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ABSTRACT 

The study investigated the graffiti characteristics, driver’s behaviour and commuter’s boarding preference in 

Agege, Lagos, Nigeria. The study enumerated different bus-stops in the area. Simple random sampling (lucky dip 

method) was adopted at this level to select the bus-stops. A structured questionnaire was administered to 18 

commuters/Drivers ay each of the randomly sampled eleven (11) bus-stops, using a random sampling technique. 

Correlation was used to test the relationship between graffiti characteristics, driver’s behaviour and boarding 

preference. The research recognized that graffiti are only used for beautification, advertisement and to pass 

information to the public. Therefore government needs to adopt new policies to enhance the effective uses of graffiti 

by utilize the talents that are there and allow the members of the community to beautify and contribute to their own 

community, there should be agencies that would check the type of Graffiti being used before publicizing it in order to 

ensure that it does not give rise to disharmony and the drivers should counsel passengers about the Graffiti to 

ensure it does not cause unnecessary distractions to board their vehicle. 

Keywords: Graffiti, Driver’s behavior, Boarding preferences, commuters. 
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Background of the study 

One of the principal causes of transportation problem has been identified as driver’s 

behaviour (Okpala 1977). This implies that driver characteristics are significant to transport 

development especially the road transportation sector. Recklessness in driving, violence, 

hooliganism, use of vulgar languages among so many others is a common experience with 

commercial drivers. Some of this is portrayed by what they write, paste or engraved on their 

vehicles, which are referred to as graffiti in this study. 

The role of road transportation, especially the commercial transportation system in the 

development of transportation in Nigeria cannot be overemphasized. The convenience of the 

commuters has been measured by trip cost, which includes the fares paid, the man hour loss 

and sundry factor (Ogunsanya, 1993, Aderamo, 2002). Meanwhile the characteristics of the 

person driving contributes to whether a commuters enjoy his or her trip or otherwise. The 

ability of the driver to obey simple rules and regulations of driving, his politeness to keep 

order with the passengers and his maintenance culture on which is hinged the adequacy of 

both the interior and exteriors of his vehicle used among others, all counts in the convenience 

enjoyed by the commuters. 

Commercial boarding in our cities today is rife with driver passenger conflicts. Most 

of the reason for these conflicts is often blamed on the drivers. At the first look, urban 

commercial drivers have a look that marks negative behavioural characteristics. Many of 

them are easily noticed to be smokers and alcoholics; the drinks whose seller has always been 

found to pitch their tents at the domain of these transport units. Unpleasant attitudes including 

vulgar words, violent acts etc thus becomes normal at the bus stops or the motor parks. This 

reflects in the way they react to everyone and everything including their vehicles and driving. 

The observation is that most if not all these commercial vehicles have graffiti on 

them. Meanwhile, graffiti itself especially the gang graffiti has been connected with crime 
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(Gomez 1993). Although in other culture it is seen as a work of art or artistic information that 

has aesthetic qualities (Zurmuchlen, 1990). In our contemporary urban centers of today, there 

are myriads of things posted as graffiti on vehicles. Some are religious, some has to do with 

slang and gangsters, some are borne by popular music or we say that some music’s are borne 

by the slangs, while others are borne by tide of news in sports. 

Undoubtedly, graffiti is common to commercial drivers be it religious, musical or 

slang oriented. A cursory observation of the driver has also suggested that a great proportion 

of them are prone to negative behavioural characteristics. It is therefore important to find 

answer to some question; are the graffiti connected to the way the driver think and behave? 

Do these have any relationship with the way they live and do their job? Are the commuters to 

enjoy drivers services related to the drivers’ service? Is the ability of the commuters to enjoy 

driver service related to the drivers behaviours, do they care about what graffiti are on the 

vehicles is there interconnections between the graffiti on the vehicles, drivers behaviour and 

the commuter boarding preference? These and other problem is the thesis of this work. 

Graffiti: Meaning and Issues. 

Graffiti writing is as ancient as human communication, it gained widespread attention only 

with its proliferation in urban neighbourhoods in the late 1960’s and 1970’s.  Most people 

have come to associate this graffiti explosion with urban gangs, regarding its marking and 

murals as visible invasive challenges to middle class and elite aesthetics, property concepts 

and sense of security. Although gangs have produced a portion of urban graffiti during the 

last three decades, most is more accurately linked to hip hop graffiti. 

Over the years, graffiti crews have focused urban adolescents on putting their art up 

around the city, inventing new styles, organizing nocturnal visits to the sub way yards and 

other experiences that, although often illicit, are far less destructive than most gang activities. 

