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There is a corrc Lnued expans Lon of uncontrolled settlements
in all ur ban c(:ntn~.s in ;;~(:mya. Est:imat:es of nevr housing
deve Lopment; in ~1a:l.r.·)hj. ..» :.97 5 :i.Ld~'.:;ate U"lat <j.round 75%
of this vras y:riva·;:e .. unau+nor Lzed dcve l.opmerrt;
In ot.hez t.ovms , in l(enYd 1 J~otl....Iv.rge and small, a similar
expansion of unwlthorized hoUSin0 construction seems to
take pJ.e.-:::e.

T!:is deve:V)pme~lJ.::.1.3 c Le az t-~v.~Q(~~.ceth2t. tr.ere exists a
discrepancy be~we8~ t~e official su~ply of housing and th~
e f f eo tLV2 demand c:;: the 3?~;:.u::ta·::ion. '1"1i5 discrepancy is
It·).;:':: pronoun ccd for the Loo+Lnocme g::'Cl;'P, \,7~10 form the
large n:.!j oT.:~:-.y oi. '::'he in~lah:i t).!1ts of the uncorrt ro l Led urban
settlenentso

A houc i.nq st.J:"8.t:.egy .:lr'rrop::,,·}.o.te;.':::-:::'t.he Lov'+Lnoorne qrouris
has to be b&~_.l on c8r~ain ge~eralizati0~ concerning income
distr:Lhc;.-U_cn, h:n.1.sehc'_d s:L~e an-l - COIPPosi'cion of the
t '~("f. tn. ··,1 ~.~.' ~- -1-i_·~ . szs: -","rl'~1 .~.,.-.r.: the' roO ta_:Je .•.JCpu.~.o •....L<1.1, ~.k; .:l. .•....•..O"_Q".,.·_e pa.~\.. 0.1. . _~ 1n,_ me 0
be s~ent on housing, p~D~le's preferences for tuying or
r errt Lnq a house and their \-1:'11in?ne3S "to a3rdst in the
con sz ruct.Lon , All ·::!1t?S8 fac'loys con-c.riD1!·ce t.O the effec-
ti ve demand of Lousing fort:he t2.Y·gCi.:C];~onp.

The ur+an housing p1.·c:;rCITt!'18 f or ,':hc Lovr- income groups,
as ouz Lined bv U:.e Coven,·.3!:·C 1::1i:ha D'"'7elonmcnt Plan and
the Planning Guidelin0s, 2;. is ;)asC?d Oil certai.n f ac t s and
assumptions corice.rn Lnq '::h~ over-all hou sLnq need (i. e. the
total r-equ.l r cmenc for she Lt.e r ) and the specific demand
\.ri thin t.hc lO\_T"i~--",cC''1legre'..!]':). Tl!.e most, iIr1.Dortant of these
are:

P.D estimate of
~"'C1"1.! .•.•ea." ")a"'~,:J~ ..•_ ~'.\'''J.....,_ "0'";1 C l:::l.:, •••.••

cent~ces; .

the total quantity of housing units
cn pc?ulation p~0jections for urhan

--_. --_.'-_ ..._----------------
1 ?'1airobi City CGUD.c:il g RcsE'2.rch DevI s Lon , Tm;7n Planning

Section, 3.976p P02.ul..9-t..~.sm.~ Eo~si.ncL.snd Emnlovment in
Nc.~::-~~)!:.v1975"

2 DoveLopmerrc Plan; 1974-l97Q~ !:.epul::>lic of Yenya,
Gove:::-nment Prii1.-::er, lJairohi. 0

rl:i.niL-::1."Y 0::: Hous i.nq , J.974" ?J..~rmJng Guidelines for th.e
Gover:1~·.1e:-:;·:·~'.~.:.:~;.~:~:i.I:'9.}"rcg}:' ,;~:-~:::'l197 II·- -' 978 .

3 dinisJcry of Eousi~~.:jr ~~CO'·lo!r:.ic?lanning Section, 1974,
Ur:baD Flol.,sin'" Nceds Ln ~:0T'Va.__ _._.__ _-__ 0_0..-.....,. ._ _ _. ._._<b...-._
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A minimum standard of tHO rooms and a kitchen per
household, constructed in pe~,anent materials;

~ maximum occupancy rate of 5 persons per housing
unit (i.e.r 2.5 persons ~er room). This is cased
on an average household size in urhan areas of 4.5
to6 persons, and assum.Lnq a stable ::'mnilyunit of
husband, Fife and children;

An est Lmat;e of tl-.eincome distrir-ution in ur+an 3
centres, hased on official '\:1ac;e-ernnlo:',.nnentfigures;

An affordable expenditure on housing of 20% of the
household income (in the pre*ious ~lan-reriod this
figure Has 25%) ~

Within the restrictions of financial and manpower
resources, the projected housing need has heen trans-
lated into a housing strategy based on the central
principle of promotion of house ovme.rsh i.p ,

For the income CJroup betueen YShs.300/- and
IZShs.1200/- per morit.h t.he minimum form of,
accommoda tion is the "Site and Service 12 hous ing •
A total of 40,000 Site and Service plots uere
projected for4the present plan reriod, at an average
cost of K£530 ;

For the part of t:'1eponulation ~"!itha monthly
income beloH KShs.3'.)O/~ (estimated at 47%) the
proposed options are to ~rovide rOOMS for nub-
lettin0 in Site and Service schemes, or to
provide them pi tg land "There they can construct
their ovm house.

