977). Bahammam (1987) and Mortada (2011) emphasized 

that privacy in a traditional Islamic housing unit is necessary and consists of four main 

layers: privacy between neighbours’ dwellings, privacy between males and females, 

privacy between family members inside the house and individual privacy. However, 

previous studies have not paid sufficient attention to the effect of privacy as a 

cultural aspect in moderating the relationship between residential livability and life 

satisfaction, especially among residents of public low-cost housing in Dutse, Jigawa 

State, Nigeria. 

In Jigawa State, Muslims comprise the predominant population in public low-

cost housing and have traditionally valued family privacy in the home, as required by 

Islam (Umar, 2018). Therefore, people in Jigawa State have a preference for housing 

designs that make provisions for a private space for women and separated from 

men public spaces, especially when it comes to ceremonies and other activities. In 

this study, privacy is presented as an important aspect of culture, especially in terms 

of building design, and is used as a moderator in the relationship between residential 

livability and residents’ life satisfaction. In addition, as housing privacy is more 

relevant to attributes of dwelling unit features and social environment factors 

(bedroom, toilet, bathroom, kitchen, and social interaction), this study will only focus 

on the moderating effect of privacy in the relationship between three factors: 

dwelling unit, the social environment as residential livability dimensions and life 

satisfaction among low-cost housing residents in Jigawa State. 

 

Objectives 

The aim of the paper is to understand the role of privacy in the relationship 

between residential livability and life satisfaction through the following objectives: 

1.  To explore the level of life satisfaction among residents of low-cost housing 

in Jigawa State, Nigeria and 

2.  To examine the moderating effect of privacy in the relationship between residential 

livability and life satisfaction. 

Literature Review  

 

According to Furlan (2016), in order to make a place comfortable, 

residents must be provided with appropriate areas or spaces to meet, eat, sit and 

drink. If housing units do not offer the features expected by residents, such conditions 

will generate parental stress and reduce normal family activities, thereby affecting 

children’s socio-emotional functioning (Lynch & Kull, 2013). 
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Livability is a general concept related to the quality of life, healthy 

communities and sustainability (Ghasemi et al., 2019). The main focus of livability in 

relation to the people of a particular environment is how well that environment 

services its residents with basic needs for their living (Iyanda et al., 2018). 

In residential livability, neighbourhood facilities have a positive impact on 

people’s perception of life because of the many impacts on residents, which lead to 

their life satisfaction and dictate their subjective well-being (Bayulken & Huisingh, 

2015). According to Ismail et al. (2015), residential environments become livable if 

residents are provided with basic needs such as health facilities, a recreational 

centre and open green areas, all of which will eventually lead to improvements in life 

satisfaction. To increase the livability of a residential environment, authentic 

amenities should be provided, with the intention of supporting social and 

commercial activities of relevance to the life satisfaction of the residents of a 

particular environment (Chun-Hao & Tsai, 2013). 

Bayulken and Huisingh (2015) emphasized that there is a strong relationship 

between a neighbourhood’s physical attributes—such as open spaces, natural 

environment accessibility of public facilities and recreational facilities—and social 

dimensions—such as its socio-economic status, the pattern of social networks, cultural 

factors and perceptions of housing livability. A study by Hamsa et al. (2010) on the 

perceptions of residents of the Melati residential area, Malaysia, on air quality, noise, 

streetlighting and traffic congestion revealed that residents preferred a silent 

environment, less traffic congestion and high security control. To these people, this is 

what they considered to be a livable environment. In newly constructed public low-

cost housing in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, the residents wanted more space for 

bedrooms, toilets and a living area to improve their housing conditions. They also 

wanted improvements to the safety of the estates, security control and less noise in 

the neighbourhood (Mohit et al., 2010). Meanwhile, Cuñado and Gracia 

(2013) confirmed residents’ desire for good air quality and a healthy environment as 

attributes of a livable environment. 