Using the comments of a graffiti writers  from a range of time periods and places to re- 
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construct this experience, it will argue that graffiti education both parallels and  diverges 

from the teaching of these traditional, institutions, functioning paradoxically as both a status 

quo and trans-progressive organization. Graffiti provides poor and disadvantaged adolescents 

with knowledge, skills and values important for success in the main stream. Graffiti is an art 

that has much effect on the environment. They express feelings (emotions) of people in the 

environment. They serve a source of information e.g. a vehicle on which a sticker with the 

graffiti “up Chelsea” is pasted implies that the vehicle driver is a Chelsea fan, a vehicle with 

the graffiti “Stop Aims” is also passing another information etc. 

 

Methodology 

The populations considered in this study are of twofold: the drivers and the 

commuters. In this study, it is considered appropriate to sample the bus stops since it is the 

meeting place for both type of our target population. Therefore, the sample frame for the 

study is associated with Agege and it environ which includes: Agbotikuyo, Shofunde, 

Okekoto, Moshalashi, Agege garage, A.P, Pen cinema, Isale-oja, Capitol, Ijaiye garage and 

Iju garage. Simple random sampling was adopted at this level to select the sampled bus-stops. 

The names of each bus-stop were written on pieces of paper and were put in lucky dip bag. 

Eleven (11) bus-stops were randomly picked from the bag. Due to the fact that total 

population of commuters/drivers cannot be easily determined at each bus-stop, eighteen (18) 

commuters/drivers were interviewed at each bus-stop along the corridor expect for Iju garage 

where twenty (20) commuters/drivers were interviewed due to the increase in population with 

a total of 200 questionnaires. The sampling method adopted for questionnaire administration 

is clustered sampling techniques. This is by scooping the respondent in the sampled area 

randomly along the bus stations and at their parks. This method of sampling is considered to 

be the most appropriate for this study in that, it is explicitly simple and allows for equal 

representation of all sample units. Likert scaling was used to transform the ordinal data into 
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interval data. chi square was used to explain the difference in the graffiti characteristics, 

diver’s behavior and commuters’ boarding preference among the sampled units. Correlation 

analysis was also used to explain the relationship between graffiti characteristics 

independently with drivers’ behavior and commuters’ boarding preference. 

Results and Discussion 

1. Graffiti Characteristics 

  Graffiti in this form is considered to be a kind of symbol or sign making activity, 

which is a part of human nature. This graffiti characteristic includes the type, boldness, 

position, originator of graffiti, also whom graffiti is common among, peculiarity in vicinity, 

whether it boot driver’s morale or encouraged them to work and nick name due to graffiti 

used. All this will give limelight to the relevance and the use of graffiti in the sampled areas. 

Table 2: Incidence of Graffiti 
 

GRAFFITI 

Area (%)  

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Word 100 66.6 77.8 88.9 88.9 100 88.9 77.8 66.6 77.8 88.9 84 

Symbol 100 100 66.6 77.8 100 100 100 100 100 500 77.8 88 

Drawing 66.6 0 22.2 11.1 33.3 22.2 11.1 11.1 22.2 22.2 33.3 24 

Picture 77.8 66.6 66.6 55.6 60 100 66.7 66.7 44.8 33.3 55.6 66 

 Sources: Author’s field work, 2013. 
A.P-1, Capital-2, Agbotikuyo-3, Agege-4, Iju-5, Isale Oja-6, Ijaiye-7, Moshalashi-8, Oke Koto-9, Pencinema-10, Shofunde-11. 

 

It is observed that most of the commercial drivers are obsessed with graffiti. Most of 

them has all the four forms of graffiti on their vehicles. However it was noticed that word 

graffiti is common to almost all. Other drivers add other types of graffiti such as pictures, 

drawings or symbols though in various shapes and sizes. Some of them are not so 

conspicuous to people far away from the vehicle but some are.This implies that bulk of the 

drivers used word graffiti on their vehicles because it is easily seen and interpreted. Also 

majority of the respondent in the sampled area also have symbol and picture graffiti. Symbol 

graffiti are used to represent specific mean and they are often used by the drivers. However, 

drawing graffiti is not common in most of the sampled area. This implies that word; symbol 

and picture graffiti are the major type of graffiti that is common in the study area. 
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Table 3: Types of Graffiti 
Graffiti Graffiti Type Area (%)  

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Word Sticker 100 100 100 57.1 70 71.4 50 100 100 44.4 22.2 69.7 