In order to gain a better understanding of the factors
responsibl~'£or the discrepancy ~et~een sU~Dly and
demand, I intend to investigate some socio-economic
variables that influence the nature of the housing
demand for the Lov+Lncome 0rouP.

In recent years, a num0er of extensive studies have been
carried out in the major urban centres in ~enya,
including the recent study of Lo",-'CostPousj.ng and
Squatter Upgrading for the !"inistry of Housing and Social
sexvf ces ann the t!1orldBank. FO~Tever Lmpo.r t.ant; these
studies are in providing much needed basic information on
the most problematic housing areas, their scope is such
that it is difficult to find the detailed information
required for a careful analysis. My own research of the

•

4 G.I1. Hatheka, 1976, LOF Cost Eousinq in the I(enya Context.
Paper delivered at the Third African Conference on Pousing.

5. iIinistry of Eousing, Planning Guidelines, i~)id.
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last fe\,1 years has concentrated on. Lovr-xent; districts
in smaller t.ovms in Kenya, namely, !1ac~.al-:os,~~urang'a,
Kericho and Kakamega; in each to~m detailed surveys
we.re car r i.ec' out in the traditional informal housing
areas (majengo) and in one other Low-coat; housing area
(either a formal, Drivately developed sc+erce , or
tenant purchase sc~e~e or a rental sCheme). The'
surveys generally covered 15-30% of the total popula-
tion of these tOt-InS. The range of income of tenant
heads of household varied from less than 7Shs.lOO/- to
about KSr.s.1500/- pe r month, the majority (80-90%)
having a monthly income be l.ovr KShs. 500/- 0

The question arises vrhe t.her the population of these 1m-T-
rent areas is representative of the total Lovre st; income
group (earning less than KShs. 500/" per month) of these
tmffiS?
There is little doubt that my surveys ac1e~uately cover
the 10'V'!erincome groups of the target population who are
practically all living in the majengo areas in these
tOT:ms. In each tm-m one housing scheme ,d th a slightly
higher level of rents vras included as tre l l , Hevertheless
there might be some underrepresentation of the higher
income earners of the target population, some of ~Tr.om
may be living in more ex!?ensive areas, not c.overed hy
my surveys. Em-rever, l·,ithin the limited scope of this
paper, whLch doe s not aLl.ow an extensive analysis of
this prohlem, we can assume that the data from these
surveys, are fairly representative for that part of the
population of these t.ovms , earning less than 1<5hs.500/-
per month.

The data I "']ill show in this paper have heen dz avm
mostly from these studies and refer specifically to
tenant heads of household, of whoman 18% random
sample ,{-lereLrrcerv Lewed in each area (a total of about
500 intervi~ws). O~mer heads of household form a
minority, even in areas with high o\~er-occupancy.
vloreover, they have very different socio-economic
characteristics, whLch "JOuld distort the total picture
"Thencombined vrL th tenant households.
I shall put emphasis in my analysis on heads of house-
hold rather than on the total adult population: the
household is the basic unit of relevance in housing.' A
household is defined as a group of peop l,e l!lith common
living quarters, sharing the principle meals of the day.

I"Thereappropriate, comparisons '\rlill be made Hith data
available for larger t.owns and cities. Pm'1ever, due to
unavoidable differences in ap~roach, such comparisons
have to r-e interpreted \',ith caution. •
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...,/ 2. SOCIO-ECONGrnc CVl\PA.CTF.RISTICS or Tf:Tr T?\I'.GET papULATION
IN PELATIOJ'.1 TO THEIr: EFF'ECTIVF. FOUSINC DE"mnD.

Hhich type and c::ualityof urhan housing peol?le ~Jant
and what, percentage of their incorn.ethey are ~'lilling
to spend to realize these " .e ~, depends to a large
excent on their socio-economic status. Several
important variahles can be distinguished.

The family situation: Doe.s the hea~ of household
live in toun together pit.h part or all of his
family; does he (she) share the house ,,1ith other
relatives or friends. Even considerations on
future plans can he important, e.g. does he (she)
plan to continue living in to~m and, if living
alone, plan to bring the rest of the family to
town at a later stage.
The income and vrh Lch part of it ?eople are
prepared to spend on housing: The :>riority cf
the quality of their housing as compared to
other ~ays of spending the income o~viously is a
major determinant of their choice: It is
important to realize that this priority may he
very different for rented accommodation and for a
house in ovznershi.p , a fact which is con sLs t.errt.Ly
neglected.
The type of employment: The location of the housing
acreR' in relation to vro rk and, for self-employed
people, the possibility to carry out the \'Jorkat
or nearby the place of living are important.
Factors such as the stahility of the employment may
be relevant to people!'s attitude t.ot-a rds obtaining
a house of their ovrn ,

Let us now have a closer look at the information
available on,the inhabitants of low-rent areas in
order to asskss these variables.