Furthermore, Ukoha and Beamish (1997) stated that public housing inhabitants 

in Abuja, Nigeria, identified neighbourhood facilities such as schools, hospitals, 

markets and distance to the place of work as the most important facilities for them. 

Also, according to Ibem and Amole (2012), occupants of public core housing in 

Abeokuta, Ogun State, Nigeria, indicated a desire for access to basic services, social 

infrastructure and a greater number of bedrooms in their housing units. In Lagos, 

Nigeria, Ebiaride and Umeh (2015) revealed that residents of public low-cost housing 

estates had a preference for shopping malls, schools, recreational centres and 

hospitals near to their housing estates. Meanwhile, the majority of residents in Niger, 

Nigeria, preferred four or more bedrooms, a safe environment and security 

services (Mohit & Iyanda, 2017). 

To ensure an improvement in the life satisfaction of residents, the government 

should create an enabling environment through the provision of infrastructure and 

services that are difficult for people to provide for themselves, for example, water 

supply, electricity, a good road network and public transport (Rigon, 2018). In 

addition, the availability of and nearness to schools affect the life satisfaction of the 

residents in a given residential area (Mafini, 2017). In the study of Meyer and Dunga 

(2014), housing conditions were found to be significant for life satisfaction. Life 

satisfaction is an umbrella that encompasses social issues, design problems, 
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environmental life as well as socio-demographic and psychological 

characteristics (Türkoğlu et al., 2019). It is a global measure of subjective well-being 

and can be measured using the Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener et al., 

1985). Diener and Ryan (2015) concluded that a high level of life satisfaction greatly 

improves people’s lives in four major areas: social relations, work and income, health 

and longevity and societal benefits. Life satisfaction is largely identified as a central 

aspect of human welfare. Dodge et al. (2012) consider it to be linked to happiness, 

and Diener and Ryan (2015) believe that well-being consists wholly or largely in being 

satisfied with one’s life. Thus, empirical research on well-being depends heavily on life 

satisfaction studies (Haybron, 2007). The other important element affecting life 

satisfaction is privacy. 

Privacy is an important factor in residential livability and is controlled by 

building design (Kennedy et al., 2015). Privacy is defined as a regulator of access, 

which includes freedom from being bothered, and some have considered it to 

include situations characterised by quietness and peacefulness within the boundaries 

of the home (Ahmad Hariza & Zaiton, 2010). The concept of privacy, including the 

various grades of privacy, is culturally specific; therefore, Western conceptions of 

privacy vary from their Eastern counterparts (Zaiton, 2007). According to the Western 

view, privacy has more to do with the personal and personal space, while the 

Eastern world emphasises the privacy of the family or collective over and above the 

personal or individual (Ahmad Hariza et al., 2009). 

The issue of privacy in a traditional Muslim house depends on the country 

context; for instance, in Middle Eastern countries such as the Arab-Gulf countries, 

Iran, Turkey and Saudi Arabia, weight is placed on privacy through the separation of 

male and female spaces. This requirement affects the layout and design of 

homes (Othman et al., 2015). Conversely, Malaysia places emphasis on modesty and 

hospitality (Razali & Talib, 2013). 

Most studies on livability have focused on residents’ perceptions of residential 

livability dimensions without directly or indirectly relating them to the residents’ life 

satisfaction (Baig et al., 2019; Lukuman et al., 2017; Mohit & Iyanda, 2015). Also, few 

studies have discussed the effects of privacy on the relationship between residential 

livability and life satisfaction (Zaiton, 2007). Thus, this study focuses on the effects of 

privacy on the relationship between residential livability and life satisfaction among 

residents of public low-cost housing in Jigawa State, Nigeria. 

 

Methodology 

 

 Research Design and Approach of the Study 

 

This research was based on a survey design that utilised a questionnaire for the 

data collection. The survey method was used because it is commonly deployed to 

obtain primary data related to the beliefs, behaviours, attitudes or background of a 

large number of people by means of the questionnaire (Neuman, 2006). The study 
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focused on how residents perceived residential livability in the context of their life 

satisfaction, making this design relevant to the study. Thus, information was obtained 

from the respondents without altering their situation. 