Painting 0 0 0 42.9 30.0 28.6 0 0 0 22.2 77.8 22.4 

engraved 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 33.3 0 7.9 

Symbol Sticker 77.9 88.9 88.9 88.9 90 88.9 77.8 66.7 88.9 77.8 88.9 84 

Painting 22.2 11.1 11.1 11.1 0 22.2 22.2 11.1 11.1 22.2 11.1 14 

engraved 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 11.1 0 0 0 2 

Drawing Sticker 77.8 88.9 66.7 88.9 80 66.7 55.6 55.6 66.7 55.6 77.8 71 

Painting 22.2 11.1 33.3 11.1 20 22.2 33.3 22.2 33.3 33.3 22.2 24 

engraved 0 0 0 0 0 11.1 11.1 22.2 0 11.1 0 5 

Picture Sticker 33.3 44.4 33.3 55.6 90 77.8 66.7 77.8 66.7 55.6 66.7 51 

Painting 66.7 55.6 66.7 44.4 10 22.2 33.3 22.2 33.3 44.4 33.3 39 

engraved 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sources: Author’s field work, 2013 
A.P-1, Capital-2, Agbotikuyo-3, Agege-4, Iju-5, Isale Oja-6, Ijaiye-7, Moshalashi-8, Oke Koto-9, Pencinema-10, Shofunde-11.. 

 

The type of graffiti used can be classified into stickers painting and engraved. 

Majority of the respondent indicates that symbol sticker graffiti are commonly used while 

lesser respondent indicates painting and engraving respectively. A large percentage of the 

respondent uses sticker word graffiti, sticker symbol graffiti, sticker drawing graffiti and 

sticker picture graffiti. It can as well be deduced that some of the respondent  used all the 

forms and types of graffiti available to them, but preferably sticker is more in use than 

painting and engraving because it easily to remove and placed as well. 
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Table 4: Positions of Graffiti 
GRAFFIT

I 

POSITION

S 

Area (%)  

Tota

l 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Word Wind screen 66.

7 

100 0 42.

9 

30.

0 

57.

1 

50.

0 

100 50.

0 

55.

6 

100 60.5 

Side 33.

3 

0 33.

3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 22.

2 

0 7.9 

Rear 0 0 66.

7 

57.

1 

70.

0 

42.

9 

50.

0 

0 0 22.

2 

0 27.6 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50.

0 

0 0 3.9 

Symbol Wind screen 77.

7 

77.

7 

44.

4 

55.

6 

50.

0 

33.

3 

44.

5 

55.

6 

22.

2 

44.

5 

33.

3 

45 

Side 0 22.

2 

0 22.

0 

30.

0 

22.

2 

33.

3 

22.

2 

11.

1 

33.

3 

33.

3 

23 

Rear 22.

2 

33.

3 

44.

4 

11.

1 

10.

0 

22.

2 

22.

2 

22.

2 

44.

4 

11.

1 

22.

2 

24 

Others 0 0 0 11.

1 

10.

0 

22.

2 

0 0 22.

2 

11.

1 

11.

1 

8 

Drawing Wind screen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Side 77.

8 

88.

9 

77.

8 

66.

7 

70.

0 

66.

6 

77.

8 

66.

7 

55.

6 

66.

7 

77.

8 

72 

Rear 22.

2 

11.

1 

22.

2 

33.

3 

30.

0 

33.

3 

22.

2 

33.

3 

44.

4 

33.

3 

22.

2 

28 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Picture Wind screen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Side 88.

9 

88.

9 

100 100 50.

0 

88.

9 

88.

9 

77.

8 

77.

8 

66.

7 

77.

8 

85 

Rear 11.

1 

11.

1 

0 0 20.

0 

11.

1 

11.

1 

22.

2 

22.

2 

33.

3 

22.

2 

15 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sources: Author’s field work, 2013. 
A.P-1, Capital-2, Agbotikuyo-3, Agege-4, Iju-5, Isale Oja-6, Ijaiye-7, Moshalashi-8, Oke Koto-9, Pencinema-10, Shofunde-11. 

 

 The table reveals that a larger percentage of the respondent position their word and 

symbol graffiti on wind screens while picture graffiti is not placed on wind screen. This 

indicates that the position of word graffiti is usually on the wind screen for easy visual 

attraction. It can be deduced that position of graffiti influence the visual attraction of the 

boarding preference.   