J 2.1 Household size and composition
The majority of heads of household in low-rent areas
are young (between _~0-35 years of age) and ,:,>redominantly
male (70%). The average size of a ·tenant household in
the low-rent areas in smaller to\rms in Kenya is
3 persons, and p~obably lies slightly higher fo~ similar
ares in Nairohi.o Since most households occuFY only
one room, this figure is also indicative of the room
occupancy rate for these areas.

6 -D. Etherton, 1971, r1atha!:'~Valley, a ease studY of
Uncontrolled Settlements in :\1airohi. VPDU

-N.O. Jorgensen, 1975, I-IousinaFinance for' Lou Inco~
Groups. Rotterdam. Chapter 3.

-N.H. Temple, 1974, ~~lousingPreferences and Policy in
Kibera, Nairobi. Discussion PaDer 196, IDS,
University of l':aironi.
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T'1e average. h.ousehold size for t~~i~ Lncome grou:n is 7
lower than the fiqure for urban households in aeneral.
1'.s a comparison, in che a» rental acherne s ,,!r.ere,Jthe
majority of the J,;'opulation has an income b0tv-reen
KShs.500/- and 1<81'.:;;.1200/- per month, tae average house-
hold size is generally a~ove 4 ~ersons.)

The main reason for this difference is to he found in
the large proportion of one+pez son houaeho l.ds among
the target porulationp '~ich often is around 50%.
Only about 25% of all heads of household live ~'7itl!
their comrLet.e family in to"m. In contrast, in the
income group above 7Shs.500/- per month the proportion
of complete families is much hic:rher. For instance, in
a rental scheme in Kakarneq a almost 40% of the households
consisted of com!}lete .fanilies.

Does this finding imply that a consiil.erahle part of the
population in these lou-rent areas consists of people
who have recently arrived in t1-le tOvm? '!'Ilis is
certainly not the case for the smaller tov.7nScovered
by my surveys. Fore t.han 80% of the heads of house-
hould had lived in tOP~1for more t.han tuo years and
nearly 50% had lived there for 10 years or more.
A. similar pattern ern.erg"':dfrom studies of Yibera,
Pumuan~, r1athare Valley and similar areas in larger
t.owns, Nor is it likely that this picture "Jill change
in tt~ near future. The large majority of single
heads of household vrho had tl:.eir family U.ving in the
rural areas did not Lnt.end to hring t.hem to to~m.
Apparently, the cost of living in tOHn is considered to
be too high to fancy the Lde a of Li.v Lnc there pith all
the familv.

Thus, in this income group the demand for single rooms
is considerable and "'rill proba':-ll' remain so. Tl:1is
should be an important consideration in H.esigning a
housing prograro.me for the target grouD: it vrouLd be
highly unrealistic to stick too rigidly to an average
household size of 4.5 persons.

7 For TO'lrlnSof 5000 Lnh , and over an average of 4.5 P!'
per household is estimated; !1inistry of FousLnq 197",
ibid.
Recent estimates for Nairobi given an average house-
hoild size of 4.2 pp. CBS, Economic Survey.

8 Jorgensen, 1975; Temple, 197t1, ibid; Tjn:r:mr'lis~~edHRDU
material on Rental Schemes, 1974.

9 See references under 6 and,
t,la,"eru and ]"ss. 1976.Lop Cost FousLno and Sr;uatter
Upgradin<) Study; Progress Report 1:10 D 5.
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2.2. Income
Considerable differences in income are prevalent
nowadays in I<enya1 and, for the purpose of
designing a housing policy it is obviously
required to make a rather crude subdivision into
major income grouns. This should not ohscure
the fact that, even vTithin the Lovr+Lncome group
and, for that matter r \"it.h Ln the rottom :r:>artof
that group t~ich is the target ropulation of this
seminar, important differentiations can be made.
These differences have their consequences for
people's v!ishes and attitudes t.owa rd s the size and
quality of their dwe Ll i.nq •

..j 2.2.1. Income distrPmtion of heads of household in
1m']-rent areas.

Reliable data on income are notoriously difficult
to obtain and, for this reason, I prefer to
illustrate the income distrihution in Low+r ent;
areas vii th the data co Llecced in my own surveys
in smaller t.owns in Kenya. Fig. I shows the
overall income distribution of tenant heads of
household in the survey areas. Nearly all heads
of household had some form of regular income -
only 3% \'lere unemployed. The income includes 0.11
more or less regular incomes from em.ployment,
addi tiona1 occupations, housing and leave a l l.ow-
ances and pensions. Income of other household
members and income from the shamba are not
included (see be Lovr) •
Abo\)t 50% of all heads of household have a monthly
income he Low KShs. 250/- and mor e than 80% of them
fall ~.,ithin the target group of this seminar.