Population size of the study 

 

The population of this study comprised eligible low-cost housing occupants 

of Jigawa State, amounting to a total of 3,156 households (JSHA, 2014). According 

to the Jigawa State Housing Authority, JSHA (2014), there were seven low-cost 

housing locations in the state: the Olayinka housing estate (128 units), the 

Takur housing estate (540 units), the Yadi housing estate (520 units), the Red-brick 

housing estate (88 units), 744 housing estate (744 units), the Fatara housing estate 

(636 units) and the Dan Masara housing estate (500 units).  

Sample size 

 

The sample size was calculated using the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) formula 

based on the population size (3,156). The following formula was used to arrive at the 

sample size (S) for this research: 

𝑆 =
𝑋²𝑁𝑃(1 − 𝑃)

𝑑²(𝑁 − −1) + 𝑋²𝑃(1 − 𝑃)
 

Where 

S = Required sample size 

N = The total population of the study 

P = The proportion of the population, which, based on the table construct, was 

assumed to be at 0.05 because this value magnitude yielded the maximum possible 

sample size required. 

d = The degree of accuracy expressed as a proportion of 0.05  

𝑋² = The table value of the chi-square for 1 degree of freedom at the desired 

confidence level. 

𝑆 =
3.84 ∗ 3156 ∗ 0.05(1 − 0.05)

0.05²(3156 − −1) + 3.84 ∗ 0.05(1 − 0.05)
 

                   S = 341 

However, as Singh and Masuku (2013) suggested, it is a good idea to add 10% of the 

sample size of the respondents to avoid drop-out. As such, 375 respondents were 

selected for the study. Four hundred (400) questionnaires were distributed between 

the months of June and July 2019, of which a total of 372 questionnaires were duly 

completed. 

Sampling Procedure 

 

According to Hakin (1984), multi-stage sampling is most appropriate when the 

sample selection involves two or three stages. Gravetter and Forzano (2016) also 

stated that, in large sample surveys, the multi-stage cluster sampling technique is 
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most suitable for collecting samples from the cluster. In this study, a combination 

of these sampling types was employed as a sampling procedure in three stages. 

Stage 1: Selection of housing estate. There were seven existing low-cost housing 

estates in Jigawa State, all of which were purposely selected—from which the 

sample was drawn. They were selected in order to have a larger sample size, which is 

ideal for more reliable results (Cohen, 1988). 

Stage 2: Selection of number of participants in each housing estate. This was aimed 

at finding the sample size of each low-cost housing estate. In this stage, the number 

of participants was found through the formula developed by Cohen 1(988): 

                      𝑛𝑖 =
𝑁𝑖

 𝑁
𝑛 

Where 

N = Total sample size selected from the table, 

N = Total population of the households in all housing units, 

Ni = Sample size in each housing estate,  

Ni = Total population of the households in the selected housing estates.  

For example, the Olayinka housing estate comprised 128 housing units, N = 3,156 

(total number of all selected housing units in all selected housing estates): ni = sample 

size, Ni = 128, and n = 341, as described. 

Sample size =
128

 3,156
× 341 = 14 

Therefore, 14 participants were required from the Olayinka housing estate, and after 

incorporating the additional 10% suggested by Singh and Masuku (2013), the final 

sample size amounted to 15 participants. 