Using Likhert Scale to Determine Degree/Incidence and Passengers’ Attitude 

 Using Likhert scale to ascertain the degree of incident of smoking, drinking and 

speeding and passenger attitude “Incidence Rating Index.” and “Passenger Attitude Rating 
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Index”. This is done by attaching value of weight to different degree of responses for 

example four (4) was attached to very much, and decreases down the line to one (1) whose 

weight was not at all. Also four (4) was attached to very significant decreasing down to one 

(1) whose weight was not significant at all  

To calculate the Incidence rating index IRI and Passenger Attitude Rating Index 

PARI, respondent were to rate the incidence and passenger attitude using  one of “very mush 

”, “mush,” “just little”, “not at all.”  And “very significant”, “significant,” “not significant”, 

“not significant at all”.  

The IRI and PRI is arrived at through the following procedures 

The total weight value (IWV and PWV) for the drivers were calculated by summing 

up the product of the weight value of the express effect rating and the corresponding number 

of respondents (N) that expressed a specific effect perception. The average of the (TWV) i.e. 

TWV taken is the IRI and PWV for example, if a, b, c, d, e are the numbers of respondents 

that reactively expressed that the effect is “very significant”, “significant,” “not significant”, 

“not significant at all”.  

 TWV = (a x 1) + (b x 2) x (c x 3) + (d x 4)  

a + b +c +d = N  

PRI – TWV 

    N 

The nearer the PRI to unity scale 1 the more significant the passenger attitude. The 

mean of the PRI distribution was also computed. Furthermore, the deviation about mean of 

each variable, the variance and standard deviation of the distribution were also calculated to 

measure the scatter around the mean i.e. how large or small the observation fluctuate above 

or below the mean. When the calculated deviation is positive, it shows less or little 

importance of an indicator to a variable and has no serious effect on it. When the deviation is 
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negative, it shows relevance of the indicator to the variable and shows the serious effect of it 

at the same time. 

2. Boarding Preferences 

 This is the view of commuter and driver on graffiti characteristics in the sample area.  

Table 5: Drivers Perception about Boarding Preferences 
 Variable Area (%)  

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Do you have 

passengers 

rush hours 

 

YES 

 

100 

 

100 

 

77.8 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

66.7 

 

100 

 

95 

 

NO 

 

0 

 

0 

 

22.2 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

33.3 

 

0 

 

5 

Passengers 

preferences 

to board 

your vehicles 

 

PREFER 

 

33.3 

 

44.4 

 

33.3 

 

44.4 

 

30.0 

 

77.8 

 

100 

 

66.7 

 

66.7 

 

0 

 

22.2 

 

47 

 DO 

NOT 

PREFER 

 

66.7 

 

55.6 

 

66.7 

 

55.6 

 

70.0 

 

22.2 

 

0 

 

33.3 

 

33.3 

 

100 

 

77.8 

 

53 

If preferred,  

is it because 

of graffiti 

 

YES 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

22.2 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

33.3 

 

5 

 

NO 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

77.8 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

66.7 

 

95 

Sources: Author’s field work, 2013. 
A.P-1, Capital-2, Agbotikuyo-3, Agege-4, Iju-5, Isale Oja-6, Ijaiye-7, Moshalashi-8, Oke Koto-9, Pencinema-10, Shofunde-11. 

 

From the table, the drivers reveals that morning between the hour of 6.30am-10.0am and 

evening between the hours of 4.00pm-8.00pm there is usually heavy passenger rush. This 

because in the morning people live their home for daily activities and by evening they will be 

preparing to be back home. Also, from personal interview some of the respondent said reason 

for passenger’s preference in boarding their vehicles is because some of the passengers are 

familiar with the way the driver and also they like the type of graffiti use by such vehicles. 

From the oral interview most of the graffiti are use to beautify their car, advertisement 

purpose, information and lot more. Therefore graffiti do not have any effect on the boarding 

preference or the drivers themselves. This implies that passenger preference to board vehicles 

is not due to the graffiti on them. 
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Table 6: X² of Drivers Perception About Boarding Preferences 
s/n  Variable X

2
 Asymp Remarks  

1 Nicknamed due to graffiti 38.989 .000 significant 

2 Passenger rushing hour  25.146 .005 significant 

3 Passenger preference to board  one’s vehicle 29.123 .001 significant 

4 Is this preference due to the graffiti on the vehicle 20.893 .013 Not significant 

5 Graffiti boost morale and give encouragement to work 36.730 .000 significant 

  Source: Author’s field work, 2013. 