It is of_interest to note the relationship with
the sex' of the head of household. v,Thereas70% of
all heads of household were male, +here is a
strong overrepresentation of female heads of
household in the Lowe at; income groups: 85% of all
female heads of household have an income he 10'"
KShs.200/- per month 2S opposed to only 25% of the
male heads of household. Indeed, the female heads
of houeeho l.d form the majority of the group below
KShs.200/~ (see Fig. I).
In agreement with findings of Jorgensen,10 JJ found
no correlation between income and household size,
but there is an obvious corr~lation'with the type
of emp Loyment; (aee be Lov-) ,

•

.

10 ~Jorgensen, 1975, ibid
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fig. 1. Income distribution of male and
female, heads of· household

/' (

I
h
I

100-200-300-400-500-150-1000-1500
Income

The income distribution shown here is in reasonable
agreement with information collected in larger urban
centres. An HRDU survey oarried out in 1970-71 in
four low-income locations in Nairobi found 84% of all
heads of household with an income below KShs.500/-
per month. The recent study of the World Bank group
showed that 30% of the male heads of household in
low-rent districts in Nairobi had a monthly income of
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less than KShs. :-':00/-;11 this figure was around 20%
for I10mbasa and Kisumu (and 2~~ in my surveys).
In a study of Ribera of 1972, 63% of the
respondents earned less than KShs.500/- per month
and 21% was be l.ow KShs. 200/-, but these data refer
to the total household income, inclusive of incomes
of other household members.

Since most of the other studies referred to Here
carried out some years before my o~m surveys, it
is J!lo~siblethat comp arab'l,e data for !'!airobivzoul.d
be somewhat, higher than indt3ated in Fig. 1.
However, it has been argued that incomes for the
Low-d.ncome groups have not or hardly increased in
recent years. Thus, it seems reasonahle to regard
the income distribution sho'trmin Fig. 1 as fairly
representative for the heads of household in low-
rent areas in all urhan centres in Kenya. This
is also suggested by comparing average incomes in
the Lowes+ 20% of the population, if ranked
according to income. Assuming that the low-rent
areas covered by my surveys represent this lowest
20%, the average income found was KShs.326/- per
month, llbile estimates made for 1975 for Nairobi
were KShs.333/- (NCC) and KShs.347/- (Cooper &
Lybrands) •

2.2.2. Structure of household income

The income data shot-m above include the earnings
from both first and second occupations of the head
of household. The frequency of second occupations
varied from 0 to 12% in the various areas covered,
depending on the opportunities offered in the
t.ovm of residence.

The income figures do not include income from other
household members. Em-lever, contrary to the
general opinion, the large rr.ajority (86%) of heads
of household in the survey areas we re the only
earners in the household. This is, of course,
partly related to the high percentage of single

11

12

Haweru and Associates,1976, ibid, Draft Final Report.

Temple, 1974, ibid

13 Nairobi City Council, 1976, ibid
Cooper and Lybrands Ass., 1976,
Nairobi's Housing Needs: !'1eetingthe Challe.nge
University of Birmingham.

•.



heads of houacho l.d, hut only 1'1% of th.: ,:/iv·2s::.iving
with the hus~0nd were havin0 an addi~jona: income.
This si.t.uecLon is lil:eJ.y t.o be dif::0~:"Emt :~n t.hc ~;:()nha Lf of +-hro """T"~"ncc"" ,().., '1- a, 7---,' ,n"i.~ L"'V)/ ".,Q_.L .L. I.,':.~ .1.\......\." _L _, ;'1','<2. g:r .....w.? \.r,c,~.r!!t-::~:..n :....:-:,{LJ •. ) .... J =- o..nc•.
KShs.1200/- per month); in my survey of ~ rant21
9cheMc. in .IZa):~mGga ·th~ wift?,eyE ::1:J.e. ~"l8'ld. c[ 110u?e,hold
was brlnglng In ~ sc?arate lDC8rn3 In alL hOllBeDolds,
where husban~ and wife liv~ toq~t~s~.

Also not included in t~c inc0~s are ~he pro[~~~
from enamba s , '\:'!\.:Lcll \..j·~~e o7~1n'2{!. by .:~~~.~)of ~1~8 he ad s
of hou seho Ld , Hh~..Lo many Inore~:r)ol.::regu:.2::I}ifts in
kind from the ~ar~n~s~ G~anG)~s, Alttougt th~se
henefits may heJ.p CO;).S:ld.--::r:"ClDJ.y .i.n e..l10Vi2'::':~:..ng f ood
expen ses , mO~;'L oE :-.b8 Shil",J"'c'.s W8r? ~.~::rcl:_(1-2 <1Gres)
ana only VG~'Y fe\~T had CC1.Sil. 0r():~.:c.;::; f rorn ·;-.';.L.l S(.JU~::'C8.