Stage 3: Selection of each participant from the housing units. This involved the 

selection of the 375 participants across all the selected low-cost housing estates, 

depending on the sample size of each low-cost housing estate. This was 

achieved through a systematic sampling technique, which was undertaken through 

several steps. First, the sampling interval was determined from each low-cost housing 

estate by dividing the total number of housing units (population) by the sample size 

of the different low-cost housing estates. For instance, the Olayinka housing estate = 

128/15 = 9 (interval). Second, for the first housing unit, this was obtained from a table 

of random numbers, where one of the authors closed their eyes, used a pen and 

pointed to a number falling within the population of that particular low-cost housing 

estate, which depended on the choice of the author in terms of the digits appearing 

in the rows and columns. Third, the subsequent housing units were selected by 

adding the sampling interval (e.g. 9). The same procedure was followed across all 

the low-cost housing estates. The total population of all housing units (3,156), the total 

sample size (341) and the total number of households in each housing estate were 

used to arrive at the following number of respondents in each housing 

estate: Olayinka (15), Takur (64), Yadi (62), Red-bricks (11), 744 housing 

(88), Fatara (76) and Dan Masara (59), amounting to a total of 375 respondents. 

Following the addition of 10% more participants, 400 questionnaires were distributed, 

and 372 questionnaires were retrieved from the distributed questionnaires. The data 

were analysed descriptively using the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) 

version 20 software. 
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Measurement of Residents’ Level of Life Satisfaction and the Moderating Effect of 

Privacy in the Relationship between Residential Livability and Life Satisfaction 

The questionnaire was administered by the researcher and seven 

enumerators. The data were analysed with the IBM SPSS version 20 software for 

descriptive analyses and the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS version 22) 

software for the structural equation modelling (SEM). Descriptive analyses were 

conducted to determine the current status of life satisfaction among the low-cost 

housing estate residents. This was achieved through the application of a standard 

scale (Satisfaction With Life Scale) (Diener et al., 1985). To examine the moderating 

effect of privacy in the relationship between the residential livability dimensions (IV) 

and life satisfaction (DV), SEM was conducted after data checking and preparation, 

such as confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and the measurement model. The 

structural model represents the interrelationship between the exogenous (IV) and 

endogenous (DV) variables and was done by assessing the model validity and 

hypothetical paths (Hair et al., 2010). At this stage, the study examined the 

interactive effects between life satisfaction (LS) as the DV and dwelling unit features 

(DUF), social environment (SE), physical environment (PE), security and crime (SC) 

and functional environment (FE) as the IV. However, the model had to fit the analysis, 

which was confirmed through the test of overall model fitness (see tables 1 and 2 for 

the fit indices and recommended values). 

 

Table 1  

 

Fit Indices and Recommended Values for CFA 

Fit indices  Recommended values  

CMIN/D (relative chi-square) ≤ 5.0 

CFI ≥ .90 

IFI ≥ .90 

NFI ≥ .90 

TLI ≥ .90 

Factor loading Between 0.5 and 1.0 

 

 The test for the overall model fitness, as depicted in Table 2 and Figure 1, 

showed that all the factor loadings were above 0.50 and that the absolute fit indices 

(relative chi-square (3.800) and RMSEA (0.061)) as well as the incremental fit indices 

(GFI (.905), CFI (.909), IFI (.909) met the recommended values. Because of the 

model fit, no further improvements to the model were conducted (Rencher & 

Christensen, 2012). Thus, the model was assumed to be valid. 
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Table 2  

 

Dimensions and Attributes of Residential Livability Meeting the Recommended Values 

after CFA 
 

s/n Dimensions of residential 

livability  

Attributes of each dimension of 

residential livability 

1 Dwelling units  DU3: Number of bedrooms 

  DU6: Number of toilets 

  DU1: Size of the housing unit 

  DU5: Ventilation spaces 

  DU7: Number of bathrooms 

2 Social environment  SE5: Trust your neighbour 

  SE3: Neighbours’ friendliness 

  SE4: Neighbourhood helpful 

3 Physical environment  PE3: Masjid (mosque)/church 

  PE14: Market 

  PE11: Motor park/bus stop 

  PE6: Workplace 

  PE7: Police station 

4 Safety and crime SC4: Safety from accident 

  SC5: Property safety 

  SC3: Safety from crime 

  SC1: Police protection 

  SC2: Vigilante protection at night 

5 Functional environment FE16: Access to electricity/power supply 

  FE15: Access to water supply 

  FE9: Distance to mosque/church 

  FE3: Distance to school 

  FE4: Distance to hospital 

  FE2: Distance to workplace 

  FE12: Availability of public transport 

  FE1: Distance to town centre 

  FE6: Distance to market 
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Figure 1  
 