From the chi-square table was observed that at 95% confidence level the p.value is 

lesser then the alpha valve (0.005) therefore the variable indicate significant. This implies 

that there is no difference in driver’s perception about boarding preference among the 

sampled areas. Except “Is this preference due to the graffiti on the vehicle”, which is not 

significant. This implies that it is not equally applied to all areas under study and that their 

perception varies among the sample area. 

3. Relationship between graffiti characteristic, driver behaviour and commuters 

boarding preference 

Table 7: Relationship between Commuters’ Boarding Preference and Drivers’ 

Behaviour. 
Drivers 

behaviour 

Boarding preference Correlation 

coefficient 

p-value Comment 

Incidence of driver 

smoking 

Commuters who won’t board 

because of graffiti 

.173 .610 No significant 

relationship 

Commuters who cares about 

graffiti 

.305 .362 No significant 

relationship 

Commuters who hate graffiti .056 .869 No significant 

relationship 

Incidence of driver 

drinking 

Commuters who won’t board 

because of graffiti 

-.370 .0262 No significant 

relationship 

Commuters who cares about 

graffiti 

-.014 .967 No significant 

relationship 

Commuters who hate graffiti .388 .239 No significant 

relationship 

Incidence of driver 

over speeding 

Commuters who won’t board 

because of graffiti 

-.665 .025* Significant relationship 

exist 

Commuters who cares about 

graffiti 

-.817 .002* Significant relationship 

exist 

Commuters who hate graffiti -.559 ..074 No significant 

relationship 

Source: Authors field survey 2013 

 The table reveals that a negative relationship exists only between incidence of driver 

over speeding and commuters who won’t board because of graffiti and commuters who care 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ADVANCE RESEARCH, IJOAR .ORG                                                                                        
ISSN 2320-9151  11 

 

IJOAR© 2015 
http://www.ijoar.org 

 

about graffiti. This implies that as the rate at which driver’s overspeeding is increasing, 

commuters who won’t board because of graffiti and commuters who care about graffiti is 

decreasing. Therefore the analysis reveals that there is no significant relationship between 

drivers’ behavior and commuters’ boarding preference. 

Table 8: Relationship between Drivers’ Behavior and Graffiti Characteristics. 
Drivers behavior Graffiti characteristics Correlation coefficient p-value Comment 

 

Incidence of driver smoking 

Very bold -.148 .663 No relationship 

graffiti on windscreen .094 .7821 No relationship 

Religious graffiti -.327 .326 No relationship 

Slang graffiti .124 .717 No relationship 

Gangsters graffiti .210 .535 No relationship 

Music graffiti .182 .593 No relationship 

Sport graffiti -.228 .500 No relationship 

 

Incidence of driver drinking 

Very bold -.031 .928 No relationship 

graffiti on windscreen .044 .899 No relationship 

Religious graffiti -.170 .617 No relationship 

Slang graffiti -.272 .418 No relationship 

Gangsters graffiti .359 .278 No relationship 

Music graffiti .169 .619 No relationship 

Sport graffiti -.077 .821 No relationship 

 

Incidence of driver over speeding 

Very bold -.264 .434 No relationship 

graffiti on windscreen -.600 .051 No relationship 

Religious graffiti .005 .988 No relationship 

Slang graffiti .006 .986 No relationship 

Gangsters graffiti -.344 .300 No relationship 

Music graffiti .345 .299 No relationship 

Sport graffiti -.207 .541 No relationship 

Source: Authors field survey 2013 

 The table reveals that the correlation coefficient between each driver’s behaviour 

variables and graffiti characteristics variables are farer to ±1 which implies that they have less 

correlation. The analysis reveals that there no significant relationship between drivers’ 

behaviour and graffiti characteristics. 
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Table 9: Relationship between Graffiti Characteristics and Commuter’s Boarding 

Preference. 
Drivers behavior Graffiti 

characteristics 

Correlation coefficient p-value Comment 

 

 

Commuters who won’t 

board because of graffiti 

Very bold .340 .306 No relationship 

Graffiti on windscreen .501 .116 No relationship 

Religious graffiti .016 .964 No relationship 

Slang graffiti .355 .283 No relationship 

Gangsters graffiti .065 .850 No relationship 

Music graffiti -.563 .071 No relationship 

Sport graffiti .490 .126 No relationship 

 

Commuters who cares 

about graffiti 

Very bold .383 .245 No relationship 

graffiti on windscreen .440 .176 No relationship 

Religious graffiti -.401 .221 No relationship 

Slang graffiti .424 .194 No relationship 

Gangsters graffiti .353 .287 No relationship 

Music graffiti -.264 .434 No relationship 

Sport graffiti .184 .589 No relationship 

 