Ahout 50% of all heads of household sen~ n&~t of
their income horne to ':':heirfarr.iLy or 8;<'cenri.ed f am.iLv
in the rural areas: IT,os';:often :';.11 L::Cr>gul(1~( paymcnt s
for school or hospital fe~so qnt ~or 3~~ this does
not amount, to ITtoretlv'.nEShs. 50/- ner nlG:~tr..

2.3. Employment
2.3.1. Occupation and Incorne

It is a vreIl,established fact ·that In t.he Lovr+Lncome
group the self-err~loyed and informal activitien are
major occupat.ions. flu'..: even ~,Jithin t)~2 t.arqe t; group
there is consiJerable differnntiation in the type of
employment 0 !n ?iq. 2 t.he type of Gr~?loyrrh:;ntamong
the heads of household in my survey areas in smuller
towns in Kenya is shown in rplation to the income.
The majority of heads of houucho Ld ~r;itha monthly
income below KShs.200/- per mon~h were engaged in
informal pccupatione, either in info~mal husiness
such as charcoal or vegetable sellers (the majority
in this group are female) or as unskilled workers
in the informal sector, e.q. farm labourers, casual
1ahourer. In the income g~oup hct~~~n Y8hs.200/-
and 300/- per month the unsJ-illed v70rlrcrs in the
formal sector are doninant. Typical oscppations in
this group arc watchman, cleaner, ba~maid,
government lahourer.
In higher income gToun[" rno re ~]ri.l:!..cd\rod:~l.-s a re
found, both in the formal and info~mal ~0ctcr, suc~
as tailors, shoeroakers; drivers, anf contractors.
Only 6% of the he ads of !10"lSel101d "'Bra erlClagel~ in
professinnal occupations (s.?, Lc~che~, nU~Ger clerk),
and all of these hi1.'~ an Lricomc above i(S~?3. 300/ ~ PO}:"
month.
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Fig. 2., -
Income According to Occupation.

[22il
C=:J
~~-
~

Une.mployed/Schooling.

Unskilled & Self-Empl. workers.

Bnsir<ess

(Semi)-Skilled & Seif-Empl. workers.

Professionals.

Income.

Of the 'total population 46% was self-employed, mostly
overlapping with business and skilled or unskillea
workers in the informal sector. 51% had 1,vage-
empLoymerrc and only 3%of 'the heads of household were
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unemployed. These figures agr8e ,,]1th the f ind1ngs
of the World Bank group H~lich show th('l:tabout 50%
of the heads of hous cho Ld ii:.Lovr-xent; ez eas were
self-employed.

Thus, there is a ID<;ljO::::- differsntiation ~;11thint.he
target group in +srms of the !:it<-'l.bilityof their
employment: the rnore stable occupat.Loris are
generally associa-ted U:'t.:l Lricoraes above KShs. 200/-
per month. As we shall d~SCUG3 later, this factor
may be an important ueten:lin3nt of peo?le'!:iattitude
towards the possibility of obt~ining a house of
their own .

The attractiveness of many of tho? Low+r-erit;
districts for the inhc.~):U:antsis not only related
to the 10\1-]rent, but, also "':0 t.he opportunities
they offer for informal act LvIties ~:Tithin tho
living area. Especially in tho!:ieareas where
house design and loc?tion are f~vourable, ffianyof
those engaged in infor~al business o~ unskilled
labour carry ou-t their occupat.Lon in or c.r ound the
house. Front rooms arc nsed 21.8 duka I n or workshop s r
courtyards and ver~ndahs, especially in Swahili-type
houses, are used for vatious informal activities.
This is true not only in th~ major u~ban areas
where opportunitie:- are pJ.snty (the study of the
World Bank group showed that 35~ of the inhabit?~ts
make their living vri.t.ht.n the residential v.rea),-
but also in the smaller towns which formed the
subject of my own investigations.
These economic i3.ctivities,closely linked to the
area of living, ca~ form a major oroblem when these
people have to be settled in new hou sLnc areas whe re
a strict ~~paration of residential and occupa~ional
activities is generally r~quircd. The majority of
them could not carryon "7ith their occupation if
they were to move to a.nofficially appl:'ovec1.workshop
separated from their dwe Ll.Lnq, This is partly due
to the financial implications, but also to the scope
of the informal activities, vrh Lch is mostly small-
scale and unlicensed and dependent on a knovm
clientele living nearby. The Drohlem of licencing
these activities in old az ees and provi.ding special
spatial provisions in new low-cost housing areas
should form an important consideration in creatin~5
adequate housing facilities for the target group.