Revised Structural Model 

 

 

  

As stated above, a structural model was used to examine the moderating 

effect of housing privacy on the relationship between residential livability dimensions 

(dwelling unit and social environment) and life satisfaction. The dwelling unit features 

and social environment factors were more closely related to housing privacy in terms 

of attributes (bedroom, toilets, social interaction…) than physical environment or 

functional factors (play area, parking space…), which is why these two dimensions 

were selected. The following hypotheses were proposed: 

H₁: Housing privacy moderates the relationship between dwelling units and 

the life satisfaction of the respondents. 

H₂: Housing privacy moderates the relationship between the social 

environment and life satisfaction of the respondents. 

Testing the moderating effect in AMOS involved two steps: 

1.  Testing the moderating effect on the overall model and testing the presence of 

moderation; 

2. Testing the moderating effect on the hypothesised path (Hair et al., 2010). 
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Testing the moderating effect of housing privacy against the overall model 

involved comparing the unconstrained (variant-Group) model against the 

measurement residual (invariant-Group) model. Moderation was established if the 

unconstrained (variant-Group) model was better than the measurement residual 

(invariant-Group) model. The unconstrained model assumed that the models for low 

and high privacy were different, while the measurement model assumed that the 

models for low and high privacy were identical. In order to test the model 

comparison, the unconstrained model should be better than the measurement 

residual model. To achieve this, the chi-square value (χ2) for 

the unconstrained model should be lower than that of the measurement residual 

model at p < α. Table 3 presents the output of the moderating effect of housing 

privacy on the overall model (i.e. to test the presence of the moderation effect). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3  

 

Testing the Presence of Moderation Effects of Housing Privacy on the Overall Model 

Models  CMIN (χ2) P 

Unconstrained model 1291.473 .000 

Measurement residual model 1512.788 .000 

 

The results showed that both models were significant at α < 0.05. In addition, 

the value of the unconstrained model (1291.473) was less than that of the 

measurement residual model (1512.788). Since the models were both significant, the 

next step was to test the significance of the χ2 difference. The output of the 

χ2 difference revealed that the difference between the unconstrained and 

constrained models was significant [(Δ χ2 = 1512.788 -1291.473); df = 77(625 -548), p = 

.000, thereby revealing the presence of a moderation effect of housing privacy. After 

confirming the presence of moderation, the next step was to test the moderation 

effect on the individual hypothesised path, as specified in H₁ and H₂. 

To test the moderation effect on the hypothesized path, two decision criteria 

were proposed to examine whether a path was moderated by a moderator: 

1. To verify whether beta (β) for group 1 was significant and β for group 2 was non-

significant or that both groups were significant, with one being positive and the 

other being negative (Hair et al., 2010). 

2. The check for the significance of the critical ratio (CR) for difference. A significant 

CR (CR > 1.96) implies a moderated path, while a non-significant CR (CR < 1.96) 

implies that the path is not moderated. 
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 Results and Discussions 

 

 Life Satisfaction of the Residents 

Table 4 presents the summary of the analysis describing the respondents’ level 

of life satisfaction in relation to residential livability. The results revealed that, out of 

the 372 respondents, 273 (73.4%) exhibited a low level of life satisfaction as residents 

of low-cost housing estates in Jigawa State. About 79 (21.2%) showed a moderate 

level of life satisfaction, while only 20 (5.4%) experienced a high level of life 

satisfaction. This result was achieved through categorization, which was derived from 

the results obtained using the standard Satisfaction with Life Scale, as described 

earlier (see Table 4).  