Commuters who hate 

graffiti 

Very bold .084 .806 No relationship 

graffiti on windscreen .035 .918 No relationship 

Religious graffiti .125 .724 No relationship 

Slang graffiti -.046 .893 No relationship 

Gangsters graffiti .451 .164 No relationship 

Music graffiti -.521 .100 No relationship 

Sport graffiti .097 .776 No relationship 

Source: Authors field survey 2013 

It was revealed from the table that the correlation coefficient between each 

commuters’ boarding preference variables and graffiti characteristics variables are farer to ±1 

which implies that they have less correlation. The analysis reveals that there no significant 

relationship between commuters’ boarding preference and graffiti characteristics. 

 

Summary of Findings 

The summary of findings of this study for the drivers are highlighted below 

 From the study 60% of the total population sample said that they have picture graffiti 

while 34% said they do not. This implies that word; symbol and picture graffiti are the 

major type of graffiti that is common in the study area. 

 A large percentage of the respondent love to use sticker, word, symbol, drawing and 

picture. It can as well be deduced that some of the respondent  used all the forms and 

types of graffiti available to them, but preferably sticker is more use than painting and 

engraving because it easily to remove and placed as well. 
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 From the study it was observed that majority of the respondent commuters live and 

board around the study area while few have their working place around the study area. 

This means that this respondent will have better understand about the behavior of the 

drivers since they ply the road regularly. 

 It observed that 98% of the total respondent said the graffiti is peculiar to their 

vicinity. 

 From the study, 72% of the total respondent that it boost their morale and encourage 

them to work while 28% said it does not. This implies that most of the driver used it 

to give them encourage on their daily work. 

 The study revealed that 80% of the total said they were nickname to the graffiti they 

used while 19% said no. this implies that nickname is associated is the graffiti used in 

all the study area.  

 From personal interview some of the respondent said reason for passengers preference 

in boarding their vehicles is because some of the passenger are familiar with the way 

the driver and are comfortable with it. 

 This implies that 35.4% of the total respondent will not board a vehicle because on 

what is on it. Therefore some of the boarding preference where concern with what is 

placed on vehicle that they will board. It goes a long way in their taught and reaction 

and also means a lot to them. 

 The study revealed that 67.7% of the total respondent indicates that graffiti passes 

message, advertisement and information to them, this mean that any type of graffiti 

placed on vehicles goes a long way to tell about the driver and owner of the vehicles. 

 From the total population sample in all areas, it was observed that 26% preferred sport 

graffiti, 22% preferred music, 21% preferred Islam and 21% also preferred 

Christianity while only 4% preferred other type of graffiti. This various type of 
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preference is due to the environment, perception and lifestyle of individual. However 

good and communicative graffiti can be used to change people perception about their 

immediate environment. 

Conclusion 

For any society to have good progress, growth and development, there must be laws 

governing the use of graffiti in order to prevent violence that may be arise through the use of 

graffiti and maintain harmony. More so, graffiti may not be eradicated due to the fact, that it 

serves several other purposes like memorials etc. but the restrictions of graffiti usage amidst 

drivers would serves as a means of maintaining law and orders. 
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Recommendation 

Having examined the graffiti characteristics, driver’s behaviour and boarding 

preference in Agege and it environ. It can be seen that graffiti characteristics is associated 

with driver’s behaviour and boarding preferences. However government needs to adopt new 

policies to enhance the effect used of graffiti in the sampled area. The following 

recommendations are hereby made:   

1) Government should look within the community and utilize the talents that are there and allow the 

members of the community to beautify and contribute to their own community, surely instead of 

spending so much money on Graffiti cleanup and on preventing task forces, it would make sense for 

the money to be channeled into opportunities for youth to be educated about artistic process and learn 

about the art through legal project funded by the city. 

2) There should be agencies that would check the type of Graffiti being used before publicizing it in 

order to ensure that it does not give rise to disharmony. 

3) The drivers should counsel passengers about the Graffiti to ensure it does not cause unnecessary 

distractions  to board their vehicle. 

4) The drivers should nevertheless be encouraged towards the use of Graffiti as a means of improving 

their personal skills to become more or a functional citizen rather than rif- raf. 

5) It would educate the youth by giving them a creative outlet within their community and help it grow 

and prospers. 

6) The government and public agencies should enforce laws that would regulate graffiti usage amidst 

commercial drivers in order to maintain harmony and prevent violence in the society. 
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