14 See also CBS, Enurnera·tedEmpLoyrnerrt; in the Informal
Sector: nairobi, 1975.

15 See papers of the Se~inar on Infa~ma1 Sector, IDS,
Nov. 19'76•.



- 12 -

2.4. Spending Priorities and Affordahility

2.4.1. Expenditure Pattern

The requirement for some sort of shelter is an
obvious and undeniable factp irrespective of
people's income. Eowever, the quality of housing
can vary within wide ranges and, es~ecially for
the Lovre r income groups i the priority given to
acquiring !::-etteraccommodation conmet.e s ~'Jith
many other expenditures in the fami ly budget I suer.
as food, clothing, schooling for children,
transport, and payments to reLat Lve s in tl"e rura~
areas.

A number of studies have investigated the varia-
tion of spending patterns \.7ith income. A good
example can re found in t:'\eaf oze mentioned HPDU
study of 1~70-71 ~y Jorgensen in low-rent
districts in ~airobi. Two hasically different
patterns of variation emerge. Items such as
food, clothin~, and :nayments to relatives
form a constant percentage of the hudgp.t, more
or less independent of the income, indicating
that people ~ith higher incomes spend
proportionally more money on hhese items. In
contrast, the percentage of the income spent on
housing and schoolinS decreases rapidly ~ith
increasinq income; they for major items in the
family budget of Lovr+Lncome groups, but much less
so for people with higher incomes. This indicates
that a relatively constant amount is snent on these
items, irrespective of the income. In itself
such an inelastic expenditure pattern does not
indicate whe t.her people attribute a Low or a high
priority ~o these items. In the case of spending
patterns for school fees, I found that, even in
the Lovre st; income group in my surveys (monthly
income less than KSps.200/-), more than 50% of
the heads of household with children in the
school age (25% of the total) send their children
to school, vrh i.Le in the higher income groups all
children in the ap~ropriate age grou9 ~ent to
school. In this case we h~ve to conclude that
education of the children has a very high nriority.
In contrast, a similar trend in rent expenditures
in the Lovr income CJroups o+v Lou sLy iTIlrli~~that
people vrho could. probably afford to spend more,
value the lot, rEnt more than a ~~tter quality of
shelter elsewhere, d prefer to ~~end their
money in other lays.
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2.4.2. S.Eend;"!.ng:on Rent.
'l'hepercentage of income spent on rent by the lov;-
income group is illustrated in Fig. 3, both for the
above-mentioned study of .low-rent district.s in
Nairobi (Kariobangi, Matha\\e, Mbotela, Bahati) and
for my own survey of smaller towns in Kenya. Although
t.here is a quantitative difference, related to the
higher level of rents in Nairobi, the same pattern is
observed in both studies.

Fig. 3. Spendings on Rent and Affordable monthly
Loan Repayment.

". ..
Estimated loan r~p~ent as % of income.
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Qbviously, for people in the lo~e8t income group
it is ~sential to find some accorr.rllodation and they
can not avoid paying a considerahle part of their
~pcome to secure shelte~. But; apparently~the

'-'priority_gblen t~th~_ quality .ofl~heir c.tvellinq i~
rather Low in th5.G income qr oup , . Similar trends
were o~se~ved i£7several other studies of low-rent
areas a.n Keriya ,

The importance of a low rent for pe opLe in the Lowes t
incomelgroups, is also illustrated hy ·the survey of
Temple in Kibera. She Lnveat.Lcat.ed which o.H:crna-
tive was more attractive to te~ants in Old Kibera:
either having a cheap r oora f ar f r om t.ovrn , or a more
expensive room close to +ovm (L, e. "--') \'lO:ri:
opportunities). There was a clear preference for the
cheap rooms among those with a monthly income o[ less
than KShs.750/-; only those with higher incom3s
valued the shorter travelling distance more than the
10\'J' rents. No rc l.at Lonohf.p Has observed vri.t.h the
type of occupation of the respondents.

2.4.3. Affordable paymen!:.~~S>.£".F:2u.e~~~

The lOT,!priority given to t.he physical guality of
rented accommodation in t.hf.s Lncome group is
also evident from studies where people-were asked
hovr much more they vrou Ld he ~Till±n0" to pay in rent.
The Y,.TorldBank crro,u,?'s s-tud-y on .large ur+an centres
in .,enya indicated, for instance I that people .aze
no prepared to pay much - higher r ent;s than they.
do" at the moment, (only 20=40% higl~_er), even in the
1 igher income gronps.

I~O\"ever, people's unvrl Ll.Lnrjne s s -co pay much more
for rented accomIt'odation doen not imply that thA.y
wouLd not, want, to spend mor e if t.hey could buy o.
house of their O\1Jn. In my survey of smaller t.ovm s
in Kenya, it a~peared that, for those income g~oups
where buying a house is a feasible aLtezriat.Lve
(see be Low) , people were 'I."n_ling to pay about three
times more in monthly paymerrts "\:0 an ovm house than
they spend no= on rent (Upper. curve I Fig. 3).
'J!.. percentage of the income up to 30% T:las considered
acceot.al Le by those earninq J~et,:~eenYSDS. 200/-· and~ - -
KShs. 300/-, \'lh:Lle t.h Lr c2creased to 15% for the
income group of KShs 0 500/--' KShs. 750/-.