To categorise the variable, the maximum and minimum Likert scale scores 

were determined (maximum (7), minimum (1)). Subsequently, the differences 

between the minimum and maximum scores were used to determine the range 

(Likert scale score = 7-1= 6), which was then used to calculate the class interval 

(calculated by taking the range and dividing it by the number of categories (low, 

moderate and high)). 

Class interval = 6
3 ⁄ = 2. Finally, the value of the class interval was used to 

categorise the variables into low, moderate and high. Table 4 presents the summary 

and interpretation of the levels of life satisfaction and housing privacy.  

Table 4  

 

Level of Life Satisfaction of Residents 

Level  Frequency Percent Mean SD Min. Max. 

Low life satisfaction  

(1 – 2.99) 

273 73.4 3.54 0.84 1 7 

Moderate life 

satisfaction (3.00- 4.99) 

79 21.2      

High life satisfaction 

(5.00 – 7.00) 

20 5.4     

Low (1-2.99), moderate (3.00- 4.99) and high (5.00-7.00) 

Table 4 presents a summary of the analysis describing the respondents’ level of 

life satisfaction in terms of residential livability. The results were achieved through 

categorisation, which was derived from results obtained using the standard 

Satisfaction with Life Scale, as described earlier (see Table 4).  

Based on the results, a majority of the residents expressed a low level of life 

satisfaction because of factors such as a lack of facilities and amenities in 

the respective housing estates. This was similar to findings by Muhammad et al. 

(2015), who revealed that a low level of life satisfaction among residents was 

related to low housing estate standards and that, in most cases, the housing design 

did not address the socio-cultural lifestyle of the low-income groups in Abuja, Nigeria. 

A majority of low-income groups live under poor housing conditions characterised by 
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a lack of basic amenities and facilities and overcrowding, exacerbating their quality 

of life (Ugonabo & Emoh, 2013). This is similar to the findings 

of Deaton (2008) and Botha (2013), who pointed out that in developing countries, 

such as Nigeria, people’s overall level of life satisfaction ranges between means of 

3.1 and 4.5, a figure which is quite low compared to South Africa—with mean above 

5.43—or developed countries such as Australia—with life satisfaction scores ranging 

from 7.5-8.5. The result is also consistent with the finding of Umar (2018), who revealed 

that the life satisfaction of residents of the Fatara housing estate in Jigawa State was 

low due to insufficient facilities and amenities. Moreover, inadequate infrastructure 

and the substandard quality of the dwelling units led to low life satisfaction in terms of 

the health and general welfare of the residents (Abah et al., 2015). Low life 

satisfaction among the low-cost housing residents of Jigawa State is similar to that of 

the residents in the housing estates in Minna, Niger State, Nigeria, which were in need 

of neighbourhood facilities to improve life satisfaction or make their life 

easier (Ayoola et al., 2017). Generally, residents’ life satisfaction can be 

improved through a mix of better infrastructure, proper policies, human capital 

development and environmental concerns (Kondapi et al., 2019). 

 

 Moderation Effect of Housing Privacy on the Relationship between Residential 

Livability and Life Satisfaction 

The moderation analysis for this study, as presented in Table 5, was 

based on the criteria of Hair et al. (2010). The moderating variable (housing 

privacy) was categorised into two groups [low housing privacy (LHP) and high 

housing privacy (HHP)]. The mean value was used for the categorisation, where 

mean values between (M = 1–2.50) were categorised as low and mean values 

between (M = 2.51–4) were categorised as high housing privacy. 

The result revealed that housing privacy moderated the relationship between 

the dwelling unit and life satisfaction [LHP (β = .726, p = .350); HHP (β = -.310, p = 

.149)]. Thus, H₁ was supported. However, there was no moderating effect of housing 

privacy on the relationship between social environments and life satisfaction [LHP (β 

= -.034, p = .957); HHP (β = -.144, p = .307)]. Thus, H₂ was not supported. 