16 1-'_smentioned in +he introduction, t.he higher income
group of the target population, livinq in hig~er-
rent areas, ~iqht be underrepresented in these surveys,
resulting in a-slight under-~stimation o~ the % of
income spent; on rent for thnt ·total Lncome grot!~ 0

17 Waweru and Associates,2976; ibid

18 N.~,.1. Terr.ple i 1974, ibid
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Percentage of income spent on rent in lm.]-rent ar-eas (see Fig. 3)

Ar ea r~nthly income (~S~s.)

100 101-200 201-30d 301-400 401-500 500-750
*Nairohi 47

Small towns** 35 15 7 6

7
4

23 15
10

10

Percentage of incom~ considered acceptarle in loan-

repayment for own house

Small towns** 30 25 20 15

* Avezaqe of data on four Lovr-zerit; areas in p'airohi from
1970-71 survey; taken from N.O. Jorgensen, 1975

** Average of data on low-rent areas in four small t.owns in
Kenya from 1975-77; unpublished mater LaL of Eoek-Smit.

Thus, the, ·average figure of 20% of the income to be
spent on monthly payments, whLch the Government
takes as a guideline in the present Site and Service
Programme, seems to he Lovz for those having an
income betvreen KShs. 200/- and KShs. 400/-, ~r;'hile it
is rather hig'.l for those 't'lith an income ahove
r:Shs. 500/-. Peoples'vJillingness to pay comparable
amounts for rented accommodation is, however ,
doubtful, unless there are no cheaper alternative
housing options availa~le.

2.5. Attitudes tO~Tards huying or renting

2.5.1. Buying versus Renting.

If buying a house is then consiGered an attractive
alternative by at least part of the population
'VJithin our ta.rget group i what, are the f ac t.ozs that
influence peoples' attitude in t~is resnect?
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In order to LnvestLqat.e this matter in my survey areas
(no data are ave Llab l,e for other t.own s in Kenya) ,
I distinguished four different groups:
1. heads of household who prefer to rent
2. those who prefer to rent, even though

.: they think they can afford to buy
3. heads of household who want to buy a

house
4* those who want to buy a house only if

they eQuId obtain a loan

60%

8%
8%

, 24%
So there is a rather strong majority (68%) in this income
group who :prefer to rent accom..mod.at.Lon, even when the
possibility of getting a loan is pointed out to them.
They feel they lack the aecur t·ty and the funds to cope
wi th the mon.thly repayments of a loan ~

Fig. 4. Attitude of respondents in different income
groups towards buying/renting a house.

CJ Want. t;o buy- Want to rent;. can afford to buy

~ Wa.nt to buy, i.f loan is available

m Want to rent

•

Income
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The preference for renting is overwhelming in the income
category below KShs.300/- p.m. This trend may be
emphasized by the fact that in this income group, there
is an overrepresentation of female heads of household,
who may be more reluctant than their male counterparts
~o enter into financial adventures and to accept long-
'term financial responsibilities.
The interest in obtaining a house in ownership increases
to about 50% of the income-group between KShs.300/- and
KShs.400/- p.m. and r~nains high at higher income-levels,
despi te a somewhat diffuse stat.istical pattern in Fig. 4.

Fig. 5. occupation versus attitude
buying/renting a house

wards

CJ Want to buy

~ Want to rent; can afford to buy

~ _Want to buy, if loan is available

~ Want to rent

100.••..---.---.

o.
Govt .Non-G. Form. Inf.

x

For.m. Inf. Form. Inf.
Professional (Semi-) .Unskilled

Skilled
Business UnempJ
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The decision to buy a house is also influced by the
type of occupation of the head of household, as
sho\'rnin Fig. 5. This relationship can he ex?lained
partly by the effect on income levels, but there
are other factors involved as well. A preference
for renting was expressed most s~rongly by people
wo rki.n« in business and unskilled Labour'ezs , especially
in the informal sector~ this is true even for those
in higher income groups of the target !:",opulation.
On the other ~and, those with professi nal jobs, or
relatively secure t·!age-ernploymentare more \i'lillingto
commit themselves to huying an own house.

There are other factors that can be sho~rn on closer
analysis to have some influence on peoples' attitude
t.owards the alternatives of huying or renting.
For instancep complete families pith children are
more eager to buy a hous.; in town thc:m t'l1osein other
categories of household composition. There is,
hONever, no relationship vTith the lsngth of residence
in t.own , nor v!ith shemba=owne rshLp .

2.5.2. Type of Fouse and House-Construction

\'1henpeople want, a house in ownership, they clearly
prefer a "pxope r " house: Both studies hy Temple and
Jorgensen showed that a'smaller stone building
(3-roomed) was clearly preferred to a larger mud-
and-wattle structure.
In this connection it is of interest to note that
the idea of helping in the construction of an o,"m
house (one of the basic concepts of the Site and
Service strategy] is not very appealing to prospec-
tive house-buyers in this income group. r'~ostvrouLd
prefer t~hire a contractor or fundis for the
construc~ion, or leave the construction to a
Government agency (similar findings we re reported
by Jorgensen, 1975). Itor-eove r , only very f ew had
skills appropriate for house huilding.

Thus I an ovrner+orten+ed housing r-olLcy for 10"1-
income groups should !")edirected primarily to heads
of household with more or less stahle occu9ations,
not only for reasons of security of loan-irn.restncnt
by the Government, but also because it is in this
group that the largest proportion will be found
interested in such ventures.

3.0. CONCLUSIONS

Summarizing the main aspects of the housing demand
of the target population as they have emerged from
this socio-economic analysis, we can conclude that:
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1. The rn2.jQ j ty of the_b~\_,s of ~oUSGhold in the
low inco~e-groups is interested only in rente~
accorr.modation, espec LalLy t1'wse in th"'!bot torr-
part of the income scale, ano t~_o~e Hi. th a
Lovre r d(CC]reeo. jol~-security.!\ large :-,roportion
of this qroup consists of onG-~~rson households.
1'_.1though peo=Le V7ie. an Lncor-e be Lovr XSh.s.200/-
p.m. are l.,ynecessity o)~-liqef!to sv-end a large
propprtlon of their incoI'1~on r8nt, in the
higher income aroups other itp.T"son the family
hudget have a hi(yh!">.rpriority than .equality
of the house and people conf~r a high value to
the 10H rents they are payinC'fpresently. Thus,
thero is a high demand in the lONer income

rOUDS for cheap rental accommodation, prefe~-
ably as single room units. It should be a
major aspect of a housing strategy for this
income group to consider approaches to satisfy
this demand.

Is it realistic to expect the solution to this
problem from suhletting facilities in Site and
Service Schemes?
For many of the owner-s in Site and Service
Schemes the income from sub Lett.Lno v!ill he
essential to enable them to afford the
monthly repayments. It may he expected that
the rents per room in such schemes \lIill
become relatively high, (also influenced by the
high standards of infrastructural services
offered), possibly too high to ~e attractive
for those in the target-group who depend on
rental housing.
Other alternatives that may deserve serious
consideration are:

I~provement of slum - and squatter areas.
At resent these areas rovide the major
stock of low-rent a~c~mrnodation.
If a slum-improvement strategy can be designed
that can maintain the level of rents per
room within acceotable limits, these areas
,'Jill prohalbly continue to he the major resort
for those who depend on cheap rental housing.

Stimulation of private development of cheap
rental accomrnodctionr At present a consider-
able proportion of this .evelopment takes,
place unauthoriz-ed. Are there approaches
po S1. e that vrouLd bring more of these efforts
within the legal f ramewor'k?
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Development of cheap public rental schemes. In
the official housing policy, public rental ----
housing is ID~·t - _ ()'Vi esteem at the moment.
But if tne construction of rental houses is such
an attractive option for the private developer,
vrhy could it not he done profitably by the
Government?
Such an approach would be feasible only if the
specific qharacteristics of this target group
are taken into account, i.e. the fact that the
average household size is much Lowe r than the
general uraan average of 4.5 to 5 PP . per
household, and that about half of this gr011p is
living alone. It has heen pointed out above
that -these one-person households do not reflect
a group of persons-in-transition: they are
generally long-time urban residents and most of
them do not plan to bring their family from the
rural areas to t.own ,

2. l.mong the group 't·litha monthly income of more
than KShs.300/-, there is a considerable interest
in obtaining a house of their Ot~, in particular
among those \'7ithrelatively stable employment
and those who live in t.own l:!iththeir complete
family. Host importantly, these people are
generally willing to speno a much higher propor-
tion of their income on loan-repayments for
an own house than th.ey vrou Ld spend on rented
accammodation: up to 30% for the income group
between KShs.200/- and KShs.300/- p.m. and
decreasing to about 15% of their income for
higher income groups, above KShs.500/-.
Thus there seem to be grounds for taking a more
flexib~e attitude towards the limit of 20% of
the income, that forms the basis of the
estimation of affordability, irrespective of
peoples' income level.
Is it feasible to adapt the Site an0 f!ervice
programme, wh i.ch at pr-eserit, is priced beyond the
means of pract.Lca Ll.y the vrhole target
population, in such a way that this becomes a
realistic option for those people?

It is on these and related questions, I hope my
data have provioed some background information
that will stimulate a fruitful discussion.

The op1n10ns expressed in thi~ paper are those of
the auth r and should not be regarded as represen-
ting the viewpoint of the PoR.D.Uo
The author is a recipient of a grant from the
Netherlands Foundation for the Advancement of
T~opical p.esearch O.\lOTRO).