In summary, the above structural output results indicated that privacy in 

housing moderated the relationship between the dwelling unit and life satisfaction of 

the residents of low-cost housing in Jigawa State. Thus, hypothesis H₁ was supported. 

Privacy is culturally specific, and culture has great influence on the built environment, 

for instance, in relation to changes in the physical structure of the residential area. 

This was supported by Ghasemi et al. (2019), who noted that the arrival of Islam in 

Iran brought some changes in cultural, social and ideological constructions, which 

affected the physical or spatial structure of Iranian cities through Islamic ideologies. 

Likewise, Emirati people in Dubai wanted the design of their housing units 

to reflect their culture in terms of the organisation of the interior and the use of 

construction materials (Bande et al., 2019). The finding is similar to that of Kennedy et 

al. (2015), who revealed that about 91% of the residents of multi-story apartment 

dwellings in Brisbane, Australia, valued privacy. About 60% of the residents 

considered privacy as ‘important’ or ‘very important’, while about 31% considered 

privacy as ‘extremely important’. However, the residents were generally fairly satisfied 
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with privacy from neighbours, with a mean of 3.67, which was found to affect their 

life satisfaction. Based on these results, privacy can be regarded as a variable that 

moderates the relationship between dwelling units and life satisfaction. However, the 

social environment was not found to be moderated by housing privacy, and as 

explained above, H2 was rejected. 

 

Table 5  

 

Moderation Effect on the Relationship between Dimensions of Residential Livability 

and Life Satisfaction 

 

Hypothesis path Standardized regression weight 

beta (β) 

p 

Dwelling unit 

Low housing privacy (LHP) .726 .350 

High housing privacy (HHP) -.310 .149 

Social environment 

Low housing privacy (LHP) -.034 .957 

High housing privacy (HHP) -.144 .307 

 

 Conclusion 

A majority of the residents of low-cost housing estates in Jigawa State (about 

73.4%) exhibited a low level of life satisfaction. This low life satisfaction resulted from 

several issues, including poor housing design and insufficient services and facilities in 

most low-cost housing estates. The findings from the SEM revealed that privacy in the 

relationship between the dwelling unit and life satisfaction was a good moderator. 

However, privacy was not a moderator in the relation between social environment 

and life satisfaction. The dimension of dwelling unit features was found to be the most 

important compared to other residential livability dimensions (e.g. social 

environment, physical environment, safety and crime and functional) in terms of its 

role in predicting the residents’ life satisfaction. The findings support the assumption 

of Western theories of privacy, which view privacy as non-universal in nature but, 

rather, as influenced by the values of the individual or society. Therefore, privacy 

might be influenced by individual norms and values or by those of a society 

or collective, as indicated by the low-cost housing residents in Jigawa State. Nigeria’s 

national housing policy emphasises that every Nigerians are entitled to decent and 

livable housing. Therefore, this study will serve as a guide to policymakers in terms of 

increasing the flexibility of housing policies and focusing more on socio-

cultural aspects for beneficiaries. The research concludes that the life satisfaction of 

low-cost housing estate residents in Jigawa State, Nigeria, can be improved if 

housing units are livable and privacy is addressed. 

Finally, the study recommends several solutions to overcoming the problems of low-

cost housing in Nigeria: the government should create a means of getting financial 

support from mortgage banks/World Bank to embark on the production of large low-

cost housing; the government should involve beneficiaries and other stakeholders in 

the housing design and construction of low-cost housing estates; and the 
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government should ensure the provision of basic facilities and infrastructure before 

the allocation of houses to beneficiaries. Although the study is limited to low-cost 

housing and was restricted to Jigawa State, the authors suggest further research on 

similar issues, with an emphasis on comparisons of the key concepts of livability, life 

satisfaction and privacy among different income groups belonging to different 

geographical areas. 
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